MINUTES
CONNECTICUT HOME INSPECTION LICENSING BOARD

165 CAPITOL AVENUE

HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06106

MARCH 2, 2006
The Connecticut Home Inspection Licensing Board held a Special Meeting on Thursday, March 2, 2005 at 9:30 A.M. in Room 117 of the State Office Building, 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, CT 06106.
Board Members Present:

Bernard F. Caliendo, Chairman (Home Inspector)





Susan A. Connors, Esq. (Public Member)





J. Andre Fournier (Public Member)





Dana J. Fox (Home Inspector)





Richard J. Kobylenski (Home Inspector)






Bruce D. Schaefer (Home Inspector)






William Stanley, Jr. (Home Inspector)

Board Members Not Present:
None
Board Vacancies:


One (Public Member)
Board Counsel:


Not Present
DCP Staff Present:


Robert M. Kuzmich, License and Applications






Specialist





Vicky E. Bullock, Administrative Hearings 






Attorney





Richard M Hurlburt, Director





Occupational & Professional Licensing
Other Present:


Brian Johnson, Home Inspector Intern
Note:
The administrative functions of this Board are carried out by the Department of Consumer Protection, Occupational and Professional Licensing Division.  For information, call Richard M. Hurlburt, Director, at (860) 713-6135.

1. Call to order by Chairman Bernie Caliendo.
Mr. Caliendo called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.
2. Applications for review.

A. Application of Mr. Dennis Melandro for a Home Inspector License; licensed Home Inspector; New York State.  The Board extensively discussed the parameters of this application.  Mr. Melandro provided the Board with additional information regarding the details of how he qualified for his New York State license.  Mr. Caliendo stated that Connecticut does not have a reciprocity agreement with New York so, therefore, this application is being considered in accordance with Connecticut Statute Section 20-492c.  This statutory provision allows the Board to evaluate the out-of-State standards by which the applicant was licensed to determine if they are equivalent to or exceed the standards of this State.
The Board discussed, extensively, the requirements of New York State licensure and their various methods of grand parenting.  Mr. Caliendo noted that the Board must compare what both the New York and Connecticut statutes require to get a license and not compare the grand parenting provisions since grand parenting is no longer in effect in Connecticut.  The Board must compare the statutory licensing requirements of New York State and determine whether they are at least comparable or greater than the statutory licensing requirements of Connecticut.
To Mr. Caliendo’s point, Ms. Connors asked if there is any way to determine if the inspections requisite Mr. Melandro completed for New York State is equivalent to the Connecticut requirements for the same. Mr. Caliendo stated that the Board does not need to examine that aspect further simply because New York State has already done that by granting him the license by meeting the requirements of their state’s Method One provision as noted on his application.  Mr. Hurlburt believes the Department should verify his compliance directly with New York State and then grant the license. 
Discussion now centered on the derivation of the reciprocity agreement Connecticut reached with Massachusetts in comparison to the evaluation of New York State applicants.  Ms. Connors is concerned regarding the New York State inspection requirement.  Specifically, are their inspections comparable or more stringent than the inspection requirements for the State of Connecticut.  The Board reviewed the definition of home inspection according to New York State law.
After more extensive discussion, the Board voted, unanimously, to approve Mr. Melandro’s application pending a verification by the Department that he complied with New York State’s “Method One” criteria.  (Fox/Fournier)
3. Old Business

A. Continuation of review of Correspondence from Mr. Allan VanLew, dated January 8, 2006 concerning the Home Inspector Examination administered by PSI and related correspondence from PSI.  Mr. Caliendo distributed to the Board a letter from Mr. Brian W. Johnson of Huntington Home Inspection, LLC and a letter, dated February, 15, 2006, from Mr. Charles F. Rogers of A to Z Professional Property Inspections.  Mr. Johnson addressed the Board regarding his displeasure with the Home Inspection Examination process and the examination itself.  He sat for the exam on February 25, 2006.
The exam was not at all what he expected in that it did not cover material that home inspectors need to know.  The exam contained many code related questions worded in such a way as “to specifically quote the code”.  Remaining portions of the exam either contained material that did not apply to the Home Inspection industry or was “ridiculously easy”.  Mr. Johnson believes that the public is not being served best by the Home Inspection Examination currently in place as well as the company that is administering it.  Additionally, Mr. Johnson was informed by PSI personnel at the test site that the Business and Law Examination was closed book when, in fact, the examination is open book.  Mr. Johnson has scheduled a review of his examination on March 4, 2006.
The Board believes that Mr. Johnson should be refunded the money he spent for the Business/Law Examination.  Further, they suggested that he bring this problem to the attention of the management at his upcoming review session.  The Board also suggested that they get a copy of Mr. Johnson’ test and review the questions one by one to determine if they are appropriate or not.  Mr. Hurlburt advised that Mr. Johnson proceed with his review and be as thorough as possible in his assessment of what questions he believes do not belong and why.  Further, he noted Mr. Johnson should contact a PSI supervisor and explain to him the situation regarding the fact he had to take the B/L Exam closed book and get a refund of his money.
Regarding Mr. VanLew, Mr. Hurlburt advised the Board that after Mr. VanLew’s challenge of his 11-12-05 examination, PSI has given him credit for a test question but that was not sufficient to change his score to passing.  They also determined that all of his other challenges were without merit.  Mr. Hurlburt also noted that PSI has given him all the items commented on or challenged by the candidate and his comments as well.
The Board now entered into Executive Session at 11:00 AM and reviewed each test question that Mr. VanLew got wrong along with his comments from the test review.  After their review, it was determined that some of the test questions were not appropriate.  As such, they asked that Mr. VanLew’s test be rescored based upon the number of correct questions he received and the minimum passing score based on the new number of total test questions.
The meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.
Note: the next regular meeting of the Board is scheduled for May 4, 2006 at 9:30 a.m. in Room No. 117 of the State Office Building, 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut.
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