CAHI

CONNECTICUT ASSOCIATION
OF HOME INSFECTORS. INC

MONTHLY

News and Views from the Connecticut Association of Home Inspectors, Inc. May 2006

Inside this Issue

President’s Corner 2
May Speaker 2
Ask the Attorney 2
Licensing Board Update 3

Speaker/Article Reward 7

Contact CAHI 7

Meeting Dates

May 24 Septic Inspection —
Rich Dallaire, CT
Septic Inspection

Jun 28 Basement
waterproofing —
Connecticut
Basement Systems

Jul 26 Doors, proper
installation, sealing
& what to look for

—Bilco Doors
August NO MEETING

Sep 26 Tentative - Hangers,
brackets, plates &
other connections —
Simpson Strong Tie

Holiday Inn
201 Washington Ave
North Haven
(203) 239-6700

A Case Study

Submitted by Woody Dawson

Below is a case that was tried here in Connecticut. After a case is opened and attempts are made and fail
to come to an out-of-court settlement between the two parties (i.e. their attorneys and any insurance
company), the case may then proceed to go to trial. Here is such a case. Although this is a public record,
CAHI has decided to delete the plaintiff and defendant names as well as the attorneys involved.

76 Conn.App. 352
No. 23059
Appellate Court of Connecticut
Argued Feb. 11, 2003
Decided April 22, 2003

Purchaser brought action against vendor for fraudulent and negligent
misrepresentation in connection with carpenter ant infestation in house which was
subject of statutory residential property condition report. The Superior Court. Judicial
District of New Haven, Booth, J., entered judgment for vendor on fraudulent
misrepresentation claim but for purchaser on negligent misrepresentation claim. Vendor
appealed. The Appellate Court, Peters, J., held that: (1) vendor, who had no actual
knowledge of infestation, was not liable for fraudulent misrepresentation for property
condition disclosure report; (2) statute does not govern negligent misrepresentation
actions; (3) statute does not preclude common law negligent misrepresentation action;
and (4) evidence was insufficient to support implied finding that purchaser relied on
report.

Reversed.
LAVERY, C.J., SCHALLER and PETERS, Js.

PETERS, J.

Under General Statutes § 20-327b, vendors and purchasers of residential property
must execute a residential property condition disclosure report (§ 20-327b report)
documenting the vendor’s actual knowledge of the condition of the property. This case
concerns the relationship between this statute and the common-law tort of negligent
misrepresentation. Specifically, it concerns the actionability of such a common-law claim
in light of an independent professional inspection obtained by the purchaser of the
property. The trial court concluded that a vendor is liable for damages for negligent
misrepresentation although that vendor urged the purchaser to hire a professional
inspector and such an inspection uncovered no infestation. We reverse the judgment of
the court in favor of the purchaser and direct the entry of judgment for the vendor.

On April 27, 2000, the plaintiffs filed their complaint against the defendant for
having misrepresented the condition of residential property that the defendant had
conveyed to them. The alleged misrepresentation concerned a carpenter ant infestation
in this house. In a subsequent amended complaint, the plaintiff specified that the
defendant was liable for fraudulent misrepresentation (count five), fraudulent
nondisclosure (count six) and negligent misrepresentation (count seven). The plaintiff
sought damages for the costs of removing the infestation and repairing associated
property damages, as well as punitive damages for knowing and intentional

(continued on page 3)
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President’s Corner

Bernie Caliendo

It just seems that time is flying by. Here it is May already
and it appears that our busy season is upon us. The
housing market has picked up considerably according to
everyone I've talked to. Real estate agents, pest control
inspectors, septic companies, appraisers, labs and, of course,
home inspectors have all been reporting that business is
booming! However, you should always be looking ahead to
what next year will bring and how to survive in the slow times.
There always come times when business is slow and providing
more services can help you get by. The businessperson, who
is complacent and thinks everything is just rosy, is the one
who will struggle in slow times and be working for someone
else down the road.

When you offer more services, always make sure you are
qualified, obtain the proper training (something you should do
in the slow times), know what you are doing, and have the
credentials and confidence to back yourself up. Always speak

May
Keynote Speaker

This month’s meeting topic is Septic
Inspection.

Our meeting will feature Rich Dallaire from CT
Septic Inspection. Rich will discuss the need for
septic inspection during a real estate transaction
using a Certified Septic Inspector and all aspects
of the system. Rich is a Professional Sanitarian
and is past President of CT Onsite Wastewater
Recycling Association.

2 hours of Continuing Education Credits

J

and report with authority. Show that you are the professional expert your potential client is looking for.

The time to advertise is when business is good, a time when you can afford it. Make the best of your busy times to help
you get through the slow ones. If you or your company’s name is not out there on the internet, you could be missing a
large majority of your target market. CAHI is providing our members with membership listings. This puts your name out
there, but your own web site, with the right exposure, can be phenomenal.

Lastly, charge for what you are worth. If you feel you are an expert in your profession, charge for your expertise. Clients
will pay for what you are worth if you provide them with a quality product or service. Sell yourself as being the best
inspector the potential client can find with knowledge and availability, not only during the initial contact but also during the
inspection. Let them know you are there for them after the inspection and in the future. Making yourself available is
advertising you cannot pay for. They will be telling their family, friends and associates the kind of inspector you are and

how well the experience was or was not.

Happy inspecting!

to address.

ASK THE ATTORNEY

We will be publishing another “Ask the Attorney” column in
the next few months and would like members to send in
questions or a topic you would like Attorney Kent Mawhinney

Send in your questions to ctinspect@yahoo.com with or
without your name.

www.ctinspect.com
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Licensing Board Update

Again the Licensing Board is experiencing problems with the exam for interns that PSI is
administering. After a two-day workshop in October 2004 with members of the Board and PSI to
eliminate code-specific questions and inappropriate content for home inspectors, the implementation
of these changes were to take effect in March 2005. Throughout the fall and into the beginning of this
year we have had nothing but complaints from interns and supervisors sending letters and giving
testimony at board meetings about this recurring problem. A meeting with the Commissioner of
Consumer Protection was held and a workshop is being set up to do the same work again. It appears
that the saying is true: “those who do not learn from their mistakes are bound to repeat them”. The state contract for a
testing vendor is up for bid in June and we will see if PSI wins the bid or a new testing vendor is contracted. As we have
found out, the criteria that the state uses for the Request For Proposal (RFP) is general criteria and not specific for each
occupational or professional discipline. In other words, the criteria is the same for electricians, plumbers, architects, home
inspectors, heating contractors, etc. One vendor will administer all the exams. That vendor will develop and provide the
specific exam for licensure with workshops being held for all the licensing boards to review. But as you can see with PSI's
home inspector exam, it's a never-ending battle, they just dont get who we are and how are profession is different. It's
another typical incompetent state procedure.

After 5 years of licensing, the board is fed up with the vendor’s home inspectors exams and have voted unanimously to
ask the Commissioner that any vendor who wins the bid in June, administer the National Home Inspectors Exam which
was used from July 1, 2001 to January 1, 2003. The first vendor, Experior Co. took 2 years to develop a home inspector
exam for Connecticut. By the time they had one to be used, they lost the contract to PSI, and you now know what PSI has
done.

We will see what happens in June and will keep you all informed.

Bernie Caliendo
Chairman, Home Inspection Licensing Board

(continued from page 1)

misrepresentation. In response, the defendant
denied the plaintiff’s allegations and asserted two
special defenses. The first special defense alleged
that the defendant’s representations did not
constitute a warranty because of compliance with
the requirements of the § 20-327b report. The
second special defense alleged that the defendant
was not liable because the plaintiff had signed the §
20-327b report and, in accordance with the
statutory recommendation, had obtained a clean
professional inspection report of the house.

On April 24, 2002, the trial court rendered
judgment. The court first found, for the defendant,
that the defendant had no actual knowledge of the
infestation at the time the defendant signed the §
20-327b report and that the defendant had not
fraudulently misrepresented the condition of the
property. It further found, for the plaintiff, that the
defendant, in the § 20-327b report, had negligently
misrepresented that the property was not infested

with ants. The court awarded the plaintiff $4600 for
the costs of repairs and treatment of the house. The
defendant appeals from the judgment in favor of
the plaintiff.

The record discloses the following facts. In
1998, the plaintiff and the defendant negotiated the
sale of a house located at 8 Wood Terrace in East
Haven. The defendant had lived there for
approximately a decade prior to the conveyance to
the plaintiff. On March 2, 1998, the parties executed
a § 20-327b report wherein the defendant indicated
that, to the best of the defendant’s knowledge, the
house was not subject to any kind of infestation. On
March 12, 1998, the parties executed the contract
of sale and transferred title to the plaintiff at a
closing in May. At the defendant’s urging, the
plaintiff hired a professional inspector, Inspections,
Inc., to inspect the dwelling as required by the
contract of sale. The inspector did not discover any
infestation.

(continued on page 4)
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Shortly after taking possession, the plaintiff
discovered ants throughout the dwelling. He hired
an exterminator to treat the house for a possible
infestation. As a result, the plaintiff discovered that
their kitchen floor was damaged by carpenter ant
nests and water damage. The plaintiff had the
kitchen floor replaced for $4400. The house was
then treated with pesticides for $200.

In the trial court's memorandum of decision, it
found that the defendant had negligently
misrepresented the condition of the property in the
§ 20-327b report. It based this finding on the
credibility of the testimony given by the
exterminator. Contrary to the assertion in the
plaintiff’s brief, the court did not find that the
defendant had misrepresented the condition of the
house prior to the execution of the § 20-327b
report. It made no mention of the inspection
conducted by the plaintiff’s inspector. It made no
explicit finding with respect to the plaintiff’s reliance
on the defendant’s negligent misrepresentation.

On appeal, the defendant challenges both the
factual findings and the legal conclusions of the
court. Although the defendant does not clearly
articulate the basis for the appeal, we construe the
claimed errors as follows: (1) the court made
improper factual findings of negligent
misrepresentation, and (2) the plaintiff could not
prevail, as a matter of law, without establishing
reliance on the defendant’s misrepresentations. The
plaintiff urges affirmance of the trial court’s
judgment in the plaintiff’s favor.

Our standard of review of challenges to the
court’s findings of fact and legal conclusions is well
established. “To the extent that the trial court has
made findings of fact, our review is limited to
deciding whether such findings were clearly
erroneous. When, however, the trial court draws
conclusions of law, our review is plenary and we
must decide whether its conclusions are legally and
logically correct and find support in the facts that
appear in the record.” Johnson Electric Co. v. Salce
Contracting Associates, Inc., 72 Conn.App. 342,
344, 805 A.2d 735, cert. denied, 262 Conn. 922,
812 A.2d 864 (2002); see also Pandolphe’s Auto
Parts, Inc. V. Manchester, 181 Conn. 217, 221-22,
435 A.2d 24 (1980).

The trial court found that the defendant did not
intentionally make any misleading statements or
withhold information regarding the condition of the
house when the defendant executed the § 20-327b
report. In making this determination, the court
explained why the defendant was not liable under
the common-law  theories of  fraudulent
misrepresentation and nondisclosure, but did not
address § 20-327b itself. Nonetheless, it found that
the defendant had made a negligent
misrepresentation in the § 20-327b report when the
defendant indicated therein that the dwelling was
“free of termites, insects, rodents and infestation
problems.”

We, therefore, must first address what cause of
action the plaintiff had under § 20-327b. We hold
that the plaintiff could have sought relief under this
statute only for a knowing misrepresentation in the
statutory report.

The interpretation of a statute is a question of
law. State v. Russo, 259 Conn. 436, 447, 790 A.2d
1132 (2002), cert. denied, - U.S. - , 123 S.Ct. 79,
154 L.Ed.2d 134 (2002). Our Supreme Court
recently clarified the process of statutory
interpretation in State v. Courchesne, 262 Conn.
537, 816 A.2d 562 (2003) (en banc). “The process
of statutory interpretation involves a reasoned
search for the intention of the legislature... In other
words, we seek to determine, in a reasoned
manner, the meaning of the statutory language as
applied to the facts of [the] case, including the
question of whether the language actually does
apply. In seeking to determine that meaning, we
look to the words of the statute itself, to the
legislative history and circumstances surrounding its
enactment, to the legislative policy it was designed
to implement, and to its relationship to existing
legislation and common-law principles governing the
same general subject matter... Thus, this process
requires us to consider all relevant sources of the
meaning of the language at issue, without having to
cross any threshold or thresholds of ambiguity.
Thus, we do not follow the plain meaning rule.

“In performing this task, we begin with a
searching examination of the language of the
statute, because that is the most important factor to
be considered. In doing so, we attempt to

determine its range of plausible meanings and, if
(continued on page 5)
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possible, narrow that range to those that appear
most plausible. We do not, however, end with the
lanquage. We recognize, further, that the purpose
or purposes of the legislation, and the context of
the language, broadly understood, are directly
relevant to the meaning of the language of the
statute.

“This does not mean, however, that we will not,
in a given case, follow what may be regarded as the
plain meaning of the language, namely, the
meaning that, when the language is considered
without reference to any extratextual sources of its
meaning, appears to be the meaning and that
appears to preclude any other likely meaning. In
such a case, the more strongly the bare text
supports such a meaning, the more persuasive the
extratextual sources of meaning will have to be in
order to yield a different meaning.”

Our legislature enacted § 20-327b, otherwise
known as the Uniform Property Condition Disclosure
Act, to reduce the risk of miscommunication
regarding residential property between a vendor
and a prospective purchaser. The statute requires a
vendor of such property to provide “a written
residential condition report to the prospective
purchaser at any time prior to the prospective
purchaser’s execution of any binder [or] contract to
purchase...” General statutes § 20-327b (a). Such a
report must include a provision informing the
purchaser that any representation made by the
vendor in the § 20-327b report is limited to the
vendor’s actual knowledge. General Statutes § 20-
327b (d)(2)(A). The statute requires every report to
include a provision that encourages the potential
purchaser to have the property inspected by a
professional inspector. General Statutes § 20-327b
(d)(2)(B). Furthermore, the § 20-327b report must
inform the purchaser that any representation made
by the vendor does not constitute a warranty by the
vendor. General Statutes § 20-327b (d)(2)(D).

At the same time that the legislature enacted
this statute, it also enacted §§ 20-327d and 20-
327e. These statutes underscore the legislature’s
intent with respect to statements in a § 20-327b
report. Section 20-327d provides that § 20-327b
does not create any new express or implied
warranties by the vendor. It states that a vendor is
not required to obtain a preconveyance inspection

or a test with respect to the physical condition of
the property. Moreover, § 20-327e reiterates that
the representations made by the vendor are limited
to information about which the vendor has actual
knowledge.

The legislative history of § 20-327b reinforces
the conclusion that the information to be disclosed
is limited to representations of fact about which the
vendor has actual knowledge. Representative Mary
V. Eberle stated that “[t]his bill will help to resolve
many problems of miscommunications which
frequently complicate and sometimes prevent
residential closings from going forward by making it
clear what a seller has disclosed to the buyer about
the property.” 38 H.R. Proc., Pt. 19, 1995 Sess., p.
6966. Representative Michael C. Fedele also
explained that “this bill will resolve some of the
communication issues that occur between a seller
and a buyer and hopefully, loss of litigation occurs
there...” 38 H.R. Proc., supra, p. 6969. Additionally,
Senator Louis C. Deluca states that a § 20-327b
report “would be related to the seller's actual
knowledge of the property only.” 38 S. Proc., Pt. 16,
1995 Sess., p. 5893.

In sum, the function of a § 20-327b report is to
diminish the risk of litigation by facilitating
meaningful communications between a vendor and
a prospective purchaser. It does not, however,
require a vendor to assume the role of warrantor of
conditions of which the vendor was in fact unaware.

The trial court properly concluded, therefore,
that the defendant in this case had no statutory
liability under § 20-327b. This result follows from
the court’s finding that the defendant had no actual
knowledge of any ant infestation.

II

The trial court also determined, however,
that the defendant was liable for having made a
negligent misrepresentation on the § 20-327b
report. We turn now to the propriety of the court’s
conclusion that the defendant should have
discovered and disclosed that the house was
infested with ants before the defendant signed the
§ 20-327b report.

Our inquiry requires us to answer three
questions. First, does § 20-327b govern claims of

(continued on page 6)
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negligent misrepresentation? Second, does the
statute preclude such actions? Third, is the court’s
conclusion consistent with the common law of

negligent misrepresentation and supported by the
record? In our view, the answer to all three

questions is “no.”
A

We briefly address the question of whether §
20-327b governs negligent misrepresentation
actions. The statute, on its face does not govern
such actions. Additionally, the legislative history
demonstrates the legislature’s intent not to use the
statute as a basis for recovery against vendors who
negligently misrepresent the condition of a
residential  property. Representative  Eberle
explained that the statute "makes clear that the [§
20-327b] report represents only the seller’'s actual
knowledge of the property and does not form the
basis for any claim of constructive knowledge on the
seller’'s part.” 38 H.R. Proc., supra, p. 6963. The
plaintiffs have not cited authority to the contrary.
Accordingly, we hold that § 20-327b does not
govern negligent misrepresentation actions.

B

We turn next to the question of whether § 20-
327b precludes common-law actions for negligent
misrepresentation. The text of the statute and the
state’s legislative history require the conclusion that
the legislature did not intend to preclude preexisting
common-law actions for negligent
misrepresentation.

The statutory scheme contains no language to
suggest that § 20-327b was intended to provide the
exclusive remedy that a disappointed purchaser of
residential property might have. There is every
reason to believe that this omission was deliberate.

The legislative history clearly demonstrates that
the legislature did not intend the enactment of § 20-
327b to eliminate existing obligations of a vendor
under Connecticut law. Senator Deluca explained
that “in no shape or manner does [the bill] relieve
[vendors] of any of their current responsibilities.
They still must provide any information that they
are aware of to the prospective buyer. And if they
are found not to, they can lose their license or be
sued.” 38 S. Proc., Pt. 9, 1995 Sess., p. 3134. He
further explained that the statute “basically...

obligates the seller to provide written information
when selling ... a property to a prospective buyer...
And it would not in any way make Realtors
relinquish their responsibility. They would still be
responsible.” 38 S. Proc., Pt. 16, 1995 Sess., p.
5892. Similarly, Representative Eberle stated that
the statute “makes clear that the report does not
release brokers of any disclosure obligations they
currently have under existing law.” 38 H.R. Proc.,
supra, at p. 6966.

We are persuaded, therefore, that § 20-327b
does not preclude existing common-law actions for
misrepresentations made by a vendor regarding the
condition of residential property. Accordingly, the
court was not authorized by § 20-327b to render
judgment for the plaintiff for negligent
misrepresentation.

C

We finally turn to the critical question in this
case. Is the court’s conclusion that the defendant
was liable to the plaintiff for negligently
misrepresenting the condition of the house legally
correct and supported by the record? We conclude
that the court’s judgment is not supported by the
record.

To assess the propriety of the court’s judgment,
we must turn first to the nature of the common-law
duty owed to the plaintiff by the defendant as a
vendor of residential property. The existence of a
legal duty is a question of law for the court that is
subject to our plenary review on appeal. Baptiste v.
Better Val-U Supermarket, Inc., 262 Conn. 135,
138, 811 A.2d 687 (2002).

Our Supreme Court “has long recognized liability
for negligent misrepresentation. We have held that
even an innocent misrepresentation of act may be
actionable if the declarant has the means of
knowing, ought to know, or has the duty of knowing
the truth... The governing principles are set forth in
similar terms in § 552 of the Restatement Second of
Torts (1979): One who, in the course of his
business, profession or employment... supplies false
information for the quidance of others in their
business transactions, is subject to liability for
pecuniary loss caused to them by the justifiable
reliance upon the information, if he fails to exercise
reasonable care or competence in obtaining or

(continued on page 7)
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communicating the information.” DUlisse-Cupo v.
Board of Directors of Notre Dame High School, 202
Conn. 206, 217-18, 520 A.2d 217 (1987); Parker v.
Shaker Real Estate, Inc., 47 Conn.App. 489, 494-95,
705 A.2d 210 (1998). A vendor of residential
property is liable to a purchaser for a negligent
misrepresentation of the condition of the property
to that purchaser if the purchaser would not
otherwise have agreed to the terms of the sale. See
Richard v. A. Waldman & Sons., Inc., 155 Conn.
343, 347, 232 A.2d 307 (1967); Warman v.
Delaney, 148 Conn. 469, 473-74, 172 A.2d 188
(1961); Foley v. Huntington Co., 42 Conn.App. 712,
721-22, 682 A.2d 1026, cert. denied, 239 Conn.
931, 683 A.2d 397 (1996).

Accordingly, an action for negligent
misrepresentation requires a plaintiff to prove that
(1) the defendant made a misrepresentation and (2)
the plaintiff reasonably relied wupon that
misrepresentation. See Citino v. Redevelopment
Agency, 51 Conn.App. 262, 273-75, 721 A.2d 1197
(1998); see also Maturo v. Gerard, 196 Conn. 584,
589, 494 A.2d 1199 (1985). “Whether evidence
supports a claim of... negligent misrepresentation is
a question of fact.” Mips v. Becon, Inc. 70
Conn.App. 556, 558, 799 A.2d 1093 (2002).

The court, therefore, as it did, properly could
have accepted the exterminator’s testimony as
evidence that the defendant should have known
that the house was infested with ants. It did not,
however, make an explicit finding as to reliance.
Nevertheless, we can infer from the court’s
conclusion that it implicitly found for the plaintiff on
the issue of reliance when it concluded that the
defendant was negligent. Because we find that the
court’s application of the law was legally and
logically correct, we must determine whether its
findings of fact were clearly erroneous. We conclude
that the court’s implied factual findings did not meet
this test.

It is undisputed that the plaintiff hired an
independent professional to inspect the dwelling.
The inspection did not uncover any infestation.
Moreover, the plaintiff testified that the inspection
lasted for only one hour and twenty minutes and
that the inspector told him that he was in a rush. It
is also undisputed that the plaintiff did not initially

want to obtain a professional inspection and that
the defendant urged him to do so. Under these
circumstances, it is difficult for us to conclude that
the record evinces sufficient facts establishing the
plaintiff’s reliance on the defendant.

Section 20-327b reinforces our conclusion. The
statute emphasizes the significance of an
independent professional inspection by urging a
purchaser to hire a professional to inspect the
property despite the representations made on a §
20-327b report. General Statues §§ 20-327b
(d)(2)(B) and 20-327d. Concededly, both parties
signed the § 20-327b report containing such a
recommendation.

We may invoke § 20-327b even though it does
not govern common-law misrepresentation because
it is reasonable to conclude that the legislature’s
statement of policy has carryover relevance to the
common law. We presume that the legislature
enacts legislation that “renders the body of the law
coherent and consistent, rather than contradictory
and inconsistent... [and that] courts must discharge
their responsibility, in case by case adjudication, to
assure that the body of the law -both common and
statutory- remains coherent and consistent.” Fahy v.
Fahy, 227 Conn. 505, 513-14, 630 A.2d 1328
(1993). Under suitable circumstances, our Supreme
Court has relied on statutory policy to inform
common-law adijudication. Id., at 514, 630 A.2d
1328; see also Olean v. Treglia, 190 Conn. 756,
762, 463 A.2d 242 (1983). This is another such
circumstance.

The relationship between the policy of § 20-
327b and the common law of negligent
misrepresentation persuades us that, in the absence
of any other evidence of actual reliance by the
plaintiff, he cannot prevail in his negligent
misrepresentation claim. Indeed, the plaintiff's claim
that he relied on the defendant’s statements is
further attenuated by the undisputed fact that the
defendant advised the plaintiff not to do so.

We conclude, therefore, that the findings of fact
supporting the court’'s judgment for the plaintiff
were insufficient to support the judgment.
Specifically, the record does not reveal any evidence
that the plaintiff, despite the professional
inspection, was justified in relying on the
statements the defendant made on the § 20-327b

(continued on page 8)
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Guest Speaker
or
Newsletter Article

CAHI will pay $25.00 to any member who
provides us with a guest speaker for one of our
monthly meetings or for any article that is
submitted and used in the monthly newsletter.

Your guest speaker's name and contact humber
should be given to Woody Dawson (203) 272-
7400 or Barry Small (860) 655-6383
(barrysmall@yahoo.com).

Articles must be e-mailed to Rich Kobylenski
(rkoblenski023@earthlink.net) and should be a
PDF or Word document. Articles should pertain
to our industry.

We will review articles for content and reserve
the riaht to edit. use and/or refuse them.

Contact CAHI
18 Garden Place
Derby, CT 06418

E-mail: ctinspect@yahoo.com
Webh:  www._ct-insnect.com

CAHI Executive Board

Artemis

President Bernie Caliendo, Windsor
(860) 285-0332
Vice-President Rich Kobylenski, Coventry
(860) 724-3272
Secretary Barry Small, West Hartford
(860) 233-6948
Treasurer Pete Petrino, Derby
(203) 732-8810
Director Ken Mita, Sr., Wallingford
(203) 269-0341
Director Woody Dawson, Cheshire
(203) 272-7400
Director Dwight Uffer, Hebron
(800) 924-0932
Director Tom Hauswirth, Deep River o
(860) 526-3355 Publications

(continued from page 7)

report.

The judgment is reversed with respect to count
seven of the plaintiff's amended complaint and the
case is remanded with direction to render judgment
for the defendant.

In this opinion the other judges concurred.

CT Home Inspection Licensing Board

Bernie Caliendo, CAHI
Chairman

Rich Kobylenski CAHI
Dana Fox CAHI
Bruce Schaefer ASHI
William Stanley ASHI
Susan A. Connors Attorney
J. Andre Fornier Realtor

The Licensing Board meetings are held at 9:30 am,
Department of Consumer Protection, Room 117, 165 Capitol
Avenue, Hartford.

The public is always welcome.

E-mail Bernie Caliendo for the latest meeting schedule at
bsurehomeinspect@juno.com

Attemis13@bigfoot.com
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