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Subject: SB 261/Ch 396 (2), 2024 (MSAR #15556) Maryland Board of Barbers Sunset
Report

Dear Senator Hettleman and Delegate Solomon:

The Maryland Department of Labor is pleased to submit this Sunset Report regarding the
Maryland Board of Barbers to the Joint Audit and Evaluation Committee (JAEC) as required by
SB 261/Ch 396 (2), 2004. This report includes information about Board members, application
processes, fees, number of registrants, maintenance of records, and complaints as requested by
the JAEC. For additional information regarding the report, please contact Andrew Fulginiti,
Legislative Director, at Andrew.Fulginiti@maryland.gov.

Best regards,

A B

/

John Dove
Commissioner, Occupational and Professional Licensing


mailto:Andrew.Fulginiti@maryland.gov

DivisioN oF OCCUPATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL LICENSING

& M a ryl a n d Office of the Commissioner

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 100 S. Charles Street, Tower 1
Baltimore, MD 21201

2025 Program Sunset Report
Maryvland Board of Barbers

The Maryland Board of Barbers (the “Board”) was established to regulate the practice of
barbering in the state and to protect the health and safety of the public. The Board oversees the
licensing and regulation of barbers, apprentices, barbershops, and private career schools.
Licensees are required to comply with the standards and regulations outlined in the Code of
Maryland Regulations (COMAR) Title 09, Subtitle 16. These regulations cover a broad range of
requirements, including licensing qualifications, sanitary standards, inspection procedures,
professional conduct, and disciplinary actions.

Board Membershi

The Board is comprised of seven members:

1. Lawrence Franklin, Chair, Industry Member, 2705 Claybrooke Dr., Windsor Mill, MD
21244, Appointed 7/1/2025

2. Andrew Campbell, Industry Member, 11217 Kettering P1., Upper Marlboro, MD 20774,
Appointed 12/4/2023

3. Wade Menendez, Industry Member, 3249 Arundel On the Bay Rd, Annapolis, MD
21403, Appointed 7/1/2025

4. Toni Wallace, Industry Member, 15301 Holly Grove Rd, Silver Spring, MD 20905,

Appointed 9/27/2024

5. Channing Trent, Industry Member, 1738 Red Oak Ln., Waldorf, MD 20601, Appointed
12/13/2023

6. Lanine Swann, Consumer Member, 1219 White Mills Rd., Catonsville, MD 21228,
Appointed 9/27/2024

7. Yasmine Young, Consumer Member, 234 Holliday St., Apt 302, Baltimore, MD 21202,
Appointed 11/14/2024

Board Staff

The Maryland Board of Barbers is supported by a dedicated team of professionals who manage
licensing, inspections, education, and administration.

Nicole Fletcher, Executive Director- nicole.fletcher@maryland.gov, 410-230-6193

Breona Scott, Assistant Executive Director- breona.scott@maryland.gov, 410-230-6191
Leslie Braxton, Licensing Supervisor- leslie.braxton(@maryland.gov, 410-230-6194

Ashley Thompson, Reciprocity Specialist- ashley.thompsonl@maryland.gov, 410-230-6195
Renee Robertson, Education Coordinator- renee.robertson@maryland.gov, 410-230-6216
Jacob Guy, Apprenticeship Coordinator- jacob.guy@maryland.gov , 410-230-6255

Fatmata Rahman, Board Secretary- fatmata.rahman@maryland.gov, 410-230-6192

Erica Lewis, Per Diem Inspector- erica.lewis | (@maryland.gov, 443-814-8900
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Khoi Cao, Per Diem Inspector- khoi.cao@maryland.gov, 443-474-5231
Kimberly Watkins, Per Diem Inspector- kimberly. watkins@maryland.gov, 240-305-5118
Kristen Pope, Per Diem Inspector- kristen.pope@maryland.gov, 667-224-0148

Board Meeting Information

Information regarding the Maryland Board of Barbers’ public meetings can be found on the
Board’s website at https://www.labor.maryland.gov/license/min/barbersmin.shtml. The site
provides notice of the date, time, and location of all scheduled Board meetings through year-end,
along with copies of meeting agendas in advance or as they become available. Additionally,
approved meeting minutes from the past three years are posted, as well as minutes from the
current year as they are approved. Please note that minutes from the previous month’s meeting
are typically posted after being approved at the current month’s meeting. The Board also ensures
compliance by maintaining records of its proceedings. All meeting materials, including open and
closed session minutes, are maintained electronically and physically, with the option of
transitioning them to State Archives after five years.

Record of Licenses

The Board maintains a record of all registered barbers stored electronically in the AS400
licensing system by the Maryland Department of Labor Division of Occupational and
Professional Licensing. Physical records are kept in order of registration numbers. Old records
have been transferred to State Archives in accordance with record retention policies.

STATE

BOARD OF Master Limited Barber Apprentice |Apprentice
BARBERS Barber Barber Stylist Barbershop Barber Stylist [Barber

FY21 6,076 6,424 10 2,212 32 3,176
FY22 6,179 6,449 11 2,267 42 3,215
FY23 6,317 6,479 22 2,324 63 3,324
FY24 6,510 6,518 31 2,373 93 3,460
FY25 6,709 6,572 42 2,422 114 3,598
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Current Fee Schedule

Licensed barbers, barber-stylists, apprentices, and shop owners in Maryland are required to
maintain active licensure through timely renewals and adherence to Board regulations. Fees for
original licensure, renewal, and reinstatement are established by regulation and are subject to
change with public notice. Currently, the fees are as follows: $56 for an individual original
license or renewal (including barbers, master barbers, and barber-stylists), $11 for apprentice
permits, and $225 for an original barber shop license with a renewal fee of $56. Late renewals
for individuals are subject to a $112 fee, while late shop renewals incur the full original fee in
addition to the late fee. Other services, such as duplicate licenses and certification verifications,
are $28. All fees paid to the Board are nonrefundable.

In many cases, Maryland’s individual licensing fees fall below the national average, helping to
ensure access and affordability for practitioners and business owners alike.

Direct and Attributed Costs

Please refer to the attached chart for these figures.

STATE BOARD OF Operational Operational
BARBERS Revenue Direct Cost Indirect Cost  Trans Legal Trans OIT

FY14 $194,688 $53,935 0 0 0
FY15 $223,398 $43,014 0 0 0
FY16 $203,495 48,930 0 0 0
FY17 $217,320 $48,557 0 0 0
FY18 $215,179 $46,899 0 0 0
FY19 $224,781 $45,844 $1,751 $5,460 $18,517
FY20 $189,937 $51,372 $2,443 $13,083 $18,841
Fy21 $197,791 $142,035 $2,817 $6,316 $23,283
FY22 $211,254 $210,078 $2,996 $4,463 $32,095
FY23 $238,174 $121,983 $2,454 $14,155 $21,502
FY24 $227,879 $134,604 $2,044 $7,835 $40,796
FY25 $296,215 $155,107 $1,604 $11,303 $50,885
FY26 $301,986 $173,692 $1,436 $10,202 $52,314
FY27 $301,586 $205,733 $1,368 $10,743 $57,507
FY28 $305,896 $223,955 $1,300 $11,284 $55,605
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FY29 $291,258 $222,178 $1,250 $11,058 $47,894
FY30 $289,368 $215,605 $1,164 $12,365 $55,584
FY31 $310,258 $238,622 $1,402 $12,706 $57,587
FY32 $309,584 $246,845 $1,028 $13,447 $59,845

"From FY2014 to FY2018 the Board of Barbers was generally funded and did not have any charged/tracked of indirect, Legal & OIT Expenses.

2FY20 & FY21 COVID-19 pandemic & resulting state/business shutdown caused a loss in revenue.

3FY 2025 has estimated final Revenue and Expenditure numbers.

Complaints by Type and Disposition (FY2021-FY2025)

Over the past five fiscal years, the Maryland Board of Barbers has received and investigated a
wide range of complaints, primarily involving unlicensed personnel, unlicensed barbershops,

sanitation violations, and prohibited services. Each complaint is reviewed and tracked to

resolution, with outcomes ranging from informal compliance measures to formal hearings and

penalties when warranted.

Please note that most complaints involve two types of violations and are therefore counted in

multiple categories.

FY 2025

18 Unlicensed Personnel
5 Sanitation Violations

5 Unlicensed Barbershops

Total: 20 Consumer Complaints

FY 2024

10 Unlicensed Personnel
2 Sanitation Violations
4 Unlicensed Barbershops

Total: 12 Consumer Complaints

FY 2023

10 Unlicensed Personnel
2 Sanitation Violations
7 Unlicensed Barbershops
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Total: 14 Consumer Complaints

FY 2022

5 Unlicensed Personnel
7 Unlicensed Barbershops

Total: 12 Consumer Complaints

FY 2021

6 Unlicensed Personnel

4 Unlicensed Barbershops

2 Prohibited Services

1 Working w/expired license

Total: 12 Consumer Complaints

This data reflects the Board’s oversight of complaints reported by the public. All other
supervision of compliance is conducted through routine inspections, new shop inspections, late
renewal inspections, and inspections initiated at the Board’s discretion.

Professional Associations

The National Association of Barber Boards of America (NABBA) is a professional association
recognized by the Maryland Board of Barbers. The Board actively participates in NABBA’s
initiatives to stay informed on national trends, regulatory developments, and best practices within
the barbering industry. Board representatives attend NABBA'’s annual national conference and
participate in quarterly meetings, where members from across the country convene to discuss
industry standards, emerging issues, and efforts to promote consistency and excellence in barber
licensing and regulation. For more information, NABBA’s Chief Executive Officer is Maura
Scali-Sheahan, Ed.D., who can be reached by mail at 9252 San Jose Blvd. #3703, Jacksonville,
FL 32257, by home phone at 904-268-5351, or by cell at 904-945-8835.

Litigation and Disciplinary Action

As of the date of this report, litigation has been limited to formal hearings. The Board has not
been involved in any cases referred to the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH). No licenses
have been revoked; however, some have been suspended pending payment of a fine and full
compliance. Compliance is verified through a follow-up, unscheduled inspection.

Thank you for reviewing this report.
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ABOUT THE SCHAEFER CENTER FOR PUBLIC POLICY

Established in 1985 with a mission to bring The University of Baltimore’s academic expertise to
bear in solving problems faced by government and nonprofit organizations, the Schaefer Center
has grown into one of Maryland’s pre-eminent policy centers offering invaluable assistance in
support of Maryland’s public sector.

Housed in The University of Baltimore’s College of Public Affairs, the Schaefer Center
complements its professional staff by drawing upon the expertise of faculty and students in the
college’s three schools — Criminal Justice, Health and Human Services, Public and International
Affairs —in its research, consulting, and professional development work.

The Schaefer Center offers program evaluation, policy analysis, survey research, strategic
planning, workload studies, opinion research, management consulting, and professional
development services. It is through the Schaefer Center that The University of Baltimore and the
College of Public Affairs meet a central component of the University’s mission of applied research
and public service to the Baltimore metropolitan area and to the state of Maryland.

Since its creation 40 years ago, the Schaefer Center has completed over 500 research and
professional development projects for various local, state and federal agencies, as well as
nonprofit organizations. Through the Maryland Certified Public Manager® Program, which is
offered to nonprofit and government managers, and its newest program, NextGen Leaders for
Public Service, the Schaefer Center is building management capacity in Maryland’s public
organizations.

For information about working with the Schaefer Center, please contact the Executive Director,
Ann Cotten, at 410-837-6188 or acotten@ubalt.edu.
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Maryland Department of Labor
Evaluation of the Commission of Real Estate Appraisers,
Appraisal Management Companies, and Home Inspectors

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies, and Home
Inspectors (the Commission) is responsible for licensing and regulating real estate appraisers,
appraisal management companies and home inspectors in Maryland. During its 2023 session, the
Maryland General Assembly passed Senate Bill 827/CH 526, “State Commission of Real Estate
Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies, and Home Inspectors — Sunset Extension.”?!
Among other provisions, it mandated that an independent evaluation of the Commission be
performed. The purpose of the evaluation is to verify the Commission’s compliance with
statutory requirements, ensure its duties are being appropriately carried out, and address
legislative concerns regarding racial bias in home appraisals. MDOL contracted with the Schaefer
Center for Public Policy (Schaefer Center) at The University of Baltimore (UBalt) to conduct the
evaluation.

The Schaefer Center employed a mixed methods approach to evaluate the Commission. The
evaluation included the following activities:
e Examination of an external review of the Commission, internal licensee audits, and
analysis of complaints;
e Interviews with Commission members to gather qualitative insights; and
e A survey of licensed professionals, including appraisers, appraisal management
companies (AMCs), and home inspectors.

FINDINGS

Findings Regarding Racial Bias and Discrimination

With respect to the concerns about racial bias and discrimination in the appraisal process, this
review did not find evidence of systemic racial bias in the Commission’s operations. Policy
changes were implemented in 2020, 2023, 2024, and 2025 to address racial bias in the appraisal
process and, as of April 2024, all complaints of racial bias in appraisals are investigated by a third
party — the Maryland Commission on Civil Rights (MCCR).

1 The text of this bill is available in Appendix A: Establishing Legislation.
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Specific findings are listed below.

e This review found no evidence of systemic racial bias in the operation of the Commission
of Real Estate Appraisers, specifically in its oversight of the appraisers and appraisal
management companies.

e The biennial independent compliance review (2024) conducted by the Appraisal
Subcommittee (ASC) of the Federal Financial Institutions Examination found the Maryland
Appraiser Requlatory Program and the Maryland Appraisal Management Company

Requlatory Program to be “In Compliance” with regard Title XI Enforcement requirements

related regulations during the 2022-2024 review period. (More information about these
reviews is included in Findings Regarding Commission Operations later in this summary
and in the body of the report.)

e This review found that the Commission and the General Assembly have taken proactive
steps to eliminate racial bias in the real estate appraisal process. Specific actions include:

1. Eliminating the four-year degree requirement for becoming a licensed appraiser. In
2020 the Commission eliminated the four-year requirement via a regulatory change
in COMAR. This change was codified by HB1021 which takes effect on October 1, 2025.
Additionally, in 2023, the Commission adopted Practical Applications of Real Estate
Appraisal (PAREA) as an alternative path to existing appraisal licensing. These changes
are expected to diversify the pool of appraisers by reducing barriers to entry.

2. Mandating continuing education on racial bias. As of November 1, 2023, licensed
appraisers must complete three hours of continuing education on racial
discrimination and implicit bias every three years as a condition of license renewal. %

3. Establishing a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with MCCR. In April 2024, the
Commission entered into an MOU with MCCR whereby MCCR agreed to investigate
all claims of racial bias in appraisals submitted to the Commission. Under this MOU
appraisers can face actions from both MCCR and the Commission.

2 “Education - Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors.” (n.d.). Maryland
Department of Labor. https://www.labor.maryland.gov/license/reahi/reahieduc.shtml. Accessed 07/23/2025. The
Commission voted to approve this change in April 2023, and the change was effective in November.

3 C.0.M.AR.09.19.02.04
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With respect to the concerns about racial bias and discrimination in the appraisal process,
the data suggest that there are instances of such bias or discrimination affecting
appraisals, but this problem was reported in a small number of the complaints made to
the Commission. Slightly larger shares of complaints regarding racial bias or
discrimination were dismissed than the shares of all complaints. In addition, the number
of hours of remedial CE required for complaints for racial bias or discrimination was lower
than for all complaints, but the average fine for complaints for racial bias or discrimination
was higher.

Commission members did agree that racial bias and discrimination are a concern and
supported the inclusion of continuing education requirements specific to racial
discrimination and bias. Survey respondents (licensees), on the other hand, were more
likely to report that racial bias and discrimination were not an issue in appraisals. The
appraisers and representatives from AMCs said they were familiar with federal and state
laws regarding discrimination in the appraisal process and were confident in their ability
to comply with anti-discrimination laws.

Findings Regarding Commission Operations

Generally, the Commission was determined to be operating well as evidenced by external

compliance reviews, interviews with Commission members, and a survey of licensees. Minor

issues with record keeping were identified by external reviewers and were corrected by the

Commission before the review reports were finalized. Specific findings are listed below.

The biennial independent compliance review (2024) conducted by the Appraisal
Subcommittee (ASC) of the Federal Financial Institutions Examination gave the Maryland
Appraiser Requlatory Program a finding of “Needs Improvement” and the Appraisal

Management Company Requlatory Program a finding of “Good.””

Both programs were determined to be “In Compliance” with regard Title XI Enforcement
requirements-related regulations during the 2022-2024 period. Additionally, the
Appraisal Management Company Requlatory Program was also found to be in compliance

with applicable statutes, regulations, policies, and procedures.

The ASC review also determined that the Commission’s Appraisal Requlatory Program

was “Not in Compliance” in three other areas — none of which related to enforcement
efforts. The Commission reported to ASC that corrective actions were taken to resolve
the identified issues.
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The review also identified one “Area of Concern” related to maintaining documentation
to support determinations that applicants met requirements for licensure. This finding
pertained to two applications. In both instances, the Commission was able to locate the
missing documentation before the ASC report was finalized.

The ASC review of the Commission’s Appraisal Management Company Requlatory

Program identified one “Area of Concern” related to one unpaid Appraiser Registry
invoice that was outstanding for more than 45 days.

Commission members all thought the Commission’s performance overall — as well as the
licensing and complaint processes —as very good or outstanding. On a scale of 1 to 5, with
5 being the highest rating, no interviewee rated any area below a 4.

Survey respondents (licensees) reported that the Commission’s licensing or certification
process was adequate for their work. They expressed satisfaction with the various aspects
of the process and affirmed the Commission met their expectations with respect to
licensing.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The primary recommendation from this report is that the Commission continue requiring

appraisers to complete continuing education (CE) on racial bias and discrimination. Research has

shown the presence of such bias in the Baltimore regional housing market,* and the review of

complaints received by the Commission and the outcomes of those complaints also show that

racial bias or discrimination is occurring although it is not one of the foremost concerns.

Other recommendations include:

Exploring the divide between Commission members and licensed appraisers and AMCs
with respect to both racial bias and discrimination and Commission processes in general.
Consider including more hands-on opportunities to practice and explore how to perform
as an appraiser or home inspector.

Providing or supporting learning opportunities for potential or current homeowners, so
they understand the roles of appraisers and home inspectors and how they operate.

4 Goldstein, I. with Kim, A. (2025). Evidence of Racial Bias in Home Appraisals in the Baltimore Metropolitan Area.
Abell Foundation. https://abell.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/2025 Abell-Foundation Appraisal-Bias vf-
digital.pdf.
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e Adopting a secure relational database system to standardize the collection of complaints,
disciplinary actions, and outcomes.
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CHAPTER 1: PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies, and Home
Inspectors (the Commission) is responsible for licensing and regulating real estate appraisers,
appraisal management companies (AMCs), and home inspectors in Maryland. There are 15
members of the Commission, and these individuals represent the regulated entities as well as
consumers. The Commission is located in the Maryland Department of Labor (MDOL). As part of
the Commission’s work, it also investigates complaints from the public about services provided
by the real estate appraisers, AMCs, and home inspectors in Maryland. During the 2022-2024
review period, there were 2,183 licensed appraisers on the appraiser registry for Maryland.>

ACTIONS TO ADDRESS RACIAL BIAS AND DISCRIMINATION

In response to concerns about racial bias and discrimination in the appraisal process, the
Commission now requires currently licensed appraisers, certified appraisers, and appraiser
trainees to have completed at least three hours of appraisal education on racial discrimination
and implicit bias when applying for licensure or renewal.® This requirement was effective in
November 2023 and in response to amendments to COMAR 09.19.02.04.

In addition, in April 2024, the Commission entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
with the Maryland Commission on Civil Rights (MCCR) to share data and complaints with respect
to racial bias and discrimination by appraisers against potential home buyers.” Moreover, the
Commission removed the requirement for a four-year college degree for appraisal licensing in
20202 and adopted Practical Applications of Real Estate Appraisal (PAREA) as an alternative path
to existing appraisal licensing.’ Both of these actions were expected to open the field to more
candidates. In 2025, HB1021 (effective October 1, 2025) codified the removal of the four-year
degree requirement for licensed appraisers.1©

5 Appraisal Subcommittee FFIEC Website, https://www.asc.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
11/2024.10.15%20MD%20Appraiser%20Final%20Compliance%20Review 0.pdf. Accessed 07/23/2025

6 “Education - Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors.” (n.d.). Maryland
Department of Labor. https://www.labor.maryland.gov/license/reahi/reahieduc.shtml. Accessed 07/23/2025. The
Commission voted to approve this change in April 2023, and the change was effective in November.

7 The Commission shared this MOU with the research team along with the notes from the Commission meeting on
April 9, 2024, at which the Commission’s director announced the agreement. As of July 2025, four complaints had
been sent to MCCR, and all four remained open.

8 Maryland Register, Vol. 47, Issue 2. Friday, January 17, 2020.

® The Commission voted to accept PAREA at its meeting in February 2023.

10 https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2025RS/Chapters noln/CH 341 hb1021t.pdf. Accessed 08/27/2025.
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CURRENT REQUIREMENT FOR INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE COMMISSION

During its 2023 session, the Maryland General Assembly passed Senate Bill 827/CH 526, “State
Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies, and Home Inspectors
— Sunset Extension.”*! Among other provisions, it mandated that an independent evaluation of
the Commission be performed. The purpose of the evaluation is to verify the Commission’s
compliance with statutory requirements, ensure its duties are being appropriately carried out,
and address legislative concerns regarding racial bias in home appraisals. MDOL contracted with
the Schaefer Center for Public Policy (Schaefer Center) at The University of Baltimore (UBalt) to
conduct the evaluation.

The Schaefer Center employed a mixed methods approach to evaluate the Commission. The
evaluation included the following activities:
e Examination of an external review of the Commission, internal licensee audits, and
analysis of complaints;
e Interviews with Commission members to gather qualitative insights; and
e Asurvey of licensed professionals, including appraisers, AMCs, and home inspectors.

The following three chapters review the findings from each of the evaluation activities above:
Chapter 2 discusses the external review, internal licensee audits, and analysis of complaints;
Chapter 3 reviews the findings from the interviews conducted with Commission members; and
Chapter 4 reviews the findings of the survey of Commission-licensed appraisers, AMCs, and home
inspectors. The final chapter presents the conclusions from this analysis. Appendices with the
enabling legislation as well as the interview guide and survey instrument used in the data
collection are included at the end of the report.

11 The text of this bill is available in Appendix A: Establishing Legislation.
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CHAPTER 2: EXAMINATION OF EXTERNAL REVIEWS, INTERNAL AUDITS, AND

As part of its evaluation of the Commission, the Schaefer Center examined one external review
of the Commission, data from an internal Commission audit of licensees’ self-reported continuing
education (CE), and all complaints submitted to the Commission about real estate appraisers in
Maryland as well as the outcomes of the Commission’s investigation of those complaints.

ASC STATE APPRAISER PROGRAM AND APPRASIAL MANAGEMENT COMPANY

The Commission provided a copy of its most recent Appraisal Subcommittee (ASC) State
Appraiser Program Compliance Review Report!? and the ASC Compliance Review of Maryland’s
Appraisal Management Company (AMC) Regulatory Program.'3 The content of these reports was
verified by a review of the official reports posted on the ASC website.

The real estate appraisal regulatory framework for federally related transactions is overseen by
the Appraisal Subcommittee (ASC) of the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council
(FFIEC), which was established with the enactment of the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery,
and Enforcement Act of 1989 (FIRREA).* As part of its oversight responsibilities, ASC conducts
ASC Compliance Reviews of appraisal regulatory programs to assess programs’ compliance with
Title X1 of FIRREA, as amended.* ASC Reviews are usually conducted every two years.

In February 2024, ASC conducted two regularly scheduled, biennial compliance reviews of
programs operated by the Commission to assess the programs’ compliance with the
requirements of Title XI. The first was a review of the Maryland Appraiser Requlatory Program

(Appraiser Program) and the second was a review of the Maryland’s Appraisal Management

Company (AMC) Requlatory Program. The reviews covered the period from April 2022 to
February 2024.

12 “ASC Compliance Review of Maryland’s Appraiser Regulatory Program.” (11/15/2024). Appraisal Subcommittee
FFIEC Website. https://www.asc.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
11/2024.10.15%20MD%20Appraiser%20Final%20Compliance%20Review_0.pdf. Accessed 07/10/2025.

13“ASC Compliance Review of Maryland’s Appraisal Management Company (AMC) Regulatory Program.”
(11/15/2024). Appraisal Subcommittee FFIEC Website. http://www.asc.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
11/2024.10.15%20MD%20AMC%20Final%20Compliance%20Review 0.pdf.

4 “ASC Mission.” (n.d.). Appraisal Subcommittee FFIEC Website. https://www.asc.gov/about#. Accessed
07/10/2025.

15 Appraisal Subcommittee of Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council. 12 U.S.C. §§ 3331-3356. (1989).
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FINDINGS RELATED TO TITLE IX ENFORCEMENT

In the compliance review reports (one for each review) dated November 15, 2024, ASC
determined the Commission was “In Compliance” with regard to applicable Title XI Enforcement
requirements related to both the Maryland Appraiser Requlatory program and the Maryland

Appraisal Management Company Requlatory program.

FINDINGS RELATED TO THE MARYLAND APPRAISER REGULATORY PROGRAM
In its report on the Maryland Appraiser Requlatory Program issued on November 15, 2024, ASC

gave the Maryland appraiser program a finding of “Needs Improvement.” Comparing Maryland
to the rest of the appraisal regulatory programs across the country, of the 50 states and the
District of Columbia, 12 received a review finding of “Excellent,” 29 received a finding of “Good,”
7 received a finding of “Needs Improvement,” and 3 received a finding of "Not Satisfactory.”!®

ASC determined the Commission was “Not in Compliance” with Title XI of FIRREA in four areas:
statutes, regulations, policies, and procedures; national registry; application process; and
education. For each of the areas of non-compliance, the Commission’s response to the
preliminary report of findings indicated the issue was corrected, and the Commission’s policies
were updated to prevent a reoccurrence. The findings of the review are summarized below.

The Commission was determined to be “In Compliance” with regard to applicable Title Xl
Enforcement requirements.

The Commission was determined to be “Not in Compliance” in the following areas:

National Registry: Maryland was found to have one unpaid Appraiser Registry Invoice that

was outstanding from more than 45 days.

Application Process: Two applications were identified that did not contain necessary

documentation —one did not include documentation that the applicant met requirements
for education, experience, and examination, while the other did not meet the
requirement for examination. For both applications, the Commission located the
applications and necessary documentation to rectify the problem.

16 “Appraiser Regulatory Program Compliance Review Findings.” (n.d.). Appraisal Subcommittee FFIEC Website.
https://www.asc.gov/states/appraiser-findings#. Accessed 07/10/2025.
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Education: The Commission was found to have “approved qualifying education and
continuing education courses beyond the expiration date of the delivery mechanism and
course content approval certificates.”?’

The review identified one “Area of Concern”:
Statutes, Regulations, Policies, and Procedures: Maryland’s statute with regard to

reciprocity is not in compliance with the requirements under Title XI. The report noted
that the Commission’s practice appears to be in compliance.

FINDINGS RELATED TO THE MARYLAND’S APPRAISAL MANAGEMENT COMPANY (AMC)
REGULATORY PROGRAM

In its report on the Maryland Appraisal Management Company Requlatory Program issued on
November 15, 2024, ASC gave the program a finding of “Good.” Comparing Maryland to the rest
of the appraisal management company regulatory programs across the country, of the 50 states

and the District of Columbia, 5 received a review finding of “Excellent,” 41 received a finding of
“Good,” 4 received a finding of “Needs Improvement,” and 1 received a finding of "Not
Satisfactory.”*®

With regard to the Maryland Appraisal Management Company Requlatory Program, the

Commission was determined to be “In Compliance” with regard to statutes, regulations, policies
and procedures and well as enforcement of applicable Title XI Enforcement requirements.

The Commission received on “Area of Concern”:

National Registry: Maryland was found to have one unpaid Appraiser Registry Invoice that

was outstanding from more than 45 days. (This issue was resolved before ASC issued its
final determination.)

17 «

ASC Compliance Review of Maryland’s Appraisal Management Company (AMC) Regulatory Program.”
(11/15/2024). Appraisal Subcommittee FFIEC Website. http://www.asc.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
11/2024.10.15%20MD%20AMC%20Final%20Compliance%20Review 0.pdf.

18 “pppraiser Regulatory Program Compliance Review Findings.” (n.d.). Appraisal Subcommittee FFIEC Website.
http://www.asc.gov/states/amc-findings#. Accessed 08/26/2025.
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INTERNAL AUDIT OF CONTINUING EDUCATION COMPLETION

As part of its oversight responsibilities, the Commission conducts an internal audit of continuing
education (CE) completion by its licensees. For this audit, appraisers and home inspectors who
are randomly selected must provide the Commission with proof that they completed the
required number and type of CE hours required to maintain their license. Appraisers must
complete 42 hours of CE every three years including three hours of training every three years on
racial discrimination and implicit bias, while home inspectors must complete 30 hours every two
years. 1°

The Commission supplied a record of the results and disciplinary determinations of the random
CE audits it has conducted of licensees since March 1, 2020.2° The Commission selected 396
licensees for random audits. Selected licensees were required to provide documentation that
they completed the required number and type of continuing education during their licensee
period. Of the 396 licensees selected for audit, 64 licensees (16%) failed the audit. These failures
led to a total of 82 outcomes, as some cases resulted in more than one action (e.g., both a
complaint being opened and a license being surrendered). The most common outcomes were:

e Complaints opened: 26

e Disciplinary actions issued: 19

e Precharges filed: 13

e Surrendered licenses: 7

e Fines imposed: 4

e Submission of acceptable CE after failed audit: 7

e Other outcomes included complaints closed (2), license not renewed (1), individual was

unlicensed (1), or the business was no longer operational (2).

As of November 1, 2023, licensees are required to complete 3 hours of appraisal education
related to racial discrimination and implicit bias every three years.?! The CE audit data provided
by the Commission documented if the licensee passed or failed the CE audit (including the
number and type of continuing education hours) and the outcome of the disciplinary process for
those who failed the audit. Data was not provided to specifically identify the number of licensees
who did not complete the required racial discrimination and implicit bias continuing education.

19 COMAR 09.19.02.04.

20 This dataset was not independently verified by the Schaefer Center. Information about three audits conducted in
2025 was included in the data provided but are not included in this analysis.

21 COMAR 09.19.02.04.
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COMPLAINTS ABOUT APPRAISERS

COMPLAINT PROCESS

Figure 1 outlines the appraisal complaint process followed by the Maryland Real Estate
Commission from initial submission to potential hearing.??> Complaints must be submitted in
writing along with supporting documentation. Once received, Commission staff screen each
complaint to determine jurisdiction and verify that the required documentation is included. If the
complaint is determined to be within the Commission’s jurisdiction and completed correctly, the
Commission staff send an acknowledgement letter to the complainant and notify the subject
appraiser. Appraisers are given 30 days to respond to the complaint in writing. For complaints
with missing documentation, complainants are given the opportunity to provide the missing
documentation.

As of April 2024, all complaints that allege racial bias are also sent to the Maryland Commission
for Civil Rights for investigation of bias. MCCR issues a report to the Commission. If MCCR finds
racial bias in the appraisal, MCCR may pursue monetary damages from the appraiser by behalf
of the complainant AND the Commission may also take disciplinary action against the appraiser.

For complaints that do not allege racial bias, a panel of Commission members and an Assistant
Attorney General evaluate all submitted materials. Based on the evidence, the complaint is either
administratively dismissed, recommended for charges, or sent for further investigation. Only
Commissioners have the authority to issue charges or dismiss cases.

If additional investigation is requested, the Commission panel and the Assistant Attorney General
review the additional information and make a determination to dismiss the charges, seek to
resolve the issue informally before charges are issues, or recommend charges.

If charges are recommended, the Attorney General’s Office reviews the charge for legal
sufficiency. Legally sufficient cases receive a formal hearing by either a Commission hearing
board or an administrative law judge. Accused appraisers are afforded procedural protections
including the right to an attorney who may present evidence and a right to cross-examine
witnesses. At any point, complainants may request to inspect complaint-related documents in
the respondent’s licensing file, subject to regulations.

22 “Understanding the Complaint Process - Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home
Inspectors.” (n.d.). Maryland Department of Labor.
https://www.dlIr.state.md.us/license/reahi/reahicompprocess.shtml|. Accessed 08/11/2025.
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After the hearing, a written decision is filed. If the appraiser is not satisfied with the results, he
or she ordinarily has the right to file exceptions and the right to appeal the final decision in circuit
court. The possible outcomes of the hearing include dismissing the complaint and upholding the
complaint and imposing sanctions with may include denial of license, reprimand, license
suspension or revocation, and/or a fine not to exceed $5,000.

Figure 1: Complaint Process Overview

N
eComplaint submitted in writing via the Real Estate Appraiser and Home Inspection Complaint form or Appraisal
Management Company compliant form with supporting documentation
J
eCommission staff conduct intial screening for jurisdiction and basic requirements )
Initial eAcknowledgement letter sent to complainant
P *Complaint sent to appraisers for written response to allegations )

eCommission Members and Assisant Attorney General review responses and evidence:
eIf not sufficient - Administratively Dismissed
o|f sufficient > Sent for Investigation Process

Case
Review

(i€

eComplaints that allege racial bias are sent to the Maryland Comission for Civil Rights (MCCR) for Investigation.
\[e(e: 8 ¢ MCCR may pursue monetary damages for complaintant AND the Commission may impose other sanctions
L EEY J

*Only Commissioners can make the decision to issue charges or dismiss complaints

Legal e|f charges are recommended -> Reviewed by Attorney General's Office for legal sufficiency

Review J

eIf legally sufficient - Hearing held by 3 Commissioners or the Office of Administrative Hearings

Hearing *Appeals can be made to circuit court

Optional eComplainant may request inspection of complaint-related licensing documents (if permitted by regulations)

Step J

€€ €K

Note: Based on information available on the Commission’s website

(https://www.dllr.state.md.us/license/reahi/reahicompprocess.shtmlhttps://labor.maryland.gov/license/m

rec/mreccomp.shtml).
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METHODOLOGY
The Commission provided the Schaefer Center with all complaints it received about real estate
appraisers in Maryland from 2022 to 2024.% The complaints and the outcomes of those
complaints were analyzed by the Schaefer Center staff based on the type of complaint and the
outcome of the complaint. The codes used for the types of complaints and the definitions of
those codes are shown in Table 1. There were 13 possible outcomes for the resolution of
complaints:

e Closed,

e Remedial Continuing Education (CE),

e Consent Order,

e Fine,

e Global Fine,

e Suspension,

e QOut of Jurisdiction,

e Dismissed,

e Dismissed after Informal,

e Withdrawn by Complainant,

e Reprimand,

e Pending Litigation, and

e Surrendered License.

23 The Commission also provided the two complaints made in 2025. Because this data collection and analysis were
conducted in 2025, there presumably have been more complaints made but not provided to the Schaefer Center.
Therefore, this section only examines the complaints made in 2024.
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Table 1: Complaint Codes Used in Analysis

Code # @ Complaint Code Definition

1 Incomplete or Non-Compliant Appraisal reports that are missing required information (e.g., FHA case number, signatures,
Appraisal Report or key documentation).

2 Unfair or Excessive Fees Unjustified or unusually high appraisal fees, including cases where a second fee is charged
without additional work.

3 Appraisal Report Reuse or Situations where an outdated or previous appraisal is resubmitted without updates, new

Misrepresentation inspections, or proper disclosure.

4 Outdated or Inaccurate Valuation Cases where an appraisal is considered unreliable due to market changes or the passage of
time.

5 Contract Disruption Due to Appraisal When appraisal-related issues lead to the cancellation or delay of a real estate transaction.

Issues

6 Inflated or Deflated Home Valuation Cases where the appraised value is significantly higher or lower than fair market value,
suggesting possible bias, miscalculation, or fraud.

7 Appraiser Negligence or Professional Includes allegations of gross negligence, failure to adhere to professional standards (e.g.,

Misconduct USPAP violations), or unethical behavior.
8 Lack of Geographical Expertise or When an appraiser lacks sufficient local market knowledge, leading to errors in comparable
Inability to Select Comparable Sales sales selection and valuation.

9 Racial bias Allegations that the appraisal process was influenced by racial discrimination.

10 Other/Miscellaneous Complaints that do not fit into the predefined categories, including unique, ambiguous, or
less common issues related to the appraisal process.

11 False inspection claims Appraisal report inaccurately states that an appraiser personally inspected a property
when, according to the complainant, they did not.

12 Factual Errors in Appraisal Reports Appraisal report contains incorrect or misleading factual details, such as inaccurate square
footage, incorrect measurements, misrepresentation of appliances, or errors in home
configuration.

13 Appraiser Retaliation Appraiser is alleged to have adjusted a valuation in retaliation for a complainant’s inquiry,
complaint, or other action. This includes intentional deflation or inflation of value as a
punitive response.

14 Undue Influence & Bribery Appraiser is pressured by external parties (e.g., realtors, lenders) to manipulate a property
valuation or where bribery is involved to suppress appeals or influence appraisal outcomes.
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ANALYSIS OF COMPLAINTS AND OUTCOMES

As shown in Figure 2, there were 124 complaints made during the period covered by this
evaluation. The most common type of issue included in a complaint concerned inflated or
deflated home valuations (Figure 3). There were 66 complaints that included this issue, which
represents over half of the complaints (53%) during these three years.?* A majority of the
complaints also included a concern regarding lack of geographical expertise or inability to select
comparable sales (63 complaints, 51%).

Figure 2: Number of Complaints Made to Commission, 2022-2024
70
60
50
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40
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20
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0

2022 2023 2024

Note: N = 124.

2 Multiple issues could be included in one complaint.
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Figure 3: Types of Issues in Complaints About Real Estate Appraisers by Year, 2022-2024
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Notes: N = 124 complaints with 350 issues. The total number of issues was larger than the number of complaints
since there could be more than one issue in a complaint. Issues are listed in descending order by total number of
complaints.
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Figure 4 displays the distribution of outcomes for formal complaints filed from 2022 to 2024. The
majority of complaints resulted in disciplinary action (60%), while 40% of complaints were
dismissed.

Figure 4: Outcomes of Complaints, 2022-2024

M Dismissed Received Disciplinary Action

Note: N = 124.

Figure 5 provides a breakdown of the disciplinary actions taken, as most closed cases involved
one or more procedural steps before closure. Remedial CE (44%), a consent order (43%), or a fine
(36%) were the most common steps before closure.

Figure 5: Disciplinary Action Taken

Remedial CE  |IEEEE——— 44%
Consent Order [N 43%
Fine [ 36%
other I 9%
Surrendered License [ 4%
Suspension [ 4%
Dismissed after Informal [l 3%
Global Fine [l 3%
Reprimand [l 3%
Withdrawn by Complaintant [l 1%
Pending Litigation W 1%
Out of Jurisdiction W 1%

Notes: N = 75. Percentages total more than 100% since there can be more than one outcome for one complaint.

Outcomes are listed in descending order. “Other” outcomes include the following: “No trainees for 3 years,” “expired
license flagged,” “deceased,” “pre-charge — given to AG office,” or “not a complaint — license denial.”
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Across the 124 complaints, the number of hours required for remedial CE ranged from 7 hours
to 75 hours, with an average of 19 hours. Fines ranged from $500 to $6,000, with an average fine
of $2,188.

COMPLAINTS ABOUT RACIAL BIAS

As shown in Figure 3, 16 of the 124 complaints received from 2022 to 2024 included concerns
about racial bias. This issue is the sixth most common concern and was included in 13% of
complaints. Seven (44%) racial bias complaints were dismissed (Figure 6). The remaining 9
complaints (56%) received some form of disciplinary action after being reviewed by the
commission.

Figure 6: Outcomes of Racial Bias Complaints, 2022-2024

Racial Bias
9 ()

M Dismissed Received Disciplinary Action

Note: N = 16.

Figure 7 provides a breakdown of the disciplinary actions taken in racial bias complaints. Just over
half of the complaints regarding racial bias resulted in the disciplinary action of Remedial CE
(56%). A smaller portion of these complaints resulted in a consent order (33%), fine (33%), or
pending litigation (11%).
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Figure 7: Disciplinary Actions Taken in Racial Bias Complaints

Remedial CE 56%

Consent Order 33%

Fine

33%

Pending Litigation 11%

Notes: N = 9. Percentages total more than 100% since there can be more than one outcome for one complaint.
Outcomes are listed in descending order.

Comparing all outcomes to those for complaints involving racial bias, a slightly larger share of
racial bias complaints were dismissed compared to all complaints (44% and 40%, respectively).
Larger shares of racial bias complaints, compared to all complaints, resulted in remedial CE.
However, these differences should be interpreted with caution due to the relatively small
number of racial bias complaints, which may limit the reliability and generalizability of these
comparisons.

The number of remedial CE hours required for complaints of racial bias ranged from seven to 30,
with an average of 12.4 hours.?® Three appraisers (19%) were required to pay fines. These fines
ranged from $1,000 to $5,000, with an average fine amount of $3,000. The average fine for
complaints including racial bias was higher than the average fine for all complaints, while the
number of hours of remedial CE was lower than for all complaints.

CONCLUSION

While the ASC reviews determined that the Commission’s State Appraiser Regulatory Program
“Needs Improvement,” it and the Appraisal Management Company Regulatory Program were
found to be “In Compliance” with regard to Enforcement during the 2022-2024 review period. As
discussed earlier in this section, the areas of non-compliance did not relate to issues impacting

25 One complaint did not have the number of remedial CE hours required of the appraiser.
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the Commission’s ability to address racial bias or discrimination. In addition, the concerns about
racial bias or discrimination were cited in a relatively small number (16 of 124) of complaints
received by the Commission from 2022 to 2024. In comparison, the most common complaints
(i.e., inflated or deflated home valuations, lack of geographical expertise or inability to select
comparable sales) had approximately four times the number of complaints compared to
complaints of racial bias or discrimination. Slightly larger shares of complaints regarding racial
bias or discrimination were dismissed than the shares of all complaints. In addition, the number
of hours of remedial CE required for complaints for racial bias or discrimination was lower than
for all complaints, but the average fine for complaints for racial bias or discrimination was higher.
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CHAPTER 3: INTERVIEWS WITH COMMISSION MEMBERS

Interviews were conducted with six of the Commission members to understand the Commission’s
overall performance, operations, and requirements for licensing.?® An interview guide for these
discussions was written by the Schaefer Center, approved by Commission leadership, and
approved by The University of Baltimore’s Institutional Review Board.?’ These interviews were
conducted virtually from May 30, 2025, to June 26, 2025, and the transcripts were reviewed for
key findings. Each of the Commission members interviewed had served on the Commission for
at least one year. The interviewees had different roles and responsibilities on the Commission,
and not all interviewees were in the appraisal field.

INTERVIEW FINDINGS

Interviewees generally rated the Commission’s overall performance very highly. On a scale from
1 (unacceptable) to 5 (outstanding), all interviewees rated the Commission’s performance a 4 or
5. One interviewee commented that: “The members that attended the meetings that | attended,
... all of them were very engaged. | enjoyed their questions.” When asked how the Commission
could improve its performance, interviewees cited the following: improving the website,
improving how complaints are handled, or improving training people for their roles.

LICENSING PROCESS

All interviewees were familiar with the Commission’s licensing process, although two of the six
were only aware of the process with respect to their role as an appraiser or home inspector.
When asked to rate the Commission’s licensing process on the same 1 to 5 scale, those who
provided a rating gave the process a 4 or 5. Suggestions for improving the licensing process
included more hands-on or experiential training — one interviewee suggested a program for
trainees to submit a few appraisals, which would be used to help guide them during the licensing
process, and another suggested increasing the requirements for home inspectors and
implementing apprenticeships or internships.

All interviewees felt that the licensing process was generally fair, though some raised concerns
about accessibility. One interviewee noted specific “barriers to entry for underserved
communities,” while another reported hearing complaints that the licensing process should be

26 There were multiple attempts, including both email and telephone, to schedule an interview with four Commission
members, but there were no responses. Three Commission members scheduled interviews but did not show up or
respond to attempts to reschedule.

27 The interview guide is available in Appendix B: Interview Guide.
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more accessible. Others mentioned concerns they had heard related to the limited number of
work opportunities available post-licensing or that the licensing requirements should be more
rigorous.

CONTINUING EDUCATION

Interviewees were next asked about the Commission’s continuing education (CE) requirements.
One interviewee was not familiar with the requirements, and another was only familiar with
requirements for their profession. Of those familiar with the requirements, three thought the
number of hours was sufficient, one was unsure but felt they were likely sufficient, and another
said they were not. The interviewee who said the requirements were not sufficient noted they
“lack rigor” and that there needs to be more training and hands-on learning. Those who said they
were sufficient noted the similarities to other states’ requirements, that these requirements are
more strenuous than licensing, that regulations change quickly, and that CE covers multiple
subjects. Suggested improvements for the CE requirements included tailored requirements for
specific jobs or adding the subject of professional conduct and how to interact with customers;
three interviewees did not suggest other topics for CE to cover.

Interviewees were asked specifically about the CE requirements for appraisers concerning racial
discrimination and implicit bias. One respondent said the information was important to have and
more hours could be required on the topic, and another said this information was good to include
and another thought it was beneficial. Of the other two interviewees, one did not see anything
wrong with it but were not sure it should be a requirement, while the other said that racial bias
was not a problem in their profession.

COMPLAINT PROCESS

All interviewees said they were familiar with the complaints process, although one was “sort of”
familiar. All but one interviewee rated the complaints process as a 5; the other interviewee said
it was a 4. Four interviewees said there were no aspects of the complaints process that concerned
them, while one mentioned the possibility of altered reports and the continuation of the
improper practices, and the other brought up the problem of invalid or unjustified complaints.
All interviewees thought the complaints process was fair, although one said it was fair for
professionals in the field but less fair for consumers.

RACIAL BIAS IN THE APPRAISAL PROCESS

All interviewees, including those who were not appraisers, were asked about the issue of racial
bias in the appraisal process. All interviewees thought such bias exists, although one thought
such bias would be minimal. One said that such bias is likely present in appraisals for residential
properties but not for commercial properties.
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When asked about the patterns of complaints about racial bias in appraisals, three noted such
patterns exist. One interviewee said the pattern was around “neighborhoods and ethnicity,”
while another said there was a racial dynamic to the complaints, with complaints more common
when there is a White appraiser and Black customer. Another said that the patterns concern the
property values. Two interviewees were unaware of the Commission’s process for investigating
and addressing potential racial bias; the other interviewees noted that investigations are
delegated to a committee but the full Commission is made aware of the findings.

Four respondents identified improvements that the Commission could make with respect to the
issue of racial bias. These suggestions included:

e Improved enforcement of training policies;

e Providing training or education on fair housing policies;

e Promoting diversity in the profession and reducing barriers to entry; and

e Continuing with the current CE requirements.

SUMMARY REMARKS

At the end of the interview, one interviewee suggested using education instead of reprimands
because everyone makes mistakes and those mistakes could be learning opportunities. Another
noted that some complaints are dismissed, but further investigation reveals additional
information that should be included in the report.

CONCLUSION

Interviewees all thought the Commission’s performance overall — as well as the licensing and
complaint processes — as very good or outstanding. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest
rating, no interviewee rated any area below a 4. Interviewees thought that the Commission’s CE
requirements were sufficient. All interviewees also thought the complaint process was fair to the
licensed businesses but one person did say they thought the process was “less fair” to consumers.
Suggestions for improvement on the above concerns included recognition of the barriers to entry
in these professions and the opportunity for more experiential learning opportunities. Most
interviewees supported the inclusion of CE requirements specific to racial discrimination and bias
and suggested the pattern of such complaints concerned property values, racial issues, or
“neighborhoods and ethnicity.”
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CHAPTER 4: SURVEY OF LICENSEES

The third method of data collection for the evaluation of the Commission included a survey of all
licensees. This survey was not restricted to only appraisers — appraisal management companies
(AMCs) and home inspectors were also asked to respond. The survey included questions about
the Commission’s licensing or certification process, complaint process, and discrimination in the
appraisal and process.

The survey instrument was developed by the Schaefer Center, reviewed and approved by
Commission leadership, and approved by The University of Baltimore’s Institutional Review
Board.?® The survey was open May 6, 2025, to May 25, 2025, and was distributed to 3,422
individuals. A total of 419 people responded, resulting in an overall response rate of 12%. Most
respondents identified as appraisers or worked for an AMC, while a much smaller portion were
home inspectors.

SURVEY FINDINGS

RESPONDENTS’ PROFESSIONS

A substantial majority of respondents (283 respondents, 68%) identified as appraisers (Figure 8).
The second largest group of respondents were home inspectors (123 respondents, 29%), and 2%
of respondents were from an appraisal management company.?’ All but one respondent said
they were licensed by the Commission, and that respondent said they were an appraisal
trainee.3°

28 The interview guide is available in Appendix C: Survey Instrument.
2 There was a total of 292 appraisers and AMCs, representing 70% of respondents.
30 Unless otherwise noted, the survey responses discussed here are for all respondents, not just the appraisers.
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Figure 8: Survey Respondents’ Roles
283

123

9

4
I
Appraiser Appraisal Management Home Inspectors Other
Company

Note: N =419.

LICENSING OR CERTIFICATION PROCESS

As shown in Figure 9, over half of respondents have been licensed by the Commission for 15 years
or more — 239 respondents (57%) said they have been licensed that long. The second largest
group of respondents by tenure were those who have been licensed for 5-10 years (85
respondents, 20%). The majority of respondents received their initial license by examination (141
respondents, 50%), while approximately one-quarter received an Appraiser Trainee License and
another quarter were licensed via reciprocity (Figure 10).

Figure 9: Length of Licenses

239

85
62
- -
Less than 5 years 5-10 years 11-15 years More than 15 years
Note: N =419.
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Figure 10: Initial Licensing Process Used — Appraisers Only

50%

25%

23%
—
Original Appraiser License Original Appraiser Trainee Licensed Through Doesn't Remember
by Examination License Reciprocity

Notes: N = 283. No respondents said they were licensed through the Practical Applications of Real Estate (PAREA)
program.

Respondents generally responded positively to questions about the licensure process:
e Most respondents (83%) said the preparation before the licensing exam was adequate for
their work (Figure 11).
e Over half of the respondents (58%) were satisfied with the education and exam
requirements for licensing (Figure 12).

e Over half of respondents (59%) were satisfied with the licensing process overall (Figure
13).

Figure 11: Preparation Before Licensing Exam Was Adequate for Work

Yes, 83% No, 17%

Note: N =413.

Figure 12: Satisfaction with Licensing Process — Education and Exam Requirements

6% W 30% 27% 31%

M Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied B Neutral B Somewhat satisfied Very satisfied

Note: N = 386.
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Figure 13: Satisfaction with Licensing Process — Licensure Process Overall

Ly 7% 30% 28% 31%

M Very dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied ™ Neutral ™ Somewhat satisfied Very satisfied
Note: N = 385.
Most respondents said the required number of course hours (74%; Figure 14) and work
experience hours to sit for the licensing exam (64%; Figure 15) were just right. A majority also

said the current length of the license before renewal was appropriate (61%), although over one-
third of respondents (37%) thought licenses should be valid for longer period (Figure 16).

Figure 14: Satisfaction with Required Number of Course Hours to Sit for Licensing Exam

B Too many Just right ® Too few
Note: N = 387.

Figure 15: Satisfaction with Required Number of Work Experience Hours to Sit for Licensing
Exam

B Too many Just right ® Too few

Note: N = 382.

Figure 16: Length of License Renewal Period

j

m Valid for a longer period Current process is appropriate m Valid for a shorter period

Notes: N =408. The percentage for the final response option was 2% and is not shown in the figure for ease of reading.

Almost two-thirds of respondents (258 individuals, 63%) said the Commission meets their
expectations with respect to licensing (Figure 17). When asked if there was additional training or
content that should be covered in the licensing exam, 40 respondents (66%) said there should be
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field work, hands-on work, or experiential training. One respondent noted that “I spent the first
15 years being trained or training someone else.” Another said, “The exam is adequate, but no
substitute for one-on-one training and in-the-field experience.” Twenty respondents (33%)
suggested other training topics, including technical knowledge and information about the forms
licensees are required to complete, or methods, such as mentoring and peer review.

Figure 17: Rating for Commission’s Performance on Licensing

I 15% 63% 13% 8%

B Unacceptable = Needs improvement B Meets expectations B Exceeds expectations ' Outstanding
Note: N =412. The percentage for the first response option was 2% and is not shown in the figure for ease of reading.
COMPLAINT PROCESS
Most respondents (64%) were familiar with the Commission’s complaint process (Figure 18), but
half of respondents who were familiar with the process thought most complaints were not made

in good faith, which was defined as complaints concerning generally valid issues that needed to
be resolved (Figure 19). Only 15% of respondents said most complaints were made in good faith.

Figure 18: Familiarity with Commission’s Complaint Process

Yes, 64% No, 36%

Note: N =415.

Figure 19: Respondent Believes Most Complaints Made in Good Faith

Yes, 15% No, 50% Don't know, 35%

Note: N = 268.

Most respondents never had a complaint filed against them (Figure 20). For those who said they
did have a complaint filed against them, most (61%) chose the “other” response option regarding
the subject of the complaint (Table 2), and half of those individuals (21 respondents) said the
complaint regarded a difference in value. Only 11 respondents (22%) said that they had to
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complete remedial education or training requirements or pay a fine as a consequence of the
complaint, and, of the 42 individuals who chose the “other” option, almost all respondents (34
respondents) said it was dismissed, there was no action taken against them or there were no
consequences (Table 3).

Figure 20: Respondent Has Had Complaint Filed Against Them

Yes, 15% No, 80%

Notes: N = 417. The last response option was “Don’t know;” the label is not shown in figure for ease of reading.

Table 2: Subject of Most Recent Complaint Against Respondent

Number of Percentage of
Respondents Selecting Respondents

Subject of Complaint

faith, incompetency, negligence or
. . 7 10%

untrustworthiness, or that constitutes
dishonest, fraudulent, or improper dealings
Dishonest or fraudulent acts in providing
real estate appraisal or home inspection 5 7%
services
Racial bias or discrimination 4 6%
Violating Commission regulations, including

. . 3 4%
ethical standards and practices
Failing a continuing education audit 1 1%
Other 42 61%
Don’t remember 7 10%
Total 69 100%

Notes: Respondents could select more than one subject. No respondents said the subject of the most recent complaint
against them involved fraudulently or deceptively using a license.
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Table 3: Consequences of Most Recent Complaint Against Respondent

Number of Percentage of

Consequence

Respondents Selecting Respondents

Remgdlal education or training 7 13%
requirements

Fine 4 7%
Case is ongoing 1 2%
Other remedial actions 42 76%
Don’t remember 1 2%
Total 55 100%

Notes: Respondents could select more than one subject. No respondents said the consequence of the complaint was
permanent loss of a license, a suspended license, or a reprimand by the Commission.

Overall, when asked if the complaint process is conducted fairly by the Commission, a majority
of respondents were not sure (74%), while 19% thought it was, and 7% thought it was not (Figure
21). In contrast, of those who had a complaint filed against them, almost two-thirds (63%) of
respondents thought the complaint process was conducted fairly, and 20% said it was not fair.
Most respondents (75%) said the Commission’s performance on the complaint process met their
expectations, while 16% said the process was unacceptable or needed improvement (Figure 22).
Twenty-five respondents suggested ways that the complaint process could be made fairer. Most
(19 respondents, 76%) provided suggestions related to reporting or disciplinary procedures, such
as providing education rather than fines and providing more information on how decisions with
respect to complaints are made. There were also comments about structural improvements to
the process, such as hiring more reviewers to review complaints regarding valuations.

Figure 21: Complaint Process is Conducted Fairly by Commission

Don't know/not
o o,
Yes, 19% o,7 sure, 74%

Note: N =418.

Figure 22: Rating for Commission’s Performance on Complaint Process

I 14% 75% 4% L.y

W Unacceptable = Needs improvement B Meets expectations M Exceeds expectations © Outstanding

Note: N = 366. The percentage for the first response option was 2% and is not shown in the figure for ease of reading.
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DISCRIMINATION IN APPRAISAL PROCESS

Most respondents (62%) said they were very familiar with federal and state laws regarding
discrimination in the appraisal process, and 80% of the respondents who were appraisers said
they were very familiar with these laws (Figure 23).

Figure 23: Familiarity with Federal and State Laws Regarding Discrimination in the Appraisal
Process

M Very familiar Somewhat familiar ~ ® Neutral  m Slightly familiar Not familiar at all

Note: N = 405 for all respondents and 289 for appraisers and appraisal management companies.

The most common source of information about appraisal-related anti-discrimination laws for
appraisers and AMCs was professional associations (148 respondents) followed by online
research (139 respondents; Figure 24). Of note, none of the responding appraisers and appraisal
management companies said they obtained this information through required CE courses. Most
of the appraisers and appraisal management companies (57%) said they were very confident in
their ability to comply with anti-discrimination laws in the appraisal process (Figure 25).

Figure 24: Sources of Information About Appraisal-Related Anti-Discrimination Laws

148
139
41
- .

Professional Associations Online Research Employer-Provided Other
Training

Notes: N = 292. Only responses from appraisers and appraisal management companies are shown. Respondents
could select more than one source of information.
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Figure 25: Confidence in Ability to Comply with Anti-Discrimination Laws in Appraisal Process

B Very confident Somewhat confident Neutral m Slightly confident Not confident at all

Note: N = 112. Only responses from appraisers and appraisal management companies are shown.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS PROVIDED BY RESPONDENTS

At the end of the survey, respondents were offered the opportunity to provide comments or
insights about the Commission or its policies or procedures. There were 164 responses to this
guestion, although 58 of these comments were a variation of “no comment.” There were 49
comments concerning structural changes with respect to licensing (e.g., length of licenses,
reciprocity), complaints (e.g., length of time to resolution, notification of complaints, power to
enforce sanctions), CE (e.g., online versus virtual CE programs), or other Commission functions
(e.g., oversight of AMCs, communication about standard operating procedures, the
Commission’s budget, the Commission’s website). There were also comments about the CE
requirement generally, state versus national standards and licensing, and the issue of racial bias
and discrimination that was the focus of the survey.

It should be noted that, with respect to many of the topics listed here, there were both positive
and negative comments. For example, there was a comment that the Commission’s website is
“elegant’ in its content and navigation” and a comment that Commission should “improve the
website.” Similarly, there were both positive and negative comments about the Commission as a
whole, such as “I think the Commission is doing a great job” and “The Commission has become

too punitive and lacking in accountability.”

DEMOGRAPHICS

Most respondents (73%) had their primary business location in Maryland (Figure 26). Seventy-
seven respondents said their primary business location was in a neighboring state such as
Delaware, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia, and Washington, DC, and 25 respondents said
their business location was in a state outside the mid-Atlantic region.
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Figure 26: Respondents’ Primary Business Location Is in Maryland

Yes, 73% No, 27%

Note: N = 413. “Other” responses included Delaware (12 respondents), Virginia (34 respondents), Washington, DC (9
respondents), West Virginia (8 respondents), and other locations (48 respondents).

Almost 65% of respondents were aged 55-64 (34%) or 65 or older (31%; Figure 27). Most
respondents were White (70%; Figure 28), not of Hispanic or Latino origin (79%; Figure 29), and
men (67%; Figure 30). Most respondents had a college degree (56%; Figure 31).

Figure 27: Respondents’ Ages

34%
31%
20%
10%
—— [ ]
25-34 35-44 45-44 55-64 65 or Older Prefer Not to
Answer
Notes: N = 415. There were no respondents under 25 years old.
Figure 28: Respondents’ Races
70%
17%
[ ] I
White or Caucasian Black or African Two or More Races Other Prefer Not to Answer
American

Notes: N = 409. “Other” includes individuals who identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, or Native
Hawaiian or another Pacific Islander or selected “Other” as the category.
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Figure 29: Respondents’ Ethnicity

79%

19%
Not of Hispanic or Latino Origin Hispanic or Latino Origin Prefer Not to Answer

Note: N = 407.

Figure 30: Respondents’ Gender

67%
18%
° 13%
Woman Man Other Prefer Not to Answer

Notes: N = 410. “Other” includes individuals who identified as Trans woman; Trans man; or Genderqueer, gender
non-binary, or gender non-conforming; or preferred to self-describe.

Figure 31: Respondents’ Educational Attainment

56%
0,
13% % 11%
|
High School College Degree Master's Degree Other Prefer Not to Answer

Diploma/GED

Notes: N = 414. “Other” includes individuals who held a doctoral/professional degree or selected “Other” in response
to the question. There were no respondents who said they had “some high school.”
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CONCLUSION

Respondents to the survey of appraisers, appraisal management companies, and home
inspectors licensed by the Commission suggested that the Commission’s licensing or certification
process was adequate for their work, that respondents were satisfied with the various aspects of
the process, and that the Commission met respondents’ expectations with respect to licensing.
Most were familiar with the Commission’s complaints process, but half of those respondents did
not think that most complaints are made in good faith. Of the minority of respondents who had
a complaint filed against them, the biggest issue of those complaints concerned property
valuations. Most respondents, including home inspectors, said they were familiar with federal
and state laws regarding discrimination in the appraisal process, and respondents who were
appraisers or with AMCs were confident about their ability to comply with anti-discrimination
laws. However, there were multiple comments that racial discrimination is not a problem in the
appraisal industry and that common sense or being a professional were the only things needed
to limit discrimination.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In response to legislation issued by the Maryland General Assembly that mandated that the
Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors
(Commission) have an independent evaluation, the Commission contracted with the Schaefer
Center for Public Policy (Schaefer Center) at the University of Baltimore to conduct the
evaluation. The Schaefer Center’s research staff reviewed primary and secondary information
provided by the Commission (specifically, an external review of the Commission, internal CE
compliance audits, and the complaints made by consumers to the Commission) and collected
additional information from Commission stakeholders (specifically, members of the Commission
and individuals licensed by the Commission).

Analysis of this data suggests that both the Commission members and those licensed by the
Commission believe the Commission is performing its functions well and, at a minimum, meeting
their expectations of the Commission with respect to licensing, complaints, and continuing
education opportunities. One of the most common suggestions from both the interviews and the
survey was to provide for more experiential or hands-on learning opportunities as part of the
licensing process. There were also suggestions to provide mentorship to newly licensed
appraisers or home inspectors.

However, there was a significant divide between the interviewees and the survey respondents
with respect to the motivating issue for the legislation, which is whether there is racial
discrimination or bias in the appraisal process. The complaint data that the Commission provided
suggests that some consumers complain that there is racial bias or discrimination in the appraisal
process, but it is not one of the leading issues in complaints filed. From 2022 to 2024, there were
only 16 complaints related to racial bias or discrimination out of a total of 124 complaints. In
interviews, the Commission members mostly agreed that such bias exists, and three of the six
interviewees cited that the pattern relates to race, ethnicity, neighborhoods, and/or property
values.

In contrast, survey respondents were much more likely to think that racial bias and discrimination
was not an issue in the appraisal process. This came through in the open-ended responses, in
which the most common responses about bias and discrimination said it was not a problem and
that it could be handled with common sense and acting professionally. Most respondents said
they were aware of federal and state laws with respect to this issue, and most felt confident in
their ability to comply with anti-discrimination laws. The difference in positions between the
Commission members and the licensed individuals also shows in their view of the complaints,
although this difference was less striking — all interviewees gave the Commission’s complaint
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process high marks, although one did mention concerns about invalid or unjustified complaints,
while only 63% of respondents who reported having a complaint filed against them said the
complaint process was conducted fairly by the Commission. Further, half of the survey
respondents who were aware of the complaint process said that complaints were not made in
good faith. The survey respondents were much more likely to say that home valuations and
consumers wanting a higher valuation than provided were the primary concerns driving
complaints.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The primary recommendation from this report is that the Commission should continue requiring
appraisers to complete continuing education (CE) on racial bias and discrimination. Research has
shown the presence of such bias in the Baltimore regional housing market,3! and the review of
complaints received by the Commission and the outcomes of those complaints also show that
racial bias or discrimination is occurring although it is not one of the foremost concerns.

It would be useful to explore the divide between the Commission members and the licensed
appraisers and AMCs with respect to racial bias and discrimination and Commission processes in
general. Open-ended survey responses about how the Commission conducts its work frequently
mentioned communication in general, making the reasoning for Commission decisions clearer,
and the length of time it takes to receive a decision from the Commission about a complaint.
Working to better explain Commission processes could help align the Commission members and
licensees on specific concerns and more broadly.

Although not the focus of this study, one other item came through clearly in both the interviews
and the survey — there seems to be a substantial demand for more hands-on opportunities to
practice and explore how to perform as an appraiser or home inspector. This was mentioned with
respect to the licensing process and to CE requirements. Such opportunities could also expose
licensees to problems such as implicit bias, which may not be captured well if only theory is
covered in licensing or CE, which was also cited as a problem by some survey respondents.

The Commission might also consider offering learning opportunities — or supporting these types
of opportunities offered by other parties — to potential or current homeowners, so they
understand the roles of appraisers and home inspectors and how they operate. Such training

31 Goldstein, I. with Kim, A. (2025). Evidence of Racial Bias in Home Appraisals in the Baltimore Metropolitan Area.
Abell  Foundation.  https://abell.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/2025 Abell-Foundation Appraisal-Bias vf-

digital.pdf.
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could help decrease the number of invalid complaints and complaints about how appraisers
arrive at the value of a property. This could also help appraisers understand why consumers are
contesting the appraisal values and when the complaints are made in good faith.

Finally, to strengthen consistency in the tracking of complaints, disciplinary actions, and related
outcomes, it is recommended that the Commission adopt a secure relational database system
(e.g., Microsoft Access, MySQL, Airtable etc.). Such a system would provide a standardized
approach to data collection, ensure records are protected and not inadvertently lost or erased,
and allow for more efficient reporting and analysis. If adopting a database is not feasible at this
time, the Commission could also enhance its current spreadsheet system by incorporating
columns with structured dropdown menus to indicate the stage of each case (e.g., initial review,
case review, MCCR review, legal review, hearing, dismissed, closed, etc.) along with a separate
column for case notes. Additionally, Excel’s protection features can be applied to lock certain
fields after entry to prevent accidental deletion or overwriting. Together, these
recommendations would support long-term data integrity and improve case status-tracking.
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APPENDIX A: ESTABLISHING LEGISLATION

WES MOORE, Governor Ch. 526

Chapter 526
{(Senate Bill 527)

AN ACT concerning

State Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management
Companies, and Home Inspectors - Sunset Extension

FOR the purpose of continuing the State Commizzion of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraizal
Management Companies, and Home Inspectors in accordance with the provisions of
the Maryland Program Evaluation Act (sunset law) by extending to a certain date
the termination provisions relating to the statutory and regulatory authority of the
Commission; requiring an independent evaluation of the Commizsion; and generally
relating to the State Commiszion of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraizal Management
Companies, and Home Inspectors.

EY repealing and reenacting, with amendments,
Article — Business Occupations and Professions
Section 16-802
Annotated Code of Maryland
(2018 Replacement Volume and 2022 Supplement)

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMEBLY OF MARYLAND,
That the Laws of Maryland read as follows:

Article — Business Occupations and Professions
16-802.

Subject to the evaluation and reestablishment provisions of the Maryland Program
Evaluation Act, this fitle and all repulations adopted under this title shall terminate and
ke of no effect after July 1, [2023] 2026.

SECTION 2. AWND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That:
(a) In thiz zection, “Department” means the Marvland Department of Labor.

(b) The Department, subject to subsection (c) of this section, shall hire a
consultant to conduct an independent evaluation of the State Commisszion of Real Estate
Appraizsers, Appraizal Management Companies, and Home Inspectors, to determine if the
Commission is adhering to the most recent Uniform Standards of Professional Appraizal
Practice’s diversity, equity, and inclusion guidelines in its regulation of real estate
appralsers and appralzal management companies in the State.

(c) &+ The independent evaluation of the Commission required under
subsection (b) of this section shall be conducted wedes-the-swpesaaren-as 11._consultation
—1-

UNIVERSITY OF Page 40

BALTIMORE

Schaefer Center for
Public Policy




Ch. 526 2023 LAWS OF MARYLAND

with the Office of Program Evaluation and Government Accountahbility in the Department
of Legizlative Services—wleeleii-noioiit s om-m-th e

(d) The mndependent evaluation required under this section shall be:

(1}  completed for consideration by the committees of jurisdiction during the
2024 lemislative session; and

(2) submitted by the Depariment to the Office of Program Evaluation and
Government Accountability and to the Senate Finance Committee and the House Economic
Matters Committee, 1n accordance with § 2-1257 of the State Government Article, on or
before January 1, 2024,

SECTION 3. AND BEIT FURTHER ENACTED, That thiz Act shall take effect June
1, 2023.

Approved by the Governor, May 3, 2023.

UNIVERSITY OF

=4 BALTIMORE

Schaefer Center for
Public Policy

Page 41




APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW GUIDE

Audience: Maryland Real Estate Commission members and other stakeholders.

Recruitment: Emails and follow-up telephone calls using Commission-provided email
addresses and telephone numbers.

Frequency: Once.

CONSENT

Thank you for agreeing to speak with us today. | am , from the Schaefer Center for
Public Policy at The University of Baltimore, and joining me is ,a from

the Schaefer Center. This interview is to understand the Commission’s overall performance,
operations, and requirements for licensing.

The interview should take about an hour to complete. We will take notes during the interview,
and we will make every effort to protect your confidentiality. However, due to the small number
of individuals being interviewed for this project, we cannot guarantee complete confidentiality.
Our interview is being recorded to make sure we capture the entire interview and the discussion
so that we can write our report. Your individual responses will not be shared outside of the
Schaefer Center.

In the transcript and report on this project, your name will not be associated with your responses.
Your participation is voluntary, there is no penalty if you choose not to participate, and you may
discontinue participation at any time.

We may use your responses as short, direct quotes in our report. However, we will not be
identifying interviewees by name in the report.

If you have questions about this interview, please contact Dr. Sarah Ficenec, Assistant Director
for Research of the Schaefer Center, at 410-837-6188 or sficenec@ubalt.edu. If you have
guestions about your rights as a participant in this interview, please contact The University of
Baltimore Institutional Review Board (IRB) Coordinator at 410-837-4057 or IRB@ubalt.edu.
Thank you for your time.

Do you agree to continue with the interview and be recorded?
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If yes, begin recording now.

QUESTIONS

BACKGROUND
1. What is your position on the Commission (e.g., chair, sub-committee chair etc.)?

2. Do you belong to any of the sub-committees?
a. (If yes), which sub-committees?

3. How long have you been on the Commission?

COMMISSION OVERALL PERFORMANCE
4. Overall, how would you rate the Commission’s performance on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being
unacceptable and 5 being outstanding?
a. Can you explain your rating?
b. (For all responses except 5) What do you think the Commission could do to improve
that performance?

LICENSING PROCESS
(More information about licensing process is available at
https://www.labor.maryland.qgov/license/reahi/reahireq.shtml).

5. Are you familiar with the Commission’s licensure process for appraisers, appraisal
management companies, and home inspectors?
a. Ifyes, continue to Q6-8.
b. If no, skip to “Continuing Education Requirements” Section.

6. How would you rate the Commission’s licensure process for appraisers, appraisal
management companies, and home inspectors on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being unacceptable
and 5 being outstanding? If necessary, you can provide separate answers for each.

a. Can you explain your rating?
b. What do you think the Commission could do to improve its licensing process in
general?

7. Have you heard complaints about the licensure process?
a. (If so) Can you provide more information on those complaints?
b. (If so) Were the complaints handled satisfactorily, in your opinion?
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8. Do you think the licensing process is fair?
a. (If yes) Can you tell me more about that?
b. (If not) What could the Commission do to improve the fairness of the process?

CONTINUING EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS
9. Appraisers must take at least 42 hours of continuing education (CE) courses to renew their
license. Do you think this number of hours is sufficient?
a. Canyou explain your answer?

10. Appraisers in Maryland must complete two specific types of CE:
»  National USPAP Update Course, each time it’s updated (which is a national
requirement), and
» 3 hours of training related to racial discrimination and implicit bias.
a. The training concerning racial discrimination and implicit bias was effective on
November 1, 2023. What are your views on this requirement?
i. If necessary, probe for sufficient/insufficient number of hours; if this topic
should be a requirement or optional.
b. Are there other topics you feel should be mandatory for licensure or renewal of
licenses?
i. (If so) Which topics? Why?

11. Do you feel there are sufficient options for CE courses?
a. Can you explain your answer?
b. Are there other topics that should be discussed?

COMPLAINTS PROCESS
(More information the complaints process is available at
https://www.labor.maryland.qov/license/reahi/reahicompprocess.shtml.)

12. Are you familiar with the Commission’s complaint process for appraisers, appraisal
management companies, and home inspectors?
a. Ifyes, continue to Q13-16.
b. If no, skip to “Racial Bias in the Appraisal Process” Section.
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13. How would you rate the Commission’s complaints process for appraisers, appraisal
management companies, and home inspectors on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being unacceptable
and 5 being outstanding? If necessary, you can provide separate answers for each.

a. Can you explain your rating?

14. Are there any aspects of the complaint process that concern you?
a. (If so) Why does that concern you?
b. (If so) How could the Commission improve the complaints process in your opinion?

15. Have you heard feedback about the complaints process?
a. (If so) Please provide more information on that feedback.
i. If necessary, probe for racial discrimination and implicit bias.
b. (If so) Were the complaints handled satisfactorily in your opinion?
i. (If not) How could the Commission have better resolved the complaints?

16. Do you think the complaints process is fair for both consumers and the licensed
individual/business? If necessary, you can provide separate answers for each.
a. (If yes) Can you tell me more about that?
b. (If not) What could the Commission do to improve the fairness of the process?

RACIAL BIAS IN THE APPRAISAL PROCESS
17. In your experience, how prevalent do you believe racial bias is in the appraisal process?
a. Can you explain your answer?

18. What patterns, if any, have you observed in complaints related to racial bias in appraisals?

19. How does the Commission investigate and address potential racial bias in appraisal
complaints?
a. Are you aware of any disciplinary action taken against appraisers due to racial bias?

20. What steps could be taken to improve education and awareness of racial bias among
appraisers?

CLOSING
21. Are there any additional comments or insights you would like to share about the Commission
or any of its policies or procedures?

22. Can we contact you if we have any additional questions or need further clarification?
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Thank you for speaking with us today. You have provided important information for us to
consider. We appreciate your time.
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Audience: Individuals licensed by the Maryland Commission of Real Estate
Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors.

Recruitment: Emails using Commission-provided email addresses.
Frequency: Once.

The Schaefer Center for Public Policy at the University of Baltimore is conducting a survey to
gather feedback from certified appraisers, appraisal management companies, and home
inspectors about their experiences with the Maryland Commission of Real Estate Appraisers,
Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors.

The survey will take about 5-10 minutes.

Please click to the next screen to read the required disclosure from the University of Baltimore.

Page Break

The University of Baltimore requires us to share details of the survey process and inform you of
your rights for participating in this survey.

TITLE OF STUDY: Evaluation of Maryland Real Estate Commission
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dr. Ann Cotten, Executive Director, Schaefer Center for Public Policy

STUDY PURPOSE:

The Schaefer Center for Public Policy at the University of Baltimore is conducting a survey of
certified appraisers, appraisal management companies, and home inspectors about their
experiences with the Maryland Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management
Companies and Home Inspectors. The survey will serve to gather feedback on the
licensing/certification process, the complaint process, as well as general satisfaction and areas of
improvement concerning the Commission’s processes.

PROCEDURES
Data will be collected through a web survey. The survey will take about 5 to 10 minutes to
complete.
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CONFIDENTIALITY

Your participation in this survey is confidential. You may choose not to answer any question you
don't want to answer or stop at any time without any disciplinary action or penalty. Your answers
will be kept separate from your contact information. Only the researchers directly working on
the project will have access to the shared folders where the data is stored on the Schaefer
Center’s secure network.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS

You will not benefit directly from completing this survey. However, by sharing your insights, you
will contribute valuable information that can help improve the processes used by the Maryland
Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS
There are no known risks or discomforts in participating in this survey.

COMPENSATION
There is no compensation for participating.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

Your participation is completely voluntary. You can withdraw from the survey at any time. You
do not have to answer any questions that you do not want to answer. If you choose not to
participate, there will be no penalty or loss of any benefits for not participating.

WHO TO CONTACT WITH QUESTIONS
If you have any questions about this study, you can contact Dr. Sarah Ficenec, the Assistant
Director for Research at the Schaefer Center, at sficenec@ubalt.edu or 410-837-6188.

If you have any questions regarding your rights as a research subject participating in this survey,
please contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at irb@ubalt.edu or 410-837-4057.

SUMMARY
| understand the information that was presented and that:
o My participation is voluntary.
o | can refuse to participate without disciplinary action or penalty.
o | can skip questions or stop the survey at any time without disciplinary action or
penalty.
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Q1_Consent Please select below if you agree to participate in this survey.
o Yes, | am 18 or older and want to take the survey.
o No, I do not wish to take the survey.

Display Closing if Q1= “No”

Q2_Backgroundinformation Please indicate your role:
Appraiser
Appraisal Management Company

(@]

(@]

Home Inspector
Other (please specify)

O

Q3_Backgroundinformation Please confirm that you are licensed as a (piped text: appraiser,
appraisal management company, home inspector) by the Maryland Commission of Real Estate
Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors.

o Yes

o No

Q4_Backgroundinformation Are you licensed by the Maryland Commission of Real Estate
Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors?

o Yes

o No
Display Q4 only if Q3= “No”; Display Closing if Q4= “No”

Q5_Backgroundinformation What license do you hold with the Commission?
Open-ended response
Display Q5 only if Q3= “Yes”

Q6_LicensingCertificationProcess How long have you been licensed by the Maryland
Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors?
Less than 5 years

o 5-10vyears
o 11-15years
o More than 15 years
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Q7_LicensingCertificationProcess Which licensing process did you use initially?
Original Appraiser License by Examination

Original Appraiser Trainee License

Practical Applications of Real Estate (PAREA) program

Licensed through reciprocity

© O O O

o ldon’t remember
Display Q7 only if Q2= “Appraiser”

Q8_LicensingCertificationProcess Did the preparation required before your licensing exam
adequately equip you for your work as a licensed (piped text: appraiser, appraisal management
company, home inspector)?

o Yes

o No

Q9 _LicensingCertificationProcess What additional training or content, if any, should be covered
in the licensing exam to better prepare individuals for this work?

Open-ended response
Display Q9 only if Q8= “No”

Q10_LicensingCertificationProcess Please rate your satisfaction with each of the following in
regards to obtaining a real estate appraisal license:
Rate each on a scale from 1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Somewhat dissatisfied, 3 = Neutral, 4
= Somewhat satisfied, 5 = Very satisfied
o Education or exam requirements
o Licensure process overall

Q11_LicensingCertificationProcess Do you think the required hours for each of the following are
too many, too few, or just about right?

Rate each on a scale from 1 = Too many, 2 =Too few, 3 = Just about right

o Required education course hours to sit for licensing exam

o Required work experience hours to sit for licensing exam

Q12_LicensingCertificationProcess What changes or improvements would you suggest for the
licensing process?
Open-ended response
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Q13_LicensingCertificationProcess Licenses must be renewed every three years. Which of the
following best reflects your opinions on this renewal period?

o Licenses should be valid for a longer period.

o Renewing every three years is appropriate.

o Licenses should be valid for a shorter period.

Q14_LicensingCertificationProcess Overall, how would you rate the Maryland Commission of
Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors’ performance
regarding licensing?

Unacceptable

Needs improvement

Meets expectation

Exceeds expectations

o O O O

Outstanding

Q15_LicensingCertificationProcess Do you have any other comments or feedback about the
licensing process?
Open-ended response

Complaint Process: For reference, the Maryland Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal
Management Companies and Home Inspectors’ complaint process is available at
https://www.labor.maryland.gov/license/reahi/reahicompprocess.shtml

Q16_ComplaintProcess Are you familiar with the Maryland Commission of Real Estate
Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors’ process for handling
consumer complaints about licensed (piped text: appraiser, appraisal management company,
home inspector)?

o Yes

o No
Q17_ComplaintProcess Do you think most consumer complaints are made in good faith,
meaning they generally reflect valid issues that need to be resolved?

o Yes

o No

o ldon’t know
Display Q17 only if Q16= “No”
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Q18_ComplaintProcess Have you ever had a complaint filed against you with the Commission?
o Yes
o No
o Idon’t know

Q19_ComplaintProcess What was the subject of the most recent complaint filed against you?
Please select all that apply.
00 Dishonest or fraudulent acts in providing real estate appraisal or home inspection
services.
00 Racial bias or discrimination.

O

Fraudulently or deceptively using a license.

O

Engaging in conduct that demonstrates bad faith, incompetency, negligence or
untrustworthiness, or that constitutes dishonest, fraudulent, or improper dealings.
Violating Commission regulations, including ethical standards and practices.

Failing a continuing education audit.

O 0O O

Other (please specify)
0 Idon’t remember
Display Q19 only if Q18= “Yes”

Q20_ComplaintProcess Were any of the following consequences imposed on you in response to
the complaint. Please select all that apply.
O Caseis ongoing
Permanent loss of license (by revocation or surrender)
Suspended license
Reprimand by Commission
Fine (monetary penalty)
Remedial education or training requirements

O Ooooogoaod

Other remedial actions (please specify)
0 Ildon’t remember
Display Q20 only if Q18= “Yes”

Q21_ComplaintProcess Do you feel that the complaint process is conducted fairly by Maryland
Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors
staff?

o Yes

o No

o Not sure/Don’t know
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Q22_ComplaintProcess How could the Maryland Commission of Real Estate Appraisers,

Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors staff make the complaint process

fairer?

Open-ended response
Display Q22 only if Q21= “No”

Q23_ComplaintProcess Overall, how would you rate the Maryland Commission of Real Estate

Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies and Home Inspectors’ performance regarding

their complaint process?

o O O O

Unacceptable

Needs improvement
Meets expectation
Exceeds expectations
Outstanding

Q24_DiscriminationAppraisalProcess How familiar are you with federal and state laws, such as

the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice standards or Fair Housing Act, regarding

discrimination in the appraisal process?

o O O O

Very familiar
Somewhat familiar
Neutral

Slightly familiar
Not familiar at all

Q25_DiscriminationAppraisalProcess Where do you obtain information about appraisal-related

anti-discrimination laws? Please select all that apply.

O

([
U
U
U

Required education courses
Professional associations
Employer-provided training
Online research

Other (please specify)
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Q26_DiscriminationAppraisalProcess How confident are you in your ability to comply with anti-
discrimination laws in the appraisal process?

Very confident

Somewhat confident

Neutral

Slightly confident

© O O O

Not confident at all

Q27_DiscriminationAppraisalProcess What challenges, if any, do you face in ensuring
compliance with anti-discrimination laws in your appraisal work?
Open-ended response

Q28_DiscriminationAppraisalProcess What additional resources or training would help you feel
more confident in complying with these laws?
Open-ended response

Q29_Demographics Is your business’s primary location in Maryland?
o Yes
o No

Q30_Demographics What is the zip code of your business’s primary location?
Open-ended response
Display Q30 only if Q29= “Yes”

Q31_Demographics Where is your business’s primary location?
o Delaware
o Virginia
o Washington, DC
o West Virginia
o Other (please specify)
Display Q31 only if Q29= “No”
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Q32_Demographics Please select the option that reflects your age range.
18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65 or older

Prefer not to answer

o O O O O O

Q33_Demographics Please select the option that best describes your race.
American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Black or African American

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander

White or Caucasian

Two or more races

Other (please specify)

O O O 0O O O O

Prefer not to answer

Q34_Demographics Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin?
o No, not of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
o Yes, | am of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
o Prefer not to answer

Q35_Demographics Please select the gender with which you most identify.
Woman

Man

Trans Woman

Trans Man

Genderqueer, gender non-binary, or gender non-conforming
Prefer to self-describe

o O O O O O

Prefer not to answer
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Q36_Demographics Please select your highest completed level of education.
Some high school

High school diploma/GED

Some college

College degree

Master's degree (such as M.A. or M.S.)

Doctoral/Professional degree (such as Ph.D., J.D., M.D., or Psy.D.)
Other (specify)

Prefer not to answer

0O O O O O O O

Q37_Demographics Are there any additional comments or insights you would like to share about
the Commission or any of its policies or procedures?
Open-ended response

Closing

We thank you for your time spent taking this survey. You have provided important information
for us to consider. We appreciate your time.

Your response has been recorded.
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Maryland Board of Cosmetologists

2025 Sunset Report

Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing

Maryland Department of Labor

July 2025



DivisioN oF OCCUPATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL LICENSING

& M a ryl a n d Office of the Commissioner

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 100 S. Charles Street, Tower 1
Baltimore, MD 21201

Senator Shelly Hettleman

220 James Senate Office Building
11 Bladen Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

Delegate Jared Solomon

312 Lowe House Office Building
6 Bladen Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

Subject: SB 264/Ch. 397(2), 2024 (MSAR #15555) Maryland Board of Cosmetologists -
Sunset Report

Dear Senator Hettleman and Delegate Solomon :

The Maryland Department of Labor is pleased to submit this Sunset Report regarding the
Maryland Board of Cosmetologists to the Joint Audit and Evaluation Committee (JAEC) as
required by SB 264/Ch. 397 (2), 2024. This report includes information about Board members,
application processes, fees, number of registrants, maintenance of records, and complaints as
requested by the JAEC. For additional information regarding the report, please contact Andrew
Fulginiti, Legislative Director, at Andrew.Fulginiti@maryland.gov.

Best regards,

John Dove
Commissioner, Occupational and Professional Licensing
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DivisioN oF OCCUPATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL LICENSING

& M a ryl a n d Office of the Commissioner

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 100 S. Charles Street, Tower 1
Baltimore, MD 21201

2025 Program Sunset Report
Marvland Board of metologist

The Maryland Board of Cosmetologists (the “Board”) was established to regulate the practice of
cosmetology in the state and to protect the health and safety of the public. The Board oversees
the licensing and regulation of cosmetologists, apprentices, salons, and private career schools.
Licensees are required to comply with the standards and regulations outlined in the Code of
Maryland Regulations (COMAR) Title 09, Subtitle 22. These regulations cover a broad range of
requirements, including licensing qualifications, sanitary standards, inspection procedures,
professional conduct, and disciplinary actions.

Board Membership

The Board is comprised of six members:

1. Lisa Ennis, Chair, Cosmetologist member, 754 Pine Drift Dr. Odenton, Maryland 22222,

Appointed 7/1/2023

2. April Kenney, Cosmetologist member, 1928 Colora Rd. Colora, Maryland 21917,
Appointed 7/1/2024

3. Kelly Canty, Consumer member, 8726 Grasmere Ct. Fort Washington, Maryland 20744,
Appointed 7/1/2024

4. Maurice Fains, Cosmetologist member, 5 Woodbriar Court Apt. F Windsor Mill,
Maryland 21244 , Appointed 7/1/2022
5. Rosalind Holsey, Cosmetologist member, 6116 Sefton Ave. Baltimore, Maryland 21214,

Appointed 7/1/2024
6. Katrina Lee, Esthetician member, 4 Coach House Dr. Owings Mills, Maryland 21117
Appointed 7/1/2024
Board Staff

The Maryland Board of Cosmetologists is supported by a dedicated team of professionals who
manage licensing, inspections, education, and administration.

Nicole Fletcher, Executive Director- nicole.fletcher@maryland.gov, 410-230-6193

Breona Scott, Assistant Executive Director- breona.scott@maryland.gov, 410-230-6191
Leslie Braxton, Licensing Supervisor- leslie.braxton@maryland.gov, 410-230-6194

Ashley Thompson, Reciprocity Specialist- ashley.thompsonl@maryland.gov, 410-230-6195
Renee Robertson, Education Coordinator- renee.robertson@maryland.gov, 410-230-6216
Jacob Guy, Apprenticeship Coordinator- jacob.guy@maryland.gov , 410-230-6255

Fatmata Rahman, Board Secretary- fatmata.rahman@maryland.gov, 410-230-6192

Erica Lewis, Per Diem Inspector- erica.lewis(@maryland.gov, 443-814-8900
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Baltimore, MD 21201
Khoi Cao, Per Diem Inspector- khoi.cao@maryland.gov, 443-474-5231
Kimberly Watkins, Per Diem Inspector- kimberly. watkins@maryland.gov, 240-305-5118
Kristen Pope, Per Diem Inspector- kristen.pope@maryland.gov, 667-224-0148

Board Meeting Information

Information regarding the Maryland Board of Cosmetologists public meetings can be found on
the Board’s website at https://www.labor.maryland.gov/license/min/cosmin.shtml. The site
provides notice of the date, time, and location of all scheduled Board meetings through year-end,
along with copies of meeting agendas in advance or as they become available. Additionally,
approved meeting minutes from the past three years are posted, as well as minutes from the
current year as they are approved. Please note that minutes from the previous month’s meeting
are typically posted after being approved at the current month’s meeting. All meeting materials,
including open and closed session minutes, are maintained electronically and physically, with the
option of transitioning them to State Archives after five years.

Record of Licenses

The Board maintains a record of all registered cosmetologists stored electronically in the AS400
licensing system by the Maryland Department of Labor Division of Occupational and
Professional Licensing. Physical records are kept in order of registration numbers. Old records
have been transferred to State Archives in accordance with record retention policies.

STATE BOARD OF
COSMETOLOGISTS

Senior Cosmetologist

Cosmetologist

Limited Hairstylist

Limited Esthetician

Limited Nail Technician

Limited Blow Dry Stylist

Apprentice Cosmetologist

Apprentice Hairstylist

Apprentice Esthetician
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Apprentice Nail Technician 4,203 4,258 4,349 4,442 4,594

MILITARY -
COSMETOLOGIST 0 0 0 0 2

MILITARY - LIMITED

ESTHETICIAN 0 0 0 0 1

Owner Limited Service 1,355 1,399 1,447 1,504 1,528

Owner Full Service 8,511 8,777 9,041 9,369 9,712

Mobile Salon 0 0 0 2 2

! The military licensing category is the most recently established licensing pathway.

Current Fee Schedule

Licensed cosmetologists, apprentices, and salon owners in Maryland must maintain active
licensure by renewing on time and complying with Board regulations. Fees for original licensure,
renewal, and reinstatement are set by regulation and may change with public notice. Current fees
include $11 for original and renewal apprentice permits across all categories (Cosmetologist,
Limited Esthetician, Limited Hairstylist, and Limited Nail Technician). Individual practitioner
licenses, including Cosmetologist, Limited Blow Dry Stylist, Limited Esthetician, Limited
Hairstylist, Limited Nail Technician, and Senior Cosmetologist, are $28 for both original
licensure and renewal. Salon owners are required to pay $225 for an original full-service or
limited-service salon license, with a $56 renewal fee. Late fees may apply, and all payments
made to the Board are nonrefundable.

In many cases, Maryland’s individual licensing fees fall on the lower end of the national average,
helping to ensure access and affordability for practitioners and business owners alike.

Direct and Attributed Costs

STATE BOARD OF Operational Operational
COSMETOLOGISTS Revenue Direct Cost Indirect Cost Trans Legal Trans OIT

FY14 $941,633 $520,798 0 0 0
FY15 $928,851 $612,144 0 0 0
FY16 $971,256 $695,518 0 0 0
FY17 $950,162 $634,047 0 0 0
FY18 $963,266 $595,960 0 0 0
FY19 $924,436 $645,551 $56,570 $6,624 $32,434
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FY20 $883,400 $697,153 $57,771 $35,337 $44,031
Fy21 $10,391 $824,714 $719,491 $66,230 $30,577
FY22 $984,252 $847,157 $69,243 $16,433 $42,832
FY23 $828,360 $828,360 $93,868 $31,250 $68,921
FY24 $999,047 $953,158 $82,748 $24,143 $80,442
FY25 $1,091,827 $971,974 $42.338 $37,015 $111,174
FY26 $1,105,324 $945,356 $65,572 $30,538 $62,496
FY27 $1,063,099 $902,993 $63,864 $31,192 $73,251
FY28 $1,220,600 $995,509 $68,156 $36,082 $102,099
FY29 $1,278,101 $1,034,085 $69,449 $46,735 $110,947
FY30 $1,195,859 $1,006,662 $68,741 $31,625 $95,794
FY31 $1,298,958 $1,125,238 $72,034 $42,279 $128,642
FY32 $1,350,958 $1,129,859 $73,326 $43,169 $137,490

'"From FY2014 to FY2018 the Board of Cosmetology was generally funded and did not have any charge/track of indirect, Legal & OIT Expenses.
FY20 & FY21 COVID-19 pandemic & resulting state/business shutdown caused a loss in revenue.

3FY 2025 has estimated final Revenue and Expenditure numbers.

Complaints by Type and Disposition (FY2021-FY?2025)

Over the past five fiscal years, the Maryland Board of Cosmetologists has received and
investigated a wide range of complaints, primarily involving unlicensed personnel, unlicensed
salons, sanitation violations, and prohibited services. Each complaint is reviewed and tracked to
resolution, with outcomes ranging from informal compliance measures to formal hearings when
warranted.

Please note: Most complaints involve two types of violations and are therefore counted in
multiple categories.

FY 2025

50 Unlicensed Personnel
33 Sanitation Violations
51 Unlicensed Salons

2 Prohibited Services

Total: 84 Consumer Complaints

FY 2024
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56 Unlicensed Personnel

43 Sanitation Violations

53 Unlicensed Salons

12 Prohibited Services

Total: 101Consumer Complaints

FY 2023
49 Unlicensed Personnel

49 Sanitation Violations
44 Unlicensed Salons
4 Prohibited Services

Total: 106 Consumer Complaints

FY 2022

58 Unlicensed Personnel
73 Sanitation Violations
69 Unlicensed Salons

14 Prohibited Services

Total: 144 Consumer Complaints

FY 2021

28 Unlicensed Personnel
35 Sanitation Violations
45 Unlicensed Salons
6 Prohibited Services

Total: 76 Consumer Complaints

DivisioN oF OCCUPATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL LICENSING
Office of the Commissioner

100 S. Charles Street, Tower 1

Baltimore, MD 21201

This data reflects the Board’s commitment to public protection and regulatory compliance.
Beyond public complaints, Board staff also conduct routine inspections, new salon inspections,
late renewal inspections, and targeted inspections at the Board’s discretion to ensure ongoing

compliance with Maryland regulations.

Professional Associations

A relevant professional association recognized by the Maryland Board of Cosmetologists is the
National Interstate Council of State Boards of Cosmetology (NIC). The Board actively engages
with NIC to stay informed on national standards, regulatory trends, and best practices within the
cosmetology industry. Board members participate in NIC’s annual conferences and periodic
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meetings, where regulatory agencies from across the country collaborate to discuss licensure,
examination development, and policy alignment that promotes consistency and excellence in
cosmetology regulation. For more information, NIC’s Executive Director of Government
Relations is Susan Colard, who can be reached at 803-922-7476 or via email at
scolard@nictesting.org.

Litigation and Disciplinary Action

As of the date of this report, litigation has been limited to formal hearings. The Board has not
been involved in any cases referred to the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH). No licenses
have been revoked; however, some have been suspended pending payment of the final order and
full compliance. Compliance is verified through a follow-up, unscheduled inspection.

Thank you for reviewing this report.
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Senator Shelly Hettleman

220 James Senate Office Building
11 Bladen Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

Delegate Jared Solomon

312 Lowe House Office Building
6 Bladen Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

Subject: SB 288/Ch. 398(2), 2024 (MSAR #15554) Maryland Board of Individual Tax Preparers Sunset
Report

Dear Senator Hettleman and Delegate Solomon:

The Maryland Department of Labor is pleased to submit this Sunset Report to the Joint Audit and Evaluation
Committee (JAEC) on the Maryland Board of Individual Tax Preparers, as required by SB 288/Ch. 398 (2),
2004. This report includes information about Board members, application processes fees, number of
registrants, and maintenance of records and complaints as requested by the JAEC. For additional information
regarding the report, please contact Andrew Fulginiti, Legislative Director, at Andrew.Fulginiti@maryland.gov.

Best regards,

John Dove
Commissioner, Occupational and Professional Licensing


mailto:Andrew.Fulginiti@maryland.gov
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2025 Program Sunset Report
Maryland Board of Individual Tax Preparers

The Maryland Board of Individual Tax Preparers (the “Board”) was established in 2008 with the mission of
ensuring that qualified individuals provide individual tax preparation services within the state. Registered tax
preparers are required to adhere to a comprehensive Code of Professional Conduct, as set forth in COMAR
09.38.01.05, which addresses various essential practices, including responsibilities and ethical practices, client
records, contingent fees, conflicts of interest, communications with the Board, competence, technical standards,
advertising, and solicitations.

Board Membership

The Board is comprised of eight members:

Nayo-Carter Gray, Chair: nayo@1ststepaccounting.com, 443-424-8014, appointment date 9/18/23
Janice Shih, Esq., Vice Chair: jshih@ubalt.edu, 410-302-6233, appointment date 9/18/23

Jane Bourassa: jmbourassa@att.net, 410-321-0387, appointment date 5/14/20

Symon Manyara: muriukil@verizon.net, 301-860-3635, appointment date 7/1/20

Javier Solis: jsolis@torotaxes.com, 301-793-2180, appointment date 11/16/21

Brian McCurdy: brian.mccurdy@yahoo.com, 410-882-2122, appointment date 9/18/23

Alex Franks: alex@cpateaches.com, 443-275-4909, appointment date 9/18/23

Victoria Kelly, Esq.: info.vekllc@gmail.com, 240-242-9074, appointment date 7/1/20

e A e

Board Staff

The Board is comprised of three staff members:

1. Christopher Dorsey, Executive Director: christopher.dorsey@maryland.gov, 410-230-6318
2. Sharron McNeill, Office Supervisor: sharron.meneilll @maryland.gov, 410-230-6378
3. Paige Bryant, Board Administrator: paige.bryant@maryland.gov, 410-230-6180

Board Meeting Information

Generally, seven Board meetings are held per year. The remaining dates for 2025 are:
09/8/2025

10/10/2025

11/10/2025.

Meetings are held virtually and can be accessed at https://meet.google.com/duk-vsdy-zno?authuser=0. This
information is provided on the Board’s webpage which is located on the Maryland Department of Labor
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website. Previous agendas and approved meeting minutes can be found at
https://labor.maryland.gov/license/min/taxprepmin.shtml

Record of Licenses

The Board maintains a record of all registered Tax Preparers stored electronically in the AS400 licensing system
by the Maryland Department of Labor Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing. After 5 years,
physical files may be sent to State Archives.

MARYLAND BOARD OF
TAX PREPARERS

Tax Preparers

FY21 269
FY22 197
FY23 265
FY24 282
FY25 276

From January 1, 2020 - present, 1,289 tax preparers received new registrations. Also, 2,974 tax preparers
renewed their registration during this time.

Current Fee Schedule

The current fee schedule for the Board is as follows:

1. Registration fee: $100
2. Renewal fee: $100
3. Reinstatement of expired registration fee: $120

There have been no recent fee increases.

Direct and Attributed Costs

MARYLAND STATE

BOARD OF

INDIVIDUAL TAX Operational Operational

PREPARERS Revenue Direct Cost Indirect Cost Trans Legal Trans OIT
2014 $305,550 $146,362 $13,183 $3,217 S0
2015 $119,298 $163,449 $15,067 $1,121 SO
2016 $273,124 $141,224 $9,017 $32,923 S0
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2017 $170,676 $138,657 $12,846 $69,729 S0
2018 $353,909 $194,518 $15,616 $103,782 $21,828
2019 $167,646 $164,135 $14,963 $75,900 $1,172
2020 $290,785 $211,020 $17,168 $73,178 $9
2021 $152,164 $131,145 $16,564 $49,202 S4
2022 $246,663 $99,940 $7,925 $84,322 $181
2023 $142,191 $85,352 $8,302 $12,313 $37
2024 $245,219 $201,038 $5,242 $10,840 $9,065
2025 $149,782 $103,470 $10,597 $15,911 S0
2026 $248,544 $98,320 $4,383 $9,207 $5,503
2027 $134,053 $92,924 $5,714 $12,358 S0
2028 $239,666 $89,527 $6,714 $17,354 $15
2029 $138,557 $95,131 $6,955 $9,997 $250
2030 $238,718 $93,734 $5,624 $13,700 $550
2031 $135,316 $96,338 $6,294 $16,648 S0
2032 $232,145 $99,941 $5,963 $15,756 $450

'FY20 & FY21 COVID-19 pandemic & resulting state/business shutdown caused a loss in revenue.

2FY 2025 has estimated final Revenue and Expenditure numbers.

Complaints by Type and Disposition (FY2021-FY2025)

FY 2025

43 Board Complaints
26 Consumer Complaints
Total: 69 (17 Pre-Charge Review, 53 Closed)

FY 2024

59 Board Complaints
21 Consumer Complaints
Total: 80 (23 Pre-Charge Review, 80 Closed)

FY 2023

30 Board Complaints

36 Consumer Complaints

Total: 66 (14 Pre-Charge Review, 66 Closed)
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FY 2022

22 Board Complaints

27 Consumer Complaint
Total: 49 (11 Pre-Charge Review, 49 Closed

FY 2021
53 Board Complaints

21 Consumer Complaints
Total: 74 (22 Pre-Charge Review, 74 Closed )

Professional Associations

The main professional associations for the Board are:

1.  The Maryland Society of Accounting & Tax Professionals (MSATP): info@msatp.org, 800-922-9672
2. The National Association of Tax Professionals (NATP)MD/DC/DE Chapter: natp(@natptax.com,
800-558-3402

Litigation and Disciplinary Action

There is no pending litigation and 3 registrations have been revoked in the past 5 years.

Thank you for reviewing this report.
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Senator Shelly Hettleman

220 James Senate Office Building
11 Bladen Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

Delegate Jared Solomon

312 Lowe House Office Building
6 Bladen Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

Subject: SB 296/Ch. 399 (2), 2024 (MSAR #15553) Maryland Board of Land Surveyors Sunset Report
Dear Senator Hettleman and Delegate Solomon:

The Maryland Department of Labor is pleased to submit this Sunset Report to the Joint Audit and Evaluation
Committee (JAEC) on the Maryland Board of Land Surveyors, as required by SB 296/Ch. 399 (2), 2024. This
report includes information about Board members, application processes fees, number of registrants, and

maintenance of records and complaints as requested by the JAEC. For additional information regarding the
report, please contact Andrew Fulginiti, Legislative Director, at Andrew.Fulginiti@maryland.gov.

Best regards,

John Dove
Commissioner, Occupational and Professional Licensing
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2025 Program Sunset Report
Marvland Board for Professional Land Surveyors

The Board for Professional Land Surveyors qualifies and licenses individuals seeking licensure and issues
permits to business entities through which land surveying is practiced. The Board regulates the practice of
surveying under the provisions of Business Occupations and Professions Article, Annotated Code of Maryland,
Title 15, and the Code of Maryland Regulations, Title 9, Subtitle 13. The Board investigates complaints against
licensees, as well as complaints related to unlicensed practice. The Board issues reprimands, suspends or may
revoke a license or permit, and/or impose fines when violations occur. Professional Land Surveyors represent an
integral aspect of the design and construction industry.

Board Members

Maryland Board for Professional Land Surveyors contact information for all board members: The Board is
comprised of six members. Of the six members of the board, four are professional land surveyors and two are
consumer members.

TJ Frazier

tjifrazier@rodgers.com

19847 Century Blvd., Suite 200,

Germantown, MD 20874

410.688.1385

Professional Land Surveyor, Board Chair. Appointed 2022

Tammy Y. Rollins
RollinsandAssociates@gmail.com

201 Milford Mill Road, Ste. 104,

Pikesville, MD 21208

443.660.7120

Consumer Member, Vice Chair. Appointed 2024

Jeanne L. Nebre

jklentejas@gmail.com

4 North Park Dr.,

Suite 300, Hunt Valley, MD 21030
410-891-9244

Professional Land Surveyor. Appointed 2020

Derrick W. McLaughlin
derrick.mclaughlin@gmail.com

United Real Estate 10780 Parktridge Blvd. #80,
Reston, VA 20191

703.889.5347

Consumer Member, Appointed 2022
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Erick R. Quintanilla
equintanilla@dewberry.com

10461 Mill Run Circle, Ste.300,

Owings Mills, MD 21117

410-645-1852

Professional Land Surveyor. Appointed 2024

Ramon O. Labrador
rmnlabrador@gmail.com

6220 Painted Yellow Gate

Columbia, Maryland 21045

202-439-2775

Professional Land Surveyor. Appointed 2025

Board Staff:

Zevi Thomas

Executive Director

Board for Professional Land Surveyors

Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing
zevi.thomas@maryland.gov

410-230-6262 (0O)

Raquel M. Meyers

Assistant Executive Director

Professional Design Boards and Board of Bay Pilots
Maryland Department of Labor

raquel.meyers@maryland.gov
410-230-6263 (O)

Dorian Price
Office Secretary II
Board of Land Surveyors and Landscape Architects

Dorian.Pricel (@maryland.gov
(410) 230-6010 (O)

Shavon Cooper
Board Operations Officer 1l
Maryland Board for Professional Engineers

shavon.cooper(@maryland.gov
410-230-6260 (O)

Shontae Moore
Administrative Specialist 11
dara.moore(@maryland.gov
(410) 230-6259 (O)

DivisioN oF OCCUPATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL LICENSING
Office of the Commissioner

100 S. Charles Street, Tower 1

Baltimore, MD 21201
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Noraida Lozano
Administrative Specialist 11
Board for Architects, Certified Interior Designers, and Bay Pilots

noraida.lozano@maryland.gov
410-230-6261 (O)

Hannah Belcher

Office Secretary

Professional Design Boards and Board of Pilots
Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing

hannah.belcher@maryland.gov
(410) 230-6269

Board Meeting Information

Regular meetings of the Board are typically scheduled on the first Wednesday of each month (unless there is a
conflict with a holiday). They are open to the public and are currently taking place at 100 S. Charles Street,
Tower 1, Baltimore, Maryland 21201, and virtually at 11:00 a.m.

Meeting Dates
February 5, 2025
March 5, 2025
April 2, 2025

May 7, 2025

June 4, 2025
August 6, 2025
September 3, 2025
October 16, 2025
December 3, 2025

Approved meeting agendas for the Board for Professional Land Surveyors are posted prior to the board meeting
and are readily accessible on the Board’s website at: https://www.dllr.state.md.us/license/min/lsmin.shtml

12 years of approved meeting minutes for the Board for Professional Land Surveyors are readily accessible on
the Board’s website at: https://www.dllr.state.md.us/license/min/Ismin.shtml
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Record of Licenses

The number of licenses (initial and renewal) by type for each of the past five years.

2025

Professional land surveyor 533
Property line surveyor 115
2024

Professional land surveyor 523
Property line surveyor 117
2023

Professional land surveyor 532
Property line surveyor 117

2022

Professional land surveyor 539
Property line surveyor 119
2021

Professional land surveyor 541
Property line surveyor 121
§15-302.

(a) On and after July 1, 1990, the Board may not issue a license to practice property line surveying.

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this section, an individual who is licensed as a property line surveyor as
of June 30, 1990, may continue to renew the license as provided under § 15-314 of this subtitle.

Current Fee Schedule

The current fee schedule and the effective date include the most recent adjustments from August 1, 2024, The

Maryland Board for Professional Engineers changed its fee structure based on amendments to COMAR
09.23.04 General Regulations

e TYPE OF LICENSE Fee Application Fee Total Fee |Term
(Non-refundable)
Original License $86.00 |$56.00 $142.00 2 years
Renewal Fee $86.00 |- $86.00 2 years
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Reinstatement $86.00 |$112.00 $198.00 2 years
Retired Status License $28.00 |- $28.00 100 years
Reciprocal License $86.00 |$56.00 $142.00 2 years
Firm Permit (Original) $112.00 [$39.00 $151.00 2 years
Firm Permit (Renewal/Reinstatement) $112.00 |- $112.00 2 years
License Verification/Certification $22.00 |- $22.00 -

Wall Certificate (Replacement fee) $39.00 |- $39.00 -

MD Law and Ethics Issue Exam $39.00 [$60.00 $99.00 -

MD Storm Drain and Road Grade Exam $39.00 1$60.00 $99.00 -

*On August 1, 2024, the Maryland Board for Professional Engineers changed its fee structure based on amendments to COMAR
09.23.04 General Regulations.

As part of this report, we are providing a comparison of the fees charged for comparable professional land
surveyor licenses in neighboring states.

Professional Lic. | Delaware Virginia New Jersey Pennsylvania
Prof. Land $210(0) $60 (O) §75 (O) $50 (O)
S

HIveyors $ (R) $90 (R ) $80 (R) $100 (R)

**(0) Original License
(R ) Renewal

Direct and Attributed Costs

Professional

Land Surveyors Operational Operational
Licenses Revenue Direct Cost Indirect Cost Trans Legal Trans OIT
2014
2015
2016 $43,145 $83,482 $4,464 $33,127 0
2017 $42,209 $81,303 $6,824 $30,031 0
2018 $43,427 $62,926 $4,513 $21,983 536
2019 $42,391 $65,369 $2,884 $16,974 $27,418
2020 $39,955 $73,382 $4,736 $6,242 $17,426
2021 $41,543 598,324 $3,606 85,344 $9,030
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2022 $42,471 $73,938 $4,792 $8,490 $2,004
2023 $45,265 $73,529 $4,353 $13,915 $2,261
2024 $39,584 $90,847 $6,441 $37,541 $8,233
2025 $47,283 $91,732 $8,493 $30,180 $24,650
2026 $49,908 $81,293 $7,662 $32,710 $25,254
2027 $48,606 $78,794 $7,345 $32,655 $29,655
2028 $49,624 $72,910 $7,028 $33,600 $23,600
2029 $50,643 $81,025 $8,710 $35,545 $27,545
2030 $49,661 $63,140 $9,393 $36,490 $31,490
2031 $51,679 $75,255 $11,075 $31,435 $35,435
2032 $53,697 $86,371 $11,758 $35,380 $39,380

"' There are no historical data for fiscal year 2014 and 2015.

2FY20 & FY21 COVID-19 pandemic & resulting state/business shutdown caused a loss in revenue.

3FY 2025 has estimated final Revenue and Expenditure numbers

Complaints by Type and Disposition (FY2021-FY2025)

The number of complaints by type of complaint and disposition for each of the past five years;

FY 2025
2 Board Complaint

5 Consumer Complaints
Total: 7 (2 Investigation, 1 New Consumer Complaint, 1 Pre-Charge Review, 3 Closed)

FY 2024
1 Board Complaint

4 Consumer Complaint
Total: 5 (2 Pre-Charge Review, 3 Closed)

FY 2023
2 Board Complaint

15 Consumer Complaint
Total: 17 (1 Pre-Charge Review, 16 Closed)

FY 2022

15 Consumer Complaint

1 Board Complaint
Total: 16 Closed
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FY 2021

10 Consumer Complaints
Total: 10 Closed

Professional Associations

The Maryland Board for Professional Land Surveyors maintains a cooperative partnership with the Maryland
Society of Surveyors (MSS). MSS is a local non-profit association consisting of individuals involved in the
surveying and mapping profession. The Maryland State Board and this professional association collaborate on
matters of professional development, ethical standards, and educating the public on the indispensable aspects of
professional surveying services.

MSS promotes high ethical standards and professionalism among surveyors, the general welfare, efficiency, and
services of its members.

Maryland Society of Surveyors
https://www.marylandsurveyor.org/

With the rapid expansion of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) and geospatial technology in the profession, the
State Board also collaborates with the Maryland State Geographic Information Committee (MSGIC). MSGIC
local chapter promotes coordinated development and efficient use of resources amongst all entities involved in
the collection and/or use of spatial data and GIS technologies in Maryland. https://msgic.org/

The State Board for Professional Land Surveyors continually adapts to changes in professional practice and the
competencies required for licensed professionals to protect the health, safety, well-being, and property of all
Marylanders.

Litigation and Disciplinary Action

The land Surveyors Board has no pending litigation. No license has been revoked in the past 5 years.

Thank you for reviewing this report.
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF LABOR TESTIMONY ON SBO133

TO: Education, Energy, and the Environment Senate Committee

FROM: John Dove, Commissioner, Occupational and Professional Licensing
DATE: January 29, 2026

BILL: SBO0133 Sunset Extensions Omnibus

MD LABOR POSITION: SUPPORT

Senate Bill 133 will ensure the continued existence, authority, and accountability of
several key regulatory boards and commissions under the Maryland Program
Evaluation Act.

Several occupational licensing boards and commissions are scheduled to sunset in
the coming years. The Boards of Barbers, Cosmetologists, Individual Tax Preparers,
and Land Surveyors are all set to terminate in 2027. The Commission of Real Estate
Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies, and Home Inspectors is scheduled to
terminate in 2026.

If these entities were to lapse, Maryland would face significant disruptions in
professional licensure and consumer protection. Thousands of practitioners across
multiple industries rely on these boards and commissions for credentialing,
guidance, and oversight. Their termination would not only interrupt professional
licensing processes but also diminish the safeguards that protect Maryland
consumers from unqualified or unethical practices.

These boards and commissions have demonstrated consistent value through their
work to uphold standards, ensure accountability, and maintain confidence in
Maryland's regulated professions. Included as attachments in our written testimony
are the sunset reports, recently required to be submitted to the Joint Audit and
Evaluation Committee, for the five boards and commissions being extended by this
bill for the Committee’s review. Those reports provide more details about the
activities and functions of each respective Board and Commission to include the
composition of each unit, information on meetings and minutes, licensing fees and
costs, and data on the licensees that each unit oversees.

The Department respectfully requests a favorable report on SBO133.

For questions, please contact Andrew Fulginiti at Andrew.Fulginiti@maryland.gov
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January 27, 2024

The Honorable Senator Brian J. Feldman

Chair, Senate Education, Energy, and the Environment Committee
Miller Senate Office Building

Room 404

11 Bladen Street

Annapolis, MD 21401

Maryland Society of Accounting and Tax Professionals

Re: Senate Bill 133 Business Occupations and Professions — State Boards and Commissions —
Sunset Extensions

Chair Feldman and Members of the Committee,

The Maryland Society of Accounting and Tax Professionals represents over 1,400 tax and
accounting professionals who collectively serve more than 400,000 Maryland taxpayers and small
businesses. We respectfully submit this testimony in support of Senate Bill 133.

Senate Bill 133 extends the termination dates for several State boards and commissions, including
the State Board of Individual Tax Preparers. This extension is essential to ensure continuity in
oversight, regulation, and consumer protection while required evaluations and reports are
completed.

For Maryland taxpayers, continued operation of the State Board of Individual Tax Preparers plays a
critical role in safeguarding the public from fraudulent, unethical, or unqualified tax preparers. The
Board provides an established framework for accountability, enforcement, and professional
standards that directly supports taxpayer confidence and trust in the tax preparation process.

For licensed tax preparers and accounting professionals, the bill provides regulatory stability and
avoids unnecessary disruption to licensing, compliance, and enforcement structures. Senate Bill
133 does not impose new requirements or burdens but instead preserves existing oversight
mechanisms that promote professionalism and integrity within the tax preparation industry.

By extending these sunset dates, the General Assembly ensures that regulatory bodies can
continue their work without interruption while policymakers evaluate long-term needs and
improvements. This measured approach protects consumers, supports regulated professionals, and
maintains confidence in Maryland’s regulatory framework.

For these reasons, the Maryland Society of Accounting and Tax Professionals respectfully urges a
Favorable Report on Senate Bill 133.

Respectfully submitted,

Giavante’ Hawkins



