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 Appellant, Charles M. Shryock, III, appeals the decision of appellee, Maryland Real 

Estate Commission (“Commission”), to revoke his real estate broker’s license and fine him 

$15,000.00 as a result of his misconduct in a residential real estate transaction.  

On December 1, 2009, the owners of 334 Carmody Hills Drive, Capitol Heights,1 

Prince George’s County, Maryland (“Property”), filed a complaint with the Commission 

against Shryock, claiming that Shryock’s business transactions with them regarding the 

Property resulted in the eventual foreclosure of the Property.  After an investigation, on 

December 21, 2010, the Commission issued a Statement of Charges and Order for Hearing 

to Shryock.  A two-day hearing took place before an Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) 

concerning Shryock’s violations of the Maryland Real Estate Brokers Act (“Act”), Md. 

Code (1979, 2004 Repl. Vol.) § 17-101 et seq., of the Business Occupations & Professions 

Article (“BOP”), and the Real Estate Commission Code of Ethics (“Code of Ethics”), Code 

of Maryland Regulations (“COMAR”) 09.11.02.  On August 9, 2011, the ALJ issued her 

findings of fact and conclusions of law, finding that Shryock violated the Act and the Code 

of Ethics.  The ALJ recommended that the Commission revoke Shryock’s license and 

ordered him to pay a civil penalty of $15,000.00.  On September 21, 2001, the Commission 

issued a proposed order to adopt the ALJ’s recommendations.   

Shryock filed Exceptions to the Commission’s approval, and a hearing was held 

before the Commission.  Following the hearing, the Commission denied Shryock’s 

Exceptions on November 13, 2012.  Shryock filed a Petition for Judicial Review in the 

                                              
1 In certain portions of the record, the Property was listed as being in the town of 

Temple Hills. 
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Circuit Court for Prince George’s County, and a hearing was held on August 15, 2013.  On 

December 3, 2013, the circuit court affirmed the decision of the Commission.  Shryock 

timely appealed. 

Questions Presented 

 Shryock asks: 2 

                                              
2 Shryock phrased the questions as: 

  

Was the “Understanding Whom Real Estate Agents Represent” form 

and the Ethics Code COMAR 09.11.02.02 sufficient to put agents on notice 

that failure to deliver the form at or prior to the first face to face meeting, 

would result in disciplinary action?   

 

The [Commission] prepares the “Understanding Whom Real Estate 

Agents Represent” form to be used with real estate clients.  The form 

illustrates how agents can and cannot represent clients.  Examples are given.  

Did the form as it existed in August 2008 have the requisite language to put 

agents on notice that the THS [Properties, LLC (“THS”)] - Poole contract 

would be a covered situation and that an agent could be charged with a 

violation for failure to given such form to a client or prospective client?   

 

Does the failure of [the Commission] to show a specific nexis of Mr. 

Shryock’s actions to any injury to the Pooles, between August 28, 2008 and 

October 9, 2008 require this case to be dismissed, changed or remanded?   

 

Can the [Commission] use general statements to support specific 

charges against Charles Shryock? 

 

Because the [Commission] considers Mr. Shryock’s actions and 

participation in this case, “serious,” does that warrant the abandonment of 

general disciplinary protocol?  

 

Did Mr. Shryock’s efforts to try and keep a house from foreclosure 

and concurrently provide a shelter and home for a family demonstrate his 

keeping up with current market conditions, etc.?  Were his actions in any way 

bad or harmful to the public or reputation of the real estate profession?  What 

effect should this have on the outcome of the case? 
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1. Did COMAR 09.11.02.02 sufficiently put him on notice that a 

disciplinary action was possible for failing to give a form titled 

“Understanding Whom Real Estate Agents Represent” to the owners of the 

Property? 

2. Was it necessary for the ALJ to determine that a management 

agreement was required for the Property in order to charge Shryock with a 

violation of COMAR for failing to put a property management agreement in 

writing?  

3. Did the ALJ prejudice Shryock by including historical information 

about the owners of the Property in her findings? 

4. Was there sufficient evidence to support the charges of violations 

of the Act and the Code of Ethics against Shryock? 

5. Was the revocation of Shryock’s license an appropriate punishment 

for Shryock’s violations?  

                                              

Does including irrelevant information in the [Commission’s] order 

and upheld by the circuit court warrant at least a remand for a new hearing?  

Did the inclusion of the life events of the Pooles from before August 28, 2008 

and after October 9, 2008 in the Final Order violate the fundamental purpose 

of the Administrative Procedures Act that mandates a full, fair and impartial 

Hearing?  What should the sanction be for including the irrelevant 

information as it prejudiced [Shryock]?  

 

Was the conclusion that a Management Agreement was needed in the 

transaction between THS and the Pooles based upon basic real estate law?  

What should the sanction be for wrongfully concluding that a Management 

Agreement was required? 

 

Was there an act of Charles M. Shryock, III, which harmed or caused 

injury of any kind to the [Pooles] or violated any law governing real estate 

brokerage during the period of August 28, 2008 to October 9, 2008?  For 

arguments [sic] sake, in this case did not any act become moot on October 9, 

2008?   

 

(Emphasis omitted).   
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Facts 

 Shryock received his Maryland real estate broker’s license on September 24, 1996.  

Shryock maintained a valid broker’s license at all times relevant to this case.3   

 In 1997, Ronita and Joseph Poole purchased the Property.  After residing there for 

approximately seven years, the Pooles purchased another home but they maintained 

ownership of the Property.  For some time, the Pooles’ daughter lived at the Property and 

paid the mortgage before moving out in 2008.   

 Early in 2008, Mr. Poole lost his job.  By August 2008, the Pooles sought to either 

sell or rent the Property as they were concerned about their ability to pay the mortgage on 

it.  At that time, the Pooles had not defaulted on the Property’s mortgage.  The Pooles 

placed the Property on the market, but after about a year of advertisements, they failed to 

either sell or rent the Property.   

 While the Property was on the market, Chet Howard met with the Pooles and 

informed them that he and his business partner, Shryock, were interested in purchasing the 

property.  Based on their conversation with Howard, the Pooles agreed to meet with 

Shryock to discuss the Property.  Prior to their meeting, Shryock contacted the Pooles and 

requested certain information from them to draft documents for the transactions he 

expected to occur at their meeting. 

                                              
3 Shryock regularly allowed his license to lapse.  After his license was issued in 

1996, his license lapsed for nearly two months before he renewed it on April 23, 1998.  He 

also allowed his license to lapse for one day from May 15, 1999, to May 16, 1999.  Shryock 

would allow his license to lapse again from May 15, 2001, to May 16, 2005.  Shryock’s 

license lapsed for the last time from May 15, 2007, to May 29, 2007.   
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On August 28, 2008, Shryock met with the Pooles at their other home.  Tiffany 

Proctor, an employee of Shryock, also attended the meeting.  Proctor brought two of her 

clients, Douglas Hill and Kim Chapman, who were working with Proctor to improve their 

credit and secure a place to live.  Shryock knew that Proctor performed this type of work, 

and that Proctor worked with Hill and Chapman for that purpose.   

At the meeting, Shryock presented the Pooles with a business card that indicated he 

was a licensed real estate broker.  He told the Pooles that he intended to form a limited 

liability company (“LLC”), named THS Properties, LLC (“THS”).4  Shryock stated that 

while THS would like to purchase the property, it was unable to do so at the time.  He told 

the Pooles that he could, instead, put tenants in the Property who could pay the Pooles’ 

mortgage.  Shryock indicated that Hill and Chapman were potential tenants, that they were 

able to pay the rent on the Property, and that Hill would do any needed repairs on the 

Property.  Shryock told the Pooles that he would be responsible for collecting the rent 

payment from Hill and Chapman, which he would then forward to the Pooles to use to pay 

their mortgage.   

During the meeting, the Pooles executed a Residential Contract of Sale for the 

Property (“Contract”).  Shryock listed THS as the buyer on the Contract, and he signed on 

its behalf.  The Pooles also executed a Residential Property Disclaimer Statement and a 

Lead Paint Disclosure and Notice Statement.  Additionally, the Pooles signed a Power of 

                                              
4 Shryock failed to ever form THS as a LLC or any other corporate entity in 

Maryland or in any other state.   
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Attorney to Sell Real Property, appointing Keisha A. Rattan as attorney-in-fact, even 

though they did not know her.5  Finally, the Pooles and Shryock executed a Pre-Settlement 

Occupancy and Lease Agreement (“Lease”) between THS and the Pooles.  Notably, 

Shryock did not provide the Pooles with two forms: Understanding Whom Real Estate 

Agents Represent and Consent for Dual Agency.  Shryock did not have the Pooles sign a 

written property management agreement.  Finally, Shryock failed to provide copies of any 

of the documents they signed that evening to the Pooles. 

On August 29, 2008, Hill and Chapman took possession of the Property.  On the 

same day, Shryock wrote a memorandum to the Washington Suburban Sanitary 

Commission (“WSSC”) requesting that the utilities for the Property be billed directly to 

Hill and Chapman and that a duplicate bill be sent to THS.  Shryock wrote this 

memorandum on THS letterhead and listed himself as the Managing Member of THS.   

Hill and Chapman never paid any rent on the Property.  Mrs. Poole contacted 

Shryock regarding the October 2008 rent payment.  Mrs. Poole asked if she would receive 

rent from them, to which Shryock responded, “I hope so.”  At that time, Shryock stated 

they may have to take Hill and Chapman to court to collect the rent that was due.   

Proctor and another of Shryock’s employees, Vernita Alston (Proctor’s aunt), 

learned that Hill and Chapman failed to make any rent payments.  On October 3, 2008, 

Alston, acting as an agent of Shryock, filed a rent action against Hill and Chapman for the 

unpaid rent.  The rent action was scheduled for a hearing on October 24, 2008.  Shryock 

                                              
5 Rattan worked for Shryock at the time of the transaction.   
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did not inform the Pooles of the action, request permission from the Pooles to file the 

action, or provide copies of the filings to the Pooles.6   

On October 9, 2008, Mrs. Poole wrote Shryock and informed him that she was 

terminating the August 28, 2008 agreements regarding the Property.  In her letter, she stated 

that Shryock no longer had “any responsibility, financial or otherwise” regarding the 

Property, effective immediately.  The Pooles and Shryock had no further communication 

with each other after that letter.  The Pooles were unable to collect rent from Hill or 

Chapman and, eventually, their Property went into foreclosure. 

On December 1, 2009, the Pooles filed a complaint and a Guaranty Fund claim with 

the Commission regarding their transactions with Shryock.7  After an investigation, the 

Commission charged Shryock with violations of: 

 1. BOP § 14-322(b)(3); 

2. BOP § 14-322(b)(14)(ii)-(iii); 

3. BOP § 14-322(b)(25); 

4. BOP § 14-322(b)(30); 

5. BOP § 14-322(b)(33); 

 6. BOP § 17-530(b); 

 7. COMAR 09.11.02.01C; 

 8. COMAR 09.11.02.01H; and 

 9. COMAR 09.11.02.02A.   

                                              
6 The Pooles would eventually learn of the rent action through Hill and Chapman.  

On October 24, 2008, Proctor, Alston, and the Pooles attended the district court hearing.  

When the case was called, Proctor and Alston requested that the action be dismissed 

because the Pooles did not want the matter to proceed.  The matter was, accordingly, 

dismissed.   

 
7 The Guaranty Fund claim was dismissed by the Commission prior to Shryock’s 

hearing before the ALJ.   
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A two-day hearing was held before an ALJ with the Office of Administrative 

Hearings (“OAH”) on April 6, 2011, and May 16, 2011.  On August 9, 2011, the ALJ 

issued her recommended decision finding that Shryock’s license should be revoked and 

that he should be ordered to pay a civil penalty of $15,000.00.   

On September 21, 2011, the Commission issued a proposed order, adopting the 

recommended decision of the ALJ.  In response, Shryock filed Exceptions, citing the 

following as a basis: 

The basis put forth for the need to present additional evidence and clear 

potential errors was that I was wrongly denied the opportunity to be 

represented by an Attorney familiar with these matters.  A brief continuance, 

which was denied, was requested so that I could be represented by counsel.  

The date of the hearing conflicted with the attorney’s schedule and a new 

date was needed to avoid a scheduling conflict.  This case concerned a 2008 

issue and all I needed was a week or so extension.  The extension requested 

would not have been prejudicial to any party other than myself.  It has proven 

to be most detrimental.   

 

A hearing on Shryock’s Exceptions was held on August 15, 2012.  On         

November 13, 2012, the Commission rejected his Exceptions and affirmed the decision of 

the ALJ.   

Shryock filed a Petition for Judicial Review of the decision of the Commission.  

Oral arguments were heard on August 15, 2013.  In his Petition, Shryock raised three 

issues: 

1. Whether the Commission’s determination that he violated the Act, BOP, 

and COMAR was supported by substantial evidence? 

 

2. Whether the OAH abused its discretion in denying [Shryock]’s request for 

additional information and the continuance of the evidentiary hearing? 

 



9 

 

3. Whether the OAH’s recommendations of sanctions are reasonable or fair 

and equitable using the standards for assessing sanctions? 

 

On December 3, 2013, the circuit court issued a memorandum opinion affirming the 

ALJ’s findings.  Shryock noted this appeal on December 30, 2013.   

Standard of Review 

 

 Shryock is entitled to judicial review of the ALJ’s determinations.  See Md. Code 

(1984, 2009 Repl. Vol.) § 10-222(a) of the State Government (“SG”) Article.  Our review 

of an administrative decision is narrow: we are limited to determining if there is substantial 

evidence in the record to support the agency’s findings and conclusions and to determining 

if the agency’s decision is premised upon erroneous conclusions of law.  See SG                       

§ 10-222(h); see also Board of Physician Quality Assurance v. Banks, 354 Md. 59, 67-68 

(1999) (citing United Parcel v. People’s Counsel, 336 Md. 569, 576-77 (1994)).  In 

undertaking our review, we “defer to the agency’s fact-finding and drawing of inferences 

if they are supported by the record” because we “must review the agency’s decision in the 

light most favorable to it; . . . the agency’s decision is prima facie correct and presumed 

valid, and . . . it is the agency’s province to resolve conflicting evidence and to draw 

inferences from that evidence.”  Banks, 354 Md. at 68 (alterations in original) (citations 

and internal quotation marks omitted).   

Discussion 

 

 Shryock makes five arguments on appeal.  One, he contends that there was a due 

process violation because he was not adequately put on notice that his actions with relation 

to the Property could result in punishment by the Commission.  Two, he also argues that 
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the ALJ failed to make a determination that a management agreement was needed in his 

transactions with the owners and, therefore, he cannot be charged with a failure to complete 

a management agreement with the owners.  Three, he challenges the inclusion of 

information about the owners as unfairly prejudicial to him.  Four, in conjunction with 

these questions of law, he asserts that there was insufficient evidence to impose sanctions 

against him because the Commission failed to show that the owners had been injured by 

his actions.  Five, Shryock avers that the sanctions of the revocation of his license and the 

$15,000.00 were inappropriate.  For the reasons that follow, we disagree with Shryock’s 

arguments and affirm the ALJ’s decision. 

I. Due Process: Sufficiency of Notice 

 

 Shryock argues that the Code of Ethics and Understanding Whom Real Estate 

Agents Represent form did not notify him that his failure to comply with either could result 

in sanctions by the Commission.  In support of his argument, Shryock cites the 2012 

revisions to both that became effective after the charges in his case were initiated.  In other 

words, Shryock does not mount a facial challenge to the validity of the Code of Ethics but, 

instead, a challenge based on subsequent revisions of the Code of Ethics and Understanding 

Whom Real Estate Agents Represent form.  In response, the Commission argues that 

Shryock’s cited changes to the Code of Ethics are inapplicable to his case because he was 

not charged under any of the revised sections. 

 Although Shryock is correct that the Code of Ethics was revised after the 

Commission issued his charges, he is incorrect that any of the changes amount to a due 

process violation.  Shryock was charged with three violations of the Code of Ethics, 
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specifically (1) COMAR 09.11.02.01C; (2) COMAR 09.11.02.01H; and (3) COMAR 

09.11.02.02A.  None of these provisions were altered by the revisions that he cites.  Like 

the Code of Ethics provisions under which Shryock was charged, there were no revisions 

to the Understanding Whom Real Estate Agents Represent form that affected the charges 

against him.   

Even if there had been some change to the provisions under which he was charged, 

Shryock was on notice that disciplinary action for a violation of either the Code of Ethics 

or failing to produce the Understanding Whom Real Estate Agents Represent Form.  BOP 

§ 17-322(b) lists both as grounds for discipline, allowing the Commission to “reprimand 

any licensee, or suspend or revoke a license” if the licensee does any of the offenses 

Shryock committed.  Thus, Shryock’s contention that the Commission violated his due 

process rights by failing to notify him that disciplinary action was possible fails.   

II. Question of Law: Determination of Necessity of Management Agreement 

 

Shryock alleges that the ALJ failed to determine that a management agreement was 

necessary in his business transactions with the Pooles.  He argues that, because of this 

failure, he could not be charged with failing to produce a management agreement.  The 

Commission argues that Shryock’s actions constituted property management services, and 

he was required to place the agreement in writing as a result; however, they do not dispute 

Shryock’s contention that the ALJ must find that a management agreement is necessary 

before a licensee can be disciplined for failing to make one. 

Shryock failed to make this argument below and, as a result, he has waived it.  See 

Md. Rule 8-131(a) (restricting our review to issues that “plainly appear[ ] by the record to 
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have been raised in or decided by the trial court[.]”).  Even if Shryock had preserved this 

issue to allow us to review it, Shryock would not prevail.  The ALJ found: 

[Shryock] agreed to provide real estate services to the Pooles regarding the 

Property by managing the Property to ensure that the mortgage was paid 

before the final sale . . . .  Nor did [Shyrock] execute a property management 

agreement with the [Pooles], although he was required to do so.  By 

collecting the rents from the Tenants, [Shryock] was performing real estate 

management services.  [Shryock] argued that he was collecting rents on 

behalf of THS, which was owed those rents by virtue of a separate written 

sub-lease agreement between THS and the Tenants.  No such agreement was 

ever produced by [Shryock], however.  The Pooles were still the record 

owners of the Property after August 28, 2008, and [Shryock] had told the 

Pooles that he would collect the rent and give it to them for the mortgage.  

As such, any rents would be due to them and not [Shryock]. 

 

Based on the above, it is clear that the ALJ made a finding that not only was a management 

agreement necessary in Shryock’s dealings with the Pooles, but that he failed to execute a 

management agreement.  Shryock’s argument is, thus, unsupported by the record. 

III. Prejudice: Inclusion of Information about Owners 

 

 Shryock contends that the ALJ and circuit court included unnecessary background 

information about the Pooles in their findings.  Shryock avers that, because this information 

was in both the ALJ’s and circuit court’s orders, he was unfairly prejudiced.  The 

Commission argues that the ALJ made proper evidentiary rulings that allowed this 

information to be admitted into evidence and, thus, the inclusion of that information in the 

ALJ’s findings is proper as well. 

Shryock did not present his claim regarding the ALJ to the circuit court for 

consideration.  He has, thus, waived this contention with respect to the ALJ.  See Md. Rule 

8-131(a). 
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As to Shryock’s argument regarding the circuit court, we find his contention without 

merit.  Historical background information can shed light on a case and assist a court in its 

understanding of a case.  See Ragin v. Porter Hayden Co., 133 Md. App. 116, 121 n.1 

(2000).  The historical information that the circuit court included summarized how the 

Pooles met Shryock.  The information about the Pooles’ subsequent dealings with the 

Property was relevant and brief.  Regardless, the circuit court’s inclusion of the information 

is of no moment ― our review of an administrative agency’s decision does not include 

review of the circuit court’s decision.  See Long Green Valley Ass’n v. Prigel Family 

Creamery, 206 Md. App. 264, 273 (2012) (“On appellate review of the decision of an 

administrative agency, this Court reviews the agency’s decision, not the circuit court’s 

decision.”).  Because we look past the circuit court’s decision, the inclusion of historical 

facts in the circuit court’s order would not prejudice our review. 

IV. Sufficiency of Evidence: Support for Charges 

 

 Shryock contends that there is insufficient evidence to support the charges against 

him.  Shryock supports this contention with the argument that causation of injury to the 

public is required for a disciplinary action.  He cites the dismissal of the Pooles’ Guaranty 

Fund claim as proof that he did not cause any injury to the Pooles as a result of his dealings 

with them.  Shryock asserts that, because the Pooles were unsuccessful with their Guaranty 

Fund claim, there is no “nexus” between his acts and injury to the Pooles that allows for 

his discipline.  In sum, Shryock concludes that because his actions did not directly result 

in injury to the Pooles (as shown by the dismissal of their Guaranty Fund action), he cannot 

be disciplined by the Commission for any of his business dealings with the Pooles.   
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The Commission responds that there was substantial evidence to support the ALJ’s 

decision because of Shryock’s (1) failure to provide the Pooles with the necessary forms, 

(2) actions as an agent of THS, (3) failure to provide copies of the signed documents to the 

Pooles, and (4) failure to sign a management agreement. 

 Shryock misinterprets the statute that allows the Commission to discipline its 

licensees.  From Shryock’s argument, it appears that he believes that BOP § 17-322(d) 

applies to his case.  BOP § 17-322(d) takes into account “the nature of the crime” and “the 

relationship of the crime to the activities authorized by the license[.]”  In Pautsch v. 

Maryland Real Estate Comm’n, 423 Md. 229, 256 (2011), the Court of Appeals referred to 

this provision as requiring a “nexus” between the conviction and the activities allowed 

under a real estate license.  But, BOP § 17-322(d) applies only to the discipline of a licensee 

for a felony or misdemeanor conviction.   

 Shryock was disciplined under BOP § 17-322(b).  Unlike BOP § 17-322(d), BOP  

§ 17-322(b) does not require a nexus between the acts of the licensee with an injury.  

Indeed, a successful claim against the Guaranty Fund is not a prerequisite, or even a 

consideration, for disciplinary action under BOP § 17-322(b).  

 To accept Shryock’s argument would, ultimately, disregard the purpose of a hearing 

before the Commission.  We have said that the “principal purpose of a hearing before the 

[Commission] is to determine the fitness of a licensee.”  Nelson v. Real Estate Comm’n, 

35 Md. App. 334, 341 (1977).  Much like disbarment proceedings against an attorney, 

“proceedings before the Commission ha[ve] as its objective the protection of the public 

from ‘sharp’ practices[.]”  Id. at 339.  See also Smirlock v. Potomac Development Corp., 
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235 Md. 195, 202 (1964) (“the Real Estate Brokers [Act] is a regulation for the benefit of 

the public”).  The purpose, thus, requires the Commission to protect the “public’s 

confidence in the [real estate] profession[,]” Attorney Grievance Comm’n of Maryland v. 

Siskind, 401 Md. 41, 75 (2007) (citation omitted), and to demonstrate “the type of conduct 

which will not be tolerated.”  Attorney Grievance Comm’n of Maryland v. Hamby, 322 Md. 

606, 611 (1991) (citations omitted).  Serving those two purposes does not require that 

discipline come only after some injury is suffered, but demands that the Commission take 

action to prevent injury.  

V. Sanctions: Appropriate Discipline 

 

Shryock’s final challenge concerns the discipline imposed by the Commission.  

Shryock submits that he only failed to adhere to “administrative and ministerial matters,” 

and that his actions with regard to the Pooles were not “obviously wrong” to merit a 

revocation of his license.  He again cites to the dismissal of the Pooles’ Guaranty Fund 

claim as the basis for his argument.  Additionally, Shryock argues that his “prior legal 

disciplinary proceedings were a factor” in the ALJ’s sanction determination.  The 

Commission argues that Shryock engaged in serious violations of the Act, the Code, and 

caused harm to the Pooles which merits the discipline imposed by it. 

Administrative agencies have wide latitude in imposing sanctions within 

legislatively designated limits.  Neutron Products, Inc. v. Dep’t of the Enviro., 166 Md. 

App. 549 (2006).  In reviewing sanctions, we are not authorized to overturn a lawful and 

authorized sanction unless the sanction’s disproportionality is so extreme and egregious 

that it is arbitrary or capricious.  Maryland Aviation Admin. v. Noland, 386 Md. 556 (2005).   
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 Shryock’s argument collapses when the purpose of disciplinary actions by the 

Commission is considered.  As we explained above, a successful Guarantee Fund claim is 

not required for disciplinary actions to be imposed by the Commission.   

Moreover, Shryock did more than just fail to do his “administrative and ministerial” 

duties.  As the ALJ found, Shryock: 

[M]ade misrepresentations, he acted in back faith, and was incompetent in 

his dealings with the Pooles.  First, he misrepresented that he would form 

THS when he never took steps to do so.  He also represented to WSSC that 

he was a Managing Member of THS.  [Shryock] thus misrepresented to that 

utility that such an entity existed, when in fact it was never formed.  Also, 

[Shryock] installed Tenants in the Property.  He told the Pooles that the 

Tenants were capable of paying the agreed-upon rent, but they made no rent 

payments.  He knew that the Tenants were individuals that were being helped 

by Ms. Proctor and Ms. Alston with their finances; yet, he placed them in the 

Property without actually knowing if they could pay the rent.  He was well 

aware that the Pooles did not want to lose the Property to foreclosure and, as 

such, he should have taken steps to know if the Tenants had the means to pay 

the rent on the Property instead of misrepresenting to the Pooles that they 

could pay the rent. 

   

Further, although he was never authorized by the Pooles to take the 

Rent Action against the tenants, he did so without asking for the Pooles’ 

authorization.  Acting as an agent for [Shryock] or THS, Vernita Alston filed 

an action to recover rent on October 3, 2008.  The Pooles did not authorize 

[Shryock] to take such an action, and he did not notify them of the filing.  

Even after the [Pooles] notified [Shryock] in writing on October 9, 2008, that 

the agreement with him was terminated effectively immediately, [Shryock] 

did not tell the Pooles about the pending legal action regarding the Property.  

  

Lastly, in addition to engaging in conduct that violated the various 

statutory provisions of the Business Occupations and Professions Article, 

[Shryock]’s conduct violated the Code of Ethics.  As previously discussed, 

his failure to reduce to writing the property management agreement he 

entered into with the Pooles and to provide them with copies of the Contract 

and other documents was in violation of COMAR 09.11.02.01H.  Further, 

his misrepresentations, bad faith dealings and incompetent work concerning 

all of his transactions with the Pooles and the Property violated COMAR 
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09.11.02.01C and .02A.  Thus, for violating these regulations, he is subject 

to sanction under [BOP] section 17-322(b)(33). 

 

Shryock’s contention that he only failed in his duties with respect to “administrative 

and ministerial” matters, thus, is unsupported by the record.  The sanctions imposed were 

not so disproportionally extreme and egregious to be arbitrary or capricious.  

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 

AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO BE PAID BY 

APPELLANT. 

 


