ARCHITECTURAL LICENSING BOARD
Tel. No. (860) 713-6145

December 14, 2005
State of Connecticut

Department of Consumer Protection

Occupational & Professional Licensing Division

165 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut  06106

The six hundred and second meeting of the Architectural Licensing Board, held on December 2, 2005, was called to order by Chairman Mr. S. Edward Jeter at 8:47 a.m. in Room No. 121 of the State Office Building, 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut.

Present:
Paul H. Bartlett


Board Member

Carole W. Briggs


Board Member

Robert B. Hurd


Board Member

Edward Jeter


Chairman/Board Member
Christopher Mazza


Board Member
Robert M. Kuzmich

License and Applications

Specialist/Department
of Consumer Protection

Steven J. Schwane


Administrative Hearings






Attorney/Department of






Consumer Protection

Bruce Spiewak


AIA/Connecticut

John Lockwood


Examination Applicant

Not Present:
Peter R. Huntsman

Attorney General’s Office
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. Old Business

1A. Submission of the minutes of the July 15, 2005 and the September 20, 2005 meetings of the Board; for review and approval.  Mr. Jeter noted a correction to the minutes of July 15, 2005.  On page three, paragraph five, line three, the word “not” should be inserted after the word “was”.  As such, the Board voted to approve the July 15, 2005 minutes as amended herein.  (Hurd/Jeter)  The Board also voted to approve the minutes of the September 20, 2005 as submitted.  (Hurd/Briggs)  It is noted that Mr. Bartlett abstained from this vote because he was not present at the meeting.
1B. Continuation of discussion concerning the proposed changes to Regulation Section 20-289-10a(5).  Mr. Hurd noted that the Board heard a very firm expression from the group of people AIA/CT assembled for their meeting held October 11, 2005 in their offices that a change is not warranted and that the regulations are sufficient as they are.
Mr. Bartlett took exception with Mr. Hurd’s statement and noted that AIA/CT and the Board are two independent entities and the Board needs to be cautious about deferring to AIA/CT’s opinion because the Board’s credibility is at stake.  Mr. Bartlett stated that these proposed changes address practice that is being done everyday by many architects and without such a change, the law is being violated.  In response, Ms. Briggs noted that these individuals who violate the law should be prosecuted.  Mr. Spiewak agreed and stated that the emphasis should be placed on more and better enforcement rather than a change in the law to accommodate a “common practice”.

Mr. Bartlett detailed examples of what he considers plan stamping and noted that he has assisted the Department in the investigation of some of these cases.  The issue, as he sees it, is the adoption of complete building plans to sites in Connecticut and the fact that the current law requires documented involvement by the architect of record.  A review by the architect of record of drawings prepared by others is not sufficient.  Mr. Hurd read aloud the current regulations pertaining to this discussion.
Mr. Schwane cited, as an example, of a fictitious McDonald’s Restaurant being constructed in Connecticut using stock plans provide by the parent company and asked what a Connecticut architect must do to these plans in order to comply with current law.  Ms. Briggs noted that the Connecticut architect can use concept and details but must do more than simply review the drawings for compliance.  Mr. Bartlett stated that the issue is that the Board enforces sanctions against “plan stamping” and what the Board is doing by their enforcement of plan stamping is inconsistent with their “winking” at other activities being done elsewhere.  Ms. Briggs stated that the Board would be satisfied that a particular building is safe for the public occupancy if the architect fully complied with the current statutes and regulations.

Mr. Bartlett suggested that in the future, if the Board deals with an alleged plan stamping situation, it would appear disingenuous to accuse the respondent in question of plan stamping when, in fact, they are just doing what many others are already doing.  Mr. Hurd suggested that the proposed language may make the issue of plan stamping even more unclear than it already is.  The attempt by the Board was to try and put some piece of the building envelope on the table and subject it to the contemporaneous review process in accordance with the current regulations.  He is not sure the Board accomplished their goal and he noted that many others feel the same way.  The opinion given by others, beyond just the Board, should show the Board that they are “muddying the waters”.  Mr. Bartlett suggested that what would “clarify the waters” would be if the Board acknowledged the notion of plan stamping as out-dated in today’s technological world.  The real health, welfare, and safety issue is not plan stamping but instead, the adequacy of the architect’s professional behavior.
Mr. Hurd suggested that in light of today’s technology to try to enforce plan stamping might be futile and perhaps the Board should review the entire concept of “plan stamping” by completely reviewing and rewriting the regulation.  Mr. Bartlett whole heartedly agreed with Mr. Hurd.  Ms. Briggs discussed what the definition of “technical submissions” as currently written is and stated that she has no problem with architects using pieces of building designs done by others has been “OK” with the Board all along but to take them as an integrated whole and stamp the submission is where the problem is.  Mr. Bartlett and Mr. Jeter agreed that this “integrated whole” is really the issue.  Ms. Briggs has no problems with the way the statutes are being interpreted to allow technical submissions, defined as systems and components, and an architect taking them and making them into a fully complete building.  She stated this was the Boards intention.
Ms. Briggs would prefer to not change the existing regulation for fear that by adding the words “proto-typical building”, the Board would be endorsing people’s concept of plan stamping and making it far easier to do the same.  She would prefer a Declaratory Ruling that defines what is involved in allowing the integration of previously prepared work.  She suggested the Board consider preparing such a document.  Mr. Bartlett interpretation of what is being said is that engineered components are permissible but it is expressly inadmissible to take a fully engineered design package of construction documents and issue them as a part of an architects set of drawings with his stamp on them if he was not involved in their preparation.  Mr. Bartlett believes that a Declaratory Ruling would help clarify the issue of plan stamping.
After more discussion, the Board voted, unanimously, to establish an ad-hock drafting group to prepare a proposed Declaratory Ruling for purposes of discussion and/or action at some point in the future by the Board.  (Briggs/Hurd)
1C. Docket No. 05-362; Formal Hearing in the Matter of Thaddeus M. Stewart; continuation of the Board’s Executive Session regarding a Final Decision and Order in this matter.  The Board voted, unanimously, to take no action on this item today because their counsel is not present.  (Briggs/Bartlett)
2. New Business

2A. Appearance before the Board by John Lockwood regarding admission requirements for the Architectural Licensing Examination.  Mr. Lockwood distributed documentation in the IDP format from NCARB pertaining to his past employment.  He elaborated on his employment history for the Board.  He noted that he has an accredited degree in architecture graduating in 1988.  When he enrolled in NCARB’s Intern Development Program (IDP), several of his employers had passed away making the documentation of that time very difficult.  At this time, Mr. Lockwood worked abroad for a Saudi Arabian oil company.  NCARB was not able to verify this employment because they were not able to verify the registration of his supervisor who claimed he was a registered architect in the United States.
Upon completion of his work overseas, Mr. Lockwood returned to the United States and started his own company doing commercial kitchen equipment design which he continues to do at present.  His predicament is that at this point in his life, it has become futile to complete the approximately 235 IDP units required to fulfill NCARB’s requirement and notified the American Institute of Architects, Connecticut Chapter, that he would be dropping his membership with them.  By his own admission, he believes that if permitted to take the examination, he would a difficult time passing it.  At that point, AIA/CT suggested that he make an application to the Board.
Mr. Bartlett questioned the problems in verification of Mr. Lockwood’s employment with Mr. Bill Harlan.  Mr. Lockwood noted that NCARB was unable to verify whether Mr. Harlan was registered as an architect.  As such, Mr. Lockwood did not get the work experience credit for this time period.  
Mr. Hurd explained the Board’s policy regarding an application such as Mr. Lockwood’s and noted he would like to see a detailed resume showing his work experience.  Mr. Hurd noted the Board’s regulatory authority to allow individuals with a non-traditional background to sit for the examination.  Their decision in such cases is made after a comprehensive review of the applicant’s education and work experience to determine, essentially, an equivalent to NCARB requirements.  He warned Mr. Lockwood that although he may get his license in Connecticut, he will not be able to get NCARB Certification and therefore, may have difficulty in getting licenses in other states.
Mr. Lockwood will submit his resume and examples of his work to Mr. Kuzmich and he will forward the same to Mr. Hurd.  Mr. Hurd volunteered to step down and review Mr. Lockwood’s application upon receipt of Mr. Lockwood’s additional information.
2B. Application of Mr. Andrew E. Graves for admission to the Architect Registration Examination.  Mr. Kuzmich explained that he has had spoken with Mr. Graves secretary approximately one year ago and that he advised her of Mr. Graves options for consideration to admission to the Architect Registration Examination by the Board.  His Unbound Council Record was recently received from NCARB with their cover letter asking the Board for their review of this file.  Mr. Hurd volunteered to review this file for the Board. And report back to them at their next meeting in January.
2C. Town of Fairfield’s zoning approval process for Site Plans; at the request of AIA/Connecticut.  Mr. Spiewak explained that the Town of Fairfield’s zoning regulation require that site plans be stamped by either a professional engineer or landscape architect leaving out the architect who may be a potential competent professional.  Mr. Spiewak asked that the Board that they advise the Town that under the law, an architect is competent to prepare site plans.  Ms. Briggs motioned to have Mr. Peter Huntsman review the State Statutes regarding site plans and their preparation by architects and authorize the Board to send a letter to the local zoning authority including his interpretation of State law.  Mr. Bartlett seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
2D. The following candidate has passed the Architect Registration Examination and is recommended by the Department of Consumer Protection for licensing as an architect in the State of Connecticut; the Board voted, unanimously, to approve the following individual for licensing as an architect in the State of Connecticut: (Briggs/Bartlett)
Jennifer L. Mangiagli

2E. Applications for reciprocal licensing; the following individuals are recommended by the Department of Consumer Protection for licensing as architects in the State of Connecticut on the basis of reciprocity with an NCARB Certificate Record or by Direct Reciprocity; the Board voted, unanimously, to approve the following individuals for licensing as architects in the State of Connecticut: (Briggs/Bartlett)
	1.
	Adjah, Lawrence E.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 40227)

	2.
	Anand, Rohit
	Reciprocity w/Maryland
	(NCARB File No. 57828)

	3.
	Brockstedt, Martin J.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 24074)

	4.
	Brown, Jeffrey A.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 74256)

	5.
	Cain, Niall C.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	6.
	Cannon, Herbert J.
	Reciprocity w/Pennsylvania
	(NCARB File No. 48039)

	7.
	Cassetty, Jimmy C.
	Reciprocity w/Alabama
	(NCARB File No. 43274)

	8.
	Cetra, John A.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 53223)

	9.
	Crabtree, Thomas C.
	Reciprocity w/California
	(NCARB File No. 52913)

	10.
	Dahl, Jr., Leo P.
	Reciprocity w/Georgia
	(NCARB File No. 77262)

	11.
	Deboo, Danile
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 80220)

	12.
	Dougherty, Matthew R.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 89084)

	13.
	Fiedler, Mark G.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	14.
	Gassett, John W.
	Reciprocity w/Pennsylvania
	(NCARB File No. 60829)

	15.
	Gehr, Robert J.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 66980)

	16.
	Grove, Thomas M.
	Reciprocity w/Wisconsin
	(NCARB File No. 32125)

	17.
	Harrison, Robert E.
	Reciprocity w/Vermont
	(NCARB File No. 57035)

	18.
	Haas, Mark A.
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	(NCARB File No. 46484)

	19.
	Henle, John P.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	20.
	Hill, Christopher
	Reciprocity w/Pennsylvania
	(NCARB File No. 104006)

	21.
	Hodzic, Arif H.
	Reciprocity w/North Carolina
	(NCARB File No. 26512)

	22.
	Hughes, Luke E.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 83182)

	23.
	Huntsman, Daniel E.
	Reciprocity w/California
	(NCARB File No. 54105)

	24.
	Koo, Jahae
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 92936)

	25.
	Kronimus, Michael W.
	Reciprocity w/Florida
	(NCARB File No. 88064)

	26.
	Larson, Paul E.
	Reciprocity w/Rhode Island
	(NCARB File No. 73590)

	27.
	Lill, Kenneth A.
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	(NCARB File No. 85299)

	28.
	Lindh, Julia R.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 34330)

	29.
	McCauley, Daniel
	Reciprocity w/Pennsylvania
	(NCARB File No. 81363)

	30.
	Meyer, Loren M.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 96164)

	31.
	Moscati, Matthew P.
	Reciprocity w/California
	(NCARB File No. 100212)

	32.
	Okamoto, Ken
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 61952)

	33.
	Pagliaro, Christopher P.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	34.
	Patriquin, Karin A.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 105895)

	35.
	Pomeroy, Dana A.
	Reciprocity w/District of Columbia
	Direct

	36.
	Raffone, Salvatore
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 86874)

	37.
	Ramsay, Kerr C.
	Reciprocity w/North Carolina
	(NCARB File No. 35009)

	38.
	Richards, David A.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	39.
	Ruggles, David R.
	Reciprocity w/Oregon
	(NCARB File No. 40822)

	40.
	Rush, Kevin L.
	Reciprocity w/Minnesota
	(NCARB File No. 109535)

	41.
	Sparks, Lee
	Reciprocity w/Delaware
	(NCARB File No. 27569)

	42.
	Tilsley, Mark T.
	Reciprocity w/Ohio
	(NCARB File No. 45321)

	43.
	Tinson, Albert J.
	Reciprocity w/Pennsylvania
	(NCARB File No. 61066)

	44.
	Vitagliano, Edward G.
	Reciprocity w/Massachusetts
	(NCARB File No. 47523)

	45.
	Wadhwa, Rajinder K.
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	Direct

	46.
	Wasko, Gary A.
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	Direct

	47.
	Winey, Daniel W.
	Reciprocity w/Michigan
	(NCARB File No. 39184)

	48.
	Winters, Charles A.
	Reciprocity w/Tennessee
	(NCARB File No. 43831)

	49.
	Woodward, Todd K.
	Reciprocity w/Pennsylvania
	(NCARB File No. 69078)


2F. Applications for the Corporate Practice of Architecture; the Department has reviewed and recommends for approval the following applications; the Board voted, unanimously, to approve the following applications for the corporate practice of architecture in Connecticut with the exception of Bergmeyer Architectural Professional Corporation, Inc.: (Briggs/Bartlett)
Regarding the application for Bergmeyer Architectural Professional Corporation, Inc., the Board voted, unanimously, to take no action on this item today.  The application needs clarification from their counsel who is not present at today’s meeting.  (Briggs/Bartlett)

Arrowstreet, Inc.




Robert J. Slattery, CEO


212 Elm Street




Connecticut Lic. No. 7683


Somerville, Massachusetts  02144

       **Bergmeyer Architectural Professional 

David R. Finney, CEO


Corporation, Inc.




Connecticut Lic. No. 6999


286 Congress Street


Boston, Massachusetts  02210

       **For discussion with Board’s Attorney


Harrison French & Associates, LTD

Harrison O. French, CEO


809 SW A Street, Suite 201


Connecticut Lic. No. 9231


Bentonville, Arkansas  72712


Interior Architects New Jersey PC

David B. Mourning, CEO


350 California Street, Suite 1500

Connecticut Lic. No. 7825


San Francisco, California  94104


KFP Architects Collaborative, Inc.

Dix C. Shevalier, Jr.,


1 Commercial Plaza, c/o CT Corporation
CEO


Hartford, Connecticut  06103


Connecticut Lic. No. 5017


Lessard Commercial, Inc.


Christian J. Lessard, CEO

8521 Leesburg Pike, Suite 700

Connecticut Lic. No

Vienna, Virginia  22182


10209


Lessard Group, Inc.


Christian J. Lessard, CEO


8521 Leesburg Pike, Suite 700

Connecticut Lic. No. 10209


Vienna, Virginia  22182


Lessard Urban, Inc.


Christian J. Lessard, CEO


8521 Leesburg Pike, Suite 700

Connecticut Lic. No. 10209


Vienna, Virginia  22182

2G. "CHRO Reviews" CHRO CRITERIA PER SECTION 46a-80; none before the Board.  Mr. Jeter noted that there are no applications before the Board today.
2H. Recommendations from the Department of Consumer Protection concerning pending cases under investigation. Mr. Schwane reviewed to cases the Department is currently working on.

1. File No. 2002-8197 involves a complaint against a Massachusetts architect alleging the practice of architecture in Connecticut without a Connecticut license.  He noted that Mr. Bartlett assisted the Department in this matter and that a compliance meeting was held attended by both Mr. Bartlett and the respondent.  Mr. Schwane then provided more detail regarding the nature of the complaint.
After a period of brief discussion, the Board voted, unanimously, to accept the Department’s recommendation regarding this case.  (Briggs/Mazza)  It is noted that Mr. Bartlett abstained from the vote.
2. File No. 2004-68443 involves information received by the Department that the State of Florida had suspended the license of an architect who was also licensed and practicing in Connecticut.  The Department obtained copies of the administrative actions taken by Florida.  Mr. Paul Bartlett assisted the Department in this matter.  The Department proposed an agreement in this matter and subsequently was informed of additional actions taken against this licensee by NCARB and other States.  Based upon a thorough by the Department with the assistance of Mr. Bartlett, the Department is not recommending further penalties in addition to the aforementioned agreement.
After a period of brief discussion, the Board voted, unanimously, to accept the Department’s proposed agreement regarding this case.  (Briggs/Mazza)  Mr. Jeter signed this agreement.  Further, it is noted that Mr. Bartlett abstained from the vote.
2I. Any correspondence and/or business received in the interim.
1. Mr. Schwane noted a case that involves an individual who is not licensed as an architect and who does residential design work.  The Department received a complaint from a consumer regarding this individual which has since been resolved.  There still remains an issue of misrepresentation of this individual as an architect, who is also an associate member of AIA/CT, which must be resolved.  The Department’s investigator, after resolving the consumer complaint, made a recommendation to Mr. Schwane that the Department continues to monitor this individual and take no further action at this time.
The Department’s Trade Practices Division is pushing to have civil penalties assessed against this individual by assurance of voluntary compliance under the Unfair Trade Practices Act.  Mr. Schwane is not in favor of this but wanted to make the Board aware of this situation.  The Board agreed with Mr. Schwane.  After extensive discussion regarding the specifics of the Board’s authority and the detailed meanings of various penalties they can access, the Board voted, unanimously, to have the Department draft an agreement including an Order of Immediate Discontinuance for this individual to sign.  (Briggs/Hurd)
2. Mr. Schwane advised the Board that their legislative package will not be a part of the Department’s legislative package.  Therefore, he advised the Board to, perhaps, get the assistance of AIA/CT to help get their legislation passed.  It is probable that the Department will support their actions should they follow this legislation.  Mr. Hurd clarified the fact that it is the Department of Consumer Protection that will not allow the Board, on their own, to pursue this legislation.
3. Mr. Spiewak submitted a complaint and the related back-up information to Mr. Schwane for action by the Department.  Mr. Schwane noted that he will forward this information to the Department’s investigator; Mr. Gregory Carver.
4. The Board reviewed the meeting schedule for the calendar year 2006.  Some discussion took place regarding the need for a January 2006 meeting.  It was decided that a meeting in January will be held and they will determine whether or not the meeting will be held in person or by telephone conference based upon the current agenda as it develops in early January.  The Department will submit these dates to the Secretary of State.
The meeting adjourned at 10:47 a.m.  (Jeter/Hurd)  The next regular meeting of the Architectural Licensing Board is scheduled for Friday, January 20, 2006 at 8:30 a.m.; State Office Building; Room 121; 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut.








Respectfully Submitted,








Robert M. Kuzmich, R.A.








Board Administrator
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