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Board of Directors 

Leisure World Community Corporation 

3701 Rossmoor Boulevard 

Silver Spring, MD 20906 

 

TESTIMONY OF THE LEISURE WORLD COMMUNITY CORPORATION OF MARYLAND  

ON FEBRUARY 3, 2026 

BEFORE THE SENATE JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS COMMITTEE  
IN SUPPORT OF SB 332 CONDOMINIUMS – PROPERTY INSURANCE  

DEDUCTIBLES – UNIT OWNER RESPONSIBILITY 
 

Honorable Chair William C. Smith, Vice-Chair Jeff Waldstreicher, and Members of the Senate 
Judicial Proceedings Committee: 
 
This testimony is being submitted on behalf of the Leisure World Community Corporation.  
Leisure World is a senior (55+) adult community in Silver Spring Maryland.  Leisure World has 29 
mutuals including 27 condominiums that are impacted by this bill.  This bill addresses an 
important insurance issue that impacts both condominiums and their unit owners.  
 
Under current law unit owners are only responsible up to a maximum of $10,000 for damage to 
others originating from their unit.  As a result, if other units or common areas are damaged 
from causes such as water leaks or fires that exceed $10,000, the condominium association is 
responsible for the costs.   
 
The specific language of the current law provides: 
 

Article-Real Property 
11-114(g)(2)(iii)(1) If the cause of any damage to or destruction of any portion of the 
condominium originates from a unit, the owner of the unit where the cause of the damage 
or destruction originated is responsible for the council of unit owners’ property insurance 
deductible not to exceed $10,000. 
 

SB 332 would raise that amount from $10,000 to $25,000. 
 
Under current law, if other units or common areas are damaged from causes such as water 
leaks or fires that exceed $10,000, the condominium association is responsible for the costs. 
Current experience demonstrates that deductibles in master insurance policies for 
condominium associations far exceed $10,000 and are likely to be in the order of $25,000 or 
more.  This means that if the damage is, for example, $25,000, the condominium association is 
responsible for the $15,000 above the unit owner’s responsibility that is not covered by the 
association’s master insurance policy.  This difference of $15,000 is ultimately paid by all the 
unit owners through their HOA fees or, if necessary, by special assessments. 
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If this legislation was passed, unit owners would need to raise the $10,000 amount in their HO-
6 condominium policies to $25,000.  Various insurance companies have informed us that the 
premiums would increase slightly in the order of $10.  However this would be far less than the 
$75 cost to unit owners to cover the $15,000 in the example above if the condominium had 200 
units ($15,000/200 = $75).  It is not uncommon for condominiums, especially older buildings, to 
experience multiple leaks each year.  Consequently, this legislation would be a benefit to unit 
owners by limiting their exposure.   

In addition, this legislation has the potential to reduce HOA fees that would have been collected 
to address excess costs not covered by master insurance policies.  Without this legislation HOA 
fees could increase especially for taller and older buildings.  HOA fees are already very high.  
This bill will help slow the increases to HOA fees at no cost to taxpayers. 

It should be noted that in the last session the House passed HB 449.  In the Senate the 
associated bill, SB 446, did not get out of the Judicial Proceedings Committee though there was 
no adverse testimony on the bill. 

For these reasons Leisure World supports SB 332 and recommends a favorable vote for it. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Colette Collier Trohan 
Chair of the Board of Directors 
Leisure World Community Corporation 
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF JAY RADOV ON SB 332 – TUESDAY FEB. 3, 2026 
 

FAVORABLE WITH AN AMENDMENT THAT IS ATTACHED HERETO 
 

Good afternoon, Chair Smith, Vice Chair Waldstreicher, and Members of the Committee.  
 
My name is Jay Radov.  I am a retired lawyer and insurance professional who spends a 
considerable amount of time, without compensation, advising both condo associations 
and unit owners about legal and insurance issues.   

I am testifying today in SUPPORT OF SB 332 with one amendment.  SB is an excellent bill, 
which will materially help alleviate the insurance crisis, primarily caused by water damage, 
that condominium associations and their unit owners are facing.   

 To cite just one example, over a two year span from 2022 – 2024, one condominium 
association in Baltimore County had two large water damage losses, each of which 
exceeded $100,000.  Consequently, the annual premium of that condominium 
association’s property insurance policy was increased from $24,000 in 2022, to $48,000 in 
2023, and then to $125,000 in 2024.  Solely because of these insurance increases, each 
unit owner’s assessment was increased by $100 per month, or $1,200 per year.    

___________ 

 SB 332 provides in relevant part that: 

If the cause of any damage to or destruction of any portion of the condominium originates 
from a unit, the owner of that unit is responsible for the council of unit owners’ property 
insurance deductible not to exceed [$10,000] $25,000. (emphasis added)    

 The problem is that this sentence in the current law [the unit owner is responsible 
for the condominium association’s deductible] is ambiguous and can be interpreted in two 
different ways:   

 1st WAY: The unit owner is responsible for the council of unit owners’ property 
insurance deductible ONLY if the council of unit owners files a claim with its property 
insurance company; or 

 2nd WAY: The unit owner is responsible for the council of unit owners’ property 
insurance deductible EVEN IF THE COUNCIL OF UNIT OWNERS DOES NOT file a claim with 
its property insurance company.  

Consider the following example: 

What if the amount of damage that originates in a unit owner’s unit is: 
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• Just below or just above the amount of the council of unit owners’ property 
insurance deductible; and 
 

• The council of unit owners decides, for obvious economic reasons, not to file a 
claim for such damage with its property insurance company but assesses the unit 
owner for the amount of such damage up to $25,000; and 

 
• The unit owner then either sues the condominium association because, the unit 

owner argues, since the condominium association is not filing a claim, the 
condominium association cannot legally assess the unit owner because no 
property insurance deductible of the condominium association is triggered or 
applies at all!   

 Two insurance companies which provide personal condominium insurance policies 
to unit owners have previously raised this issue.  In one of those two cases, the 
disagreement between the unit owner’s insurer and the condominium association came 
very close to litigation.  

 The solution to this ambiguity and source of potential litigation is to add just 16 
words at two places in SB 332.  Attached hereto is our Favorable Amendment to SB 332 
which does just that.1 

 We sincerely hope that the Committee will accept our Favorable Amendment 
to SB 332 which would make an excellent bill even better by preventing the unintended 
consequence of additional litigation that might indeed occur when damage originates from 
a unit owner’s unit and the council of unit owners decides not to file a claim with its 
property insurance carrier because the amount of such damage is either slightly less than, 
or slightly greater than, the council of unit owners’ property insurance deductible.   

____________   

In addition, although wisely not a part of SB 332, my colleagues and I would like to 
explain briefly why the solution to this crisis facing condominium associations and their 
unit owners is NOT, as some others have proposed, (A) mandating that unit owners 
purchase and maintain a minimum amount of coverage in personal condominium 
insurance policies and (B) allowing condominium associations to purchase such minimum 

 
1 In addition, the attached Favorable Amendment to SB 332 would delete one word “annual” from Section 11-114-(g)(2)(iv) 
because the council of unit owners should be able to make these assessments as frequently as needed and not just on 
an annual basis. 
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insurance on behalf of (and at the expense of) their unit owners who do not have such 
insurance.2   

Such an insurance mandate (like the one in HB 469) has four flaws:  

 FIRST:  It won’t work; unit owners won’t purchase and maintain the required 
insurance.  Why?  Because there is no enforcement structure proposed (or in place).  One 
only has to look at the facts regarding mandatory auto insurance in Maryland.  Even with a 
very strong and detailed enforcement structure in place for auto insurance in Maryland, 
which imposes stringent and numerous penalties for noncompliance, about 15% -17% of 
Maryland drivers – hundreds of thousands of Maryland citizens – remain uninsured.     

 SECOND: Mandating a minimum amount of personal condominium insurance 
for unit owners is unnecessary. No mandate was necessary or enacted in either 2008 or in 
in 2020, when the legislature previously increased the amount for which a unit owner from 
whose unit the damage to any portion of a condominium originated is responsible.  Rather, 
most condominium unit owners will voluntarily increase their current personal 
condominium insurance policies to comply with the new $25,000 limit because (a) their 
insurance agents will notify them to do so and (b) their condominium associations will 
emphasize to them that all unit owners should increase their insurance coverage. 

Moreover, no state in the country mandates that any condominium unit owner purchase or 
maintain any personal condominium insurance at all.   

 THIRD: Mandating a minimum amount of personal condominium insurance 
for unit owners will be expensive for two groups of condominium unit owners.  The first 
group of unit owners is those with current insurance who will be required to unnecessarily 
increase their coverage at an annual cost we estimate at $70.  The second group of unit 
owners is those without current insurance who do choose to purchase and maintain the 
required insurance at an annual cost we estimate at $440. 

 FOURTH: Mandating a minimum amount of personal condominium insurance 
for unit owners is likely to dramatically increase litigation – and the threat of litigation –
against the Boards of Directors of condominium associations.   

A condominium’s Board of Directors is subject to two legal doctrines that govern its 
decision-making: 

 
2 The Community Associations Institute, known as CAI, supports (a) mandatory minimum personal condominium 
insurance coverage by unit owners and (b) allowing condominium associations to purchase such minimum insurance on 
behalf of (and at the expense of) their unit owners who do not have such insurance.   
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 a. Its Fiduciary Duty to act in the best interests of all of its unit owners; and  

 b. The Business Judgment Rule which protects a Board of Directors from 
liability for its honest, good-faith business decisions – even if such decision ultimately turn 
out to be wrong or lead to bad results – assuming such decisions were informed and 
rational decisions.   

But how can a condominium’s Board of Directors comply with both its Fiduciary 
Duty and with the Business Judgment Rule if the Board has no way of accessing the 
information its needs and/or no way of evaluating any information it might obtain regarding 
whether or not the condo association is likely to collect (a) the insurance premium from the 
unit owner for whom it might purchase an insurance policy or (b) the loss assessment 
charged against any unit owner without insurance? 

One can easily envision, for example, a fire originating in the unit of a unit owner 
without insurance and that unit owner’s lawyer subsequently suing (or threatening to sue) 
the Board for NOT PURCHASING AND MAINTAINING insurance on behalf of that unit owner.  

In order to avoid the repercussions of such difficult issues and to protect itself from 
actual or threatened liability, the Board will likely treat all unit owners the same and will 
never buy insurance on behalf of any unit owner whom it learns does not have the 
mandated personal condominium insurance in place.   

 

 Thank you for your consideration! 

____________  

[THE FAVORABLE AMENDMENT APPEARS ON THE NEXT PAGE] 
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FAVORABLE AMENDMENT TO SB 332 

 

(g) (2)  

(iii)  1.  If the cause of any damage to or destruction of 
any portion of the condominium originates from a unit, the 
owner of the unit where the cause of the damage or 
destruction originated is responsible for the council of unit 
owners’ property insurance deductible not to exceed [$10,000] 
$25,000, whether or not the council of unit owners files a claim 
with its property insurance company.  

2.  The council of unit owners shall inform each 
unit owner annually in writing of:  

A.  The unit owner’s responsibility for the council 
of unit  owners’ property insurance deductible, whether or not 
the council of unit owners files a claim with its property 
insurance company; and  

B.  The amount of the deductible. 

3.  The council of unit owners’ property insurance 
deductible exceeding  the [$10,000] $25,000 responsibility of 
the unit owner is a common expense.  

 

(iv)  In the same manner as provided under § 11–110 of 
this title, the council of unit owners may make an annual 
assessment against the unit owner responsible under 
subparagraph (iii) of this paragraph. 
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January 30, 2026 

 

will.smith@senate.state.md.us 

jeff.waldstreicher@senate.state.md.us 

 

Senator William C. Smith, Jr., Chair 

Senator Jeff Waldstreicher, Vice Chair 

2 East Miller Senate Office Building 

11 Bladen Street 

Annapolis, MD  21401 

 

Re:   Senate Bill 332  

            Condominiums – Property Insurance Deductibles – Unit Owner Responsibility  

Hearing Date:  February 03, 2026 – 2:00 p.m. 

Position:  Support with Amendments 

 

Dear Chairman Smith, Vice-Chair Waldstreicher, and Members of the Judicial Proceedings 

Committee:  

 

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Maryland Legislative Action Committee (“MD-LAC”) of 

the Community Associations Institute (“CAI”). CAI represents individuals and professionals who 

reside in or work with community associations (condominiums, homeowners’ associations, and 

cooperatives) throughout the State of Maryland. 

 

As you may know, SB332 is being presented again during the current legislative session,  having 

failed to pass during the 2025 session, when it was introduced as HB 449. Understanding that there 

remains an urgent need to assist condominium associations to cope with surging insurance costs, 

MD LAC concurs that this legislation remains necessary.   

 

We support SB332, but with amendments.  

 

 

mailto:will.smith@senate.state.md.us
mailto:jeff.waldstreicher@senate.state.md.us
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Presently, Section 11-114 of the Maryland Condominium Act (the last relevant amendment, which 

became effective October 1, 2020), allows for a condominium association’s master policy property 

damage deductible – up to $10,000 – to be assigned to the owner of a condominium unit when a 

loss originates in that unit or from a component that services only that unit. Conversely, the 

deductible is deemed a common expense when losses originate from the common elements or from 

the occurrence of an event which occurs outside of the condominium regime. The law is 

intentionally based upon the point of origination of the cause of the loss, and not on any negligence 

standard because assigning responsibility based upon negligence had been demonstrated to lead to 

time consuming disputes between condominium associations and their unit owners, not to mention 

costly litigation.  

 

While only six years have passed since Maryland LAC successfully pursued legislation which 

increased the deductible responsibility cap (from the $5,000 passed in 2009 to $10,000 in 2020), 

in that relatively brief time, the insurance market has changed dramatically. The $10,000 

deductible attached to condominiums’ master policy property damage coverages is utilized  far 

less frequently. Catastrophic losses (tornados, wildfires, and hurricanes) have impacted the market 

significantly in recent years. While the commercial insurance market is seeing some recovery, that 

recovery has been slower for the habitational market, where the average condominium is 30 years 

old. Accidental losses and those resulting from deferred maintenance continue to impact 

condominiums, resulting in escalating premiums and deductibles. 

 

Although condominium associations in Maryland have largely been spared the impact of 

natural/catastrophic loss events in recent years, they have nevertheless been affected by premium 

increases driven by those same catastrophic events. Insurance policies are written to protect 

policyholders as a pool of risks, with all insureds funding and paying into the carriers’ reserves to 

pay claims for all insureds. Because major carriers have voluntarily withdrawn from our own 

market due to poor results or to protect themselves from insolvency, those carriers that continue 

to insure condominiums in Maryland have become more selective. Moreover, they are 

safeguarding their programs through the use of higher deductibles to address loss frequency and 

severity. If insurance represents the transfer of risk, carriers applying higher deductibles are doing 

so to transfer back some of that risk to remain viable and to promote regular maintenance and risk 

management among insureds. 
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The $10,000 deductible is ever more scarcely seen, as carriers are routinely applying deductibles 

of $25,000 or higher, particularly for condominium associations containing buildings with four or 

more stories, and/or in condominium associations whose loss ratios (a measurement of claims paid 

in proportion to premiums earned) are outside of expected norms (typically in excess of 35% to 

40% of written premium). Even without losses, many carriers are liberally applying higher 

deductibles to older associations to prevent claims and compel maintenance. 

 

When a loss originates in a unit, the current law requires only that the owner of the unit where the 

loss originates pays the first $10,000, even if the actual deductible is higher. However, the 

Association and all its members pay the difference between the $10,000 for which the unit owner 

is responsible and the actual amount of the deductible, whatever that amount might be. Example: 

A unit owner leaves the water running in his bathtub on the ninth floor; the tub overflows, 

damaging multiple units on several lower levels. The total loss is $100,000, subject to the 

condominium’s property damage deductible of $25,000. The condominium’s policy is primary 

coverage as a matter of law because Section 11-114 of the Act requires the condominium to insure 

the common elements and all units, exclusive of improvements and betterments and the unit 

owner’s personal property. Under current law, the owner where the loss originates would cover 

the first $10,000, but the Association would pay, as a common expense, the difference of $15,000. 

The resulting common expense would be even greater if the policy’s deductible were higher, and 

many Maryland condominium associations are required to carry deductibles of $25,000, $50,000, 

$100,000, or more either because of lack of availability of affordable coverage or due to an adverse 

claims history. 

 

To promote regular in-unit maintenance and risk management by condominium associations and 

their unit owners, and to alleviate at least some of the financial burden (and subsidization of 

payment of some of the balance of higher deductibles as a common expense by the rest of the 

owners), MD-LAC respectfully asks the Committee to pass SB332, which would effectively 

increase a condominium unit owner’s deductible responsibility from the current $10,000 to 

$25,000 when a loss originates within an owner’s unit or from a component that services only that 

unit. While the increase in responsibility may appear to be substantial, it is essential to enable 

Maryland condominium associations and the members that support them to function in an 

insurance market that has become increasingly difficult to negotiate. The increase from $10,000 

to $25,000 tracks already filed and approved deductible schedules by carriers in the State of 

Maryland. Moreover, any amount of deductible responsibility less than $25,000 would become 

obsolete very soon.  
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Increasing the amount that may be shifted to the owner in whose unit a loss originates will help 

tremendously, but that is not all this bill should accomplish. In recent months, Maryland LAC has 

received feedback suggesting that, in addition to needing an increase of the amount of unit owner 

responsibility, labeling that responsibility as being strictly limited to the master policy deductible 

is problematic. Most attorneys,  property managers, and insurance professionals serving the 

condominium associations in Maryland believe that the deductible is equivalent to and 

interchangeable with the self-insured portion of a loss before insurance coverage is triggered, but 

the individual condominium unit owners’ (HO-6) policies, which are the vehicle most often relied 

upon to finance the payment of the chargeback authorized by Section 11-114 of the Act, are not 

funding a unit owner’s responsibility if/when the condominium association opts not to file a 

property loss claim with its master policy carrier. Often, if the expected cost to repair or restore an 

affected unit is not expected to exceed the amount of the master policy’s deductible, or when a 

condominium elects not to file a claim because its loss history would be adversely affected in a 

disproportionate manner, the condominium may opt to self-insure a loss. In those cases, it remains 

a financial imperative that the condominium association recover the amount that Section 11-114 

would permit to be charged back to the owner of the unit where the loss originates. Otherwise, the 

condominium’s financial livelihood could be threatened, particularly when multiple incidents 

occur within a given fiscal year.  

 

Seeking to prevent that outcome, Maryland LAC has drafted updated bill language, which will be 

presented by both Del. Marvin Holmes (i.e., HB469 but with soon to-be-published sponsor-

requested changes) and Sen. Michael McKay. If adopted, the following language will amend §11-

114 (g) (2) 2. (iii) in a manner that will tie the unit owner’s responsibility to the loss rather than to 

the amount of the master policy’s deductible: 

 

 1. If the cause of any damage to or destruction of any portion of the 

condominium originates from a unit, the owner of the unit where the cause 

of the damage or destruction originated is responsible for AND SHALL 

PAY TO THE CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION AN AMOUNT 

EQUAL TO THE COST OF SUCH REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT 

WHICH AMOUNT  SHALL BE THE LESSER OF: 

 

A. THE TOTAL COST OF SUCH REPAIR OR 

REPLACEMENT; OR  

B. THE AMOUNT OF THE COUNCIL OF UNIT 

OWNERS’ PROPERTY INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE 

SPECIFIED IN THE COUNCIL OF UNIT OWNERS’ 

PROPERTY INSURANCE POLICY; OR the council of unit 

owners' property insurance deductible not to exceed $10,000. 

C.  $25,000. 
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2. The council of unit owners shall inform each unit owner annually 

in writing of THAT IF THE CAUSE OF ANY DAMAGE TO OR 

DESTRUCTION OF ANY PORTION OF THE CONDOMINIUM 

ORIGINATES FROM A UNIT: 

A. The unit OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE owner's 

responsibility for the COST OF REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT 

OF SUCH DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION AS PROVIDED 

IN SUBSECTION (G)(2)(III)1. OF THIS SECTION council of 

unit owners' property insurance deductible; and OF 

B. The amount of the COUNCIL OF UNIT OWNERS’ 

PROPERTY INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE SPECIFIED IN 

THE COUNCIL OF UNIT OWNERS’ PROPERTY 

INSURANCE POLICY. deductible. 

 

If Section 11-114 is amended in this manner, we will clarify that the owner in whose unit a loss 

originates is responsible for the amount equal to the cost of repair or replacement, either up to 

$25,000, or up to the association’s deductible amount not to exceed $25,000. In this manner, the 

unit owner’s responsibility is no longer dependent upon the filing of a master policy claim. By 

passing increased financial responsibility to the unit owner in whose unit a loss originates, we also 

control costs passed through to all unit owners, better avoiding assessment increases or special 

assessments and preserving financial resources that are better applied to the funding of replacement 

reserves.  

 

Certainly the language we have proposed will help unit owners who are not held directly 

responsible for a loss, but we could help them even more by mandating personal insurance 

coverage as a funding mechanism, subject only to their own policy’s deductible (which can be as 

low as $250). In cases where there is a master policy deductible of more than $25,000, the 

condominium association must fund the amount in excess of that portion which Section 11-114 

permits to be charged back to the responsible unit owner, either through increased condominium 

assessments imposed upon all unit owners, through special assessments levied upon all unit 

owners, or through the drawing down of replacement reserves – none of which are methods that 

can be paid with insurance proceeds payable under any unit owner’s HO-6 policy. In 2025, 

Maryland LAC also proposed legislation (i.e., HB1541, which did not pass) that would have 

effectively insured the originating unit owner’s responsibility for payment of the master policy 

deductible up to the statutory threshold. Therefore, together with increasing the amount of financial 

responsibility for damage to $25,000, Maryland LAC is also proposing again this year that a 

requirement be included in SB332 which would require all unit owners to carry their own HO-6  
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policies. Doing so would enable loss-responsible unit owners to fund their responsibility through 

the Dwelling/Building Property coverage form within that policy, or through that policy’s Loss 

Assessment Coverage (depending on how the individual HO-6 carrier funds such responsibility, 

which can vary between commercial HO-6 carriers). This addition to SB332, would effectively 

protect a responsible unit owner from having to pay his or her portion of the loss out of pocket.  

 

If passed as amended in the manner we have suggested, the General Assembly will meet a need 

that has existed for some time. In 2011, Del. Dana Stein sponsored and the legislature passed 

HB679, which allows condominium associations to adopt a bylaw amendment mandating unit 

owners to obtain HO-6 (or comparable) coverage, and to adopt such amendments with a reduced 

majority (51%) vote (typical condominium bylaw amendments require the affirmative vote of two-

thirds of the unit owners). Although the law enacted by the passage of HB679 represented an 

ideological step forward, the time, effort, and legal expense required to amend a condominium 

association’s governing documents have proven to be too great, and many Maryland condominium 

associations have not been able to take advantage of the law enacted by the passage of HB679 for 

those reasons, leaving  their unit owners vulnerable to liability for payment of the master policy’s 

ever increasing property damage deductible.  

 

Maryland LAC understands that losses will continue to occur, and that the spirit of a 

condominium’s master policy is to ensure the buildings and units are restored following losses to 

the condition in which the developer originally conveyed them, but we also understand that if 

Maryland’s condominium unit owners are statutorily required to carry unit owner/HO-6 coverage, 

those policies will be available to absorb the increased unit owner responsibility we are proposing 

for SB332 and the forthcoming HB469.  

 

Specifically, we are proposing that unit owners carry an HO-6 policy inclusive of, at a minimum: 

 

 

1. Dwelling Coverage to protect an owner’s improvements, betterments, alterations, and 

additions (made or acquired from any previous owner), since the condominium 

association’s Master Policy is obligated by statute to insure the unit only as the 

developer originally deeded it (original grade floor, ceiling, and wall coverings, 

cabinets, countertops, appliances, fixtures, and equipment—i.e., no “improvements or 

betterments”) to the first purchaser of said unit. Most HO-6 carriers fund that portion 

of a loss/damage that is the unit owner’s responsibility through the Dwelling limit, 

though increasingly we see HO-6 carriers fund such responsibility through the HO-6 

policy’s Loss Assessment coverage;  

 

2. Loss Assessment Coverage pays for an owner’s proportionate share of a loss that is  

not fully covered by the association’s policies, and under some HO-6 policies, the unit 

owner’s share of the master policy deductible, as permitted by law.  
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This requirement would: 

 

 

1. Require that each unit owner provide annual evidence of the proposed coverages to the 

council of unit owners; 
 

 

2. Allow the council of unit owners to acquire an insurance policy on behalf of a unit owner 

without mandating any requirement to do so. 

 

 
3. Allow the council of unit owners association to charge premium for such placement of a 

unit owners’ policy to the owner as an assessment; and  

 

 

4. Require the unit owner to assign to the council of unit owners the portion of the total 

amount of the loss for which the unit owner is responsible.  

 

 For the foregoing reasons, MD-LAC requests a favorable report by this Committee with 

the amendments offered herein. Thank you for your time and attention to this important 

legislation.  

 

We are available to answer any questions the Committee Members may have. Please feel free to 

contact Lisa Harris Jones, lobbyist for the MD-LAC, at (410) 366-1500, or by e-mail at 

lisa.jones@mdlobbyist.com, or Robin Manougian, Member and Insurance Sub-Committee Chair 

of the MD-LAC, at (240) 401-0855, or by e-mail at rcmanougian@gmail.com, Scott Silverman, 

Vice-Chair of the Insurance Sub-Committee and Vice-Chair of the MD-LAC, at (410) 707-6363, 

or by e-mail at scott@naglezaller.com, or Igor Conev, Chair of the MD-LAC, at (443) 614-2787, 

or by e-mail at igor@ocmannproperties.com. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Robin C. Manougian            Scott J. Silverman 

Robin C. Manougian, CIRMS         Scott J. Silverman, Esq. 

Member; Insurance Sub-Committee Chair        Insurance Sub-Committee Vice Chair  

CAI MD-LAC                       and Vice-Chair CAI MD-LAC   

 

Igor Convev 

Igor Conev, CMCA, AMS, PCAM, CIRMS 

Chair, CAI MD-LAC 

mailto:Robin.Manougian@baldwin.com
about:blank
mailto:scott@naglezaller.com
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF STEVE LEVEN ON SB 332 – TUESDAY FEB. 3, 2026 

FAVORABLE WITH AN AMENDMENT THAT IS ATTACHED HERETO 

 

Good afternoon Members of the Committee 

 

My name is Steve Leven.  I am a retired engineer and for over 12 years have been President of 

the Board of Directors of the 2700/2800 Stonecliff Condominium Association, Inc.  We are 

located in Baltimore County in the Quarry Lake community.  In addition, I served for a time on 

the Board of the Greenspring Quarry (Master) Association.   

 

I know that your time is valuable so I will make this as brief as possible. 

 

A. This is A Good Bill 

a. SB 332 is a good bill and solves an insurance issue that affects everyone who 

lives in a condominium in Maryland.  It is really important to increase the 

maximum amount for which a unit owner is responsible to $25,000.  

b. Many condominium associations are forced to have a $25,000 or larger 

deductible, either because policies with a $10,000 deductible result in much 

higher premiums or because they cannot find an insurance company that will 

provide them a policy with a lower deductible.   

c. Note that premiums are operating expenses that are shared among all owners in 

the condominium; therefore a $20,000 (for example) premium increase for a 50 

Unit condominium will cost each owner an additional $400 per year. 

d. It is estimated that between 70% and 90% of all condo insurable losses originate 

in a unit owner’s unit.  Therefore, the unit owner is responsible for the cost of 

the repair up to a maximum of $10,000.  If the condominium’s master insurance 

policy has a deductible of $25,000, the condominium would be responsible for 

up to $15,000 before the insurance kicks in.  Using our 50 Unit example, that 

would cost each owner $300.   

e. So, raising the maximum from $10,000 to $25,000 will make a big positive 

difference to all condominium associations, and all condominium owners, in 

Maryland and seems like a consumer-friendly move for all concerned. 

 

B. Improving the Bill – Proposed Favorable Amendment 

a. The current language of the existing statute in 11-114 (g) (2) (iii) 1 and in (g) (2) 

(iii) 2 A, which is not changed by this Bill, introduces ambiguity into under what 

circumstances the owner of a unit where the damage originated can be 

assessed. 
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b. The text in both locations “… for the council of unit owners’ property insurance 

deductible…” could mean  

i. The actual deductible dollars invoked by the filing of a claim by the 

condominium with the condominium’s master insurance policy, or 

ii. The dollar amount of the deductible in the condominium’s master 

insurance policy documents, whether or not a claim is filed. 

c. It is this 2nd (ii) interpretation that we think is what is intended by the statute.  

After all, why should the other owners in the condominium have to pay (through 

assessments or deduction from retained earnings) for damage that is the 

responsibility of one owner? 

d. Therefore, in our Proposed Favorable Amendment we suggest adding the phrase 

“, whether or not the council of unit owners files a claim with its property 

insurance company” to the end of each of those two phrases.  This will eliminate 

any ambiguity.  Again, this is consumer-friendly. 

e. Our Proposed Favorable Amendment also includes deletion of one word, 

“annual”, from Section 11-114-(g)(2)(iv) because the council of unit owners 

should be able to make these assessments as frequently as needed and not just 

on an annual basis. 

 

Our Proposed Favorable Amendment is included on the last page of this submission. 

 

 

 

 

POSSIBLE UNFAVORABLE AMENDMENT PROPOSAL 

 

We are aware that Community Associations Institute (CAI) is supporting HB 469.  HB 469, in 

addition to increasing the deductible assessment from $10,000 to $25,000, also seeks to 

impose mandatory insurance requirements on all condominium owners to obtain insurance 

that they may not need, that they may have decided they do not want, that can impose upon 

them substantial increased costs and that contains limits from which the condominium is 

prohibited by statute from assessing. 

 

The reasons we urge against the imposition of mandatory insurance for all condominium 

owners include: 

1. It will not succeed in getting all unit owners to purchase insurance. 

2. Mandated insurance was not found necessary when the deductible amount was 

increased in 2008 or 2020, and no other states have such a mandate. 
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3. This will be an additional cost to unit owners.  It is not consumer-friendly. 

4. It is likely to dramatically increase litigation. 

 

We strongly urge you to reject this mandated insurance amendment if it is proposed. 

 

For more details on our opposition to any amendment to this bill which includes the features of 

HB 469, please see the bottom of page 2 of the submitted written testimony for this hearing of 

Jay Radov.  He has registered as a witness for the hearing and will be able to answer any 

detailed questions on either our proposed favorable amendment and on the potential 

unfavorable amendment. 

 

 

 

[THE FAVORABLE AMENDMENT APPEARS ON THE NEXT PAGE] 
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FAVORABLE AMENDMENT TO SB 332 
 
(g) (2)  

(iii)  1.  If the cause of any damage to or destruction of any 
portion of the condominium originates from a unit, the owner of the unit 
where the cause of the damage or destruction originated is responsible 
for the council of unit owners’ property insurance deductible not to 
exceed [$10,000] $25,000, whether or not the council of unit owners 
files a claim with its property insurance company.  

2.  The council of unit owners shall inform each unit 
owner annually in writing of:  

A.  The unit owner’s responsibility for the council of unit  
owners’ property insurance deductible, whether or not the council of 
unit owners files a claim with its property insurance company; and  

B.  The amount of the deductible. 
3.  The council of unit owners’ property insurance 

deductible exceeding  the [$10,000] $25,000 responsibility of the unit 
owner is a common expense.  

 
(iv)  In the same manner as provided under § 11–110 of this title, 

the council of unit owners may make an annual assessment against the 
unit owner responsible under subparagraph (iii) of this paragraph. 
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UNFAVORABLE 

 
 

January 30, 2026 
 
Senator Benjamin F. Kramer, Sponsor, Judicial Proceedings Committee 
 
Dear Senator Kramer:  
  

CHARM Maryland, in furtherance of our Vision and Mission, opposes 

 

SB332 Master Insurance Deductible 
 

SB332 is not in the best interest of homeowners living in condo associations because it increases their 
out-of-pocket expenses, goes down slippery slope of additional costs, and we don’t support the state 
requiring any level of insurance. 
 

CHARM Maryland is a civic advocacy organization, incorporated in the state of Maryland, dedicated to 
fighting for the rights and interests of individual homeowners who live in common ownership 
communities. Current Maryland law is tilted in the interest of Boards of Directors and their management 
companies. We hope to change that, with your help, by amending the laws of our state. 
  
CHARM Maryland envisions a future where individual homeowners in common ownership communities 
can live without fear of their own association, which shall abide by the law; be transparent, accountable, 
and fair; and be welcoming to all residents. 
  
CHARM Maryland seeks to advocate for any bill that would advance our Mission, to  
  

* End predatory practices of homeowner associations 

* Protect the civil rights and financial security of the individual homeowner; and/or 

* Strengthen the democratic aspects of elections and decision making in homeowner associations. 
 

Please add this letter to the records of public comment about this bill, and kindly advise us of 
opportunities to provide testimony or otherwise support this bill. 
 

Sincerely, 
 SSL 

Steven Sellers Lapham, President, CHARM Maryland, Inc. 
Common Ownership Community Homeowners Advocating for ReforM (CHARM) in Maryland 
EMAIL:  charm.md.contact@gmail.com  
WEBSITE:  www.charm-md.org  

mailto:charm.md.contact@gmail.com
http://www.charm-md.org/

