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FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

This matter arose under the Maryland Occupational Safety and Health Act, Labor and
Employment Article, Title 5, Annotated Code of Maryland. Following an accident on August
26, 2004 involving an employee‘of R.E. Mich¢1 Co. (“Employer”}), MOSH Compliance Officer
Christopher L. Miller conducted:an spection of e job site. On‘ February 8, 2005, the
Maryland Occupational Safety and Health Unit of £he Division of Labor and Industry (“MOSH”)
issued two citations to the Employer, alleging various violations. A hearing was held on
September 29, 2005, at which the parties introduced evidence, presented witnesses, and made
arguments. Thereafter, Thomas G. Welshko, Administrative Law Judge sitting as the Hearing

Examiner (“HE”), issued a Proposed Decision recommending that one of the two citations be

affirmed.
The Employer filed a timely request for review and the Commissioner, exercising his

authority pursuant to Labor and Employment Article, § 5-214(e), Annotated Code of Maryland,
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