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USPS Tracking Website for Subpoena Ad Testificandum, dated December 20, 2023 (2
pages).

Email from the Board’s Investigator to the Respondent, dated January 20, 2024 (1 page).
Email from the Respondent to the Board’s Investigator, dated January 12, 2024 (1 page).
Email from the Board’s Investigator to the Respondent, dated January 12, 2024 (1 page).
Email from the Board’s Investigator to the Respondent, dated January 19, 2024 (1 page).
Email from the Board’s Investigator to the Respondent, dated February 5, 2024 (1 page).

Maryland State Board of Massage Therapy Examiners Report of Investigation, dated
December 14, 2023 (3 pages).

Notice of Agency Action — Charges Under the Maryland Massage Therapy Act, issued
April 24, 2024 (13 pages).

Envelope Returned to Sender Unclaimed — Certified Mail — Sent to the Respondent’s
3697 Jenning Chapel Road, Woodbine, Maryland Address (2 pages).

Signed Certified Mail Receipt — Certified Mail — Sent to the Respondent’s 15431 Barnes
Road, New Windsor, Maryland Address (2 pages).

Notice of Hearing, with attachments, dated November 18, 2024 (15 pages).

Notice of Hearing, with attachments, sent via email on November 18, 2024 (1 page).

USPS Tracking Website Printout for Certified Mail Notice of Hearing — Sent to the
Respondent’s 15431 Barmes Road, New Windsor, Maryland address (2 pages).

State’s Witnesses

Investigator TC, the Board’s former investigator.

The Respondent’s Exhibits

The Respondent did not present any exhibits.

The Respondent’s Witnesses

The Respondent did not testify or call any witnesses on her behalf.
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9. On or about October 13, 2023, the Board issued a subpoena to the Respondent
commanding her to participate in an investigative telephonic interview on October 24, 2023 at
1:00 pm. (State’s Exhibit 9.) The subpoena stated that “FOR FAILURE TO OBEY THIS
SUMMONS, YOU MAY BE SUBJECT TO FURTHER JUDICIAL ENFORCEMENT AND
SANCTIONS pursuant to the provisions of the Health Occupations Article, Annotated Code of
Maryland, §6-309(e).” (Id.) (Emphasis in original.) The subpoena was sent to the Respondent via
certified mail and email. (/d.; State’s Exhibit 11.) The Board subsequently received a U.S. Postal
Service Return Receipt indicating that the subpoena was delivered on October 18, 2023 and signed
for by the Respondent. (State’s Exhibit 10.)

10.  According to the Board’s Report of Investigation, on October 24, 2023, at
approximately 1:00 pm (i.e., the time reflected on the October 13, 2023 subpoena as the time for
the telephonic interview), a Board Investigator contacted the Respondent by telephone. (State’s
Exhibit 22, p. 40.) The Respondent indicated that “she was sick and could barely talk.” (Id.) The
Board Investigator advised the Respondent that she could contact the Board when she felt better
to reschedule the interview. (Id.)

11.  OnNovember 20, 2023, Board Investigator TC contacted the Respondent by email,
stating:

I hope that you are feeling better and that we can reschedule our previously

scheduled interview. I am available next week if you provide me with a date and

time that are convenient for you. This is in reference to the Board’s request for

documentation of the CPR card and missing documents that are required to

reinstatement [sic] your massage therapy license. I look forward to hearing from

you soon.

(State’s Exhibit 12.) According to the Report of Investigation, Board Investigator TC did not

receive a response to this email. (State’s Exhibit 22, p. 41.)






16.  On January 12, 2024, at 8:40 am, Investigator TC responded to the Respondent’s
overnight email, “Are you free Wednesday, January 17, 2024 @ 11:00 a.m. I want to ensure that
we wrap this up as quickly as we can.” (State’s Exhibit 19.) The Respondent did not reply to
Investigator TC’s email. (Transcript, p. 21.)

17.  On January 19, 2024, Investigator TC once again emailed the Respondent and
stated, “Please let me know what day next week, other than Wednesday, January 24, 2024 you are
available to speak with me. I would like to get this case resolved as soon as possible.” (State’s
Exhibit 20.) The Respondent did not reply to Investigator TC’s email. (Transcript, p. 21.)

18.  OnFebruary 5, 2024, Investigator TC emailed the Respondent and asked, “Are you
available this week to complete the recorded telephone interview with me? The Board wishes to
complete this as soon as possible. If you are available this week, please provide a day and time
that works for you.” (State’s Exhibit 21.) The Respondent did not reply to Investigator TC’s email.
(Transcript, p. 21.)

Discussion

The Board may reprimand any licensee, place any licensee on probation, or suspend or
revoke the license of a licensee for any violation of HO § 6-308. HO §6-308(a). This provision,
along with the Administrative Procedure Act, provides the underlying authority for, and the
necessary legal elements of, the issuance of the Board’s “Charges Under the Maryland Massage
Therapy Act” on April 24, 2024. Indeed, while the Respondent in this case was charged with
separate violations of the Maryland Massage Therapy Act, the Board only needs to find that the
Respondent violated one of those provisions in order to sanction her registration. HO § 6-308

provides the authority for this Order.



As a preliminary matter, the Respondent failed to appear for the evidentiary hearing in this
case. As mentioned in the introduction to this Order, the Board sent its notice of hearing via regular
and certified mail to the Respondent’s address of record, which she previously provided to the
Board, as well as two other addresses that the Board had on file for the Respondent and her
electronic mail address. The Administrative Procedure Act, specifically Md. Code Ann., State
Gov’t § 10-209(c), provides that a person holding a license shall be deemed to have had reasonable
opportunity to know of the fact of service if: 1) the person is required by law to notify the agency
of a change of address within a specified period of time; 2) the person failed to notify the agency
in accordance with the law; 3) the agency mailed the notice to the address of record; and 4) the
agency did not have actual notice of the change of address prior to service. Licensees are required
to notify the Board of a change of address within 60 days of the change. See HO § 6-305(d)(1). To
the extent that the Respondent is no longer using the addresses to which the Board sent the notice
of hearing, she never provided the Board with an updated address; therefore, the Board finds that
the service of the notice of hearing was proper. Moreover, the Maryland Massage Therapy Act
states, “If, after due notice, the individual against whom the action is contemplated fails or refuses
to appear, the Board nevertheless may hear and determine the matter.” HO 6-309(f).

Tuming to the substantive issues before the Board, the preliminary reason this case is
before the Board is that the Respondent submitted two applications to the Board, albeit one was
incorrectly submitted, with two different CPR registrations. The second CPR registration that the
Respondent submitted to the Board on March 21, 2022 indicated that she had taken the course on
December 1, 2022, nearly six months after submitting it to the Board. This discrepancy led the
Board to confirm the Respondent’s registration with the National CPR Foundation, which trains

and certifies individuals in CPR nationwide. The National CPR Foundation confirmed that the
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Respondent took only one CPR course with that entity and that her certificate was issued on
December 1, 2020, not December 1, 2022. It is clear to the Board, based on the discrepancy and
the subsequent confirmation by the National CPR Foundation, that the second registration
indicating an issue date of December 1, 2022 was false and an attempt to deceive the Board. The
Respondent attempted to clean that deception up by complying with a Board request that she re-
submit her CPR information to the Board. The re-submitted card indicated the Foundation-
confirmed certification date of December 1, 2020. (See State’s Exhibit 7.) However, for the
purposes of Board discipline, it was too little, too late; the Respondent had already submitted an
apparently altered certification. As the falsified documentation could have served no other purpose
than to assist her to re-obtain her RMP registration, the Board finds that the Respondent violated
Md. Code Ann., Health Occ. § 6-308(a)(1).

Turning next to the Respondent’s conduct during the Board’s investigation, the record
indicates that the Board subpoenaed the Respondent twice, commanding her to participate in a
Board interview regarding the CPR discrepancy. (See State’s Exhibits 9 and 14.) In addition to
those subpoenas, the record is replete with attempts by the Board’s investigative unit to work with
the Respondent in order to schedule an interview that was convenient to her. There is no indication
from the record that the Respondent did not receive or know about any of the subpoenas. Again,
Board staff did more than what was necessary by sending the subpoenas not only to her address of
record with the Board but also to known addresses and electronic mail addresses. Despite the
efforts by the investigative unit to obtain an investigative interview with the Respondent, the
Respondent never made herself available, essentially cutting off communication with the Board

on or about January 12, 2024. Accordingly, the Board finds that the Respondent failed to cooperate
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