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

May 31, 2005
State of Connecticut

Department of Consumer Protection

Occupational & Professional Licensing Division

165 Capitol Avenue

Hartford, Connecticut  06106

The six hundredth meeting of the Architectural Licensing Board, held on May 20, 2005, was called to order by Chairman Mr. S. Edward Jeter at 8:35 a.m. in Room No. 121 of the State Office Building, 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut.

Present:
Edward Jeter


Chairman/Board Member

Carole W. Briggs


Board Member

Robert B. Hurd


Board Member
Christopher Mazza


Board Member
Robert M. Kuzmich

License and Applications

Specialist/Department
Of Consumer Protection
Gregory Carver

Investigator/Department



of Consumer Protection

Steven J. Schwane


Administrative Hearings






Attorney/Department of






Consumer Protection

Peter R. Huntsman

Attorney General’s Office

Michael F. Cusato


A.R.E. Applicant

Thaddeus M. Stewart

Respondent

Neil B. Zomback


Complainant
Not Present:
Paul H. Bartlett


Board Member
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 March 18, 2005 meeting of the Board; for review and approval.  The Board voted, unanimously, to approve the minutes as written.  (Hurd/Briggs)
1B. Continuation of discussion concerning the proposed changes to Regulation Section 20-289-10a(5).  After brief discussion including recognition of the fact that both Board member Paul Bartlett and members of AIA/CT were not able to be present at today’s meeting, the Board voted, unanimously, to postpone further discussion on this item until their July 15, 2005 regular meeting.  (Briggs/Hurd)
1C. Application of Mr. Michael F. Cusato to sit for the Architect Registration Examination; Mr. Kuzmich noted that the Department has received Mr. Cusato’s Unbound Council Record from NCARB.  In accordance with the Board’ s previous directive, this material is presented to them today for their review and decision.  Mr. Hurd noted that he has worked with Mr. Cusato to aid in his efforts to bring this application before the Board.  Mr. Hurd stated that Mr. Cusato has a Bachelor of Science Degree and has worked in the field for ten years and his in his opinion, is a very competent individual who will pass the examination.  As such, the Board voted, unanimously, to approve Mr. Cusato’s application to sit for the Architect Registration Examination.  (Briggs/Mazza)  It is noted that Mr. Hurd abstained from the vote.
2. New Business

2A. Board Report, dated April 12, 2005, from Mr. Robert B. Hurd, A.I.A. for the period November 2004 through March 2005.  The Board acknowledged receipt of this documentation.
2B. Application from Michael L. Gale for licensing in Connecticut by completion of written examination.  Mr. Kuzmich explained the details of this application to the Board.  Mr. Jeter read aloud to the Board a letter written to Mr. Kuzmich from the applicant.  The letter states that Mr. Gale has an undergraduate degree in addition to an accredited degree in architecture from Harvard University.  Further, the letter notes that Mr. Gale has passed the Architect Registration Examination in the State of California but has not passed their State portion and therefore is not licensed.  He also states that his work experience is not in the Intern Development Program (IDP) format because, at the time, this was not required by the State of California.
Mr. Gale is asking the Board to waive the IDP requirement in light of his education and professional experience as documented.  Mr. Kuzmich contacted Mr. Gale and requested original transcripts from his colleges be sent to the Board which have been received and are included in the information before the Board today.

Mr. Hurd noted that the six years of work experience mentioned in Mr. Gale’s letter are not documented except to show that he worked for the different firms.  Mr. Hurd suggested that the Board ask Mr. Gale to put his work experience in the IDP format similar to other applications of this type the Board has reviewed in the past.  After further discussion, the Board voted, unanimously, to require that Mr. Gale’s work experience be presented to the Board through the NCARB in the format of an Unbound Council Record with this work experience documented in the IDP format.  (Briggs/Hurd)
2C. The following candidates have passed the Architect Registration Examination and are recommended by the Department of Consumer Protection for licensing as architects in the State of Connecticut; the Board voted, unanimously, to approve the following individuals for licensing as architects in Connecticut: (Hurd/Briggs)

1. Michael James Tuck 

2. Heather Van Deusen


3. David T. Wenchell

2D. Resolutions To Be Acted Upon at the 2005 NCARB Annual Meeting and Conference; for review and action.  The Board voted, as indicated below, on the following proposed resolutions to be acted upon at the 2005 NCARB Annual Meeting and Conference:

Resolution 05-1 – Bylaw Amendment – Renaming First Vice President/President Elect; supported.
Resolution 05-02 - Bylaw Amendment - Clarifying the Appointment of Committees; supported.
Resolution 05-03 - Revision to Handbook for Interns and Architects – Post Professional Degree Clarification; supported.
Resolution 05-04 – Model Law Amendment – Sealing Technical Submissions; no position taken.  Ms. Briggs has a problem with the Board supporting this amendment when it encompasses sealing prototypical building drawings; a practice which is not permitted under current Connecticut law and is the focus of current Board discussion.   She stated that this proposed change is part of a larger resolution that is not supported by Connecticut law.  Ms. Briggs does not disagree with the concept of the resolution and, on its own, is appropriate, but together with the other language she can not support it.
Mr. Mazza noted that although other Board members support the change in the language on its own, a support of this resolution may in advertently demonstrate support for a larger issue that is not yet resolved by this Board.

Resolution 05-05 – Model Law Amendment – Clarification of Technical Submissions; supported.
Resolution 05-06 – Bylaw Amendment – Adding Second Vice President to Finance/Management Committee; supported.
Resolution 05-07 – Revocation of Northern Mariana Islands Council membership for Failure to Pay Regional Dues; supported.
Resolution 05-08 - Amendment to Handbook for Interns and Architects – Certification of Foreign Architects; supported.
Resolution 05-09 - Revision to Handbook for Interns and Architects – Employment Periods; supported.
Resolution 05-10 – Amendment to Model Law and Legislative Guidelines – Firm Practice; supported.
Resolution 05-11 – Evaluation of NAAB Student Performance Criteria; the Board took no position on this resolution and will allow the Chairman to vote, as he sees appropriate, at the time this resolution is discussed on the meeting floor.
Resolution 05-12 – NCARB Appointment to NAAB Board of Directors; the Board took no position on this resolution and will allow the Chairman to vote, as he sees appropriate, at the time this resolution is discussed on the meeting floor.
Resolution 05-13 – Goals and Guidelines for NCARB Members of NAAB Visiting Teams; supported.
Resolution 05-14 – Two Directors per Region; not supported.
Resolution 05-15 – Public Member Board Member and Member Board Executive Seats on Board of Directors; not supported.
Resolution 05-16 – Governance; the Board took no position on this resolution and will allow the Chairman to vote, as he sees appropriate, at the time this resolution is discussed on the meeting floor.
Resolution 05-17 – Fee and Dues Increases – Member Board Vote Requirement; not supported.
2E. Delegate Credentials letter, dated March 22, 2005, from NCARB; for discussion by the Board.  The Board voted, unanimously, to appoint Mr. S. Edward Jeter, Chairman of the Board, as their official delegate at the 2005 NCARB Annual Meeting and Conference.
2F. 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/Hurd)
	1.
	Anderson, Ross S.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 44152)

	2.
	Baccari, John G.
	Reciprocity w/Ohio
	(NCARB File No. 17873)

	3.
	Barteldt, Jr., Bruce A.
	Reciprocity w/North Carolina
	(NCARB File No. 46514)

	4.
	Beitz, Jr., William J.
	Reciprocity w/Missouri
	(NCARB File No. 31759 )

	5.
	Booth, Robert E.
	Reciprocity w/Texas
	(NCARB File No. 49949)

	6.
	Carbone, Jr., Domenic
	Reciprocity w/Rhode Island
	(NCARB File No. 111536)

	7.
	Corwin, Barbara B.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	8.
	Davis, Jeffrey R.
	Reciprocity w/Massachusetts
	(NCARB File No. 56112)

	9.
	Doban, Geoffrey
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 79371)

	10.
	Dunlap, L. Scott
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	(NCARB File No. 54790)

	11.
	Feldman, David H.
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	Direct

	12.
	Fethes, Andrew M.
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	(NCARB File No. 62523)

	13.
	Garfinkle, George L.
	Reciprocity w/Massachusetts
	(NCARB File No. 11906)

	14.
	Gelfand, Michael S.
	Reciprocity w/Massachusetts
	(NCARB File No. 84048)

	15.
	Hoina, Ronald A.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 61233)

	16.
	Jeng, Gary G.H.
	Reciprocity w/New Jersey
	(NCARB File No. 44983)

	17.
	Johnson, Timothy J.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 108828)

	18.
	Jordan, James S.
	Reciprocity w/Massachusetts
	(NCARB File No. 69259)

	19.
	Keller, Scott P.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 24462)

	20.
	Klancher, Jr., Robert J.
	Reciprocity w/Virginia
	(NCARB File No. 37953)

	21.
	Lavie, Bryan E.
	Reciprocity w/D.C.
	Direct

	22.
	Levey, Richard B.
	Reciprocity w/Massachusetts
	(NCARB File No. 58317)

	23.
	Moynihan, James J.
	Reciprocity w/Ilinois
	(NCARB File No. 23000)

	24.
	North, Robert D.
	Reciprocity w/Illinois
	(NCARB File No. 51703)

	25.
	Parsons, III, Roy B.
	Reciprocity w/Tennessee
	(NCARB File No. 81858)

	26.
	Quadrini, Armand S.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 112072)

	27.
	Rectenwald, Daniel J.
	Reciprocity w/Minnesota
	(NCARB File No. 40300)

	28.
	Rezania, Mondana
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	29.
	Rosen, Mike
	Reciprocity w/North Carolina
	(NCARB File No. 39603)

	30.
	Ryzinski, Boleslav
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct

	31.
	Samton, Peter
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 9503)

	32.
	Sawyer, Daren W.
	Reciprocity w/Massachusetts
	(NCARB File No. 68659)

	33.
	Vasisko, Gerard F.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	(NCARB File No. 31596)

	34.
	Vogel, Edmund F.
	Reciprocity w/New York
	Direct


2G. 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: (Hurd/Briggs)
Architectural Design Associates, P.C.

Richard L. Bergt, CEO

7501 O Street, Suite 105



Connecticut Lic. No.10744

Lincoln, Nebraska  68510

Conway Architecture Inc.



Brett Conway, CEO

600 University Street, Suite 1818

Connecticut Lic. No.

Seattle, Washington  98101


10798

SEA Architecture Consultants Inc.

Robert M. Brandon, CEO

2080 Silas Deane Highway, Suite 302

Connecticut Lic. No. 6221

Rocky Hill, Connecticut  03301

2H. Application for Joint Corporate Practice of Architecture & Professional Engineering; the Department has reviewed and recommends for approval the following application; the Board voted, unanimously, to approve the following application for the joint corporate practice of Architecture and Professional Engineering in Connecticut: (Briggs/Hurd)
EYP Mission Critical Facilities, Inc.

Steven L. Einhorn, President

440 Park Avenue South, 14th Floor

Connecticut License No. 5358

New York, New York  10016

2I. "CHRO Reviews" CHRO CRITERIA PER SECTION 46a-80; Mr. Jeter noted that there are none before the Board today.

2J. Any correspondence and/or business received in the interim.  No items were discussed.
2K. Docket No. 05-362; Formal Hearing in the Matter of Thaddeus M. Stewart.
COMPLAINT:
In the Matter of Thaddeus M. Stewart



Docket No. 05-362
Pursuant to the provisions of Connecticut General Statutes, Sections 20-294 and 21a-7(7), and the Uniform Administrative Procedure Act, Connecticut General Statutes, Section 4-166 et seq., and by virtue of the authority vested in it by said statutes, the Architectural Licensing Board, having reason to believe that Thaddeus M. Stewart, hereinafter referred to as Respondent, has violated the provisions of Connecticut General Statutes, Sections 20-294 and 21a-9(c)(4), and Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, Section 20-289-10a(1)(a), hereby issues its Complaint stating its charges in that respect as follows:
PARAGRAPH ONE:  Respondent, Thaddeus M. Stewart, engages in business as an architect at 1 Monroe Street, Hamden, Connecticut.
PARAGRAPH TWO:  Respondent is the holder of Architect License No. 8603 issued by the Department of Consumer Protection pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes, Section 20-291.
PARAGRAPH THREE:  On or about June 13, 2002, Respondent entered into a contract to provide architectural services in connection with an addition to a residence at 62 Hawthorne Drive, Cheshire, Connecticut.
PARAGRAPH FOUR:  Respondent failed to act with reasonable care and competence, or failed to apply the technical knowledge and skill that is ordinarily applied by architects of good standing, in the design of the residential addition referred to in Paragraph Three.
PARAGRAPH FIVE:  The circumstances cited in Paragraphs One through Four, inclusive, constitute a violation of Connecticut General Statutes, Sections 20-294 and 21a-9(c)(4), and Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, Section 20-289-10a(1)(a), and are grounds for revocation or suspension of Respondent’s Architect license, or the placement of the Respondent’s license on probationary status, or the issuance of a Letter of Reprimand pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes, Sections 20-294 and 21a-7(7).

SUMMARY

Mr. Carver was questioned by Mr. Steven Schwane.  Mr. Carver identified his job title and gave a brief description of his duties and explained how this complaint arrived in his jurisdiction.  Mr. Carver explained that this matter involves both architectural and home improvement issues.  Mr. Carver noted that Mr. Stewart’s architectural license was initially lapsed on July 31, 2003 and was reinstated on November 1, 2005.  Mr. Carver stated that he prepared a report of his findings approximately four months after receiving the case and identified various documentation associated with the complaint.
Mr. Huntsman explained to Mr. Stewart, the respondent, his right to cross examine any witness Mr. Schwane questions and also the right to present evidence on his own.  Mr. Stewart noted that the drawings he has are the drawings the building officials have and whose date post dates the drawings presented by the State which do not reflect the level of detail that his drawings have.

Mr. Schwane now asked the complainant, Mr. Neal B. Zomback, how he became familiar with Mr. Stewart and the services Mr. Stewart provided for him.  Mr. Zomback stated that Mr. Stewart offered both architectural services and construction management services and that he entered into contracts for the same.  Mr. Zomback identified the plans presented by Mr. Schwane as those done by Mr. Stewart.
Mr. Zomback explained that problems were encountered with the construction of the cathedral ceiling and spreading of the exterior walls in this same area.  The Building Official cited the existing construction as unsafe and required the condition to be repaired immediately.  Mr. Stewart attempted to make the repairs and failed.  Mr. Zomback consulted with other contractors and it was determined that the only way to make the repair correctly was to tear down a majority of the construction in this area and start over.  Mr. Zomback noted that this work was done at a significant additional cost and created mental anguish for both he and his family.

Mr. Stewart asked Mr. Zomback for details on how the new contractor made the repairs.  Mr. Zomback explained the details and noted that new plans, prepared by others, were approved by the Building Official.  Mr. Stewart did state that he offered to rectify the problem with the construction by the preparation of new construction details on site and by providing detailed instructions to his brother’s construction company who was doing the work. Mr. Stewart stated that he was asked by the owner not to come back.
Mr. Schwane questioned Mr. Robert B. Hurd who detailed both his educational and professional background in architecture.  Mr. Hurd noted that his involvement in this complaint was to determine if there were any architectural violations pertaining primarily to the standards of care.  Mr. Schwane stated that Mr. Hurd attended a compliance meeting with himself and Mr. Stewart.  Mr. Hurd noted that upon his initial review of Mr. Stewart’s plans, he was concerned about the lack of details.  Mr. Hurd noted that he did not see any structural solutions on the drawings pertaining to the problem areas of the construction on this project.  He explained to Mr. Stewart at this meeting how he has handled this type of detail in the past and Mr. Stewart stated to him how he planned to correct the problem.
Mr. Hurd stated that Mr. Stewart’s response at this meeting began to answer his concerns about whether the proposed framing would work or not however it did not answer his concerns about documentation and details that would guide the construction and completion of the framing.  In summary, Mr. Hurd felt that there should have been more details pertaining to the vaulted ceiling area.  Mr. Schwane asked Mr. Hurd if the plans prepared by Mr. Stewart, specifically for the vaulted ceiling, indicate that Mr. Stewart acted with reasonable care and competence and applied the technical knowledge and skill ordinarily applied by architects of good standing.  Mr. Hurd believes Mr. Stewart tried but came up short.  He also noted that he was concerned that none of the sketches that Mr. Stewart claims he made are able to be placed in evidence.
In response to a question from Mr. Jeter, Mr. Stewart stated that prior to the compliance meeting he attended, he tried to obtain the more recent plans from the Cheshire Building Department but they told him that they had been destroyed.
Mr. Schwane questioned Mr. Stewart regarding his professional background and licensure history.  Mr. Stewart elaborated on the nature of the work he provided his client and identified the drawings Mr. Schwane had as those he prepared and as an accurate copy of the plans the builder used.  At this point the State rested its case.
Mr. Stewart now presented his case to the Board.  He noted the background of the development of the plans the builder used for construction.  He explained his methodology for the design of the four season room where the vaulted ceiling problems occurred.  After additional field sketches were prepared by Mr. Stewart, the Building Official inspected the work and offered his solution to the construction problem.  At this point the owner instructed that Mr. Stewart was not to continue his work and was no longer allowed on the job site.  Mr. Stewart admitted that the drawings he submitted presented some challenges with the structural framing of the vaulted ceiling area.
Mr. Stewart elaborated on his professional work performed after this project and on his overall abilities as an architect and that he feels comfortable in his abilities. He noted that he has worked for architects since 1986 and has been licensed since 2000.  He also explained the nature of the lapse in his architect’s license and the reinstatement of the same after the lapse in his license was brought to his attention by Mr. Schwane.

In response to a question from Mr. Mazza, Mr. Stewart stated that the plans he prepared for this project were an abbreviated set agreed to by the owner and enough to get a building permit.  More extensive plans would have significantly increased his fee.  Mr. Stewart noted that he also prepared the plans in anticipation of having a direct on-site relationship with the contractor and frequent field visits.
Ms. Briggs summarized the situation by stating that the drawings Mr. Stewart prepared for this project were not sufficient enough to complete the work.  Mr. Stewart agreed in accordance with the drawings the Board have before them.  In response to a question from Ms. Briggs, Mr. Stewart admitted that the design for the vaulted ceiling area as shown did not work.
Mr. Schwane asked Mr. Stewart if his construction contract with the owner indicated that the construction documents were to be limited and not contain much detail.  Mr. Stewart replied “no”.

Mr. Stewart concluded his case by summarizing his architectural past and noted that he is currently working with other individuals to strengthen his architectural skills and prowess in recognition of the lack of detail presented on the drawings the Board has before them.  He also stated that he was trying to be creative with his design solutions which did not work as well as he had hoped.  He also stated that he did not fulfill his obligation as an architect pursuant to the structural design of the crucial, vaulted ceiling area.  He appreciated any consideration the Board may have.
Mr. Jeter concluded the hearing at 11:20 a.m.
The meeting adjourned at 11:56 a.m.(Briggs/Hurd)  The next regular meeting of the Architectural Licensing Board is scheduled for Friday, July 15, 2005 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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