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BEFORE THE DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

IN THE MATTER OF:    ) 
       ) 
MASTERCRAFT CONTRACTING, LLC, ) 
MAJID SEFIANE, and    ) C.A. No.  
DAVID CAPRARIO    ) 
       ) 
Respondents.     ) 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLAINT 

 The Director of Consumer Protection at the Delaware Department of Justice 

(the “Director”) brings this action against Respondent Mastercraft Contracting, LLC 

(“Mastercraft”), and individual Respondent Majid Sefiane, a/k/a Michael Strong 

(“Sefiane”) for violations of the Delaware Consumer Fraud Act (“CFA”), 6 Del. C. 

§§ 2511, et seq., the Delaware Deceptive Trade Practices Act (“DTPA”), 6 Del. C. 

§§ 2531, et seq., and Delaware Home Solicitation Sales Act (“HSSA”), 6 Del. C. 

§§ 4401, et seq., and against individual Respondent David Caprario (“Caprario”) for 

violations of the CFA and the DTPA.  The Director alleges as follows: 

I. PARTIES 

1. The Director of Consumer Protection is a Deputy Attorney General 

appointed by the Attorney General of the State of Delaware.  The Director is charged 

with the furtherance of the programs and functions of the Division of Consumer 
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Protection, which is a division of the Delaware Department of Justice.  29 Del. C. § 

2517. 

2. Respondent Mastercraft is a limited liability company founded in 2020 

and incorporated under the laws of the State of Delaware. 

3. Respondent Majid Sefiane a/k/a Michael Strong is a Delaware resident 

and a co-owner and principal of Mastercraft.  Respondent Sefiane has been involved 

in roofing, construction, commercial collections, and other businesses in Delaware 

since at least 1994. 

4. Respondent David Caprario is a Florida resident and a co-owner and 

principal of Mastercraft. 

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. This Tribunal has subject matter jurisdiction over this proceeding 

pursuant to 29 Del. C. § 2523, which empowers the Director of Consumer Protection 

to initiate administrative charges to enforce any laws or regulations that the Director 

is authorized to enforce and provides for adjudication of those charges by an 

administrative hearing officer appointed by the Attorney General. 

6. This Tribunal has personal jurisdiction over Respondent Mastercraft 

because it is a Delaware entity, organized under Delaware law.  This Court also has 

personal jurisdiction over Mastercraft pursuant to 10 Del. C. § 3104(c) because it 

transacts business in Delaware, performs services in Delaware, contracts to supply 
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services in Delaware, and has caused injury in Delaware through its acts and 

omissions. 

7. This Tribunal has personal jurisdiction over Respondent Sefiane 

because he is a Delaware resident.  This Court also has personal jurisdiction over 

Sefiane under 10 Del. C. § 3104(c) because Sefiane transacts business in Delaware, 

performs services in Delaware, contracts to supply services in Delaware, and has 

caused injury in Delaware through his acts and omissions. 

8. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Respondent Caprario through 

Delaware’s long-arm statute, 10 Del. C. § 3104(c) because Caprario transacts 

business in Delaware, performs services in Delaware, contracts to supply services in 

Delaware, and has caused injury in Delaware through his acts and omissions. 

A. Sefiane and Caprario control Mastercraft’s operations. 

9. Since 2020, Mastercraft has operated as a home construction company, 

providing roofing and other construction services to Delaware consumers. 

10. Mastercraft operates primarily through its principals, Respondent 

Majid Sefiane and Respondent David Caprario.  Sefiane and Caprario are co-owners 

of Mastercraft.  (“Respondents” hereinafter refers collectively to Respondents 

Mastercraft, Sefiane, and Caprario.) 

11. Sefiane has primary responsibility for sales; Caprario has primary 

responsibility for the management of jobs.  Both Sefiane and Caprario share 
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responsibilities for other aspects of the business, including administration of 

Mastercraft contracts and management of Mastercraft’s relationship with Delaware 

consumers when a conflict arises between Mastercraft and a consumer. 

B. Mastercraft’s primary sales strategy is door-to-door sales. 

12. Mastercraft uses door-to-door sales visits to Delaware consumers as its 

primary sales strategy. 

13. Through door-to-door sales and other sales and marketing strategies, 

Mastercraft has contracted with hundreds of Delaware consumers to provide roofing 

and other construction services. 

14. When making door-to-door solicitations, Mastercraft, either through 

Sefiane or another associate, did not display a door-to-door salesperson 

identification card.  In fact, neither Sefiane nor any Mastercraft associate obtained a 

door-to-door salesperson identification card as required by 6 Del. C. § 4405.  Ex. 1. 

C. Respondents used promises of a free inspection or estimate to induce 

consumers into signing a binding contract with Mastercraft. 

i. Mastercraft and Sefiane told consumers they were required to sign the 

Initial Agreement to obtain a free inspection or estimate. 

15. During sales visits, Sefiane or another associate routinely told 

consumers that they must sign a form just to authorize Mastercraft to inspect the 

consumer’s roof, often referring to this as a “free inspection” or “free estimate.”  Ex. 
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2, at 2.  Sefiane or another associate at times also wrote “free inspection” or similar 

language on this form (herein referred to as the “Initial Agreement”).  Ex. 3, at 1.   

16. At other times, Sefiane or other associates told consumers that they 

must sign the Initial Agreement just to authorize Mastercraft to speak with the 

consumer’s insurance company. 

ii. The Initial Agreement locked consumers into a binding contract with 

Mastercraft that contained a liquidated damages clause. 

17. In actuality, the Initial Agreement was a binding contract that required 

the consumer to use Mastercraft as its contractor for the project.  Sefiane or other 

associates did not disclose this.  

18. Despite Mastercraft and Sefiane’s oral and written representations that 

inspections and estimates were free, the Initial Agreement contained lengthy and 

complicated Terms of Agreement on its back page that stated otherwise. 

19. The terms included a cancellation clause stating that if insurance 

covered some part of the estimate (oftentimes stated by the contract as greater than 

50%), the consumer would have no right to cancel the contract.  Ex. 3, p. 2. 

20. If a consumer nonetheless elected to cancel, he or she would be liable 

to Mastercraft for liquidated damages equal to one-third of the estimate amount, 

regardless of how much work Mastercraft had completed.  Ex. 3, at 2.  This 

functioned as a penalty and was unenforceable.  Ex. 2 at 2-3. 
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iii. Respondents repeatedly sought to enforce the liquidated damages clause, 

including through threats and litigation. 

21. After obtaining a consumer’s signature, Mastercraft then worked with 

the consumer’s insurance company to get a claim for the consumer approved.  

Sometimes, consumers chose not to proceed with Mastercraft after their insurance 

approved a claim.  Among other reasons, this might be because the consumer’s 

insurance would not cover as much work as Mastercraft originally represented, or 

because Mastercraft would try to get the insurance company to cover more than the 

consumer was comfortable with.  

22. When a consumer declined to move forward with Mastercraft, 

Respondents employed threats and lawsuits to enforce the liquidated damages 

provision, often despite Mastercraft not completing any work on the consumer’s 

home. 

23. In one instance, Respondents threatened to file a lien against a 

consumer’s home and proactively contact real estate agents and the consumer’s 

insurance company about their “intent to file suit and assert lien rights against the 

property.”  Ex. 4. 

24. Respondents also filed lawsuits against consumers who failed to pay 

the amounts Mastercraft demanded.  Since 2020, Respondents have filed at least 16 

lawsuits against consumers in Delaware Courts seeking liquidated damages of one-
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third the estimate amount.  To date, none of these lawsuits have been successful on 

the merits.  

25. In one instance, Mastercraft told the JP Court that it paid at most $290 

to a third party for an inspection, in addition to time and money spent working on an 

insurance claim.  Mastercraft sought liquidated damages of $7,089 in that case.  Ex. 

5, at 4. 

26. Respondents have had substantial notice regarding the problematic 

nature of the liquidated damages provision.  For example, in January 2022, the 

Delaware Department of Justice’s Consumer Protection Unit (“CPU”) sent 

Mastercraft a letter expressing its concern that its practices violated Delaware’s 

consumer protection laws, including the use of the liquidated damages provision.  

Ex. 6, at 2.  Mastercraft dismissed four lawsuits after receiving the letter.  However, 

it continued to file similar lawsuits shortly thereafter based on practices identified as 

violative in the letter.   

27. Further, in June 2024, a Justice of the Peace dismissed two lawsuits 

filed by Mastercraft against consumers, following bench trials.  The Justice of the 

Peace noted that the matters were “remarkably similar,” found it “preposterous” that 

Mastercraft classified the cancelation clause as liquidated damages rather than a 

penalty, and further stated that she was “disheartened at [Mastercraft’s] seemingly 
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predatory behavior” and its “[failure to] fully [explain] the wrongful cancellation 

clause.”  Ex. 2, at 2-3.  

D. After an insurer approves a claim, Mastercraft requires consumers to sign 

a Lockdown Contract that also contains a liquidated damages provision. 

28. If a consumer’s insurance company approves their claim, Mastercraft 

requires the consumer to sign a second contract, referred to internally as a “lockdown 

contract” (herein referred to as “Lockdown Contract”).1 The Lockdown Contract 

specifies the work to be completed and the contract price.  Ex. 7. 

29. The Lockdown Contract contains a list of General Terms and 

Conditions of Agreement, which differ from the Terms of Agreement in the Initial 

Agreement. This includes a cancelation provision, which requires the consumer to 

pay Mastercraft all its costs, including court costs and attorneys’ fees, plus 25% of 

the total contract price regardless of the amount of damages sustained.  Ex. 7, at 2.  

Like the liquidated damages provision in the Initial Agreement, this functioned as a 

penalty and was unenforceable. 

 
 
1 This is a misnomer, as the Initial Agreement locks consumers into a contract with 
Mastercraft. 
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E. Respondents used the BBB logo on its contracts despite not being accredited 

with the organization. 

30. From at least 2021 and until recently, Mastercraft prominently 

embedded the logo for the Better Business Bureau (“BBB”) on both the Initial 

Agreement and Lockdown Contract, with the words “Licensed” and “Insured” 

immediately to the right of the logo.  Ex. 3, at 1; Ex. 7, at 1. 

31. The placement of the logo on the Mastercraft contract would lead a 

reasonable consumer to believe that the BBB accredited or otherwise approved of 

Mastercraft.  However, Mastercraft has never been accredited by the BBB. 

32. Mastercraft also advertises that it is “accredited” on its website.  Ex. 8.  

However, Mastercraft is not accredited by any known organization, including the 

BBB, that would provide context or validation for this term. 

F. Mastercraft and Sefiane did not inform consumers of their cancelation 

rights. 

33. 6 Del. C. § 4404 requires a door-to-door salesperson, among other 

things, to provide a cancellation form to a consumer captioned “Notice of 

Cancellation” and to orally inform the consumer at the time of purchase, of their 

right to cancel the contract within three days. 

34. Mastercraft, either through Sefiane or an associate, did not provide 

consumers with a Notice of Cancellation form or inform consumers orally, at the 
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time of purchase, of their right to cancel the contract within three days. 

III. CAUSES OF ACTION 

COUNT I: VIOLATIONS OF THE CFA – Free Inspection  
(Mastercraft and Sefiane) 

 
35. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 

36. The CFA prohibits the act, use, or employment by any person of, among 

other things, any “deception,” “false pretense,” “false promise,” 

“misrepresentation,” or “the concealment, suppression, or omission of any material 

fact with intent that others rely upon [it]” in connection with the sale, lease, receipt, 

or advertisement of any merchandise.  6 Del. C. § 2513(a). 

37. The term “Merchandise” under the CFA includes services such as 

roofing and construction services.  6 Del. C. §2511(6). 

38. While advertising or selling their services, Mastercraft and Sefiane 

engaged in deception, false pretenses, false promises, or misrepresentations by 

misrepresenting the nature of the Initial Agreement as free or non-binding, when in 

fact it was a binding agreement that contained a cancellation fee. 

39. Additionally, by failing to disclose the true nature of what consumers 

were signing, Respondents Mastercraft and Sefiane concealed, suppressed, or 

omitted material facts with the intent that consumers rely on such concealment, 

suppression, or omission. 
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40. Each use or employment of deception, false pretenses, false promises, 

or misrepresentation, or the concealment, suppression, or omission of any material 

fact with intent that others rely upon such concealment, suppression, or omission 

constitutes a separate violation of the CFA. 

41. Respondents Mastercraft and Sefianes’ actions constitute willful 

violations of the CFA because they knew or should have known that their conduct 

was prohibited by the statute. 

42. Alternatively, the same conduct violates Delaware’s Home 

Improvement Regulations and is therefore an unlawful practice under the CFA.  It 

is a violation of the CFA to misrepresent the binding nature of a home improvement 

contract, such as by representing that a home improvement contract is an estimate.  

6 Del. Admin. C. § 106-3.1.13.  Because these regulations became effective on 

November 1, 2023, they apply to conduct that occurred on or after November 1, 

2023.  27 Del. Reg. 254.   

43. Mastercraft is a Home Improvement Contractor, as defined by the 

regulations, since it engages in the trade or commerce of home improvement.  The 

Initial Agreement is a Home Improvement Contract, since it is a written agreement 

between a home improvement contractor and a buyer under which the home 

improvement contractor is to perform labor or render services for home 

improvements.  6 Del. Admin. C. § 106-2.0. 
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44. Each violation of the Home Improvement Regulations constitutes a 

separate violation of the CFA.  

45. Respondent Mastercraft and Sefiane’s actions constitute willful 

violations of the CFA because Respondents knew or should have known that their 

conduct was prohibited by the Regulations and the CFA. 

COUNT II: VIOLATIONS OF THE CFA – Tying Free Inspection to 
Binding Contracts 
(All Respondents) 

 
46. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 

47. The CFA prohibits the act, use, or employment by any person of, among 

other things, any “unfair practice” in connection with the sale, lease, receipt, or 

advertisement of any merchandise.  6 Del. C. § 2513(a). 

48. An unfair practice is any act or practice that causes or is likely to cause 

substantial injury to consumers which is not reasonably avoidable by consumers 

themselves and not outweighed by countervailing benefits to consumers or to 

competition.  In determining whether an act or practice is unfair, violations of public 

policy as established by law, regulation, or judicial decision applicable in Delaware 

may be considered as evidence of substantial injury.  6 Del. C. § 2511(9). 
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49. Respondents subjected consumers to unfair practices in connection 

with Respondents’ sale, advertising, or receipt of services by structurally tying their 

offer of free inspections or estimates to a binding contract.   

50. Respondents caused or were likely to cause substantial injury to 

consumers.  After consumers signed the Initial Agreement to obtain a free inspection 

or estimate, any consumers that did not want to proceed with Mastercraft, either had 

to proceed with an unwanted commercial relationship, pay an unenforceable 

cancelation penalty, or defend a lawsuit. 

51. The injuries were not reasonably avoidable by consumers.  At times, 

Consumers did not fully understand the implications of what they were signing, 

especially that they would later be required to agree to the Lockdown Contract, 

subject to the terms that Mastercraft decided to include.  If consumers did not wish 

to agree to the terms of the Lockdown Contract that Mastercraft presented to them, 

they would be subject to the Initial Agreement’s liquidated damages for cancellation.  

52. Respondents’ conduct did not provide countervailing benefits to 

consumers or to competition that outweighed the injury to consumers. 

53. Each unfair practice constitutes a separate violation of the CFA. 

54. Respondents’ actions constitute willful violations of the CFA because 

Respondents knew or should have known that their conduct was prohibited by the 

statute. 
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COUNT III: VIOLATIONS OF THE CFA – Liquidated Damages  
(All Respondents) 

 
55. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 

56. Pursuant to Delaware’s Home Improvement Regulations, it is an 

unlawful practice under the CFA to include a liquidated damages provision in a 

home improvement contract that would provide the contractor with the same amount 

of liquidated damages regardless of the amount of work completed.  6 Del. Admin. 

C. § 106-3.1.12.  Because these regulations became effective on November 1, 2023, 

they apply to conduct that occurred on or after November 1, 2023.  27 Del. Reg. 254. 

57. Both the Initial Agreement and the Lockdown Contract are Home 

Improvement Contracts, since they are written agreements between a home 

improvement contractor and a buyer under which the home improvement contractor 

is to perform labor or render services for home improvements.  6 Del. Admin. C. § 

106-2.0. 

58. Both Mastercraft’s Initial Agreement and Lockdown Contract 

contained liquidated damages provisions that would provide Mastercraft with the 

same amount of liquidated damages regardless of the amount of work completed. 

59. Each use of the liquidated damages provisions constitutes a separate 

violation of the CFA. 
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60. Respondents’ violations of the Home Improvement Regulations 

constitute willful violations of the CFA because Respondents knew or should have 

known that their conduct was prohibited by the Regulations. 

61. Alternatively, the same conduct violates the CFA, independent of the 

Home Improvement Regulations, because including an unenforceable provision that 

seeks to penalize consumers in a contract and attempting to enforce the 

unenforceable provision constitute unfair practices. 

62. An unfair practice is any act or practice that causes or is likely to cause 

substantial injury to consumers which is not reasonably avoidable by consumers 

themselves and not outweighed by countervailing benefits to consumers or to 

competition.  In determining whether an act or practice is unfair, violations of public 

policy as established by law, regulation, or judicial decision applicable in Delaware 

may be considered as evidence of substantial injury.  6 Del. C. § 2511(9). 

63. A liquidated damages provision is unenforceable when the payment 

amount is a penalty for early termination.  A predetermined payment for termination 

is considered valid rather than a penalty when 1) damages are uncertain or incapable 

of accurate calculation and 2) the amount is a reasonable estimate of damages.  The 

liquidated damages provision in both the Initial Agreement and Lockdown were 

penalties. 
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64.  Respondents caused or were likely to cause substantial injury to 

consumers, as demonstrated by the violations of the Home Improvement 

Regulations.  6 Del. Admin. C. § 106-3.1.12. 

65. Independent of those violations, Respondents caused or were likely to 

cause substantial injury to consumers.  Consumers that did not wish to do business 

with Mastercraft either had to proceed with an unwanted commercial relationship, 

pay an unenforceable cancelation penalty, or defend a lawsuit. The liquidated 

damages provision thereby had a chilling effect on consumer decision-making, 

despite the fact that it was unenforceable. 

66. Such injury was not reasonably avoidable, as an ordinary consumer 

would not know that these provisions were unenforceable. 

67. Respondents’ conduct provided no countervailing benefits to the 

consumers or to competition. 

68. Additionally, the CFA prohibits the act, use, or employment by any 

person of, among other things, any “deception” or “misrepresentation” in connection 

with the sale, lease, receipt, or advertisement of any merchandise.  6 Del. C. 

§2513(a). 

69. In connection with the sale, advertisement, or receipt of its services, 

Respondents engaged in deception or misrepresentations in its Initial Agreement and 

Lockdown Contract by including the liquidated damage clauses, as well as 
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threatening to sue and suing consumers for the liquidated damages, despite the 

clauses being unenforceable. 

70. Each use or employment of an unfair practice, deception, or 

misrepresentation constitutes a separate violation of the CFA. 

71. Respondents’ actions constitute willful violations of the CFA because 

Respondents knew or should have known that their conduct was prohibited by the 

statute. 

COUNT IV: VIOLATIONS OF THE CFA – Accreditation/Better 
Business Bureau 

(All Respondents) 

72. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 

73. The CFA prohibits the act, use, or employment by any person of, among 

other things, any “deception,” “false pretense,” “misrepresentation”, or “the 

concealment, suppression, or omission of any material fact with intent that others 

rely upon [it]” in connection with the sale, lease, receipt, or advertisement of any 

merchandise.  6 Del. C. §2513(a). 

74. In connection with the sale or advertisement of its services, 

Respondents engaged in deception, false pretenses, or misrepresentations related to 

accreditations, including by: 
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(a) Prominently embedding on its contracts (both the Initial Agreement and 

the Lockdown Contract) a copy of the BBB logo, thus creating a false implication 

that Mastercraft is accredited or otherwise endorsed by the BBB, despite never being 

accredited or endorsed by the BBB; and 

(b) Advertising that it is “accredited” on its website, despite not being 

accredited by any organization that would justify such a description. 

75. Additionally, Respondents used or employed the concealment, 

suppression, or omission of a material fact with intent that others rely upon such 

concealment, suppression, or omission, including by not disclosing that Mastercraft 

was not accredited by the BBB.  The fact that Mastercraft was not accredited by the 

BBB was material, and Respondents intended that consumers rely on these 

omissions so as to induce them to sign a contract with Mastercraft. 

76. Each use or employment of deception, false pretense, 

misrepresentation, or the concealment, suppression, or omission of any material fact 

with intent that others rely upon such concealment, suppression, or omission 

constitutes a separate violation of the CFA. 

77. Respondents’ actions constitute willful violations of the CFA because 

Respondents knew or should have known that their conduct was prohibited by the 

statute.  
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COUNT V: VIOLATIONS OF THE DTPA – Free Inspection 
(Mastercraft and Sefiane) 

78. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 

79. The DTPA defines a deceptive trade practice to include (i) advertising 

goods or services with intent not to sell them as advertised, 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(9), 

and (ii) engaging in conduct which similarly creates a likelihood of confusion or 

misunderstanding, 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(12). 

80. In the course of its business, Mastercraft and Sefiane advertised their 

services with intent not to sell them as advertised or similarly created a likelihood of 

confusion or misunderstanding by misrepresenting and failing to disclose the true 

nature of the Initial Agreement. 

81. Each instance of the above conduct constitutes a separate violation of 

the DTPA. 

82. Mastercraft’s and Sefiane’s actions constitute willful violations of the 

DTPA because they knew or should have known that their conduct was prohibited 

by the statute. 

COUNT VI: VIOLATIONS OF THE DTPA – BBB Accreditation 
(All Respondents) 

83. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 
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84. The DTPA defines a deceptive trade practice to include engaging in 

conduct that: (i) causes likelihood of confusion or misunderstanding as to the 

sponsorship, approval, or certification of goods or services, 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(2); 

(ii) causes likelihood of confusion or misunderstanding as to the affiliation, 

connection, or association with, or certification by another, 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(3); 

(iii) represents that goods or services have sponsorship or approval that they do not 

have, or has the sponsorship, approval, status, affiliation, or connection that they do 

not have, 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(5); or (iv) similarly creates a likelihood of confusion 

or misunderstanding, 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(12). 

85. By representing that Mastercraft is accredited by the BBB on its 

contracts (both the Initial Agreement as well as the Lockdown Contract) and by 

representing on its website that it is accredited, in the course of its business, 

Respondents: 

(a) Caused the likelihood of confusion or of misunderstanding as to 

the sponsorship, approval, or certification of goods or services in 

violation of 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(2);  

(b) Caused the likelihood of confusion or misunderstanding as to the 

affiliation, connection, or association with, or certification by 

another in violation of 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(3);  
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(c) Represented that services have sponsorship or approval that they 

do not have in violation of 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(5); or  

(d) Similarly created a likelihood of confusion or misunderstanding 

in violation of 6 Del. C. § 2532(a)(12). 

86. Each instance of the above conduct constitutes a separate violation of 

the DTPA. 

87. Respondents’ actions constitute willful violations of the DTPA because 

Respondents knew or should have known that their conduct was prohibited by the 

statute. 

COUNT VII: VIOLATIONS OF THE HSSA – Door to Door ID Card 
(Mastercraft and Sefiane) 

88. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 

89. The HSSA declares that it is a basic right of every Delaware citizen to 

be free of, and protected from, high-pressure door-to-door sales tactics and the 

resultant inequities to the consumer found, among other things, in certain ambiguous 

or misleading contracts.  6 Del. C. § 4401.  

90. The HSSA requires a seller to prominently display a door-to-door 

salesperson identification card obtained from the Department of Finance while 

soliciting a door-to-door sale.  6 Del. C. § 4405(a)(1). 
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91. At all times, Respondents Mastercraft and Sefiane did not display a 

door-to-door salesperson identification card from the Department of Finance while 

soliciting a door-to-door sale. In fact, they never obtained one from the Department 

of Finance.  

92. Each door-to-door sale in which Respondents Mastercraft and Sefiane 

failed to display the door-to-door salesperson identification card constitutes a 

separate violation of the HSSA. 

93. Respondents Mastercraft and Sefiane’s actions constitute willful 

violations of the HSSA because they knew or should have known that their conduct 

was prohibited by the statute.  

COUNT VIII: VIOLATIONS OF THE CFA – HSSA Violations 
(Mastercraft and Sefiane) 

94. The Director incorporates by reference the preceding paragraphs as if 

fully restated herein. 

95. Violations of certain sections of the HSSA, including 6 Del. C. § 4404, 

are considered unlawful practices within the meaning of the CFA, 6 Del. C. § 2513.  

96. 6 Del. C. § 4404 imposes several obligations upon sellers engaging in 

door-to-door sales.  Respondents Mastercraft and Sefiane often failed to comply with 

6 Del. C. § 4404 by: 
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(a) Failing to furnish consumers with the fully completed 

notification of cancellation set forth in and in violation of 6 Del. 

C. § 4404(2); and 

(b) Failing to orally inform consumers of the right to cancel at the 

time of sale in violation of 6 Del. C. § 4404(5). 

97. Each failure to comply with the requirements of 6 Del. C. § 4404(2) 

and 6 Del. C. § 4404(5) constitutes a separate violation of the CFA. 

98. Respondents Mastercraft and Sefiane’s actions constitute willful 

violations of the HSSA and the CFA because they knew or should have known that 

their conduct was prohibited by the statute. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, the Director respectfully requests that the Administrative 

Hearing Officer enter the following relief: 

 (a) Enter judgment in favor of the Director and against Respondent 

Mastercraft and Sefiane on Counts I-VIII; and in favor of the Director and against 

Respondent Caprario on Counts II, III, IV, and VI; 

 (b) Pursuant to 29 Del. C. § 2524(a) and 29 Del. C. § 2525(b), order 

that Respondents cease and desist from engaging in conduct that forms the basis of 

their CFA, DTPA, and HSSA violations; 
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 (c) Pursuant to 29 Del. C. § 2524(b), order that Respondents pay a 

civil penalty of $5,000 per violation of the CFA; 

 (d) Pursuant to 29 Del. C. § 2524(b), order that Respondents pay a 

civil penalty of $5,000 per violation of the DTPA; 

 (e) Pursuant to 29 Del. C. § 2525(a)(3), order that Respondents 

Mastercraft and Sefiane pay fines for each violation of 6 Del. C. § 4405(a)(1) (not 

less than $75 nor more than $150 for the first violation and not less than $100 nor 

more than $250 for each subsequent violation) as provided in 6 Del. C. § 4405(a)(8); 

 (f) Pursuant to 29 Del. C. § 2524(a) and 29 Del. C. § 2525(b), order 

Respondents pay full and complete restitution to consumers harmed by their 

violations of the CFA, DTPA, and/or HSSA, in an amount to be determined at trial; 

and 

 (g) Award any other relief that the Administrative Hearing Officer 

deems appropriate. 
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Dated: 10/20/2026     Respectfully submitted, 
 
             
      /s/ Brian Canfield 

Brian Canfield (#7027)   
Deputy Attorney General 
Delaware Department of Justice 
820 North French Street, Fifth Floor 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
(302) 683-8809 
Brian.Canfield@delaware.gov 

 
     Attorney for Director of Consumer  
     Protection 
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Department of Finance
:

Division of Revenue

Door-to-door Salesperson Search

Effective August 3, 2012: Any seller or seller's representative who solicits a door-to-door sale at a home shall prominently

display a door-to-door salesperson identification card obtained from the Department of Finance while soliciting a door-to-

door sale. Delaware Code, Title 6, § 4405

Business Licenses
To find businesses licensed in Delaware, use the Delaware Business License Search.

Business License Search ⌕

Search for Salespersons
Salesperson Last Name

A partial name can be entered

Business Name

Mastercraft

A partial name can be entered

Business License Number

Enter the business license number

Search ⌕ Reset

No results found.

↑

10/12/26, 2:58 PM Delaware Door to Door Salesperson Search

https://dorweb.revenue.delaware.gov/d2d/ 1/1



Department of Finance
:

Division of Revenue

Door-to-door Salesperson Search

Effective August 3, 2012: Any seller or seller's representative who solicits a door-to-door sale at a home shall prominently

display a door-to-door salesperson identification card obtained from the Department of Finance while soliciting a door-to-

door sale. Delaware Code, Title 6, § 4405

Business Licenses
To find businesses licensed in Delaware, use the Delaware Business License Search.

Business License Search ⌕

Search for Salespersons
Salesperson Last Name

Sefiane

A partial name can be entered

Business Name

A partial name can be entered

Business License Number

Enter the business license number

Search ⌕ Reset

No results found.

↑

10/12/26, 2:59 PM Delaware Door to Door Salesperson Search

https://dorweb.revenue.delaware.gov/d2d/ 1/1



Department of Finance
:

Division of Revenue

Door-to-door Salesperson Search

Effective August 3, 2012: Any seller or seller's representative who solicits a door-to-door sale at a home shall prominently

display a door-to-door salesperson identification card obtained from the Department of Finance while soliciting a door-to-

door sale. Delaware Code, Title 6, § 4405

Business Licenses
To find businesses licensed in Delaware, use the Delaware Business License Search.

Business License Search ⌕

Search for Salespersons
Salesperson Last Name

Strong

A partial name can be entered

Business Name

A partial name can be entered

Business License Number

Enter the business license number

Search ⌕ Reset

No results found.

↑

10/12/26, 2 59 PM Delaware Door to Door Salesperson Search

https://dorweb.revenue.delaware.gov/d2d/ 1/1
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 KATHLEEN JENNINGS 
 ATTORNEY GENERAL  

 
 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
NEW CASTLE COUNTY 

820 NORTH FRENCH STREET 
WILMINGTON, DELAWARE 19801 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 CIVIL DIVISION (302) 577-8400 
 FAX: (302) 577-6630 
 CRIMINAL DIVISION (302) 577-8500 
 FAX: (302) 577-2496 
 FRAUD DIVISION (302) 577-8600 
 FAX: (302) 577-6499 

              COMMON INTEREST COMMUNITY 
              OMBUDSPERSON (302) 577-8600 

              FAX: (302) 577-6499  

January 18, 2022 

Robert Bria, Esq. 

The Poliquin Firm LLC 

1475 S. Governors Ave. 

Dover, DE 19904 

Via E-mail (bob@poliquinfirm.com) and First-Class Mail 

Re: MasterCraft Contracting, LLC  

Dear Mr. Bria: 

Following up on our discussion today, I write to advise you that the Delaware Department 

of Justice Consumer Protection Unit ("CPU") has opened an investigation into your client, 

MasterCraft Contracting, LLC, along with its principals and agents (collectively, "MasterCraft"), 

including, but not limited to, Majid Sefiane (a/k/a Michael Strong) ("Sefiane"). The CPU believes 

that the actions of MasterCraft, Sefiane, and others have violated, and may continue to violate 

consumer protection laws that the CPU is charged with enforcing, including the Home Solicitation 

Sales Act, 6 Del. C. § 4401, et seq., the Consumer Fraud Act, 6 Del. C. § 2511, et seq., and/or the 

Deceptive Trade Practices Act, 6 Del. C. § 2531, et seq.1  

Our investigation is ongoing, but we have already uncovered numerous omissions and 

misrepresentations that your client has made to Delaware consumers to induce them into signing 

the alleged "contracts" that MasterCraft is now seeking to enforce in Justice of the Peace Court. 

Our investigation to date indicates that Sefiane intentionally concealed his identity and represented 

himself to consumers using the fictitious name "Michael Strong." In fact, at least two of the 

documents that form the basis of MasterCraft's pending lawsuits were signed by Sefiane using this 

alias.  

Moreover, neither MasterCraft nor its principals are (or could be) licensed as public 

adjusters as in the State of Delaware.2 Accordingly, they may not lawfully contract to "represent 

the Insured in all matters concerning this adjustment" or to handle "[a]ll adjusting, negotiations, 

and servicing responsibilities." The CPU believes that your client's attempts to enforce a facially 

 
1 This letter is being provided to you as a courtesy. It is not intended to provide the full scope of issues that the CPU 

is investigating, violations discovered to date, or the universe of potential claims or legal theories that the CPU may 

ultimately pursue.  

2 See 18 Del. C. § 1758(b)(6) (prohibiting licensed public adjusters from "[h]aving any interest directly or indirectly 

in any home improvement, restoration, construction, salvage, appraisal, loss mitigation, cleaning or environmental 

restoration business that conducts business in the State"). 



Robert Bria, Esq. 

January 18, 2022 

Page 2 

 
illegal contract against Delaware consumers constitutes an unfair practice under 6 Del. C. § 2513. 

The unfairness is compounded by the unconscionable and punitive liquidated damages provision 

that requires the consumer to pay 33% of the contract price (which is unknown at the time of 

contracting), even though MasterCraft has provided no services and ordered no materials. 

I look forward to continuing our discussion at your convenience. In the meantime, the CPU 

will continue to monitor the Justice of the Peace dockets and intends to attend all scheduled trials 

in these cases to the extent they are not withdrawn.  

Sincerely, 

 

/s/ Katherine M. Devanney 

Katherine M. Devanney 

Deputy Attorney General 

katherine.devanney@delaware.gov 

302-683-8812 
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