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Continuing Care in a Retirement Community — Providers — Governing Bodies — Membership (The Sue
Hecht Continuing Care Retirement Community Transparency Bill)

TO: Chair Heather Bagnall, Vice Chair Bonnie Cullison, and members of the House Health Committee
FROM: Bruce D Wilson

I am writing in support of HB424 and asking for your favorable report. | speak as President of a local chapter of the
Maryland Continuing Care Residents Association (MaCCRA); attached is a letter from MaCCRA that | echo, both as
to the issues that HB424 addresses and the urgent need for its passage.

Beginning with the earliest efforts to craft legislation to regulate Maryland CCRCs, the intent has been to establish
the right of residents to have representation on the board that actually governs their communities. But we aren’t
there yet. The language of the current legislation has loopholes regarding the identification of the “provider” of a
given facility, which is particularly problematic with multi-facility corporations. Given the loopholes in the
legislation, parent corporations are able to set up subsidiary corporations to serve as “nominal” providers while
retaining the ultimate powers of governance at the parent level. In such cases, the parent company allows resident
membership on the nominal provider board, thus observing the letter of the law while thwarting its intent.

Homewood Living Frederick, where | am a resident, is but one of several Maryland CCRCs that relegate their
member representation to the toothless nominal provider board. While the particular events at Homewood are
unique, it is the governance structure, common to many, that renders its residents voiceless at the true governing
level.

HB424 defines the true provider of a CCRC and the process for ensuring resident representation in its actual
governance. When an administrative structure prevents resident representation, there is a disconnect between
governance and daily life in a CCRC community; problems of any kind can result anytime, anywhere. Without a
legislative fix now, current problems will compound and allow more to develop. Since growth in the CCRC industry
is in the direction of multi-facility corporations, the simple legislative fix of HB424 will provide protection for the
principle of resident representation for CCRCs across the state into the future.

Thank you for all the work you do on behalf of Marylanders. | hope that within the mountain of legislative options
you consider, you can move HB424 toward passage into Maryland law.
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March 17, 2026

The Honorable Heather Bagnall, Chair House Health Committes
The Honorable Bonnie Cullison, Wice Chair House Health Committes
The Honorable Lesley Lopez, Chair Elder & Long Term Care Subcommittes

RE: House Bill 424 - Continuing Care in a Retirement Community Providers - Governing Bodies
- Membership

Dear Chair, Vice-Chair, Subcommittee Chair, and Members of the Committee:

We are writing on behalf of the Maryland Continuing Care Residents Association ("MaCCRA") in
support of HB424 and asking for your favorable report.

While the particular events that led to the introduction of this bill are somewhat unique to
Homewood in Frederick, the confusion around the structural arrangements of a CCRC provider
and who are the true decision-making boards within a particular CCRC is not unique. MaCCRA is
aware of at least 4 other facilities where there are guestions over the governing body. We are
able to help alleviate future problems by making this clarification now!

The essential problem this bill is trying to address is one of closing a “loophole” in current law.
Specifically, a corporation operating or seeking to operate a CCRC in Maryland can do 5o in such

away as to insulate itself from the requirements of Maryland's continuing care laws. It does this
by creating a subsidiary corporation to serve as the nominal provider while reserving all authority
to control the governance of the CCRC for itself. As a consequence, the right of the residents to
have a representative and an alternate sit on the governing body of the provider provided for in
Maryland’s continuing care laws is rendered meaningless since the provider does not have the
ultimate power to govern the CCRC. The result: the voice of the CCRC resident is silenced, and
the intent of current legislation in place abandoned.

We are urging you to address this loophole in Maryland’s continuing care laws for the benefit of
all Maryland CCRCS as these communities undergo mergers, reorganizations and acquisitions in
the future. As we said earlier, action now averts further problems in the future.

Your favorable comsideration of this bill is essential to ensure that the protections your
predecessors in the Maryland Legislature provided for CCRC residents is not intentionally or
unintentionally thwarted.

Sincerely,

Bruce Hartung, President
Dan Tracy, Chair Legislative Working Group



