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BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE CALIFORNIA ARCHITECTS BOARD

History and Function of the Board

On March 23, 1901, California created the Stater@o&Architecture. In 1929, the Board’s name
was changed to the California State Board of Aeddtitral Examiners. That same year, the Board
began issuing licenses to individuals who passéa &avritten and an oral examination. In 1963, the
Act was revised making the actual practice of detiire by an unlicensed individual a misdemeanor.
This revision made the Act a true practice actyiasg the practice of architecture to only lisewdl
architects.

Since 1997, the Board has also overseen the drggsonsibilities, and jurisdiction of the Landseap
Architects Technical Committee (LATC). The Boascdcharged with regulating landscape architects
and managing all of the affairs of the former Boafdlandscape Architects. The LATC is structured
as a committee of the Board. The Board viewsdtnigcture as very positive and has found the
relationship between the two related professiorsetmutually beneficial. Opportunities for
collaboration between the two regulatory progranmstae efficiencies associated with combining
efforts wherever possible are the main advantages. Board is not aware of any consumer-related
issues with respect to the structure, or conceom the respective professions and their orgamizati
relating to the structure.

In 1999, the Board’s name was changed to the @alddArchitects Board. This change was designed
to reflect the fact that, in addition to examincandidates, the Board maintains a wide range of
programs to protect consumers and regulate theigeaxf architecture.

The mission of the Board is to protect the pubgelth, safety, and welfare through the regulatibn o
the practice of architecture and landscape ardhitedn California. The Board has established the
following eight goals which provide the framewotk fts efforts to further its mission:



1. Ensuring that those entering the practice meetlatals of competency by way of education,
experience, and examination;

2. Establishing standards of practice for those liedrs practice;

3. Requiring that any person practicing or offeringptactice architecture be licensed;

4. Protecting consumers and users of architecturaicesy,

5. Enforcing the laws, codes, and standards govemiclgitectural practice in a fair, expeditious,
and uniform manner;

6. Empowering consumers by providing information addaational materials to help them make

informed decisions;

7. Collaborating with the profession and academy sueman effective licensure system and
enforcement program; and

8. Overseeing the activities of the LATC to ensunegulates the practice of landscape
architecture in a manner which safeguards the bestig of the public and the environment.

In fulfilling its mission, the Board has found theatting preventively and proactively is the best ob

its resources. Because of the nature of the dgsfession, there are numerous opportunities to
prevent minor problems from becoming disasterswibist case scenario, a building failure, is simply
not tolerable. As such, the Board works to aggvesaddress issues well before they exacerbabe in
catastrophes. In the Board’s Enforcement Progfangxample, this means cooperatively working
with building departments through the Board’s foits-kind Building Official Contact Program.

The Board also invests heavily in communicatiomshtio consumers and to architects. The Board
works closely with professional groups to ensueg #iichitects understand changes in laws, codds, an
standards. The Board also reaches out to schodlsetated professions and organizations via a
proactive liaison program. To ensure the effect®ss of these endeavors, the Board works to upgrade
and enhance its communications by constantly sgdkedback and analyzing the results of its
communications efforts. All of these initiativesderscore the Board’s belief that it must be both
strategic and aggressive in employing the preventieasures necessary to effectively protect the
public health, safety, and welfare.

Board Membership and Committees

The 10-member Board consists of five architectsferedpublic members. Three of the public
members are appointed by the Governor, and thet&@uemmittee on Rules and the Speaker of the
Assembly each appoint one public member. Board lbeesrmeet four times per year. All meetings
are subject to the Bagley-Keene Open Meetings Abkre is currently one vacancy on the Board, and
in the past four years, the Board has succesdielly all scheduled meetings without any quorum
issues.

The following is a listing of the current Board migens and their background:

Date Date Public
; App'ting | or Prof
Board Member First | Term |, th. Member
App'd. | Exp.

Jon A. Baker, Board President, FAIA, LEED AP, is a partner at
BakerNowicki Design Studio, LLP in San Diego, Baked his team
specialize in the design of educational, civic,isehousing / long-term care
and healthcare facilities. Baker also has externsiperience with California| 11/05 | 6/17 Governof  Profl
state agencies, including the Office of Statewi@albth Planning and
Development, the Division of the State Architectd dhe Department of
Education. Baker chairs the Board’s Executive Cottemiand serves on the
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Professional Qualifications Committee. He also sgmn the National
Council of Architectural Registration Boards' (NCBRExamination
Committee and previously served as Region VI Doetd the NCARB
national board from 2010-2012. Baker also curresgiyes on the Western
Council of Architectural Registration Boards’ Exége Committee.

Pasqual V. Gutierrez, Board Vice President, AIA, previously served as
Board President in 2011. A resident of Walnut, Guéz has served HMC
Architects in the various capacities of senior pcbjarchitect, associate,
senior associate and currently serves as prindfpain 1988 to 1999,
Gutierrez was principal of the architecture firmeTButierrez Partnership
before joining HMC. Prior to that, he was an aretiitwith the interior desigr
firm Reel Grobman Associates from 1983 to 1988i¢€stdz serves on the
Board’s Executive Committee and chairs the ProfesdiQualifications
Committee. He also serves on NCARB'’s Licensure Taske.

9/2/06

6/20

Governo

Prof'l

Tian Feng, Board Secretary, FAIA, FCSI, has been the Dis&ichitect for
the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit DistB&RT) since 2001, where
he has been responsible for developing and implengefacilities standards
as well as sustainability policy and initiativescluding climate change
adaptation. Prior to BART, he worked at Jacobs &egjiing, LCA
Architects, JKA Construction Consultants, Sue Asstes, FCA Architects,
and the USC School of Architecture as a desigmehitact, project manager
and teaching assistant. He was an architecturéd@gvmember at
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and East/®akland Chapter
president of the Construction Specifications Ingtit Feng earned a Master
Science degree in architecture from the UniveGitgouthern California. He|
serves on the Board’s Executive Committee and ¢& \@hair of the
Professional Qualifications Committee.

2/14

6/17

Governo

Prof'l

Denise Campo has over 12 years of experience working in comiguamd
government relations. Campos works for Southerif@ala Gas Company’s
Regional Public Affairs team. Prior to that, sherkeal for several Los
Angeles local elected officials. She is a gradfrate San Diego State
University with dual bachelor’s degrees in PolitiSaience and Mexican
American Studies, and is a member of the Hispafigartized for Political
Equality Leadership Institute 2014. Campos servethe Board's
Communications Committee.

6/14

6/18

Senate
Rules

Public

Sylvia Kwan, FAIA, LEED AP, has been founder of Kwan Henmi
Architecture and Planning Inc. since 1980 and chair since 2007. Kwan
Henmi’s portfolio includes civic, education, traosgtion, residential, and
commercial developments in communities across theAea. Kwan has
served as Director of the AIA National Board, theifornia Council Board,
and the San Francisco Chapter Board. She is afsenaber of the San
Francisco Chamber of Commerce and the Bay Area €lidomards. Kwan
received both her Bachelor of Arts and her Mastérts degrees in
architecture from the University of California, Beley. She serves on the
Board’'s Executive Committee and chairs the Commnatiins Committee.

8/13

6/19

Governo

Prof'l

Ebony Lewis has been with Kaiser Permanente since 2005 amentiyr
works as a residency program administrator wheeecshtinues to build
physician capacity and develop diversity recruitttirough outreach
strategies. She is a member of the University aftisarn California Society
of Trojan Women, Women in Health Administrationnibr League of Los
Angeles, the Los Angeles African American WomerublRR Policy Institute,
Co-Chair of Imagine LA Change Agents, and Co-Foumdé¢he Black Los
Angeles Young Democrats. Lewis earned an ExeclMiaster of Health
Administration degree from the University of South€alifornia, Sol Price
School of Public Policy. She serves on the Bodrdafessional
Qualifications Committee.

12/14

6/19

Governof

Public

Matthew McGuinnes:is president of Interior Design Services (IDS).In

9/12

and has worked there since 1988. Prior to becomiiegident at IDS,

6/16

Governo

Public
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McGuinness worked in several other capacities dliolyt vice president,
sales and marketing manager, sales associate paklldeper. McGuinness
chairs the Board’s Regulatory and Enforcement Ccdtemi

Nilza Serranc founded TMS Production and Post Production firrilev
maintaining a steadfast commitment to public servi&he serves on the Getty
House Foundation Board of Directors and the Bo&idiectors for HOPE- 9/13 6/16 Governof  Public
PAC, a Political Action Committee. Serrano’s adwochelps to build and
leverage opportunity, education and outreach tefitecommunity based
services. She is Vice Chair of the Board’s Commatimnis Committee.

Barry Williams has been principal architect and owner of Barrgeha
Williams Associates since 2010, where he was alarchitect and owner
from 1981 to 1998, and has been a lecturer at@ald Polytechnic State
University, San Luis Obispo since 1979. He wasiacjpal architect at
Westberg and White Inc. Architects and Plannemn fi®98 to 2010 and was
a research analyst and professional liability sistiat Design Professionals
Insurance Company from 1995 to 2001. Williams isember of the College
of Architecture and Environmental Design Foundatioard. He earned both
a Bachelor of Architecture degree and a Masterct#rige degree in
architecture from California Polytechnic State Usity, San Luis Obispo.
Williams is Vice Chair of the Board’s RegulatorydaBnforcement
Committee and serves on the Professional QualificatCommittee.

" 12/14 | 6/18 | Governof Architect

The Board currently has one public member vacaneytd a Board Member who resigned in
December, 2014, due to increased work commitments.

The following are a list of the Board's Committees:

» Executive Committee: coordinates and leads the®®@ublic awareness program,
organizational relationships, organizational depeient, and customer service efforts.

» Professional Qualifications Committee (PQC): enspmfessional qualifications by setting
requirements for education, experience, and exammaeviews the Board’s national
examination to ensure that it fairly and effectdsts the skills important to the practice of
architecture in California; and reviews the praziid architecture to ensure the Act accurately
reflects areas of practice.

» Regqulatory and Enforcement Committee (REC): makesmmendations on practice
standards and enforcement issues, regulatory stsdapractice, and policies and procedures
to protect consumers; and informs the public arehisees of the Board’s standards and
enforcement programs.

» Communications Committee: oversees all of the Beardmmunications and identifies
strategies to effectively communicate to key aucksnand provides strategic input on
enhancing the use of the Internet to communicatie the Board’s stakeholders.

Fiscal and Fund Analysis

The Board is a special fund agency that genertt@svenue from its fees. The Board’s main source
of revenue is through the collection of examinatiaensing, and renewal fees. These fees support
the license, examination, enforcement, and admatish programs, which includes processing and
issuing licenses, maintaining Board records, prodpand distributing publications, mediating
consumer complaints, enforcing statutes, discipjiaations, personnel, and general operating
expenses. Currently, fees for initial and rendigahsure are $300. Licenses are renewed biepniall




The Board’s fund condition is shown below, identifyfund balance and expenditure levels. The
total revenues anticipated by the Board for Fidaar (FY) 2014/15, are $2.77 million, and for FY
2015/16, is $4.04 million. The total expendituaasicipated for the Board for FY 2014/15, is $3.90
million, and for FY 2015/16, $3.98 million. Theason for the increase in anticipated expenditiges i
due to the DCA Budget Office projection model, whassumes that all authorized funds will be
expended. The Board anticipates it will have apipnately 12.4 months in reserve for FY 2014/15
and FY 2015/16.

The recent economic climate has resulted in a tyaofeState Budget spending restrictions, which
have impacted the Board’s expenditures. In addifiellowing the February 2011 transition of the
California Supplemental Examination (CSE) from aal format to a more efficient written, computer-
based version, the Board has had to expend lessaithorized budget. The Board, in consultation
with the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) But@dfice, determined that a reduction in
expenditure authority is appropriate due to saving® the CSE. As a result, the Board is currently
pursuing a negative Budget Change Proposal (BC#eimmount of $400,000 for FY 2015/16 and
ongoing. In 2014, the Board submitted a negati€® Bo the Department of Finance to request this
voluntary expenditure authority reduction, and appl is currently pending.

Fund Condition
(Dollars in Thousands) FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2010/11| 2011/12 | 2012/13 | 2013/14 | 2014/15 | 2015/16 | 2016/17 | 2017/18
Beginning Balance $2,4841 $2,580F $4,067*$4,098* | $5,252 $4,121 $4,183 | $2,894
Revenues and Transfers $2,836 $4,156 $2,79%4,153 | $2,773 $4,041 $2,770 | $4,056
Total Resources $5,320 | $6,736 | $6,858| $8,251 | $8,025 $8,162 $6,953 | $6,950
Budget Authority $3,591 | $3,624| $3,671 $3,81B  $3,901] $3,979 $4,059 | $4,140
$2,839* | $2,694* | $2,797* | $2,999* | $3,903**/ | $3,979** | $4,059* | $4,140*
EXpendItureS**/*** * * * * *k%k * *% *%
Fund Balance $2,481 | $4,042 | $4,061| $5,252 | $4,121 $4,183 $2,894 | $2,810
Months in Reserve 111 17.3 16.2 16.1 12.4 12.4 8.4 8.0
* Includes beginning balance adjustments; ** [lides direct draws from SCO and Fi$cal; *** Proggtto spend full
budget

During the last four years, the Board has spentceqamately 40% of its budget on the enforcement
program, 33% on the examination program, 21% oti¢kasing program, 6% on administration, and
18% on pro rata.

Expenditures by Program Component

FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14*

Personnel Personnel Personnel Personnel

Services OE&E | Services OE&E Services OE&E Services OE&E
Enforcement| $501,544| $546,082 $483,669 $672,519 0,339 $625,875| $531,694 $474,348
Examination | $423,526| $662,008 $408,431 $412,711 33200 $522,674 | $437,171  $348,933
Licensing $356,653 | $211,374 $343,943 $235,691 $ax8, | $263,095 | $378,094 $161,362
Admin.** $111,454 | $65,903| $107,482 $73,523 $108,974 $82,096 $118,154| $50,426
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Diversion (if
applicable) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

TOTALS $1,39M $1,49M $1,34M $1,39M $1,35M $1,49M $1,47M ,GBIM

DCA Pro
Rata*** $437,427 $479,387 $499,95% $538,738

* Governor's Budget FY 14/15; ** Administratiancludes costs for executive staff, board, admiafste support, and
fiscal services; *** DCA Pro Rata included in OE&E

Staffing Levels

Currently, the Board has two vacant Office Teclamngbositions. Recruitment efforts are currently
underway to have both positions filled in MarchheTBoard works to expeditiously fill vacant
positions to ensure adequate staff resources artalle to meet the Boards’ objectives. The Baard’
vacancies have mainly been in the entry level @ffiechnician classification. Other professional
class positions, such as Staff Services Analysipgigte Governmental Program Analyst, and Staff
Services Manager have a lower vacancy rate. Vaesace often attributed to other promotional
opportunities, a common civil service occurrent@e Board has been successful in reclassifying
positions when needed to ensure appropriate dleessiins are available to meet operational needs.

The Board utilizes DCA’s Workforce and SuccessitanRnd has identified mission critical positions
that have a significant impact on the Board andiregspecialized job skills and expertise. Theroa
is refining the plan to develop strategies to rethe expertise and staff knowledge so that it is
preserved for the future and on a continual basis.

Licensing
The Licensing Program provides public protectiorehguring licenses are issued only to applicants

who meet the minimum requirements of current séatand regulations and who have not committed
acts that would be grounds for denial. Candidatest document eight years (earned through
education, work experience, internship, or a comuitam of each), and successfully complete both a
national examination (Architect Registration Exaation (ARE) or an equivalent) and the CSE. The
Board had 20,504 licensees in the last fiscal y&famhich 3,768 were out-of-state and 182 wereadut
country licensees. These numbers have been edlatonsistent over the past four fiscal years. In
the last fiscal year, the Board received 2,373ah@pplications for licensure or for examinatiand
approved 2,148 of those applications. The Boaded 481 initial licenses.

The Board’s performance target for processing apptins and issuing licenses is 30 days from
receipt of the application. When the applicatiscomplete, all requirements are met (e.g. the
submission of required supporting documentatioa tikrtified transcripts and employer verification
forms), and there is no criminal history, the Boguically meets this goal.

Candidates may submit applications for the ARE, GBId licensure at any time. If a candidate
applies immediately upon passing all examinatitims Jicense is typically issued within 30 days afte
receipt of the completed application and fee. Hmwea significantly greater than anticipated irflu

of applications can present a challenge for staffieeting performance expectations and may cause
slightly longer (seven to ten additional days) gssing times. However, management monitors the
volume of applications through weekly reports arakes the appropriate adjustments to workflow and
staffing necessary for achieving performance targ&then the volume of applications and staffing
shortages delay processing, the Board temporadlyects available staff from other units. In
addition, processes are routinely evaluated facieficy to maximize staff performance and achieve
performance expectations. Next year, when the @Bisamigrated to the DCA enterprise-wide
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licensing and enforcement system (BreEZe), it t&cgrated that additional process efficiencies \wél
realized.

Individuals who are licensed in another jurisdiotend applying for reciprocity must request thairth
state board provide a license certification to tatitate licensure, license status (i.e., current,
delinquent, suspended, etc.), and information eaqiplinary action. Additionally, the certifying bad
must provide the examination history detailing wioaun of the ARE was taken and when each
component was passed. Reciprocal licensure caedidaay substitute the National Council of
Architectural Registration Boards (NCARB) Certifiean lieu of the above, which will provide
information on education, if any, examination, amernship (experience). An NCARB Certificate
demonstrates that an individual has met the higtregéssional standards, and therefore makes it
easier to obtain reciprocal registration in otheisdictions.

The Board’s applications also include questionsuabee candidate’s criminal and disciplinary
history. Candidates responding “yes” to eithebath questions are referred to the Board’s
Enforcement Unit for review and possible discipfynaction. The Board is not statutorily authorized
to fingerprint candidates for an architect license.

Veterans

The Board considers military education, trainingg @xperience the same as that from any other
source, provided it is related to the practiceroh#decture. Education, training, and experiencstm
fall within the parameters established in Titleaft@he California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section
117 to receive credit towards the minimum eightry@aerience licensure requirement. The Board
has implemented the requirements of BPC Sectiorblib4rack and identify veterans. Currently, no
veteran, or candidate seeking reciprocal licenadr@ are married to, or in a domestic partnership or
other legal union with, an active duty member & #&rmed Forces of the United States who is
assigned to a duty station in California, has retpeeexpedited processing or a fee waiver.

Examinations
Each candidate for licensure is required to consgdeth the national ARE and CSE to receive
licensure.

Architect Registration Examination (ARE)

The ARE is a practice-based examination develoyedd@ARB, and its content is based on an
analysis of architectural practice. The most retractice Analysis” was conducted by NCARB in
2012. The ARE has been developed with specificeonfor its fidelity to the practice of
architecture; that is, its content relates to tttea tasks an architect encounters in practice.siNgle
examination can test for competency in all aspetgschitecture, which is why the ARE is not the
only requirement to become a licensed architedticBtion and experience are also crucial licensure
requirements. ARE 4.0 is comprised of seven divisj and each division of the ARE is administered
and graded by computer. The following divisions @sted: (1) Programming, Planning, Practice
(PPP); (2) Site Planning and Design (SPD); (3) @od Design and Construction Systems (BD); (4)
Schematic Design (SD); (5) Structural Systems (§5)Building Systems (BS); and (7) Construction
Documents and Services (CDS).

Candidates must pass each division of the ARE ien@gntly and receive credit for divisions passed,

but must retake those divisions not passed. Wihdee is no opportunity for involvement on scoring
and analysis for the ARE, Board members have baaived in writing questions for the
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examination. In addition, the Board periodicalbnducts an exam review wherein NCARB opens a
test center in California for Board members to vie® exam and test its software.

California Supplemental Examination (CSE)

California’s large physical size, massive and diggropulation, varied landscape and climate, high
seismicity, distinctive legal framework, and exgaasconomy create an unusually demanding
environment for architectural practice. These clexipes are further exacerbated by the pressure to
accommodate change with increased speed, reqairaigtects to stretch the limits of their capacédy
practice safely. Due to these unique needs andategy requirements, California administers the
CSE to ensure that candidates have the necessaiteatural knowledge and skills to respond to the
conditions found in California. The CSE teststfavse aspects of practice unique to California,
including seismic design, accessibility, energyssxation, environmental concerns, and legal issues
as well as those aspects of practice that aredsajumtely tested for in the ARE. The Board
administers the CSE to candidates who have suctlgssémpleted all seven divisions of the ARE, as
well as to eligible licensees from other jurisdicis and countries, all of whom must pass the CSE
prior to receiving licensure.

School Approval

The National Architectural Accrediting Board (NAAB) the only entity nationally recognized to
accredit professional and post-professional degregrams in architecture within the U.S. NAAB
accredits the degree programs within the schoolsthe schools themselves. NAAB reviews
programs every three to six years. The Board asa@pdits from both accredited and non-accredited
programs, or programs that are not accredited bBIAThe Board is not statutorily authorized to
approve schools of architecture. The Bureau foralRr Postsecondary Education does not play any
role in the process of approving schools of archite or architectural degree programs for the
purposes of the Board.

Enforcement

In evaluating a Board’s enforcement program, itmportant to reflect on the nature of the professio
being regulated. Architects often collaborate vather parties (engineers, landscape architects,
attorneys, contractors, and other architects) whbweige additional quality control, and their plans
must be approved by local building departmentsusTkhere are parties who can identify problems
earlier in the process so that cases that conteetBdard typically do not deal with major property
damage or bodily injury.

The Board adopted an Enforcement Improvement RI2010. This Plan, in part, included
implementing DCA'’s Performance Measures, define®BA's Consumer Protection Enforcement
Initiative (CPEI) and facilitating coordination \wibther entities, such as the Office of the Attgrne
General and the Division of Investigation (DOI).

The Board is exceeding its goal of assigning comiddo staff for investigation within seven days b
taking an average of only three days to assign &intp. In addition, for FY’s 2010/11, 2011/12,
2012/13, and 2013/14, the Board averaged 246 ddgsdays, 92 days, and 131 days respectively to
investigate a complaint, compared to the 270 day goder CPEI.

The Board received an average of 275 complaintyeuearsince FY 2010/11, but the average number
of complaints decreased 8% since the previous tieggueriod. Complaints given the highest or
“urgent” priority include imminent life and safetysues, severe financial harm to clients, egregious
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pattern of complaints, and project abandonmentn@aints given a “high” priority level include

those that involve aiding and abetting, and unkeehpractice. The more common complaints are
contract violations, unlicensed advertising viaas, and routine settlement reports. Enforcemaifit st
closed 53% of investigations within 90 days and 9%in one year. The average number of days
from receipt of a complaint to the closure of inigetion was 158 days for all cases, which is a 46%
reduction since the last reporting period. Dutimg previous reporting period, the average number o
days to complete an investigation was 294 days 3484l of investigations were closed within 90 days.

Since the last reporting period, the average nurabadvertising complaints received by the Board
increased 5% to 118 per year. The average nunfilsetttement cases received also increased 34% to
35 per year. The Board received an average obiplaints per year against licensees, which is a 9%
decrease since 2010. The Board also receivedeaager of 49 unlicensed activity complaints, which

is a 38% reduction since the previous reportingoper

The Board's citation program, authorized under O&®RA52, provides it with an expedient method of
addressing violations involving unlicensed activagvertising violations, and less serious praatice
technical violations that do not result in substdritarm. Since the Board’s last report in 20b@, t
number of citations issued has decreased. Thisbmalye, in part, to the Board’s efforts to redinee
number of pending cases during the last reportergp@, which included closing a number of older
cases that resulted in the issuance of a citattam.this reporting period, citations average 22y@ar.
Of the citations issued, all included a fine assesd, averaging $2,500 per citation. The Board use
the Intercept Program through the Franchise Taxdtmacollect fines, which captures funds from
State tax refunds and Lottery proceeds

The Board filed seven accusations, one petitiaevoke probation, and two statements of issues
during the current reporting period (FY 2010/1Jotigh FY 2013/14), which is a 25% increase from
the previous review period. Eleven cases resiuttelisciplinary action compared with four cases in
the previous reporting period, an increase of 179%e severity of the sanctions imposed on licensee
has also increased since the last review. Duhisgyéview period, the Board revoked four licenses,
ordered probation for six licensees (two with actuspensions), and one licensee surrendered his
license.

Enforcement Statistics

FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14
COMPLAINTS
Received 228 296 294
Closed 0 0 0
Referred to INV 228 296 294
Average Time 3 3 2
Source of Complaint
Public 123 92 80
Licensee/Professional Groups 19 73 70
Governmental Agencies 57 61 115
Other 29 70 29
INVESTIGATIONS
All Investigations
First Assigned 228 296 294
Closed 280 279 228




147
70

91
87

126
153

Average days to close
Pending (close of FY)

Over the past three fiscal years, the Board imitidive disciplinary cases that were referred & th
Attorney General's office. These cases avera§8diys to complete, but in the last two fiscalrgea
averaged only 421 and 405 days to complete, whichezls CPEI's 540 day goal. Two cases are still
pending.

In addition to formal discipline, the Board alsmds out cease and desist letter and issues cedton
violations of the Act or unlicensed practice. Bward has sent out an annual average of 160 cease
and desist letters each year over the past thaas.y®©ver the past three fiscal years, the Boasd h
issued roughly 23 citations each year, each avege®81 days to complete, and assessed roughly

$44,000 each year in fines. The Board has colleateaverage of $28,000 in fines each year.

Enforcement Aging | FY 2010/11 | FY 2011/12 | FY 2012/13 | FY 2013/14 gﬁ)sse:d Average %
Attorney General Cases (Average %) (540 day target}losed Within:

1 Year 2 (28.6%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 25%

2 Years 1 (14.3%) 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 1 (100%) 3 25%

3 Years 2 (28.6%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 25%

4 Years 1 (14.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 8.3%
Over 4 Years 1 (14.3%) 1 (33.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 Y6
Total Cases Closedf 7 3 1 1 12 100%
Investigations (Average %) (270 day target) CloseWithin:

90 Days 116 (38.2%) | 144 (51.4%) 199 (71.39 1206%3 | 579 53.1%
180 Days 61 (20.1%) 48 (17.1%) 45 (16.1%) 62 (27.2%216 19.8%

1 Year 66 (21.7%) 66 (23.6%) 24 (8.6%) 30 (13.2%) 86 1 17%

2 Years 33 (10.9%) 21 (7.5%) 8 (2.9%) 14 (6.1% 76 | 7%

3 Years 18 (5.9%) 1 (0.4%) 3 (1.1%) 1 (0.4%) 23 %R.1
Over 3 Years 10 (3.3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (0.4%) 11 1%
Total Cases Closed| 304 280 279 228 1091 100%

*Includes Accusations, Statements of Issues, atitld?s to Revoke Probation.

PRIOR SUNSET REVIEWS: CHANGES AND IMPROVEMENTS

The Board was last reviewed in 2011 by the SenasiBss, Professions and Economic Development
Committee. During its last review, the Committassed nine issues. Below are actions which have
been taken over the last four years to addressnb@uof these. For those which were not addressed
and which may still be of concern, they are addi@ssd more fully discussed under “Current Sunset
Review Issues.”

* Is the current fee structure appropriate for tharldo effectively regulate the profession?

The Board increased its fees from $200 to $30®ik020 keep its fund condition solvent. In
addition, the Board transitioned its CSE from aaldormat to a computer-based format
beginning February 2011, which resulted in suchrsgsthat the Board is pursuing a negative
BCP in order to reduce the level of expenditurehatity for examinations. The Board
maintains that its biennial renewal cycle providesficient predictability and that modifying
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its cycle would require costly programming and BU&8CA resources in light of its pending
BreEZe implementation.

Does the Board dedicate enough resources to enferd@

The Enforcement Program has consistently met aodeels CPEI standards, and has
improved its case aging by 46%. The Board has etdmnced its enforcement resources and
now has a manager to oversee the Enforcement &lmitnow spends 40%, whereas in the last
reporting period the Board was at 34% (other desiglated boards spent 27% in the last
review period).

Board's role overseeing architects working in radfitronal practice areas:

The Board tracked changes in the profession andsaesl the effect of architects in
nontraditional practice areas, and has not obsergedsumer issues relative to “non-
traditional, non-practice-related areas.”

Should the Board be granted permanent statutohpstyt to implement its Intern development
program (IDP)?

The Board's internship requirement is now comprisalély of NCARB’s IDP, a national
structured internship program required by all 5a@tsts and wherein interns gain experience in
specified practice areas for designated amountswd — a total of 5,600 hours in 17 distinct
experience areas. In 2012, the Board streamlihedrternship process by repealing the
Comprehensive Intern Development Program (CIDP)clwivas the Board’s evidence-based
overlay that worked in conjunction with NCARB’s IDPhis was done because of the many
improvements to IDP over the last ten years, and\RB continues to constantly improve its
program. The Board will continue to monitor IDREgolution.

CSE was previously administered orally but will nbevadministered via computer centers.

The Board's computer-based multiple-choice formatife CSE has generally performed well
since it was first launched more than three years an February 2, 2011. The transition to a
computer-based format has made the CSE more abtzeasid has proven to be tremendously
convenient to candidates in the following waysstitey availability (six days a week —
approximately 300 times per year); number of a@déaesting locations (now 17 in-state and
22 out-of-state); and as of June 1, 2012, immedigtase of test results at the conclusion of
the exam. The Board is using the data received IECARB's practice analysis in 2012 for
informing its 2014 CSE Occupational Analysis (OAhe Board also included stakeholder
focus group meetings (involving general buildingtcactors, engineers, land surveyors,
landscape architects, and building officials) astpa its 2014 OA to provide additional
information on job tasks and knowledge requiredrahitects. The Board will also be
completing a review of the national ARE and it$ $pecification along with a study to
determine the appropriate content for ongoing C8f#etbpment. Examination development is
conducted on a continuous basis with new examindtions routinely being released.

California's passage rates for the ARE have beesistently lower than the national average,
sometimes significantly lower.
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Reasons for various rates include California's it eligibility standards, which: do not
require an accredited degree; only recently adoptexinational IDP (2005) as a prerequisite;
and allow candidates to take the exam after attegronly five years of education or equivalent
experience. In addition, California’s size andeisity may also play a role in examination
scores. However, recent data analysis shows Caldaandidate performance has noticeably
improved since the last Sunset Review.

» Architects are now required to complete five haafremmandatory continuing education (CE)
courses on disabled access requirements as aiocorafificense renewals. CAB cites CE as
one reason for need for a fee increase yet seebesitderested in establishing comprehensive
CE requirements.

In 2009, the Board supported legislation to buildamprehensive CE system based on health,
safety, and welfare requirements, preferring a caghpnsive approach to a piecemeal
program. Roughly a decade prior, the Board had @sred but did not support the idea of
continuing education, based on a study. Sincetthegt, many things have changed in the
practice of architecture, as well as in the Boardisvironment. According to the Board, the
complexity of the practice of architecture has beemeasing exponentially. New
technologies, construction methods and materialgjept delivery systems, regulations, and
codes add to the dynamic context in which arclstpcactice. Seismic issues, energy
conservation, sustainability, disabled access, fiirevention, security, etc. are all critical and
rapidly evolving issues that architects must bd medpared to address if they are to
adequately protect the public. In addition, theaBbhas its own CE requirement via SB 1608
(Corbett, Chapter 549, Statutes of 2008).

» A consumer satisfaction survey performed by CABwghthat on average, only about 23% of
consumers were satisfied with the overall servicwipes by CAB during the complaint
process.

Since the last review in 2010, consumer satisfadtas increased 52%, with 75% of the
consumers surveyed satisfied with the overall serprovided. The Board believes that this is
likely due to the improved case aging statistiéglditionally, the Board continues to perform
consistently within CPEI standards and is providingre information to complainants
regarding the actions it is authorized to takewasdl as what it does not have authority to
pursue, such as seeking refunds.

» Should the licensing and regulation of architeetsbntinued and be regulated by the current
Board membership?

SB 543 (Steinberg, Chapter 448, Statutes of 2@kignds the Board's sunset date until
January 1, 2016.

CURRENT SUNSET REVIEW ISSUES FOR THE
CALIFORNIA ARCHITECTS BOARD

The following are unresolved issues pertainindi®Board, or those which were not previously
addressed by the Committees, and other areas oégofor the Committees to consider along with
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background information concerning the particulaues There are also recommendations Committee
staff have made regarding particular issues orlprofareas which need to be addressed. The Board
and other interested parties, including the pradess have been provided with this Background Paper
and can respond to the issues presented and thramendations of staff.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND LICENSING ISSUES

ISSUE #1 TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS. Should the Committees encourage travel to profesaio
conferences or meetings that directly affect licemns of California licensees?

Background: Several boards have reported difficulty receivipgraval on in-state and out-of-state
travel. Like many other professional licensingfasathe Board relies upon a national examination,
the ARE, which is developed, administered, andestbly NCARB, and NCARB's IDP in lieu of its
own. Additionally, the Board relies upon NCARB'sr@ficate when granting reciprocity for out-of-
state licensees, and also relies upon NCARB's dagalvhen searching a candidate's history for
disciplinary actions reported by other state boatd€ARB is also a leader in standardizing
requirements to help with reciprocity among stafése Board's involvement in NCARB efforts, like
the practice analysis, helps ensure that NCARBeptsj programs, and policies reflect California's
needs. As such, the Board's patrticipation is alitic ensure California’s interests are expressed a
that the Board is given consideration in decisitas affect California stakeholders.

The NCARB Annual Meeting and the Regional Sumnetlaeld each year and are typically out-of-
state. The Board has not received approval toctieese out-of-state meetings with Board funds ove
the last four years. While the cost of a Board Mentraveling to an out-of-state meeting is a foact

of a percent of the Board's budget, attendanceietshexponential benefits that can save significan
resources. For example, at one NCARB Annual Mgdtiat the Board was not authorized to attend, a
change regarding exam scores was adopted and iedpidet Board with nearly $100,000 in costs that
might have been avoided had the Board been indgte® to voice California’s concerns.

The Board has had recent success in gaining agdmvaavel. While the current Administration has
an understanding regarding the criticality of naéibissues, the number of individuals authorized to
travel is often reduced by the DCA, Business, Cor&uServices and Housing Agency, or the
Governor’s Office. As such, the Board is not abléully participate and effectively represent the
needs of California. Travel requests have beemwen when trips are “funded” by its national
associations and there is no cost to the Statalifothia. The Board asserts these national aggoni
meetings are “mission critical” and crucial to fllifthe respective statutory missions, and thatrBoa
Members, who are leaders in the profession, woatdmake the required sacrifices in their time, and
subsequently, their income, to participate if soaetings were not mission-critical.

The Board notes that influencing national standardsprograms requires full participation because
other organizations, states and territories ofearddheir entire board and key staff to the mesting

The result is that smaller, fully participating bds, such as Alaska, Guam, and South Carolina, have
much more influence, and essentially control naticgtandards and policy. The Board reports that
this is a tremendous challenge and has a majottiaegapact on the Board and profession. Fostering
change and influencing national standards and ypdia significant, strategic, and labor-intensive
effort that requires a full complement of Board nbems to effectively represent the interests of the
State of California.
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Staff Recommendation: The Committees should encourage the Board to prspportunities at
which its Members and Officers can interact diregtlvith their national peers, and provide a strong
voice for California's unique perspective and needshe Board should inform the Committees of
whether it continues to face travel restrictionsahprohibit it from attending meetings where its
representation could significantly impact Califorals ability to ensure that national examinations
or standards reflect California's needs and protecalifornia licensees, candidates for licensure,
and consumers.

ISSUE #2: PRO RATA.What services does the Board receive for its shafrpro rata?

Background: Through its various divisions, DCA provides celited administrative services to all
boards and bureaus. Most of these services adeduthrough a pro rata calculation that is based on
"position counts" and charged to each board oréaufer services provided by personnel, including
budget, contract, legislative analysis, cashieriragning, legal, information technology, and cosaipt
mediation. DCA reports that it calculates the @@ share based on position allocation, licenamd)
enforcement record counts, call center volume, dammig and correspondence, interagency
agreement, and other distributions. In 2014, D@dviged information to the Assembly Business,
Professions and Consumer Protection Committeehinhwthe Director of DCA reported that "the
majority of [DCA's] costs are paid for by the pragrs based upon their specific usage of these
services." DCA does not break out the cost ofrtimglividual services (cashiering, facility
management, call center volume, etc.). The Bogpdrts that it receives the following services from
DCA for its pro rata: accounting, budget, contraetsecutive assistance, information technology,
investigation, legal affairs, legislative and reggaly review, personnel, and public affairs. Wiiile
appears DCA provides assistance to the Boardurégear how the rates are charged and if any of
those services could be handled by the Board idsiEBCA for a cost savings.

During the last four years, the Board has spemtvanage of 14% of its budget (18% of expenditures)
on pro rata costs, and this amount has remainativelly steady.

Staff Recommendation: The Board should advise the Committees about thei® upon which pro
rata is calculated, and the methodology for detenimg what services to utilize from DCA. In
addition, the Board should discuss whether it codhieve cost savings by providing some of these
services in-house.

ISSUE #3 BREEZE IMPLEMENTATION. The Board was supposed to be part of BreEZe's
Release Three, which has now been delayed untieast 2016.

Background: The "BreEZe Project” was designed to provide Didards, bureaus, and committees
with a new enterprise-wide enforcement and licemsiystem. The updated BreEZe system was
engineered to replace the existing outdated leggstems and multiple “work around” systems with
an integrated solution based on updated technology.

According to DCA, BreEZe is intended to provide laggmt tracking, licensing, renewals,
enforcement, monitoring, cashiering, and data mamagt capabilities. In addition, BreEZe is web-
enabled and designed to allow licensees to completesubmit applications, renewals, and the
necessary fees through the internet when fullyatpmral. In addition, the public will be able itef
complaints, access complaint status, and chedkdeseinformation, when the program is fully
operational.
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According to the original project plan, BreEZe wade implemented in three releases. The budget
change proposal that initially funded BreEZe intkckthe first release was scheduled for FY 2012-13,
and the final release was projected to be compidiy 2013-14.

In October 2013, after a one-year implementatidayjehe first ten regulatory entities were
transitioned to the BreEZe system. Release Twachsduled to go live in March 2016, three years
past the initial planned release date. As a redudignificant cost and implementation concerns,
among others, DCA reported in late 2014, that tireenit vendor contract is no longer in place, and
those regulatory entities that were scheduled &le&se Three will not transition to the BreEZe
system. Currently, the technology upgrade, intdrmeBreEZe, is on hold as DCA, Caltech and DGS
determine the appropriate next steps.

The Board was scheduled for Release Three, andtéthancellation of the BreEZe contract, it is
unclear when the Board will undergo technology aggs that aim to increase efficiencies for
licensees and Board staff. A recent audit repandacted by the California State Auditor, Calif@ni
Department of Consumer Affairs' BreEZe System, ébtirat "the future implementation of BreEZe is
uncertain at best and, as it relates to the regyl&ntities originally included in the final reksa
[Release Three], likely unfeasible.” To date, Board has spent approximately $141,867 on BreEZe
expenditures to prepare for the BreEZe systemitrans The auditor's report also noted that
"Consumer Affairs is not responsible for funding froject costs; rather, the total costs of thgepto
are funded by regulatory entities' special fundsl, the amount each regulatory entity pays is based
the total number of licenses it processes in ptagoto the total number of licenses that all redgoty
entities process."

Staff Recommendation: The Board should inform the Committees of anyfditilties it foresees as

a result of having to remain on its legacy systeamd whether any additional stop-gap technological
measures are needed until BreEZe is implementedhe Board should inform the Committees of
how costs related to BreEZe will impact its fundnztition.

ISSUE #4 LICENSURE AND LICENSEE POPULATION. Should the Board continue to
explore ways to streamline the licensure procesSf?ould the Board examine whether there is a
shortage of licensed architects and capacity fochitecture programs to train students?

Background: The Board has been concerned about the shortagelofects that consumers
encounter during robust economic times. Such aas@emay result in consumers utilizing
unqualified practitioners to the detriment of théblic health, safety, and welfare. No data is lade
on workforce shortages. However, the Board isrb@gg to hear anecdotal evidence that firms are
having difficulties finding architects to hire dgeteconomy expands. It is quite possible that @mo
integrated approach to licensing will produce manehitects.

The Board has amended regulations and implememnteg$s efficiencies to reduce the length of time
for eligibility evaluation, such as repealing tlegjuirement for candidates to complete the Board's
CIDP and allowing candidates to take the ARE piwocompletion of the NCARB IDP. NCARB has
also taken measures to remove hindrances, sudra#ing candidates to begin IDP upon graduation
from high school. However, the current eight-ye@del, with five years of education/equivalents, a
three year experience component, and a nationadtabtel examination, can take some candidates as
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much as 11 years. While the licensing procesanslidate-driven, the system itself must be examined
from time to time.

The Board is considering whether the licensureggscan be streamlined and synthesized. In 2013,
Board staff drafted a white paper that proposedtartial model for a program that targeted
community college transfer students. The Boardrenad the accredited schools of architecture (nine
of the ten participated) to discuss integratingrigure into education at its February 2014 meetfg.
potential model that was articulated compressesuh@nt eight year system into a six or seven year
process that would culminate with the degree arditiense to practice. This innovative model would
be similar to that used in some other countriesvemdd represent a monumental, but logical,
configuration of the three components of licengedrcation, experience, and examination).

EDUCATION

ARE
CSE

INTEGRATED PATH

1 1
T T
0 5 10

Note.This table was taken from the CAB 2014 Sunset &eWReport

Simultaneously, at the national level, NCARB coreetia task force to rethink the licensure process to
determine whether or not there may be overlap apddunities for efficiencies to be realized. Its

first meeting was in September of 2013. Ultimat&lCARB released a “Request for Interest and
Information” in September of 2014. Based on trgpomses, NCARB released a Request for Proposals
in January 2015. The Board is aware of at leagt@alifornia schools that will be pursuing a

proposal. NCARB believes that the new system shoat be prescriptive, and must be respectful of
the diverse missions of the institutions. It skido¢ noted that Board Vice President Pasqual Geter

iIs @ member of the task force, once again underggtre criticality of participation in nationalfafrs.

The Board believes that the “Accelerated Path whiectural Licensure” (they have also been
referred to as Integrated Degree Programs, AdditiBath to Licensure, and Integrated Path to
Licensure, etc.) can be a powerful model that eseatstronger pipeline into the profession. The
Board believes it is vitally important that it wonkth the profession to ensure the path to licemssir
efficient and effective so that California’s bestlabrightest are able to navigate the system atex en
the profession. The Board also notes a numbeomdiderations that must be evaluated to further the
efforts regarding the new licensure model, inclgdifi) whether someone could be eligible for an
examination prior to accumulating five years of ex@nce or education; (2) whether eligibility for
ARE divisions should be tied to completing any esponding coursework; (3) whether there are any
issues associated with the license with degreeeqin() what the impact is on California candidate
who do not pursue the new degree type; and (5)henhd¢here is sufficient capacity at architecture
schools to accommodate new, more integrated pragram

Student capacity is another issue identified byBbard, which notes that California's public scisool
of architecture (University of California, Berkeldyniversity of California, Los Angeles; California
Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo; @adifornia State Polytechnic University, Pomona)
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have not added seats to their programs in nearfedfs. During that time, California’s population
has increased by nearly 30% (8 million), and thaaled for housing, schools, colleges/universities,
hospitals, etc. has grown commensurately. Toggetherfour public schools receive approximately
4,000 applications, yet are only able to enrollbt®0 students. (There are six additional schibais
are accredited in the state.) The Board noteddbktof capacity means that many of Californiaést
and brightest students who wish to study architeataust go to other states, and may not returick La
of capacity can also force students to work inuhderground economy as unlicensed designers, or
reduce the ability of California firms to competéhout-of-state firms and result in California
"importing" more architectural services than it exp.

According to California's Employment Developmenip@ement, the architecture profession is
expected to increase 12.8% over the next 10 yeafsgm roughly 13,300 licensees to approximately
15,000 licensees. The projected number of newsdiees needed each year to make up for new growth
and to replace existing jobs is roughly 480.

Staff Recommendation: The Board should continue to explore streamlinpdths to licensure as a
way to simplify the licensure process. The Boahibsld continue monitoring the efforts of, and
working closely with, NCARB, to ensure that any pased changes to the licensure process do not
affect competency or create reciprocity issues, dmat California's needs are represented at the
national level. The Board should monitor workforaapacity to determine if the demand for
licensed architects is, and will continue to be, tne

ISSUE #5 CONTINUING EDUCATION (CE). The Board notes that it has examined its CE
requirement due to recent legislation and changestie NCARB Model Law, and continues to
monitor its CE requirement to ensure reciprocitysises do not exist.

Background: SB 1608 (Corbett, Chapter 549, Statutes of 20@8)ired architects to complete five
hours of CE courses on disability access requirésrea condition of license renewal. The bilbals
required licensees to certify completion of courgdnand provide complete documentation from the
course provider to the Board with the renewal aapion, which the Board had to verify. Failure to
complete an appropriate course or submittal ofrimgete course documentation resulted in the non-
renewal of a license and licensees were notifiedraingly. Upon compliance with the coursework
documentation, the license renewal was procesBedinning in 2013, as a result of AB 1746
(Emmerson, Chapter 240, Statutes of 2010), licenaeeerequired to certify completion of CE and the
Board is required to conduct audits for verificatmf compliance for 3% of the renewal licensees.
Now, only upon audit does an architect need toidegoursework documentation to the Board as
substantiation of CE requirement compliance. Lsess are referred to the Board's Enforcement Unit
if they do not respond to the Board's requestiformation, complete the required CE within two
years prior to license renewal, provide false infation on documentation, or fail to correct a
deficiency. Licensees who do not complete the @gmmte CE coursework or submit the required CE
verification material may be subject to an admmais¢e citation, which may include a fine or
disciplinary action by the Board.

Currently, the Board audits three percent of tberise renewals received each year to verify

compliance with the CE requirement. In FY 2013thére was an increase in the Board’s overall
| number of enforcement cases due to the additi€@Eofelated cases.
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Fiscal Year Audits Conducted Licensees Failing Audli
2012/2013 251 39 (16%)
2013/2014 365 51 (14%)

AB 623 (Emmerson) of 2009 and changes to NCARB'dd&llbaw prompted the Board to examine its
CE requirement. At the national level, NCARB hagi a leader in standardizing requirements to
promote better mobility between states and thusnieede changes to its model law with regard to CE.
In addition, NCARB’s recent “CE Report - 2012 PregetAnalysis of Architecture” offers an empirical
basis for future CE discussions. In any poteiffitinlre actions on CE, the Board will certainly
consider any models for performance based assetsofarontinuing competence. However, the
Board notes it will be mindful of CE requirememsother jurisdictions to ensure that reciprocal
licensure is preserved.

Staff Recommendation: The Board should inform the Committees of why fgslure rate for CEs is
so high, and how it can reduce that rate. The Bdashould continue to monitor the trend regarding
CEs at the national level.

ISSUE #6 INFORMATION SHARING. The Board reports that it is unable to share relexa
disciplinary information of its licensees with a tianal database due to information-sharing
restrictions.

Background: The Board is not statutorily authorized to firgant applicants for an architect license.
However, applicants must disclose their criminal disciplinary history, and the Board checks the
NCARB's database prior to issuing licenses. Th&RB maintains a database available to its
membership that contains disciplinary actions reggbby participating Member Boards. The NCARB
is currently working on a 2.0 version of the didicipry database that would utilize personally
identifiable information and better assist MembeaRis. Unfortunately, the Board notes that due to
the Information Privacy Act (Civil Code Section Brét seq.), it is unable to share the information
necessary for inclusion in the database and futigigation in the project. The Board notes ttiat i
were granted the authority by the Legislature twvte sufficient information to NCARB, then the
NCARB disciplinary database would become an invaki¢ool.

Currently, Section 137 of Title 16 of the CalifarCode of Regulations (CCR) requires the Board to
maintain a public information system to provideoimhation regarding complaints and disciplinary or
enforcement actions against licensed architectaialicensed persons subject to the Board’s
jurisdiction. Information subject to the publidanmation system is disclosed to the public upon
request by telephone, in person, or in writingl(ideng fax or email). The information is made
available by the Board in writing or by telephoriRequests for information are responded to within
ten days. The following information is disclosegiarding license status of past and current li@nse

Name of the licensee, as it appears on the Boegdtwds;
License number;

Address of record;

License issue date;

License expiration date; and

License status and history.

ogahwNE
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The Board also discloses the total number of erfoent and disciplinary actions, as well as brief
summaries. It provides the current status of pendomplaints that comply with the criteria for
disclosure pursuant to 16 CCR 137, accusationgnsemts of issues, and citations filed by the Board

Staff Recommendation: The Board should inform the Committees of the sifiectypes of
information it would like to disclose to NCARB, artovide the Committees with the specific code
sections that prevent the Board from disclosing tiaformation. The Board should also weigh the
benefits of sharing disciplinary information to ass other regulatory entities against the individua
privacy rights, and potential threats to those riggh

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

ISSUE #7# COLLECTION OF FINES. The Board notes that it is seeking ways to increase
collection of fines, particularly in cases of unkmsed practice when it does not have the leverdge o
a license to incentivize payment.

Background: The Board is proud of its enforcement accomplishis. Its performance in terms of
case aging and case load represent significanbiweprent over the last five years. Nevertheless, th
Board seeks continuous improvement. One arearticplar is that of unlicensed practice.

The Board'’s citation program is an effective tootldhe Board believes it makes good use of that
program. For the program to be more impactful, éev, the monetary penalty must be “real.”
Licensees who are cited fail to pay the assessed fiave a “hold” placed on their license recoat th
prevents renewal of the license until the fineaglp However, the majority of citations issued evey
unlicensed individuals, who are often difficultlbzate because they change addresses frequently and
do not advertise with typical contact informatidn. addition, many unlicensed individuals choose to
ignore the citations and not pay the penalty, ag tto not have a license that is in jeopardy. iQifty

in finding unlicensed subjects has a negative impadhe Board’s case aging. The Board has
requested the Division of Investigation’s (DOI)iatance and has achieved some success to date.

The Board does not currently have an effective ramigin to take additional action against these
unlicensed individuals. The Board uses the InfgrBeogram through the Franchise Tax Board, which
captures funds from State tax refunds and Lottevggeds, but success in collecting via this program
has not been significant, as the potential soustescovery are Lottery proceeds and tax refunds.

The Board believes that collection agencies coldd play a valuable role in recovering funds from
citation penalties. Currently, the Board doeshate authority to release Social Security Numbers
(SSNss) to collection agencies. The Board undedstémat statutory authority to release SSNs was
considered as part of the SB 1111 (Negrete McLeb@P10 discussions, but ultimately the issue was
not moved forward.

The Board is also interested in exploring the gmisi of requiring the satisfaction of citation

penalties as a condition of receiving other Statgises, such as driver’s license and vehicle
registration, similar to how licenses cannot besveed if there are outstanding family support or tax
liabilities. The Board has also discovered thdicensed individuals sometimes hold a license idsue
by another DCA board. The Board is interesteditaborating with other related boards (Contractors
State License Board, Bureau of Real Estate, etdgvelop recommendations for a program to ensure
payment of fines. Under such a system, an unptitian from one board could preclude renewing a
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license held from another board. It is possibé BreEZe could help facilitate a collaborative
enforcement program such as this. Any enhanceneiie effectiveness of the citation program will
serve as a deterrent to help reduce the threansueners through unlicensed practice. The Board is
also interested in exploring mediation as an aololii tool to assist consumers.

Staff Recommendation: The Board should continue to explore ways to impedts enforcement
efforts and collect fines. The Board should exareinther agencies that are authorized to release
SSNs to collection agencies, and whether there amng privacy or security issues that may arise if
such information was transmitted. The Board shoulbrk with other licensing boards, such as the
Contractors State Licensing Board, the Bureau of &é&state, and the Board of Professional
Engineers, Land Surveyors, and Geologists, to detige the feasibility of sharing disciplinary
information for purposes of leveraging other prof@snal licenses as a way to achieve compliance;
how such a system would operate; and what changesld/be necessary.

CONTINUED REGULATION OF THE PROFESSION BY THE
CURRENT PROFESSION BY THE CALIFORNIA ARCHITECTS BORD

ISSUE #8: CONTINUED REGULATION BY THE BOARD. Should the licensing and
regulation of architects be continued and be regtdd by the current Board membership?

Background: The health, safety and welfare of consumers artegted by the presence of a strong
licensing and regulatory Board with oversight ozarhitects.

The Board should be continued with a 4-year extenef its sunset date so that the Legislature may
once again review whether the issues and recommensgan this Background Paper have been
addressed.

Staff Recommendation: Recommend that the licensing and regulation of ar@tts continue to be
regulated by the current Board members of the Catifia Architects Board in order to protect the
interests of the public and be reviewed once agaifour years.
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LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS TECHNICAL COMITTEE

BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS TECHNICA L

COMMITTEE
History and Function of the Committee
California began regulating the practice of langgcarchitecture in 1953 with the formation of the
Board of Landscape Architects (BLA). In 1994, #tatute authorizing the existence of the BLA
expired, and DCA recommended the Board as the pppte oversight agency due to the similarities
between the two professions and regulatory progrdm#pril 1997, stakeholders reached consensus
and the Board unanimously supported legislatioestablish the LATC under its jurisdiction.
Legislation establishing the Landscape Archite@shhical Committee (LATC) became effective
January 1, 1998.

The LATC is responsible for the examination, liaemres and enforcement programs concerning
landscape architects. The LATC currently licensese than 3,500 of the over 16,400 licensed
landscape architects in the United States. Calddnas both a practice act, which precludes
unlicensed individuals from practicing landscapehdecture, and a title act, which restricts the ab
the title “landscape architect” to those who hagerblicensed by the LATC.

The mission of the LATC is to regulate the practb€éandscape architecture in a manner which
protects the public health, safety, and welfare safdguards the environment by:

1. Protecting consumers and users of landscape artthiééservices;

2. Empowering consumers by providing information addaational materials to help them make
informed decisions;

3. Informing the public and other entities about thef@ssion and standards of practice;

4. Ensuring that those entering the practice meetmim standards of competency by way of
education, experience, and examination;

5. Establishing and enforcing the laws, regulationsles, and standards governing the practice of
landscape architecture; and

6. Requiring licensure of any person practicing oeoffg to practice landscape architectural
services.

In fulfilling its mission, the LATC has found thatting preventively and proactively is the best aise
its resources. Because of the nature of the dgsfession, there are numerous opportunities to
prevent minor problems from becoming disasters.suh, the LATC works to aggressively address
issues well before they exacerbate into catastopfibe LATC works closely with professional
groups to ensure that landscape architects unddrstenges in laws, codes, and standards. The
LATC also invests in communicating with schoolsg aelated professions and organizations. To
ensure the effectiveness of these endeavors, tA€lworks to upgrade and enhance its
communications by constantly seeking feedback aatlyaing the results of its communications
efforts. All of these initiatives underscore th&TC’s firm belief that it must be both strategicdan
aggressive in employing the preventive measuresssacy to effectively protect the public health,
safety, and welfare.
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Committee Membership

The five-member Committee consists of technicaketgp(professional members) who are licensed to
practice landscape architecture in this state. Géneernor appoints three of the members, one is
appointed by the Senate Committee on Rules, anisappointed by the Speaker of the Assembly.
Committee members serve four-year terms, and caameé for more than two consecutive terms.

In the past four years, the LATC has successfudld kll scheduled meetings. The LATC held one
meeting without a quorum, but the impact on operetiwas minimal, as all topics requiring a vote
were successfully addressed at the subsequentngedthe following is a listing of the current
Committee members and their background:

Date Date App'tin
Name and Short Bio App'ted. | T€M ABtph 9
ppted. Expires :

David Allan Taylor, Jr ., Chair, has been a licensed landscape architext s
2003. David works as a landscape architect foityeof Chula Vista. His
knowledge and skill set comes as the result ofle@gn and management of a
wide range of projects including master plannedetyments, parks,
playgrounds, and open spaces, single and multifaredlidential developments,
retail centers, and office campuses. He is a Rasident of the San Diego
Chapter of the American Society of Landscape Aetit (ASLA), Past President
of the California Council of the American Sociefyl@andscape Architects 6/08
(CC/ASLA), and is a former member of ASLA's GoveemhAffairs Advisory
Committee at the national level. David has preipasrved as committee
member on the City Heights Redevelopment ProjeeaAZommittee, and the
City Heights Area Planning Committee, and has taagtintroductory course in
landscape architecture at The New School of Archite and Design in San
Diego. Mr. Taylor received his Bachelor of Scienegree in Landscape
Architecture from California Polytechnic State Umisity, San Luis Obispo, with
a minor degree in Fine Art.

Katherine Spitz, Vice Chair, has been a licensed landscape actlsitece 1993
and a licensed architect since 1987. She has sas/Bdncipal at Katherine Spitz
Associates since 1993. Ms. Spitz was principalwatd and Spitz Landscape
Architecture from 1986 to 1993, and a freelanceghes for Appleton and
Associates, Levitt Turner, and Studio Works fron81% 1983. Her involvement
with landscape design and horticulture began im1@rking with the Barnitz
Nursery in Santa Barbara and for the United Stateest Service in the Los
Padres National Forest. Since founding her own firt993, she has worked
extensively on streetscapes, public/civic projeastjtutional and campus
landscapes, historic restorations; commercial asiflential landscapes. She was a
former member of the Board of Directors for the lLowgeles Chapter of the
American Institute of Architects. Ms. Spitz earreeBachelor of Arts in Painting
from University of California, Santa Barbara, anMasters of Architecture from
University of California, Los Angeles.

Andrew Bowden has been a licensed landscape architect since 48d%erved
as Chair in 2009. Mr. Bowden has worked at LanddgamLTD since 1976,
serving as the Principal landscape architect 206®. His innovative design
solutions have been reflected in a variety of notgly projects ranging from
large-scale master-planned communities, parks, seameation facilities and
resort hotels, to high and low density residentgghborhoods and senior 1/08 6/15 Gov.
housing developments. He has been a contributmiatty projects throughout the
United States, as well as international projec8atand, Thailand, Indonesia, and
Baja California. He is a past president of the Beurt California Chapter of the
American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA)déna Chapter Trustee for
the Southern California Chapter of ASLA. Mr. BowdsrVice President of
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Councils for the Building Industry Association af8hern California, and is a
Member of the Board of Directors of the Califorh@ndscape Architectural
Student Scholarship Fund. Mr. Bowden earned andatmoof Science in Nurser
and Landscape Technology from San Diego Mesa Goile@974, and received
Bachelor of Science in Landscape Architecture ffoatifornia State Polytechnic
University, Pomona in 1977.

D

Nicki Johnson has been a licensed landscape architect since 3d@6wvorks for
Beale Air Force Base in Storm Water and Environale@Bbmpliance. She
assisted the California Department of TransponatioStorm Water Design for &
year. Ms. Johnson owned her own practice providésigdential landscape desig
and private consulting on a variety of project gypar two years, from 2011 to
2012. Prior to that, she worked several years a&ngineering firm and five years
at a landscape architectural firm. Ms. Johnsordgegpt experience includes
streetscapes, parks, model homes, master plannadwoities, commercial,
office developments, storm water documentationiagpections, and federal and
state environmental permitting. She received hehBkr of Landscape
Architecture from California Polytechnic State Uaisity, San Luis Obispo with
concentration in Environmental Design. Ms. Johnsonourrently in the “grace
period” in which she may serve one year or untl dppointment of a new
member.

-
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There is currently one Speaker's appointment vacdne to a Board Member who resigned on
February 11, 2015, due to a gubernatorial appointteethe State Mining and Geology Board.

To assist in the performance of its duties, the CAdstablishes subcommittees and task forces as
needed, which are assigned specific issues to sgldiehe LATC’s subcommittees/task forces and
their duties are as follows:

» University of California Extension Certificate Program Task Force One of the pathways
to licensure is successful completion of the extensertificate program, currently established
within the University of California system and apped by the LATC. The University of
California Extension Certificate Program Task Fasceharged with: 1) reviewing extension
certificate programs in landscape architectureo®ducting site visits of the program; 3)
making recommendations regarding the continuedaaapof the extension certificate
programs; and 4) developing procedural documemtsefoew of the programs.

» Exceptions and Exemptions Task ForceThis Task Force was charged with: 1) determining
how the LATC can ensure clarity in BPC 5641 et segjating to exceptions and exemptions;
2) ensuring the public is protected through thaseipions; and 3) making recommendations
regarding any change in language.

Fiscal and Fund Analysis

The recent economic climate has resulted in a tyaoieState Budget spending restrictions, which
have impacted the LATC’s expenditures and fund ¢mmd LATC staff and DCA Budget Office

have initiated a proposal to ensure an appropiieie balance. A one-time renewal fee-reduction
effective July 1, 2015, to June 30, 2017, has lagpemoved. LATC will monitor the fund condition to
determine if the fee reduction should continue belydune 2017. In the summer of 2014, it submitted
a negative BCP to the Department of Finance toesiga voluntary expenditure authority reduction of
$200,000 for FY 2015/16 and ongoing: approval isently pending. The LATC, in consultation with
the DCA Budget Office, determined that a $200,3&fliction is appropriate due to savings from the
California Supplemental Examination (CSE) and Laage Architect Registration Examination
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(LARE). Since 2011, the CSE has been a computszebtest, administered with greater efficiency.
Additionally, in 2009, the national Council of Laswhpe Architectural Registration Boards (CLARB),
instead of the Committee, began administeringeaitisns of the LARE, significantly reducing the
LATC's costs associated with exam development aimlimistration. The negative BCP would ensure
that the LATC budget reflects these efficiencies.

Fund Condition

(Dollars in Thousands FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY
2010/11 | 2011/12| 2012/13| 2013/14 | 2014/15 | 2015/16* | 2016/17* | 2017/18*
Beginning Balance 1,934 2,109 2,283 2,445 2,528 4,1 | 1,741 1,333
Revenues and
Transfers 789 778 814 798 793 792 813 805
Total Resources 2,723 2,887 3,097 3,243 3,321 2,938 2,554 2,138
Budget Authority 1,099 1,117 1,126 1,160 1,174 7,19 | 1,221 1,245
Expenditures** 620 602 684 715 1,175%9 1,197 2R1*** | 1,245%*
Loans to General Fund N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A M
Accrued Interest,
Loans to General Fund NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1Y
Loans Repaid From
General Fund N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Fund Balance 2,103 2,285 2,413 2,528 2,146 1,741 1,333 893
Months in Reserve 41.9 40.1 40.5 25.8 21.5 17.1 12.8 8.4

* Includes beginning balance adjustments
** |ncludes direct draws from SCO and Fiscal
*** Projected to spend full budget

During the last four years, the LATC has spent apipnately 26% of its budget on the enforcement
program, 31% on the examination program, 20% oti¢kasing program, 7% on administration, and
21% on pro rata.

Expenditures by Program Component (list dollars in thousands)
FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14*
Personnel Personnel Personnel Personnel
Services OE&E| Services OE&E | Services OE&E| Services OE&E
Enforcement 106 48 117 46 98 59 113 78
Examination 94 106 104 68 87 168 101 88
Licensing 88 36 97 35 82 41 94 55
Administration*
* 35 15 39 14 33 16 38 22
DCA Pro
Rata*** 0 88 0 84 0 93 0 108
TOTALS 324 293 357 247 300 377 346 351
* Governor's Budget FY 14/15
** - Administration includes costs for executivafft board, administrative support, and fiscal sars.
*** DCA Pro Rata included in OE&E

The LATC is a special fund agency that generatesmge from its fees. The LATC’s main source of
revenue is from applicants and licensees througltoliection of examination, licensing, and renewal
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fees. These fees support the license, examinaidarcement, and administration programs, which
include processing and issuing licenses, conduam@A and ongoing examination development,
maintaining records, producing and distributing lmpattions, mediating consumer complaints,
enforcing statutes, disciplinary actions, personaedl general operating expenses. Fees for iaitidl
renewal licensure are $400, which is at the stagdbmit. The LATC is currently analyzing whether
licensing and renewal fees can be reduced from #8850 or $375.

Staffing Levels

Currently, the LATC has one vacant Staff Servicealgst position. The LATC’s position vacancies
have mainly been in the Staff Services Analyst Blattagement Services Technician classifications,
which are entry level. The vacancies are oftenibatied to other promotional opportunities, a
common civil service occurrence. Since one stafépn is allocated to each program, a single
vacancy is 20% of the staffing level and can hasgaificant impact on workload until the positi@n
filled. Since the last reporting period, the LATi@s averaged a 25% vacancy rate each year. The
LATC has been successful in reclassifying posithen needed to ensure appropriate classifications
are available to meet operational needs. Hiringptarary help such as Student Assistants, Retired
Annuitants, and limited-term staff has been effextn training and succession planning and
minimizing interruption in workload.

The LATC utilizes DCA’s Workforce and SuccessioarPind has identified mission critical positions
that have a significant impact on the LATC and rexgpecialized job skills and/or expertise. The
LATC is refining the plan to develop strategiesdtain the expertise and staff knowledge so that it
preserved for the future and on a continual basis.

Licensing

The LATC’s laws and regulations require all cantkdao meet the same prerequisites for licensure.
Candidates must document a combination of six yedusation and experience and successfully
complete both the LARE and the CSE.

The LATC's performance target for processing aglans to sit for the licensing examinations and
issuing licenses, once all examinations have basseaul, is 30 days from receipt of the application.
Where the application is complete, all requirememds (including the submission of required
supporting documentation such as certified traptcand a Certification of Experience form), and
there is no criminal history, the LATC has beeredbl meet this goal.

The LATC had 3,548 active licensees in the lasaligear, of which 477 were out-of-state and 34
were out-of-country. Seventy six licenses weraeags and 1,759 licenses were renewed, in the last
fiscal year. These numbers have been relativetgistent over the last four fiscal years.

Individuals licensed in another jurisdiction anglgmg for reciprocity must request that their stat
board provide a license certification to substdeti@ensure, license status (i.e., current, delkmd,
suspended, etc.), and information on disciplinatjoa. Additionally, the certifying board must
provide the examination history detailing what foofrthe LARE was taken and when each section
was passed. Reciprocal licensure candidates nieyitsiie CLARB’s Council Record, which
provides information on education, experience ag@enation and demonstrates that an individual
has met CLARB’s professional standards.
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The LATC's applications include questions aboutdhedidate’s criminal and disciplinary history.
The LATC is not statutorily authorized to fingemirapplicants for a landscape architect license.
However, CLARB maintains a database that contas@pdinary actions reported by participating
Member Boards, and the LATC’s enforcement uniizés this resource.

Veterans

The LATC has implemented the requirements of BP@i&e 114.5, which requires Boards to track
and identify veterans, to be in place by the eifectiate of January 1, 2015. LATC is already
permitted by its regulations to grant credit folitary training or experience that is related te th
practice of landscape architecture. To date, neraes or other candidates seeking reciprocal
licensure and who are married to, or in a domegstitnership or other legal union with, an activéydu
member of the Armed Forces of the United Statesiwlagsigned to a duty station in California have
requested the expedited processing or fee waivers.

Examinations

Each candidate for licensure is required to coredbeth the LARE and CSE in order to become
licensed. The LARE is a practice-based examinat@reloped by CLARB, which is based on an
analysis of landscape architectural practice. 0092 LATC transferred the entire administratiorhed
LARE to CLARB, resulting in significant savingsn 2011, CLARB completed a job task analysis to
determine current practices in landscape archite@nd subsequently updated the LARE to reflect the
appropriate knowledge, skills, and abilities regdifor safe practice. This resulted in a fourisact
instead of a five-section examination. The LATCrkeal closely with CLARB during the task

analysis and test development to ensure a smaothition to the new examination format.

The CSE tests for those aspects of practice un@@alifornia, such as accessibility, energy
conservation, sustainability, irrigation, water ragament, wetlands, wildlife corridors, wildfire
resistant landscapes and legal issues, such &attiernia Environmental Quality Act, as well as
those integrative aspects of practice that aradetjuately tested for in the LARE. Candidates who
have passed the LARE are eligible to take the CI&E&ddition, eligible licensees from other
jurisdictions and countries must pass the CSE poitsecoming licensed in California.

In June 2014, the LATC completed an OA, which wélthe basis for updating the CSE. An OAis a
required survey that all boards for licensed prsifess or trades must complete to ensure that the
licensing examination is valid and legal. As parits 2014 OA, the LATC conducted focus group
meetings with landscape architects and educafdre.LATC reviewed the examination development
process for the LARE and conducted a study to deterthe extent to which the LARE measured
knowledge relevant to California landscape archipeactice. The LARE was found to meet
psychometric standards for examination developraedtto measure knowledge relevant to California
landscape architect practice. The examination fuathe CSE, developed as part of the OA, was
further refined to minimize overlap between the LABnd the CSE while focusing strongly on
California-specific landscape architect practi@y. adopting the Landscape Architect California
Specific Examination Plan contained in the 2014 @&,LATC ensures that its examination reflects
current practice.

School Approval

The Landscape Architectural Accreditation Board AB is the only agency nationally recognized to
accredit professional and post-professional degregrams in landscape architecture within the U.S.
LAAB accredits the degree programs within the st¢hamot the schools themselves. The LATC
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accepts credits from both accredited- and non-ddeeprograms. The LATC does approve
extension certificate programs in landscape arctute. Currently, there are extension prograntseat
University of California, Los Angeles, and the Uaiisity of California, Berkeley, which are approved
through December 31, 2020. The LATC is not stailytauthorized to approve schools of landscape
architecture or the professional and post-profesdidegree programs offered by them. The Bureau
for Private Postsecondary Education does not plajeain the process of approving schools of
landscape architecture or landscape architectegre@ programs for the purposes of the LATC.

Enforcement

The LATC’s performance measures for the Enforcerbkmitt are defined by DCA’s Consumer
Protection Enforcement Initiative (CPEI) and foaumstimely response to consumer complaints and the
pursuit of prompt disciplinary action against thésend to be in violation of the Act.

For all complaints received, the LATC has a goasdigning complaints to staff for investigation
within seven days. The average time of assignomgptaints to staff during FY 2011/12, 2012/13, and
2013/14 was two days. The LATC is exceeding exgiiEzts in this area. During this reporting

period, the Enforcement Unit averaged 13 dayssmasomplaints. The increased intake cycle time
was the result of two significant batches of conmita the first of which commanded the majority of
enforcement staff resources (which were limited tueacancies), and the cases opened in this period
required additional time to research a unique i@ekVeb site-related issue.

Concerning the time necessary to investigate a @ontpthe LATC’s CPEI standards stipulate that
complaints are to be closed within an average 6fda¥s of receipt. For FYs 2010/11, 2011/12, and
2012/13, the LATC averaged 345 days, 515 days3dddlays, respectively. For FY 2013/14, the
LATC reduced its average time by 15% to 293 days aid in improving the length of time it takes to
investigate a complaint, the LATC contracted withaalditional expert consultant on May 13, 2013.
In addition, the LATC hired two additional tempoyamalysts to assist in improving the timeliness of
investigations and resolution of cases.

Staff has reduced the number of pending complainte FY 2009/10 by 73%, from 77 to 21. Since
the last reporting period, the average number eéding and unlicensed complaints received by the
LATC decreased 41% to 23 per year. The LATC rembian average of six complaints from the
public per year against licensees, which is a 26%6ahse since 2010.

Enforcement Statistics

FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14
COMPLAINTS
Received 28 27 27
Closed 0 0 0
Referred to INV 28 27 27
Average Time to Close 2 2 2
Source of Complaint
Public 5 4 6
Licensee/ Professional Groups 14 10 12
Governmental Agencies 0 0 2
Other 9 13 12
Conviction / Arrest
CONV Received 0 0 5
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Average Time to Close | N/A | NIA 1
INVESTIGATION (DESK)

First Assigned 28 27 32
Closed 59 23 41
Average days to close 515 344 293
Pending (close of FY) 26 30 21
COMPLIANCE ACTION

Cease & Desist/Warning | 33 | 19 | 18

*Amounts reflect fines collected, which were asséss previous years.

Over the past three fiscal years, the LATC hagrefieone enforcement case to the Attorney General's
office, which has been pending for 792 days arstiliscurrently pending. The citation program
provides the LATC with an expedient method of addireg violations involving unlicensed activity,
repeated advertising violations, and the less senwactice or technical violations that did naulein
substantial financial or physical harm. The LABSued an average of 1.6 citations per year over the
last three fiscal years, an average of $2,50iesfieach year, which each took an average of 980 da
to complete. This average is due in part to th& CA emphasis on closing the oldest cases: FY
2009/10 to 2013/14, LATC reduced its pending castfoom 77 to 21. In addition, the total number
of days to complete citations has been decreasm§Y 2013/14, it took the LATC an average of 871
days to complete three citations, and the averag®sr of days to close citations in 2014 was 661.
The LATC’s most recent citation was closed in 81 days. Some of the LATC’s delays are due to
subject matter experts, the complexity of cased th@ appeals process.

All technical professional practice complaints aodhe unlicensed practice complaints recommended
for citation are reviewed by an expert. The LATizes the Franchise Tax Board (FTB) Intercept
Program to attempt to collect fines; however, themurrently no incentive for these individuals to
pay their fines, unlike licensees who cannot retteir license without paying. The LATC is seeking
new tools to make its citation program more effexti Authority to release social security numbers t
collection agencies, precluding renewal of vehielgistrations or drivers licenses when an
individual’s citation has not been satisfied (umpaénalty), and denying the renewal of an
occupational license when a citation has not baésfied, are all concepts the LATC would like to
explore (a significant number of the LATC'’s unlisexd individuals who receive citations hold a
license from the Contractors State License Boafdhe LATC seeks cost recovery in all disciplinary
cases, including accusations, statements of isandspetitions to revoke probation.

Enforcement Aging

FY 2010/11 | FY2011/12| FY2012/13 Fy 2013/1)sC3SeS | Average

Closed %

Attorney General Cases (Average %) Closed Within:
1 Year 0% (1)100% 0% 0% 1 100%
Total Cases Closed* 0 1 0 0 1 0
Investigations (Average %) Closed Within:
90 Days 14 (21.9%) 7 (11.8%) 9(39.1%) 19 (46.3%)| 49 26.2%
180 Days 4 (6.3%) 5 (8.5%) 1 (4.3%) 4 (9.7%) 14 594 .
1 Year 14 (21.9%) 1(1.7%) 3(13.0%) 3(7.3%) 21 11.2%
2 Years 30 (46.9%) 38 (64.4%) 8(34.8%) 11(26.8) | 87 46.5%
3 Years 2 (3.0%) 8 (13.6%) 2 (8.7%) 4 (9.7%) 16 8.6
Over 3 Years (0)0% (0)0% (0)0% 0 (0%) 0 0%
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| Total Cases Closed | 64 59 23 41 187 100%
*Accusation filed

Unlicensed Practice

In most cases, consumers, licensees, or other goeait agencies provide evidence of unlicensed
activity to be investigated. The LATC’s 2010/11a®gic Plan directed the LATC to convene a task
force to determine how the LATC could ensure tlaeitgt of BPC 5641, the statute that describes the
services an unlicensed person may provide, andeitisat these provisions protect the public. The
Exceptions and Exemptions Tas&rce,which consisted of three landscape architectsydslzape
designer, a building official, a public Board memlsnd a lay person, was charged with: 1)
determining how LATC can ensure clarity in BPC 5624)lensuring the public is protected through the
provisions in BPC 5641; and 3) making recommenadatio the LATC for the Board to approve
regarding any change in language. Currently, taeedicensing exemptions for, among other things,
conceptual drawings for tangible objects or langedaatures and for drawings, plans, or
specifications for plants for single family dwellisy licensed architects, engineers, and land sarsgy
persons working on their own property; and nurgamsons, as specified. The Task Force extensively
reviewed the exemption for unlicensed practicee TATC obtained a legal opinion from DCA Legal
Counsel which stated the provisions outlined in BE¥881 were sufficiently clear. The Task Force
members then recommended the LATC direct staffdaitar cases in which BPC 5641 was applied
and draft interpretations of BPC 5641, as well@sgom outreach related to the interpretationse Th
Task Force was concluded after fulfilling its chargAs of November 2014, staff had not needed to
apply the provisions of BPC 5641 for any complanetseived since the conclusion of the Task Force.

PRIOR SUNSET REVIEWS: CHANGES AND IMPROVEMENTS

The Board was last reviewed by the Senate BusiResfessions and Economic Development
Committee in 2011. During the previous sunsetawythe Committee raised three issues. Below are
actions which have been taken over the last 4 yeaaddress a number of these. For those which
were not addressed and which may still be of candbey are addressed and more fully discussed
under “Current Sunset Review Issues.”

* From FY 06/07-08/09, there was an average of aBdubmplaints filed per year. In FY
09/10, that number jumped to 86. It is not cleaatvaccounts for the large increase in
complaints received by the Committee.

In FY 2009/10, the average number of complaintgpgoito 86 from an average of 30
complaints filed in previous years. During thaihé, one anonymous individual filed a large
batch of complaints that accounted for the increaSance that anomaly, complaints have
returned to the average of roughly 30 complaintsywar.

» California's pass rates for LARE have been condistéower than the national average,
sometimes significantly lower.

Reasons for various rates include California'sitid eligibility standards, which do not
require an accredited degree and only require oe&rf education. California’s size and
diversity may also play a role in examination ssorén addition, while California's LARE
pass rate in the last reporting period (coveringpegximately 100 examinations) was lower
than the national average by more than 10% onlyirh@s, it was also equal to or higher than
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the national average on nearly as many occasia#sTC continues to monitor pass rates,
eligibility standards, practice trends, nationasiges, etc. to determine that its examinations
and standards are performing effectively.

» Should the licensing and regulation of landscaphitacts be continued and be regulated by
the current CAB membership through the Committee?

SB 543 (Steinberg, Chapter 448, Statutes of 2@kidnded the sunset date for the Committee
until January 1, 2016.

CURRENT SUNSET REVIEW ISSUES FOR THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

The following are unresolved issues pertainind®UttATC, or those which were not previously
addressed by the Committees, and other areas oégofor the Committees to consider along with
background information concerning the particulaues There are also recommendations the
Committee staff have made regarding particularessur problem areas which need to be addressed.
The LATC and other interested parties, including pnofessions, have been provided with this
Background Paper and can respond to the issuesnpeesand the recommendations of staff.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND LICENSING ISSUES

ISSUE #1: TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS. Should the Committees encourage travel to profesaio
conferences or meetings that directly affect licems of California licensees?

Background: Several boards have reported difficulty receivapgroval on in-state and out-of-state
travel. Like many other professional licensingasaLATC relies upon a national examination, the
LARE, which is developed, administered, and scaine@LARB. CLARB contacts licensees directly
to select technical experts for a four-year termhair Exam Writing Committee. Currently, there ar
two California participants on CLARB’s Exam Writif@ommittee. LATC is also a member of
CLARB and enjoys voting rights pursuant to CLARBWaws. In recent years, LATC has worked
closely with CLARB during its task analysis andttésvelopment to ensure a smooth transition to
CLARB's new examination format. As such, the LAF @articipation is critical to ensure California’s
interests are expressed and that we are givend=yasion in decisions that affect California
stakeholders.

The Committee's out-of-state travel requests endtthe CLARB annual meetings, which are held at
different locations such as Seattle, Dallas, and#&jo, were denied in 2010 through 2013. Travel
was approved to attend the CLARB annual meetinyashington D.C. in September 2014.

The Committee has had recent success in gainingegddor travel. While the current
Administration has an understanding regarding thiality of national issues, the number of
individuals authorized to travel is often reducgdiee DCA, Business, Consumer Services and
Housing Agency, or the Governor’s Office. As sutlg LATC is not able to fully participate and
effectively represent the needs of California. vBtaequests have been cut even when trips are
“funded” by our national associations and theneagost to the State of California. The LATC atser
these national association meetings are “missiticalf and crucial to fulfill the respective statuy
missions, and that Committee Members, who are fsadehe profession, would not make the
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required sacrifices in their time, and subsequettigir income, to participate if such meetingsever
not mission-critical. Fostering change and infltiag national standards and policy is a significant
strategic, and labor-intensive effort that requadsall complement of Committee members to
effectively represent the interests of the Stat€alffornia.

Staff Recommendation: The LATC should inform the Committees of whethéhas been able to
participate fully at the national level, or whetheét faces travel restrictions that prohibits it fro
attending meetings where its representation coulgh#ficantly impact California’s ability to ensure
that national examinations or standards reflect Qfalrnia's needs and protect California licensees,
candidates for licensure, and consumers.

ISSUE #2: PATHWAYS TO LICENSURE. Should the LATC consider ways to streamline its
licensure process or make its licensure process enftexible to accommodate out of state
applicants?

Background: During this last reporting period, LATC has exgead its pathways to licensure
allowing partial degrees, and architecture degreeseet education requirements. Efficiencies & th
licensure processes were improved by permittinglicites to take certain sections of the national
exam upon graduatiorOn the horizon are changes the Board is considésingn “integrated path to
licensure”. The Board is seeking to synthesizenstire components into a more efficient system,
building a powerful pipeline into the professidbATC notes that an adequate supply of landscape
architects is crucial because in robust econorfir@ss report that they are simply unable to find
enough landscape architects to hire. Itis quitsible that a more integrated approach to licensin
will produce more landscape architects.

In addition, the LATC has received license appiaat from candidates who are licensed in other
states but do not meet specific California requeets, namely a degree in landscape architectune. T
LATC is reviewing reciprocity requirements of otlstates to determine possible changes to California
requirements to improve efficiencies. Initialeasch revealed varying minimum standards across
states including education only, experience ondyywmg degree types, and contingency on acceptance
of reciprocity from other states.

Staff Recommendation: The LATC should continue to work closely with tiBoard to identify
opportunities to initiate efficiencies in its licesure system, and consult with stakeholder to ensure
that the path to licensure is efficient and effee#.

ISSUE #3: BREEZE IMPLEMENTATION. The LATC was supposed to be part of BreEZe's
Release Three, which has now been delayed untieast 2016.

Background: The "BreEZe Project” was designed to provide DCArlds, bureaus, and committees
with a new enterprise-wide enforcement and licemsiystem. The updated BreEZe system was
engineered to replace the existing outdated leggstems and multiple “work around” systems with
an integrated solution based on updated technology.

According to DCA, BreEZe is intended to provide laggmt tracking, licensing, renewals,
enforcement, monitoring, cashiering, and data mamegt capabilities. In addition, BreEZe is web-
enabled and designed to allow licensees to comptetesubmit applications, renewals, and the
necessary fees through the internet when fullyatpmral. The public also will be able to file
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complaints, access complaint status, and chedkdeseinformation, when the program is fully
operational.

According to the original project plan, BreEZe wade implemented in three releases. The budget
change proposal that initially funded BreEZe intkckthe first release was scheduled for FY 2012-13,
and the final release was projected to be compief& 2013-14.

In October 2013, after a one-year implementatidayjehe first ten regulatory entities were
transitioned to the BreEZe system. Release Twachsduled to go live in March 2016, three years
past the initial planned release date. As a redudignificant cost and implementation concerns,
among others, DCA reported in late 2014, that tireenit vendor contract is no longer in place, and
those regulatory entities that were scheduled &le&se Three will not transition to the BreEZe
system. Currently, the technology upgrade, intdrmeBreEZe, is on hold as DCA, Caltech and DGS
determine the appropriate next steps.

The LATC was scheduled for Release Three, and théltancellation of the BreEZe contract, it is
unclear when the LATC will undergo technology uplgs that aim to increase efficiencies for
licensees and LATC staff. A recent audit reporidiected by the California State Auditor, California
Department of Consumer Affairs' BreEZe System, ébtirat "the future implementation of BreEZe is
uncertain at best and, as it relates to the regyl&ntities originally included in the final reksa
[Release Three], likely unfeasible." To date, tAd C has spent approximately $18,749 on BreEZe
expenditures to prepare for the BreEZe systemitrans The auditor's report also noted that
"Consumer Affairs is not responsible for funding froject costs; rather, the total costs of thgepto
are funded by regulatory entities' special fundsl, the amount each regulatory entity pays is based
the total number of licenses it processes in ptogoto the total number of licenses that all redgoty
entities process.” It is unclear what amount tA& C will continue to pay for the current BreEZe
technology project that it will not likely utilize.

Staff Recommendation The LATC should inform the Committees of any fidulties it foresees as

a result of having to remain on its legacy systesmd whether any additional stop-gap technological
measures are needed until BreEZe is implementethe TATC should inform the Committees of
how costs related to BreEZe will impact its fundnztition.

ISSUE #4: PRO RATA.What services does the Board receive for its shafrpro rata?

Background: Through its various divisions, the DCA providestcalizved administrative services to
all boards and bureaus. Most of these servicekiaded through a pro rata calculation that is based
"position counts" and charged to each board oréaufer services provided by personnel, including
budget, contract, legislative analysis, cashieriragning, legal, information technology, and cosaipt
mediation. The DCA reports that it calculatesphe rata share based on position allocation,
licensing and enforcement record counts, call certdlime, complaints and correspondence,
interagency agreement, and other distribution20th¥, the DCA provided information to the
Assembly Business, Professions and Consumer Pimtgcommittee, in which the Director of the
DCA reported that "the majority of [DCA's] costegraid for by the programs based upon their
specific usage of these services." The DCA doébmak out the cost of their individual services
(cashiering, facility management, call center vadumic.). The Committee reports that it receihes t
following services from the DCA for its pro ratacaunting, budget, contracts, executive assistance,
information technology, investigation, legal afigitegislative and regulatory review, personnet, an
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public affairs. While it appears the DCA providessistance to the Bureau, it is unclear how ttesra
are charged and if any of those services couldabelled by the Bureau instead of the DCA for a cost
savings.

During the last four years, the Committee has speraverage of 21% of its budget on pro rata costs,
and this amount has remained relatively steady.

Staff Recommendation: The LATC should advise the Committees about theibaipon which pro
rata is calculated, and the methodology for deteninig what services to utilize from DCA. In
addition, the Committee should discuss whetheratld achieve cost savings by providing some of
these services in-house.

ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

ISSUE #5: COLLECTION OF FINES. The LATC notes that it is seeking ways to increase
collection of fines, particularly in cases of unkmsed practice when it does not have the leverdge o
a license to incentivize payment.

Background: The LATC's performance in terms of case agingcas® load represent significant
improvement over the last five years. NevertheldssLATC seeks continuous improvement, and
one area in particular is that of unlicensed pcactiThe LATC'’s citation program is an effectivelto
and the LATC believes it makes good use of thagjanm. For the program to be more impactful,
however, the monetary penalty must be “real.” Manljcensed individuals choose to ignore the
citations and not pay the penalty, as they do awela license that is in jeopardy. The LATC do&s n
currently have an effective mechanism to take amttht action against these individuals. The LATC
does use the Intercept Program through the FTB;wtaptures funds from State tax refunds and
Lottery proceeds.

The LATC believes that collection agencies coukbailay a valuable role in recovering funds from
citation penalties. Currently, the LATC does navé authority to release Social Security Numbers
(SSNs) to collection agencie$he LATC is also interested in exploring the pogisybof requiring the
satisfaction of citation penalties as a conditibregeiving other State services, such as drivarnse
and vehicle registration. The LATC has also digred that unlicensed individuals sometimes hold a
license issued by another DCA board. The LATQisreested in collaborating with other related
boards to develop recommendations for a prograemsore payment of that citation wherein an
unpaid citation from one board could preclude rengva license held from another board.

Staff Recommendation: While the LATC has only issued an average of lifatons per year over
the past three FYs, the LATC should continue to &ge ways to ensure payment of fines. The
LATC should look into other agencies authorizedrglease SSNs to collection agencies, and
whether there are any privacy or security issueattmay arise if such information was transmitted.
The LATC should work with the Board and other liceimg boards, such as the Contractors State
Licensing Board, the Bureau of Real Estate, and tBeard of Professional Engineers, Land
Surveyors, and Geologists to determine the feagibdf sharing disciplinary information for
purposes of leveraging other professional licensssa way to achieve compliance; how such a
system would operate; and what changes would beessary.
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CONTINUED REGULATION OF THE PROFESSION
BY THE LATC

ISSUE #6: CONTINUED REGULATION BY THE LATC. Should the licensing and regulation
of landscape architects be continued and be regethby the current LATC membership?

Background: The health, safety and welfare of consumers aregted by the presence of a strong
licensing and regulatory body with oversight ovardscape architects.

The LATC should be continued with a 4-year extemsibits sunset date so that the Legislature may
once again review whether the issues and recomrtiengian this Background Paper have been
addressed.

Staff Recommendation: Recommend that the licensing and regulation of lsswépe architects
continue to be regulated by the current membersted LATC in order to protect the interests of the
public and be reviewed once again in four years.
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