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License Review Board Meeting Agenda February 10, 2026

"MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC ARE ADVISED THAT THIS MEETING / HEARING IS A
PUBLIC PROCEEDING, AND THE CLERK TO THE BOARD IS MAKING AN AUDIO
RECORDING OF THE PROCEEDINGS, AND ALL STATEMENTS MADE DURING THE
PROCEEDINGS, WHICH RECORDING WILL BE A PUBLIC RECORD, SUBJECT TO
DISCLOSURE UNDER THE PUBLIC RECORDS LAW OF FLORIDA. BE AWARE,
HOWEVER, THAT THE AUDIO RECORDING MAY NOT SATISFY THE REQUIREMENT
FOR A VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF THE PROCEEDINGS, DESCRIBED IN THE NOTICE
OF THIS MEETING, IN THE EVENT YOU DESIRE TO APPEAL ANY DECISION ADOPTED
IN THIS PROCEEDING."

1. Invocation

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Roll Call

4. Adoption of Minutes of Previous Meeting

4.1 Marion County License Review Board Minutes - December 9, 2025

5. License Review - Contractors - Exam & Reciprocity

5.1 George Munoz - Exam - Journeyman Electrician

5.2 Eliyah Bennoon - Exam - Journeyman Electrician

6. Unlicensed & Licensed Contractors - Liens

6.1 Release of Liens - Crespin J Salinas - Citations 745840 & 903376

7. Old Business

7.1 LRB 2025-7 Petition for Rehearing - Douglas & Penny Norkus v. Andrea 
Hope Samuel / Ray’s Construction of Ocala Inc

8. New Business

9. Other

10. Notation for Record

11. Public Comment
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Marion County 
Board of County Commissioners 
———————————————————————————— 
Building Safety ▪ Licensing 
 
2710 E. Silver Springs Blvd. 
Ocala, FL 34470 
Phone: 352-438-2400 
buildinglicensing@marionfl.org 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Marion County License Review Board 

Minutes 

December 09, 2025 
 

 

The monthly meeting of the Marion County License Review Board was held at the Growth Management 

Building, 2710 E. Silver Springs Blvd., Ocala, FL 34470. 

 

Jeremiah Bennett the Vice-Chairman called the meeting to order at 5:30 pm.  An official recording of the meeting 

was made by the Marion County Building Safety Department with BIS recording software. 

 

1.  INVOCATION 

 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

3. ROLL CALL: 

Board members present: Jeremiah Bennett, Fawn Singletary, James Duryea, Roger Sandor, Zachary Curry, 

John Michael Gartner, Jr.  

      Alternates present: Charles Stokes, Alan O’Cull  

 

Also attending: Ryan Arbuckle, Marion County Building Safety Supervisor of Licensing & Investigations, 

Michael Savage, Marion County Building Safety Director; Valdoson Shealy, Assistant County Attorney for 

Marion County; Douglas and Penny Norkus, Complainants in case 2025-7; Ethan White and stenographer, 

Legal representatives for Complainant Norkus; Brenda Williams, Complainant in case 2025-6. 

 

4. ADOPTION OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING:    

 

James Duryea moves to adopt October 10, 2025 minutes. Roger Sandor seconds. All in favor.  The motion 

passed unanimously.  

 

5. LICENSE REVIEW OF CONTRACTORS:    

Incoming Contractors through Letter of Reciprocity:   
 

James Duryea moves to accept list of applicants for reciprocity as presented on agenda.  Roger Sandor 

seconds. All in favor.  The motion passed unanimously 

 

Applicants to take ProV Exam: 

 

James Duryea moves to accept list of applicants for exam as presented on agenda.  Roger Sandor seconds. All 

in favor.  The motion passed unanimously 
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6.  LIENS FOR UNLICENSED & LICENSED CONTRACTORS: None.    

 

7. OLD BUSINESS:  

LRB 2025-6 Brenda Wilson v. Micah Joseph Ray / CG Consulting and Design Inc 

 

       Ryan Arbuckle – Marion County Investigator – present and sworn. 

       Complainant – Brenda Williams – present and sworn.  County to present update on case.  

       Contractor – not present 

        

Investigator Arbuckle gave update to board that no further work has been completed and reminded the 

board that at the October 10, 2025 meeting the Board found that the contractor abandoned the job. Which 

is in violation of the Marion County Licensing Code, 5.5-3 (i) (1) and Florida Statute, 489.533 (1)(p) and 

continued phase 2 until the current meeting for the home owner to produce an estimate from a licensed 

contractor to resolve the work in question with the intent of awarding restitution. 

 

Homeowner presented an estimate from D. White Construction in the amount of $1632.06 to resolve the 

work. 

 

James Duryea moves and Roger Sandor seconded that the Board direct the Building Official to temporarily 

withhold Micah Joseph Ray / CG Consulting and Design, Inc.’s permitting privileges until restitution in the 

amount of $1632.06 be paid by the contractor to the homeowner. Motion passed unanimously. 

 

8. NEW BUSINESS:  

 
LRB 2025-6 Douglas & Penny Norkus v. Andrea Hope Samuel / Rays Construction of Ocala Inc 

 

Ethan White – Legal representation for Mr. & Mrs. Norkus – present and sworn 

Complainant – Douglas Norkus – Complainant - present and sworn 

Contractor – Andrea Hope Samuel – present and sworn 

Contractor Authorized Signer Raphael Samuel – present and sworn 

 

Mr. Norkus advised the board regarding multiple communication issues with the contractor as well as lack of 

professionalism. Mr. White alleges that the contractor did abandon the job due to no work being done during 

periods greater than 120 days during the course of the project. Requesting the board levee a maximum fine 

and withdraw the contractors certificate for the County. 

 

Assistant County Attorney Valdoson Shealy advised the board that he did not see that the board had an 

available resolution in this case due to the permit for the job successfully receiving a certificate of 

completion/occupancy. 

 

Board allowed the contractor to answer the complaint. Mr Samuel advised that he believed the job went fairly 

smoothly over all but there were some problems which were worked out regarding the electrical 

configuration. 

 

Chuck Stokes made a motion and Roger Sandor seconded, that the case be dismissed. Motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

9. OTHER BUSINESS:  None. 

      

10. NOTATION FOR RECORD:  None. 
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11. PUBLIC COMMENT: None. 

 

 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

_______________________________________      

Lee Kitzmiller / Chair 

 

 

 

_______________________________________ 

Ryan Arbuckle / Secretary 

 

 

cc:  Marion County Board of County Commissioners - Assistant County Attorney 

       Marion County Board of County Commissioners Record Clerk 
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Marion County 
Board of County Commissioners 
———————————————————————————— 
Building Safety ▪ Licensing 
 
2710 E. Silver Springs Blvd. 
Ocala, FL 34470 
Phone: 352-438-2400 
buildinglicensing@marionfl.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 RELEASE OF LICENSE REVIEW BOARD LIEN 
 

Know all men by these present that Marion County, a political subdivision of 
the State of Florida, owner and holder of the lien imposed by certain orders of 
the Marion County License Review Board against Crespin J. Salinas, 
Citation number(s) 745840 & 903376 as recorded in Official Records, Book 
6595, Page 1642 and Book 8369, Page 961 of the public records of Marion 
County, Florida, hereby acknowledges full payment and satisfaction thereof, 
and hereby consents that the same shall be satisfied of the record. 

 
Duly approved by Board Action this 10th day of February, 2026. 

 
BOARD OF COUNT COMMISSIONERS 
MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
 

________________________________ 
                                                           LEE KITZMILLER, CHAIRMAN 
 
 
 
 

RECORD AND RETURN TO: 
Contractor Licensing Division  
Marion County Building Department 
2710 East Silver Springs Boulevard 
Ocala, Florida  34470 
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Marion County 
Board of County Commissioners 
———————————————————————————— 
Building Safety ▪ Licensing 
 
2710 E. Silver Springs Blvd. 
Ocala, FL 34470 
Phone: 352-438-2400 
buildinglicensing@marionfl.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 BEFORE THE MARION COUNTY LICENSE REVIEW BOARD 

OF MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA 
   

       CERTIFIED MAIL: 7019 0700 0000 0551 1594 

          7019 0700 0000 0551 1600 

                                                                           

                                                                                                                 LRB 2025-7 

Douglas & Penny Norkus                 

Petitioner 

                

v.  

 

Andrea Hope Samuel / Ray’s Construction of Ocala 

Contractor  

CT# 1498/CBC058061 

 

BOARD ORDER 
 

The matter coming to be heard before the Marion County License Review Board for consideration of the 

complaint filed against the Contractor/Respondent. 

 

Service of this complaint was made by certified mail, and the Respondent was duly advised. 

 

The License Review Board hereby finds as fact: 

 

And as a conclusion of law finds the Contractor:  

[ ] Performed work in a manner which shows a lack of competency 

[ ] Performed work in a negligent manner 

[ ]     Performed work which is in violation of Marion County code and Florida Statute  

[ ] Misrepresented the cost/scope/quality or timetable of work performed  

[ ]  Engaged in dishonest trade practices by not paying the concrete company. 

[ ] Allowed his/her contractor's certificate to be used by others 

[ ]      Engaged in an activity which reflects upon his/her competency as a contractor 

  

 

And;  

 

 

Based upon the gravity of the offense, the License Review Board of Marion County has taken the 

following action on this case: 

 

[ ] Postponed 30 days 

             [X]   Dismissed   

[ ]   Withholding of permitting privileges until case has been resolved. 

[ ] Revoke permitting privileges in Marion County 

       [ ]    Letter of Reprimand on file with DBPR 

              [ ]     Made to pay restitution in the amount $ 

                     [ ]  Fine in the amount of $ 

[ ]       Suspension of Certificate 

[ ]      Revocation of Certificate 
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A copy of this Order will be placed in the records of the Marion County Building Department and, if 

Contractor is State Certified/Registered, this ORDER will also be forwarded to the Department of 

Business and Professional Regulation, State of Florida. 

  

 

 

A contractor may petition the Board to rehear a decision of revoking or suspending their certificate of 

competency or authorizing withholding of building permits.  The petition must be received by the 

Marion County Building Department on a form provided by the Department by 5:00 p.m. on the 

tenth (10th) calendar day after the date of execution of this Order.  A decision of the License Review 

Board may be appealed by writ of certiorari to the Circuit Court in and for Marion County within thirty 

(30) days after the date of execution. 

 

FURTHER, the Marion County License Review Board makes the RECOMMENDATION to the Florida 

Construction Industry Licensing Board (FCIL Board), Jacksonville, FL to impose on the State Registration 

the following penalty: 

 

[X] No further action    

[ ] Postponed 90 days   

[ ]     Dismissed   

[ ]   Withholding of permitting privileges until restitution is made 

[ ]    Suspension of permitting privileges in Marion County  

[ ] Made to pay restitution in the amount of $  

[ ]     Fine in the amount of $ 

 

 

In accordance with Florida Statutes, Chapter 489.131(7) (c) and (d), the disciplined contractor, the 

complainant, or the Department of Business and Professional Regulation may challenge the local 

enforcement body's recommended penalty to the FCIL Board.  A challenge shall be filed within sixty (60) 

days of the issuance of the recommended penalty with the FCIL Board in Jacksonville, Florida.  If 

challenged, there is a presumptive finding of probable cause, and the case may proceed before the FCIL 

Board without the need for a probable cause hearing. 

 

Failure of the disciplined contractor, the complainant, or the Department of Business and Professional 

Regulation to challenge the local enforcement body’s recommended penalty within the time period set 

forth above shall constitute a waiver of the right to a hearing before the FCIL Board. 

 

A waiver of the right to a hearing before the FCIL Board shall be deemed an admission of the violation, 

and the penalty recommended shall become the final order according to the procedures developed by FCIL 

Board rule without further FCIL Board action. The disciplined contractor may 

Appeal this Board action to the district court.  

 

DONE AND ORDERED by the Marion County License Review Board this December 9th, 2025. 

 

 

    LICENSE REVIEW BOARD OF  

              MARION COUNTY                     

 

 

 

        _______________________________ 

            Jeremiah Bennett /Vice-Chair  
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Marion County 
Board of County Commissioners 
———————————————————————————— 
Building Safety ▪ Licensing 
 
2710 E. Silver Springs Blvd. 
Ocala, FL 34470 
Phone: 352-438-2400 
buildinglicensing@marionfl.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
January 5, 2026      CERTIFIED # 7020 2450 0002 0559 1424 

         
DOUGLAS & PENNY NORKUS 
8231 SW 41ST PLACE RD 
OCALA FL 34481 
 
Dear Douglas & Penny Norkus; 
 
Please be advised your Petition for Rehearing in Case #LRB 2025-7 has been received in reference to: 
  
                                                  ANDREA HOPE SAMUEL 
                                       RAY'S CONSTRUCTION OF OCALA INC     
       6300 SE 41ST COURT       
       OCALA, FL  34480                     
 
Before the Marion County License Review Board at their meeting on Tuesday, January 13th, 2026 
at 5:30 P.M.  In the Marion County Growth Management Building – Training Facility at, 2710 E. Silver 
Springs Blvd.   A copy of the petition has been sent to the contractor. 
 
It is requested that you attend this meeting.  You may bring legal counsel to this meeting (if you so desire.)   
Any additional documentation substantiating your claim must be received five (5) working days prior to 
the hearing as it is accepted as evidence and therefore becomes part of the case file. You will be given 
five (5) minutes to present your case and then a two (2) minute rebuttal. 

 
Please contact the License Review Board Secretary, 352-438-2429 on Monday, January 12th, 2026 to 
verify the status of this hearing.   Should you settle your dispute prior to the case date, please ask 
the complainant to send the Building Safety Department a written statement before the scheduled 
hearing date requesting the complaint be withdrawn.    

 
Please be advised, if any person or persons wish to appeal a decision of the license review board made 
at the above hearing, a record of the proceedings will be needed by such person(s) as well as a verbatim 
record. If you wish to preserve the testimony given at the hearing, you must make your own arrangements 
to do so.  If any person requiring special equipment should contact the Board Secretary at least two (2) 
business days prior to the meeting. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Ryan M. Arbuckle 
License Review Board Secretary / Acting 
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Marion County 
Board of County Commissioners 
———————————————————————————— 
Building Safety ▪ Licensing 
 
2710 E. Silver Springs Blvd. 
Ocala, FL 34470 
Phone: 352-438-2400 
buildinglicensing@marionfl.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
January 13, 2026                                 
      CERTIFIED MAIL #7020 2450 0002 0559 1431 
 
ANDREA HOPE SAMUEL  
RAY’S CONSTRUCTION OF OCALA INC 
6300 SE 41ST COURT 
OCALA, FL 34480 
CT # 1498 
 
Dear Andrea Samuel,   

 
Please be advised a Petition for Rehearing in, Case # LRB 2025-7 has been brought by: 
 

 
Complainant’s Name:   DOUGLAS & PENNY NORKUS 
                                                           8231 SW 41ST PLACE RD 
                                                           OCALA FL 34481 
    
Before the Marion County License Review Board at their meeting scheduled for Tuesday, January 
13th, 2026 at 5:30 P.M. In the Marion County Growth Management Building – Training Facility at 2710 
E. Silver Springs Blvd. Enclosed is a copy of the complaint and supporting documentation.   

   
It is requested that you attend this meeting.  You may bring legal counsel to this meeting (if you so desire.)   
Any additional documentation substantiating your claim must be received five (5) working days prior to 
the hearing as it is accepted as evidence and therefore becomes part of the case file.  

 
Please contact the License Review Board Secretary, 352-438-2429 on Monday, January 13th, 2026 to 
verify the status of this hearing.   Should you settle your dispute prior to the case date, please ask 
the complainant to send the Building Safety Department a written statement before the scheduled 
hearing date requesting the complaint be withdrawn.    

 
Please be advised, if any person or persons wish to appeal a decision of the license review board made 
at the above hearing, a record of the proceedings will be needed by such person(s) as well as a verbatim 
record.  If you wish to preserve the testimony given at the hearing, you must make your own 
arrangements to do so.  If any person requiring special equipment should contact the Board Secretary at 
least two (2) business days prior to the meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

Ryan M. Arbuckle 
License Review Board Secretary / Acting 
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Communication to Marion County Building License Review Board 
regarding Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. (General Contractor) 

 

This is to summarize my experience working with Ray and Andrea Samuel of Ray’s 
Construction of Ocala, Inc. for the past thirteen months.  Although a contractor may 
operate their business in nearly any fashion they wish, allowing the market to primarily 
address performance issues, as a Licensed General Contractor, the business must also 
meet ethical and operational expectations to ensure community safety and integrity 
standards are met.  I do not believe Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. met the standards 
expected of a licensed contractor in Marion County when working the project at 8231 SW 
41st Place Road, Ocala, FL 34481.  While there are further examples beyond those 
discussed here, I am focusing on what I consider to be the primary ethical and county 
standards that were breached.   From my perspective, the fundamental shortcomings in 
the arrangement were the Samuel’s having a fixed mindset regarding their interpretation of 
codes and contract terms mixed with an unwillingness to collaborate with their customer, 
and perhaps their sub-contractors.  Several questions during the build would be addressed 
as ‘we’ll re-do that after the inspection’.  Other common responses were ‘you don’t need to 
know that’; ‘that [information] isn’t needed yet’; ‘I didn’t allot/account for that in the project’ 
(e.g. concrete, painting), sometimes with an expectation of additional cost to the customer.  
There was also a pattern of not doing the work to original intent of the drawing/contract with 
expectation of accepting the undesirable condition or incurring additional costs to rectify 
(workshop cabinet, carport electrical panel, electrical light/fan switches.)  This would 
occur even when informed ahead of time so work would not have to be redone, as in the 
case of the cabinets and appliance installation.  A specific instance of this occurred 
regarding the need to have separate fan/light toggle switches.  James of Mini-electric 
(Electrical sub-contractor) had a similar response of “I’ll come back after inspection and fix 
it.” The inspection is done, but no repairs have been made.   My experience is that they 
would leave details unstated or, from their perspective ‘none of [the customer’s] business’ 
until after the deviation was brought to their attention by the customer or county 
inspectors.  All projects have deviations and changes.  We attempted to minimize 
occurrence of change, misunderstandings, or quality issues through drawing review and 
discussions prior to signing the contract and by following the construction process.  We did 
not expect zero issues or changes.  We did expect professional, collaborative problem-
solving aligned with the original intent of the project.  Unfortunately, when issues occurred, 
instead of open discussion, the primary response was directives or demands with a take it 
or leave it proposition, sometimes adding “I don’t care how you feel about this.”  We also 
did not anticipate undisclosed practices peculiar to Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. 

LRB 2025-27
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 2 

stated as ‘that’s how we normally do it”.  An additional complication on this project was the 
unwillingness or inability of Andrea to create a consistent, cogent Change Order 
document.  We asked for a change order when Andrea suggested changing the sliding glass 
door to French Doors.  We never received a change order and subsequently had di`erent 
understanding of the verbal agreement, costing us an additional ~$640 based on Andrea’s 
interpretation that inner blind options constituted window treatments, which are not part of 
the contract.  Andrea provided an itemized list of electrical components and their costs to 
record the workshop's electrical modifications, but the list failed to accurately reflect the 
extra work performed and did not correctly total the net cost di`erence ($200 owed by us).   
I provided a paragraph list of the changes to which Ray and I had agreed, suggesting we 
could sign this, but that was not acceptable to Andrea.  The absence of structured change 
order procedures led Ray and me to manage these modifications through direct verbal 
agreements.  It would have been better had we stuck to the contract requirement to have 
changes documented in writing, with a standard form and process.  As other discussion 
points (deviations or contract interpretations more so than requested changes from either 
party) developed, the default expectation from the General Contractor (GC) was for us to 
accept deviations, lack of adherence to the drawing or contract even when brought to their 
attention. An early example on the project occurred with the house positioning on the lot.  
During drawing review, alignment to a pre-existing carport was used as an anchor point to 
establish the position and orientation of the house. Based on this, one of the covered 
porches was extended to enable covered access to the carport, adding to the cost.  During 
construction, this was changed to make construction easier and less costly by not 
requiring removal of existing concrete.  This was resolved collaboratively (no change order).  
The acceptance was based on a common desire of e`iciency and the promise of moving 
the carport relative to the new position of the house.  However, the carport was not moved 
as one of the unstated limits/job estimates was the allocated concrete for the project.  The 
carport would be moved if we paid for additional concrete required in the new location.  An 
additional relevant example was the height of the block walls.  The print indicated ~8' 
heights, but the contract specified 9' 4".   Andrea’s first request was to accept the condition 
as is, even though it would change a significant design feature of the dwelling.  We did not 
agree, and the wall height was added to the structure, but not repaired, causing knock-on 
issues for electrical installation.  I don’t know if the drawings submitted to the county were 
revised or are required to be revised, however, I don’t want there to be downstream issues 
with the county once the project is complete.  I have lost any confidence or trust of Ray’s 
Construction of Ocala, Inc to be an honest broker with the county and ask the board to 
weigh in on my concern. 
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I am providing three attachments with supporting detail regarding my most concerning 
ethical or standards violations:  Attachment 1, Formal Communication from me to Andrea 
and Ray attempting to resolve a concern Andrea had regarding payments and requesting a 
formal Verification of Funds (VOF). Attachment 2, Timeline of project abandonment 
exceeding 90 days.  Attachment 3, Timeline of Electrical Code violation.  Although the 
abandonment/delay of the project and the electrical code violation could be seen as 
related, I am separating them for clarity as well as recognition that no attempts from me 
personally, the county representatives, or our legal counsel has changed the belligerent 
‘take it or leave it’ approach from Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc.  While I am not a lawyer, 
it seems Ray’s deliberate work delay and request for $2000 to fix the electrical code 
violation could be considered extortion. It is irrelevant he eventually acquiesced as the 
threat had already been made and followed through on by delaying the project nearly ten 
weeks by then. I had also expended significant time work to find alternate electrical service 
providers as well as incurring attorney’s fees. 

Attachment 1 Narrative 

Attempt to resolve Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. cashflow concern and improve 
communications  

This is submitted as demonstration of the seriousness to which having a positive 
relationship and project outcome was to me.  I have not experienced any improvement in 
demonstrated respect from the General Contractor, Ray Samuel, despite multiple informal 
requests and a formal request from my attorney.  In fact, as of today (October 22, 2025) the 
disrespect is worse as Ray has made good on his Oct 7 statement that he will not talk to me 
anymore.  The electrical subcontractor was scheduled to install the single box for the 
meter today (see attachment 3).  He did not show up to the job site and as of 7:30 PM no 
communication from Ray indicating when the work will be rescheduled has been received.  
This dereliction of basic courtesy is absent.  My e`ort to positively impact on the 
communications and therefore the project outcome began in March 2025.   Andrea came 
to our house to collect Draw #3 (Dry-In: Shingles, Rough Electrical, Plumbing, HVAC).  
During this conversation Andrea expressed concerns that I would not have the funds to 
complete the project.  There was no explanation as to why she thought this was a 
possibility as we had paid the start-up and demo draw together, draw #1 and draw #2 as 
requested.  However, she also stated that she had not managed the project payments for 
cash flow properly as this was the first project for them that did not go through a bank 
financing process.  Early in the conversation, I had called Ray as I felt he should be part of 
the conversation as he and I had agreed to be the primary conduit of communication since 
I had lost trust in Andrea’s willingness to be forthcoming when I had to do her job to 
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address the roof shingles being out of production.  It was during this phone conversation 
that Ray not only considered it solely a funding rather than a quality/performance issue but 
also stated the contract did not state the Shingles had to be installed to get the draw.  It is 
this duplicitous self-serving changing rationale to suit their desired outcome from both 
Andrea and Ray that is at the root of the ethical and code violations that ultimately required 
the county inspection organization to help resolve.  Please accept attachment 1 as an 
extemporaneous statement of facts at the time.  I also include Andrea’s response that she 
‘did not read it as she could not imagine anything she would have done to warrant a 2-page 
letter.’  It was a few weeks later that Ray stated something to the e`ect of ‘I tore up your 
letter without reading it.’  This was during an in-person discussion from his telling me he 
had not read the letter yet multiple times.  This is given here as an example of the dishonest 
communication that became the cornerstone of Ray’s unwillingness or inability to hear 
opposing views or customer concerns in a reasonable manner.  In this discussion, as I had 
included the VOF letter from Merrill Lynch as they had requested even though there was no 
apology as requested in my letter before doing so.  I was shocked when he added insult to 
injury by stating, “I won’t give you an apology, I’ve done nothing wrong.  I don’t care how you 
feel about this project.”  This was likely the first, but not the last time Ray stated to me “I 
don’t care how you feel about this job.”  This was from a man that thought it appropriate to 
chastise me when I inadvertently said ‘hell’ in a discussion with his wife, telling me that ‘it 
a`ects the relationship and follow on communications.”  I apologized to both by text and 
email after his criticism.   Despite not believing I acted improperly or disrespectfully, I 
wanted to rectify the issue out of respect for their expressed concern.    In the case of the 
VOF letter, he had implied several times that he merely hadn’t read the letter yet, not that 
he had intentionally ripped up the correspondence, not reading it and destroying the very 
proof of funding they had requested.   This was more insulting than the original slight of 
accusing me of not having su`icient funds and I stated so with “Shame on You” response.  
In the letter was also an o`er to discuss the cash flow of the project as I did not want them 
concerned about either funding or be in a negative cashflow situation.  Since they could not 
bring themselves to discuss the topic, I don’t know if it led to cutting corners on the work or 
quality of the workmanship, which was my concern.  I do know that an incorrect bathroom 
vanity cabinet was intentionally installed in the workshop only to be removed and the 
cabinet specified in the drawing was never installed.  That is an example of poor quality 
that could have been the result of their response to this issue.  My concerns were validated 
with workmanship on the project (specifically with cabinets having to be re-done, some of 
which could not be repaired, and the workshop cabinet removed based on schedule 
drivers, never re-installed when Ray slipped the completion by 4 months without 
notification or discussion).  Please validate everything Ray or Andrea present as 
explanation of meeting the ethical and code of conduct expectations of a licensed General 
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Contractor.  They seem to have a very narrow and specific perspective from which they 
operate that doesn’t always align with independent views.  Neither Ray or Andrea ever 
simply asked ‘how can we make the project go more smoothly’, they did not ‘put their 
heads down and finish the job as soon and as e`iciently as possible’ as asserted in 
Andrea’s e-mail response to my letter attempting to improve the situation. 

 

Attachment 2 Narrative 

Timeline of project abandonment exceeding 90 days.   

 

Ray had stated in early May 2025 that the project would be complete by the end of May.  He 
had even removed the dumpster, port-a-potty, and other items from the job site in 
preparation of completion.  The last meaningful job performed by a subcontractor was the 
electrical panel under the carport that was re-wired in early June (that work remains 
incomplete even though Ray was notified specifically via Text on June 6, 2025 of an issue).  
In a brief call on October 7, 2025, Ray stated he would not be doing any of that ‘old work’, 
laughing once again at the question.  The water treatment system is powered via electrical 
extension cord as shown to Ray in June to this date.  Although there were additional 
bathroom installations and repair/bump-out items to do, no additional work was 
performed until October 15, 2025, when Steve Charleston (MITRE Man of Ocala) installed 
the safety grab bars in the bathrooms.  This too was only done after an initial attempt of 
deviating from the contract and specific lay-out provided to Ray in March 2025 in order to 
prevent wasted time and e`ort.  There remain contract and bump-out items remaining to 
this date.   

No final walk-through has been conducted to date.  Although Ray had adjusted completion 
estimates previously to the end of June no current completion estimate has been provided 
by Ray.  In fact, on a 10/7/2025 call, Ray specifically stated that he did not have to provide 
me any schedule or completion date and would not be doing so.  When viewing the 
attachment 2 time-line adjacent to attachment 3 time-line, it is my proposal that Ray used 
the time available in the contract and the time in which the permit would expire to exert 
maximum pressure on us to pay his demand of $2000 instead of completing the project 
professionally and in good faith as expected of Marion County General Contractors.  I also 
believe this meets the definition of extortion. I know the coercion felt like extortion.  I was 
no longer willing to give into this inappropriate, disrespectfull bullying.  Although it is not 
relevant to a code violation, I would like the board to understand for whom this project is 
being done:  My father and father-in-law.  One is a 92-year-old Korean Vet with Chronic 
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Kidney Disease (CKD).  During the last 5 months of intentionally delayed work, he declined 
from Stage 4 to Stage 5 CKD, which is the terminal stage.  The other is an 81-year-old 
widower with Dementia currently in a memory care unit.  Andrea and Ray are keenly aware 
of our situation and I believe were using our desire for quick resolution as leverage to 
coerce additional funds.  There were many options available to Ray, other than delaying the 
work.  He could have responded with ‘A mistake was made, and although I don’t accept full 
responsibility, I am going to meet the county’s requirements and we will settle the cost 
disagreement during the final draw.’  This obvious kicking of the issue down the road would 
not have resolved it until later, however, it would have resulted in the project being 
complete far closer to the contractual expectation of 300 days from permit start and 
maximum of 365 days.  That would also have resulted in some level of good will, however, 
as in the example of attachment 1, that is not the way of Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. 
That is why consequences from the board, an authority which should garner respect from 
the GC, is essential as nothing else has or will impact their egregious business practices.   

 

Attachment 3 Narrative 

Timeline of Electrical Code violation.   

 

Although this item is what ultimately caused the biggest issue with Marion County code 
enforcement regarding permitting and final inspections, the behaviors from the Samuel’s 
during restitution was indicative of what we have been dealing with since having to find a 
source for the roof shingles in Feb, 2025 when Andrea refused to find alternative solutions 
other than her requesting we select an inferior style from the 3 options originally presented 
(the remaining 2 options were nothing like our desired choice).  It is with the skepticism of 
that experience we engaged on the electrical installation issue in June 2025. 

The building was powered on with 2 meters on May 6th, 2025.  This was per discussions with 
Andrea of Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. and arranged through SECO.  The first time we 
knew of a county code concern was when we were called by Marissa Switcher on June 10, 
2025.  She was setting up a meeting with Mr. Mike Savage and sta` to discuss the failed 
electrical inspection.  Although she wanted to set the meeting for June 13, 2025, I could not 
support that day as I was scheduled for open-heart surgery in Gainesville.  On a personal 
note, Ray called me a liar on a few occasions leading to this event wherein he declared that 
because he saw me earlier in the day, I couldn’t have been in an emergency clinic unable to 
talk (as opposed to texting) him as he was demanding.  Soon after recovering from surgery, 
we reached out to Marissa at the county to resume our discussion, but were told the issue 
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had been resolved with the contractor and that we should follow up with them.   We 
requested the follow-up meeting as we did not trust the contractor to represent our 
interests in good faith.  This meeting occurred on June 25th, 2025, led by Mr. Mike Savage 
and attended by several county personnel as well as Andrea, Ray, and us (Doug & Penny 
Norkus).  In that meeting, we discovered that Andrea had agreed to remove the door 
between the two sides of the dwelling as well as to install a single electrical meter.  
Removal of the door would completely change the functionality of the property and was 
unacceptable to us.  We explained to the group the intent of the property was as a home to 
be shared by our father and father-in-law.  That was the purpose of building 2 sides and 
having separate utility billing. We worked with Cindy Garr of zoning to sign paperwork for 
the Single-Family zoning so the door could remain.  Although I would have preferred to keep 
the two panels that had been installed since ~ April and powered on since May, having 
passed two county inspections, the county was firm on allowing only a single meter to the 
dwelling.  The use and design of the structure was known by the General Contractor from 
the onset of the contract.  It is the General Contractor’s responsibility to build to Marion 
County code.  What I have discovered over the last four months working to resolve this 
issue leads me to conclude Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. did not follow required 
process.  Whether through ignorance, incompetence, or intentionally, the result was an 
unacceptable code violation for which they were contractually and professionally obligated 
to meet.  Instead of acknowledging the issue and expediting rectification and project 
completion, Ray attempted to charge us $2000 from us to fix the issue he should have 
prevented.  When that did not work, Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. delayed the project 
to add pressure to us to concede through illegitimate casting blame on the county or his 
electrical contractor (James of Mini-Electric) as cause of the delay.  The most relevant 
evidence to support my argument (noted in the timeline) are: (1) June 16th, 2025, Text from 
Ray Samuel stating the county requires us to change the service to a single meter at the 
cost [to us] of $2000. (2) June 25, 2025 meeting with County leadership in which Mr. Savage 
made it clear only one meter was allowed per code, (3) July 7th, 2025 Ray Samuel text 
“Good morning I’m back and am checking to see what the county said”, (4) July 14th, 2025 
Ray Samuel text [identical to text of July 7th] “Good morning I’m back and am checking to 
see what the county said” (5) August 12th, 2025, meeting with Ray Samuel, Marshall of 
SECO Energy and Doug Norkus during which Ray stated, “The work will not get done until 
you pay me $2000”.  He then proceeded to walk o` the jobsite with me telling him “It’s your 
responsibility and I’m not paying you to fix what should never have happened. Just do your 
job.” (6) On August 12th, 2025, I met with Mike Biganali, County Inspection Manager, Tito, 
Lead County Electrical Inspector, and an additional county electrical inspector to ensure 
alignment of expectations among all parties.   Ray Samuel was invited by the county and 
expected to be present.  He did not attend.  I relayed to the group the conversation with 
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Ray, Marshall, and I from earlier in the day to the group.  (6) I don’t have specific records of 
the phone calls wherein Ray Samuel stated various excuses for the delay such as: he was 
waiting on the county for a drawing; that the county had just emailed him a drawing to 
follow (did not provide copy as requested) and that he doesn’t know electrical, James of 
Mini-electric would be working it).  It is my view that Ray was not an honest broker of 
information in his communication with the County Building Inspection organization.  (7) In 
addition to the significant delay imposed on us by Ray, I exerted many hours getting 
alternate electrical sub-contractors to bid on installing the single meter so the build project 
could be finished in a timely manner. Just as I was selecting a contractor and attempting to 
engage the county to take over the permit, Ray called to state he would complete the work 
without charge.  Ray’s intentional delay wasted many resources, including other Marion 
County Electrical Contractors bidding on this job mismanaged by Ray.  The work is 
scheduled for the week of October 20, 2025.  As of this writing, it is 2 days behind schedule 
with no communications from Ray indicating when it will be completed.   

If I understand the county approval process correctly, I believe what should have occurred 
regarding the meter installation is:  The GC should have submitted drawings to the county 
for approval showing 2 meters prior to doing the electrical installation.  This would have 
been in March or early April 2025.  The county would have approved or disapproved this 
update in the normal course of project/permitting.  By installing them without this approval 
recorded, Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. gave the county the impression of dishonesty.  
It also exposed the entire project to risk of delay and unanticipated cost which were both 
realized when the final electrical inspection failed.  Whether it was an ‘honest mistake,’ 
incompetence, or something else is for the board to decide.   

I would appreciate the board considering this complaint is not primarily about the $2000 
cost Ray demanded.  His intentional delay has cost us far more in on-going care expenses 
for our fathers as well as the unrecoverable quality of time with them in the dwelling.  This 
issue is about a consistent pattern of unethical coercion by a Licensed Marion County GC.  
Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. incompetently engaged with the Marion County review 
process in an unprofessional manner, then expected their customer to ‘foot the bill.’   When 
refused, the customer was retaliated against through delay of the project, exclusion from 
problem-solving and schedule collaboration.  At no point did Ray Samuel straightforwardly 
say, "I made a mistake," or "A mistake was made . . . what can we do to work it out?”  
Instead, he continued his on-going disrespect of the customer, the county building 
organization, and the profession of General Building Contracting.  They should not be 
allowed to impose this on other Marion County residents, which I believe they will do 
without consequences levied from the board, as it is ‘how they like to work.’ 
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Even if I trusted Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. to finish the rest of the project and 
warranty work in good faith, which I do not, his conduct between June and October 2025 
regarding the electrical meter code violation alone is unacceptable and justifies 
intervention by the licensing board.   His intentional delay of the project, lack of 
communication, unprofessional behavior and strong-arming actions fall far below the 
Marion County General Contractor ethical expectations and adherence to code 
compliance.  I am requesting the board administer the appropriate consequences that 
Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. does not repeat this stress-inducing and costly 
experience with any other Marion County residents.  It is clear they will not change their 
approach without some intervention from a source of authority which they must respect.   

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Douglas A. Norkus 
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Attachment 2: Timeline of Project Abandonment Exceeding 90 Days 

 

• ~ May 30, 2025 (end of May):  Removal of dumpster and work support items from the 
site.  This coincided with the original verbal completion estimate provided by Ray 
Samuel. 

• ~ June 2, 2025: Final Electrical inspection scheduled, Carport Electrical panel work 
performed with error in need of repair reported to Ray via phone conversation and 
text.  In that conversation, Ray stated that “James said he did all the work correctly 
and I believe him more than I believe you.”  He also stated if I have the proof that I 
discussed, I was to provide it.  Ray was very sensitive to my talking to sub-
contractors that were working on my property, so I became overly sensitive to 
ensuring I did not have quality or schedule conversations with sub-contractors 
[explanation of my comment in text regarding my conversation with James of Mini-
Electric regarding the carport panel work].  The EcoWater Systems technician 
installed the aeration unit, which needed electrical power in the building before the 
power was disrupted by the carport panel work.  Ray never returned to the job-site 
to review this defect, yet in a conversation with Ray on October 7, 2025 at 5:17 PM 
when asked about completing this repair work, Ray laughingly stated “Doug, were 
not going to go back through that old stu\.”  The temporary electrical power 
provided through an extension cord from the house is still in place as of Oct 20, 
2025.  
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• June 6, 2025: Request for assurance that the bathroom items specifically called out 
in the contract for Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. to ‘… purchase and install … had 
been ordered [original text provided to show the desired items and lay-out was 
provided March 2, 2025].  This exchange also demonstrates the approach Ray took 
by not answering simple questions he deemed either ‘none of my business’ or 
discounted and ignored for whatever personal reason he had to behave 
disrespectfully. 
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• June 10 – Oct 24, 2025:  Failure of electrical meter installation will be covered in 
Attachment 3.  This was a significant delay in the project.  Ray Samuel may have 
delayed the project to avoid accountability and charge an extra $2000.  My position 
is that the General Contractor should know the codes and should have abided by 
them, informing us of the rationale.     

• Aug 27 – Oct 15, 2025: Concerns with electrical meter drawing and on-going request 
to complete the remaining non-electrical work incomplete since the job was 
stopped in May 2025.  My goal was to gain occupancy as soon as allowed based on 
declining health of both Fathers.  During this time, Ray conceded to install the 
bathroom items (ADA Grab bars, Hand-held shower, and Medicine cabinets 
according to the contract).  However, as had become the pattern, he instructed his 
sub-contractor to do very specific work and refused to adjust based on my 
expressed concerns or questions.  My approach changed to be present for the work, 
stop it if confirmed wrong, and attempt to work with Ray to correct.  On Aug 28th I 
attempted to correct the bathroom installation items (had been provided to Ray in 
March 2025 and requested confirmation of items and structural supports in June.). 
Ray set the work for Sep 4th, 2025, but when I met the sub-contractor (Steve 
Charleston of Miter Man of Ocala), Steve said Ray only asked him to install a single 
42” grab bar and a hand-held shower head.   Ray subsequently told me (via text) to 
purchase what items I wanted, assuring me he would reimburse me afterward.  On 
October 7, 2025, he reversed his position in a phone call, simultaneously claiming I 
misunderstood the contract and that he would follow the contract by purchasing 
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and installing the items.  I retorted that I had already purchased the items per his 
direction and my response after consideration documented all via text.  He disputed 
the text history, so it is included below.  I stated to him that I had a specific 
conversation with Andrea regarding that line-item negotiation and she increased the 
contract price by $5000 to accommodate that work.  Therefore, I expected a return 
of that cost.  I have found this indicative of Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc.  They 
have an undocumented approach to contracting and build that when deviated from 
expect the customer to bear the schedule and cost burdens irrespective of the 
contract or drawings.  This is unprofessional and inconsistent with Marion County 
expectations of General Contractors.  The original layout images were provided to 
Ray Samuel upon request on March 2, 2025, and to Steve Charleston on September 
4, 2025.  My understanding from Steve is that he also sent them to Ray and 
referenced them during their discussion of the work.   Regarding the bathroom 
installation, only the ADA-compliant grab bars were installed on October 15, 2025.  
According to Steve, no backing support was installed in the side wall of the shower, 
so those grab-bars had to be secured with anchors.  The hand-held showers have 
yet to be installed, nor the medicine cabinets (which can no longer be per contract 
as planned because they installed their ‘normal’ arrangement and did not review the 
contract requirements).  Alternative shelving was purchased to accommodate the 
current bathroom configuration rather than rectifying the installation error.  The only 
item purchased and installed by Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. was the ADA 
toilet, which did not match the March 2 picture in either brand or functionality.  We 
have adjusted to this unprofessional approach in order to get the job finished and 
our father’s gaining occupancy as soon as practical.  
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Attachment 3: Timeline of Electrical Code Violation 

• May 6, 2025: SECO applies power to the building through 2 meters as planned and 
coordinated through Andrea Samuel.  The electrical sub-contractor was informed via 
text as the Samuel’s were on vacation and project work was pending power application.  
No project work was done until they returned from vacation.  I found out later that the a 
sub-contractor had wanted to complete his work, but could not contact Andrea and did 
not have my contact information or the gate access as other sub-contractors had been 
provided. 

• June 2 – 6, 2025 Final inspections were conducted in anticipation of project completion 
by mid-June.  After the failed electrical inspection, Ray Samuel stated the county just 
needed the drawing updated to clear the inspection and he anticipated completing the 
project by the end of the month.  During this period the electrical panel under the 
carport was modified (original expectation was to remove the panel and incorporate the 
circuits in the existing primary meter or determine alternate means to power the 
existing out-building circuits).  Each time this was discussed with Ray, he consistently 
acknowledged his lack of expertise in this area and insisted his electrical sub-
contractor would take care of it.  Although I had communicated clear expectations with 
contractual requirements, Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. did not translate those to 
the sub-contractor, causing confusion and disruption in the build process.   

• June 10 - 16, 2025: Initiation of coordination of county inspection meeting regarding the 
failed electrical inspection of ~ June 5, 2025.  Marissa Switcher (Mr. Savage’s 
administrative assistant) was arranging the meeting by calling directly to both parties. 
My wife informed Marissa that we could not make the meeting on June 13th, 2025, due 
to my scheduled open-heart surgery.  We said we would be happy to attend another 
time.  My understanding is Marissa communicated that to the Samuels.  I informed Ray 
on June 10th, 2025, that I would not be at the meeting and that I had informed the 
county.   The text message I sent on June 15, 2025, was inadvertently directed to Ray, 
although it was intended for my wife. She had assumed responsibility for 
communications with Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. during my heart surgery and 
hospital recovery.  In this exchange, Ray clearly had a solution costed at $2000 for 
which he expected payment.  He had spoken with the county and ‘resolved’ the matter.  
I informed him that he was not to proceed with any work until I was released from the 
hospital.  On June 16th, 2025, my wife sent a very specific text to both Andrea and Ray 
that they were not to contact me further until I was out of the hospital.   
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• June 18 – 25, 2025:  I was discharged from the hospital on June 18, 2025, we called 
Marissa Switcher to arrange for the meeting missed.  It was then that we were informed 
the contractor had resolved the issue and advised to contact the General Contractor for 
an update.  We informed her that we had lost trust in the contractor to represent our 
interests in good faith and would like to have a meeting of all parties as originally 
planned for June 13, 2025.  The meeting took place on June 25, 2025; o`icial minutes 
are available from the county upon request.  We learned at the meeting that Ray’s 
Construction of Ocala, Inc. had ‘resolved’ the issue by agreeing to remove the door 
between the two living areas, which changed the intent of the design that was in place 
from the outset.  Our concern that the contractor was not addressing the issue with our 
best interest in mind was validated.  The primary actions were to satisfy zoning (Cindy 
Garr) regarding the door between the units (completed July 1, 2025) and change 
electrical service to one meter (pending completion scheduled for week of Oct 20, 
2025). 

• July 7 - 31, 2025:  Ray returns from vacation, communicating that he was working with 
the county to complete the electrical work. In phone communications with Ray during 
this period, he claimed to be waiting on the county for a drawing. However, whenever I 
reached out to the county, they directed me back to Ray to address the issue, 
specifically mentioning the meeting from June 25, 2025.  I believe Ray intentionally 
mislead both myself and the county (if any communication occurred between Ray’s 
Construction of Ocala, Inc. and the county) during this period to delay the work and add 
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completion time-pressure to strengthen his leverage for the $2000 cost demanded on 
June 15, 2025.  I believe I was extremely patient, perhaps overly patient with Ray’s 
Construction of Ocala, Inc. and the county during this frustrating period of non-
performance.  The customer/property owner should not have needed to reach out to 
the contractor or the county to move the project forward, however with Ray Samuel’s 
lack of progress and dismissive/misleading communication, I did need to engage.   
Later in the process they would indicate they were waiting on their electrical contractor 
(James of Mini-electric).  For this reason, we brought in an attorney who possesses 
strong communication skills to assist us in navigating the process with both the county 
and the general contractor.  Ray repeatedly dismissed our attorney's points, saying, "If 
your attorney had anything on us, you would have already filed."  Once again, Ray 
misinterpreted our reaching out for help to resolve the di`icult situation and continued 
his open disrespect for the customer, our attorney,  and the county. 

    

• Aug 11 – 28, 2025 Electrical panel discussions and planning; 2nd demand for $2000 
payment prior to completion of work.  9:00 AM August 12, 2025, Ray arranged to meet 
with SECO to review work of removing 2 meters installed and replacing with 1 meter.  
The county had arranged to meet with the county inspection leadership (Mr. Mike B, 
lead electrical inspector Tito, and one of the area’s inspectors), Ray Samuel of Ray’s 
Construction of Ocala, Inc., and myself to ensure alignment of the parties (per Mr. 
Savage, County Director of the Building Division).  The on-site meeting resulted from the 
June 25, 2025 meeting and subsequent communications, aiming to align all parties and 

91



 4 

promptly address the code violation.  It was specifically scheduled for Ray Samuel to 
attend.  He did not show up and did not inform any of the other parties of his declining 
the meeting or rationale for not attending as planned.  At 9:00 AM, Ray had met with 
SECO and me at the property, repeating his demand for $2000.  In my assessment, this 
was the point at which Ray’s actions transitioned from proposing a cost to engaging in 
extortion, as he explicitly stated that no further work would proceed until payment of 
$2,000 was received. I responded that I would not pay for his mistake and told him to do 
his job.   

 

        

• Aug 13 – 27, 2025 - I concluded from Ray not attending the county meeting that he was 
abandoning the job and proceeded to file a licensing complaint to the county and 
interview electrical contractors to complete the required meter work.  It is my belief that 
Ray intentionally separated the meetings to make the demand away from the county 
leadership and did not attend the previously arranged county meeting to ensure the 
parties would not be aligned for a smooth project completion.  As I worked with 
electrical contractors interested in the work (list can be provided), I contacted James of 
Mini-electric to get information about the current installation so work could be 
transitioned.  James was unhelpful, stating he might provide the information if 
contacted by my lawyer, which he could have only learned from Ray.  On August 27, 
2025, Ray submitted the initial drawing outlining the corrective work required to 
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address the code violation.  I don’t believe the drawing was provided by the county as 
Ray had stated, I believe it was drawn by James of Mini-electric.  Ray's demand for 
$2,000—first requested by text on June 15, 2025, and repeated in person on August 12, 
2025—was based on the concept, if not the drawing. On August 12, he also refused to 
proceed with any work until receiving the additional payment.  Whether it is deemed by 
the board to be extortion or not, it is unprofessional and unethical based on Marion 
County expectations of General Contractors.  
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• Aug 28 – Oct 24, 2025:  I responded to Ray’s circuit drawing with concerns it did not match what 
was discussed with SECO and the county and requested an updated drawing to ensure 
alignment.  I never received an updated drawing. However, he did inform me via phone call that 
he was going to complete the electrical panel work at no additional charge.  I requested a 
transfer switch for the circuit at my expense, but Ray continued to ignore my communications 
that he preferred not to answer.  My primary means of keeping informed was contacting SECO.  
This was frustrating and added to my concerns the work would have implementation issues and 
not be accepted by the county.  I was not aware until my phone conversation with Ray on 
October 7, 2025, that he had intentionally chosen to communicate exclusively through Marshall 
of SECO rather than speaking with me directly.  He told Marshall, but not me.  This is the same 
unprofessional, ‘my way or the highway’ inappropriate and uncommunicated approach Ray has 
demonstrated during most of the project.  It is far below the Marion County expectations of 
General Contractors.  I stated that it was his job to communicate with me as his customer, but 
it made no impact. I was informed by Ray that James of mini-electric was in contact with 
Marshall and would complete the work only after the power had been scheduled to be 
disconnected.  Marshall stated the drawing provided by Ray was incorrect, but their crew would 
be able to support the proper installation as agreed to with the county.  Based on this, I arranged 
for SECO to disconnect power on Oct 20, 2025 for James’ work to be complete on Oct 21, 2025.  
Ray informed me via text on Oct 15 that James’ work would slip to Oct 22.  On October 21, SECO 
disconnected the power to both meters.  The reason both meters were disconnected, as Ray 
and James wanted but didn't tell SECO, was because I was present at the site during the 
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disconnection.  SECO was operating to the original plan with Marshall and the County of 
disconnecting one meter so HVAC and some functionality could remain on one side whilst the 
meter re-work was done, minimizing power outage time.  I present this to the board as further 
evidence Ray did not ensure the work would be done correctly and timely.  He did not do what 
he stated and ensure James, SECO, and the county were coordinated.  I will provide a status 
update during the meeting.  As of October 22, 2025, James did not show up to install the 
electrical panel, no notification from Ray or James.  There was no call to inform me of the 
reschedule plan and now the structure has no electrical power.  For the project, there is still no 
estimated completion date, walkthrough date, or resolution plan for the existing defects.  I do 
not trust Ray’s Construction of Ocala, Inc. to perform warranty work e`ectively or timely during 
the contracted warranty period.  

 

    

95



 8 

   

   

96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115



116



117



118



119



120



121



122



123



124



125



126



127



128



129



130



131



132



133



134



135



136


	Meeting Agenda
	4.1 - Agenda Item Report
	4.1 - December 9, 2025 Minutes for Approval
	5.1 - Agenda Item Report
	5.1 - GeorgeMunozJourneymanElectricianApplication
	5.2 - Agenda Item Report
	5.2 - Journeyman Electrician application
	6.1 - Agenda Item Report
	6.1 - Lien Release
	7.1 - Agenda Item Report
	7.1 - Petition for rehearing 2025-7 Norkus
	7.1 - 2025-7 12.9.25 Douglas & Penny Norkus v Rays Construction of Ocala
	7.1 - Petition to Rehear LRB 2025-7 (Complainant) -Douglas & Penny Norkus v. Andrea Hope Samuel - Ray's Construction of Ocala Inc.
	7.1 - Petitiion to Rehear LRB 2025-7 (Contractor) DOUGLAS & PENNY NORKUS .  v.    ANDREA HOPE SAMUEL - RAY'S CONSTRUCTION OF OCALA INC
	7.1 - LRB 2025-7 - BRIAN & PENNY NORKUS
	7.1 - NORKUS SUPPLEMENTAL PACKET FOR LRB
	7.1 - Norkus supplement for petition for rehearing

