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BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE
CALIFORNIA ARCHITECTS BOARD

On March 23, 1901, the Governor of California appAn Act to Regulate the Practice of
Architecture (Act), creating the State Board of Witecture. At the time, the Governor appointed 10
architect members to the Board. Initially, the Bbavas comprised of two districts, Northern and
Southern. The district offices acted independetatlyome degree and made recommendations to the
full Board on matters relating to applicants fortidigation. Initially, individuals who could
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the districtrboa which they would be practicing that they were
practicing architecture in the state of Califoragof March 23, 1901, and who were in good standing
could apply for certification with the Board withoexamination. Six months after the approval ef th
Act, it became unlawful to practice architecturecall oneself an architect in the state of Califarn
unless certified by the Board. In 1929, the Bosrtime was changed to the California State Board of
Architectural Examiners. That same year, the Bbaghn issuing licenses to individuals who passed
both a written and an oral examination. In 1968, Act was revised making the actual practice of
architecture by an unlicensed individual a misderoeaThis revision made the Act a true practice
act, restricting the practice of architecture ttydicensed architects. Through 1984, the Boaso al

had the authority to issue a temporary certifitatpractice architecture to an architect licensed i
another state for a stipulated structure in Calimupon satisfactory evidence of his or her
architectural competence and payment of the ajgpédae. The Board also previously regulated
registered building designers but now only liceraesitects.

Since 1997, the Board has also been responsibteddrandscape Architects Technical Committee
(LATC). The Board is charged with regulating lacalse architects and managing all of the affairs of
LATC, which is set up as a committee of the Boaddcording to the Board, opportunities for
collaboration between the two regulatory prograntsthe efficiencies associated with combining
efforts are positive for both licensees and thesaarer

In 1999, Assembly Bill 1678 (CPGE&ED Committee, @tea 982, Statutes of 1999) changed the
Board’s name to the California Architects Board @Ao better reflect the fact that in addition to



examining candidates, the Board maintains a widgeaf programs to protect consumers and
regulate the practice of architecture.

The mission of CAB, as stated in its Strategic Piaio protect the public health, safety, and arelf
through the regulation of the practice of architeetand landscape architecture. The Board has
established the following goal areas which provigeframework for its efforts to further its missio

« Ensuring that those entering the practice meetlatais of competency by way of
education, experience, and examination.

» Establishing standards of practice for those liedrts practice.

* Requiring that any person practicing or offeringtactice architecture be licensed;

» Protecting consumers and users of architecturaicesy.

« Enforcing the laws, codes, and standards goveimcigtectural practice in a fair,
expeditious, and uniform manner.

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

» Overseeing the activities of LATC to ensure it lages the practice of landscape
architecture in a manner which safeguards the witpbof the public and the
environment.

The Board is composed of five architects and fivblig members. Each architect member of the
Board is required to be an architect in good stageiho has been licensed and practiced in Cal@orni
at least five years preceding the date of appointitethe Board. The five architect members dre al
appointed by the Governor. Three of the public imers are also gubernatorial appointees, while one
of the remaining two public members is appointedieySpeaker of the Assembly and the other is
appointed by the Senate Rules Committee. Boardbeesrare paid $100 for each meeting day and
are reimbursed for travel expenses. Board mentpeically attend four to six Board meetings per
year and may attend three or four committee meefoeg year, depending on the committee(s) to
which they are assigned.

Members are appointed to four-year terms, and nolvee may serve more than two terms
consecutively. The Board annually elects frommtambers a president, vice president, and secretary.

Appointment Term Appointin e
Name and Short Bio bp Expiration bp . g or Public
Date Authority
Date
Pasqual Gutierrez, PresidentAlA, 12/21/2010 06/30/14 Governor Architeft

Mr. Gutierrez, an architect member of the Boara&ig006, i
currently the Board President. A resident of Wal@utierrez
has served HMC Architects in the various capaciiesenior
project architect, associate, senior associate eundently
serves as principal. From 1988 to 1999, Gutieners
principal of the architecture firm The GutierrezrtRarship
before joining HMC. Prior to that, he was an aretiitwith the
interior design firm Reel Grobman Associates frof83 to
1988. He chairs the Board's Executive Committek serves|
on the Professional Qualifications Committee. Gueie also
serves on the National Council of Architectural Regtion
Boards' (NCARB) Committe on IDP.




Marilyn Lyon, Vice President

Ms. Lyon, a public member of the Board since 20836
currently the Board Vice President. Lyon has bémnowner
of Lyon & Associates Marketing and Public Relaticsiace
1991. Lyon has been very active working with tloeit Bay
Cities Council of Governments (located in the seuthregion
of Los Angeles County) with their energy efficien
information, education, and savings programs daeédbward
residents, businesses and public agencies. Lyaedam the)
Rancho Palos Verdes City Council from 1993 to 208he has
served as Mayor of the city in 1996 and 2001. Lias also
served on the Los Angeles Regional Quality ConBohrd
1997-2000 and the California Board of Professidirajjineers
and Land Surveyors 1996-2001. She chairs the dCaii
Architects Board's Examination Committee and sexveghe
Executive Committee and Communications Committee.

10/27/08

06/30/12

Governor

Publig

Sheran Voight, Secretary

Ms. Voigt has nearly 30 years of experience asbastate
agent and broker. Voigt has served as a brokecee for
the Western Group since 1997. She was broker anéroof
American Dream Properties from 1994 to 1997 anétdorand
office manager for the Western Group from 19919871 She
was also a real estate agent and broker in the Gomwealth
of Virginia and the state of Alabama from 1977 83%.

12/22/10

06/30/14

Governor

Public

Jon Alan Baker, FAIA

Mr. Baker has been an architect member of the Bgarde
2005. He was Board President from 2008 througl®2Baker
of San Diego has been President/CEO of NTD Archited
since 1997. Specializing in the design of educaficand
healthcare facilities, Baker has extensive expesgemvith
California state agencies, including the Office Sthtewide
Health Planning and Development, the Division of thtate
Architect, and the Department of Education. He sgron the
Board's Professional Qualifications Committee. daklso
serves as Director, Region VI of NCARB.

01/12/2010

06/30/13

Governor

Archite|

Jeffrey Heller, FAIA

Mr. Heller has been an architect member of the 8czince
2002. He was Board President from 2004 through72
Heller is the founder and president of Heller MaAueshitects
in San Francisco. He is past president of the Acaerinstitute
of Architects San Francisco. He also serves asdais@ and
consultant to several San Francisco City planningd design
projects including the San Francisco City Planridggpartment]
for Urban Design Guidelines. Heller earned his letmts and
master's degrees from the Massachusetts Instituitg
Technology. He chairs the Board's Professional ifeetions
Committee.

01/19/10

DO

06/30/13

Governor

Archite

Michael Merino AIA

Mr. Merino has been an architect member of the 8émce
2006. A resident of Orange, Merino has served raxipal
and chief executive officer of Michael Merino Artdits sincg
1996. Prior to establishing his firm, Merino sehas project
architect for WLC Architects from 1986 to 1996 apibject
coordinator for FFJ Architects from 1982 to 1986erMo is
also a Commander in the Civil Engineer Corps, Uhiftates
Navy Reserve, currently assigned to the UnitedeSt&acific

01/19/10

Command, Engineer Directorate. He served in Omardtaqi

06/30/13

Governor

Archite
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Freedom in 2003. He serves on the Board's Regylatod
Enforcement Committee.

Hraztlan Zeitlian, AIA, LEED 12/22/10 06/30/14 Governor Architegt
Mr. Zeitlian has been an architect member of tharBasince
2008. Zeitlian is Principal and Design Leader oé thos
Angeles Office of DLR Group WWCOT. Previously, has
worked for Leo A Daly, RTKL, Gensler and JohnsomiaHis
work has garnered two American Architecture natidesign
Awards from the Chicago Athenaeum, as well as afvlAls
Angeles Chapter Next LA Design Award. Zeitlianva&s on
the Board of the American Institute of Architedisis Angeles
Chapter as well as on the Board of the Southerifddaia
Development Forum. Zeitlian is a graduate of Cdiian]
University and the Rhode Island School of Design.

Iris Cochlan CPM, 11/16/08 06/30/12 Governor Public

Ms. Cochlan has been a public member of the Boarces
2005, and served as the Board President in 2016esidlent of
El Macero, Cochlan, is senior vice president withgé&ne
Burger Management Corporation (EBMC) and the region
manager for the Sacramento Central Valley. From9l®
2004, Cochlan was the chief executive officer arebiglent of
Cochlan/Associates Management Co., a real estatpeqy
management firm specializing in senior housing rganzent.
Cochlan serves on the Communications Committee jsttte
Board's liaison to the Landscape Architects Tedirlic

Committee.
Fermin Villegas 2/23/11 6/30/14 Senate Rulgs Public
Mr. Villegas is an Associate Attorney for Atkinsofindelson, Committee

Loya, Ruud and Romo in Cerritos. Before becomimg| a
attorney, Mr. Villegas worked as a teacher forltbe Angeles
Unified School District and worked as an Englislader’s
assistant in Paris, France. While in law school, Millegas
served as a Senior Symposium Editor on the UC Disis
Review, served as Co-Chair of the La Raza Law Siisde
Association, worked at the UC Davis Immigration L&hnic,
and was a certified legal intern for the Yolo Couitistrict
Attorney.

CAB currently licenses 24,117 licensees. The t@atnues anticipated by CAB for FY 2010/11, is
$2,056,817 and for FY 2011/12, $2,751,775. Thal ®tpenditures anticipated for CAB for FY
2010/11, is $3,572,217, and for FY 2011/2012, $3.845. CAB anticipates it would have
approximately 2.9 months in reserve for FY 20104rd 0.6 months in reserve for FY 2011/12. CAB
spends approximately 34% of its budget on its eiment program, 42% on its examination program,
19% on its licensing program, and 6% on its adrtiaiive program.

Each of the 50 states, 3 U.S. territories, andis&ict of Columbia license architects.
CAB has a number of Committees with specified fioms:
* The Executive Committee is charged with coordirgatind leading the Board’s public

awareness program, organizational relationshiggrozational development, and customer
service efforts.



» The Professional Qualifications Committee is chdngéh ensuring professional qualifications
of those practicing architects as well as reviewlrggBoard’s national examination to ensure
that it fairly and effectively tests the knowledgeills, and abilities of importance to
architectural practice in California.

* The Examination Committee is charged with providjjegeral California Supplemental
Examination (CSE) oversight while working with tBeard’s testing experts, examination
vendors, and subject matter experts to providelydkfensible, and efficient examinations;
and addressing Board examination policy issues.

* The Regulatory and Enforcement Committee is chavg#tdmaking recommendations on
practice standards and enforcement issues, magaognmendations regarding the
establishment of regulatory standards of practicafchitects, recommending and establishing
policies and procedures designed to protect consulnyepreventing violations and enforcing
standards when violations occur, and informingghbelic and licensees of the Board’s
standards and enforcement programs.

* The Communications Committee is charged with ovengeall of the Board’s communications
and identifying strategies to effectively communmécto key audiences as well as serving as the
editorial body for the Board’s newslett€alifornia Architects and providing strategic input on
enhancing the use of the Internet to communicatie the Board’s stakeholders. This
Committee oversees a variety of outreach prograot) as programs to communicate with
students, faculty, and Deans.

In addition to the Board’s committees, CAB statest participation in the National Council of
Architectural Registration Boards (NCARB) is a Vitanction of the Board. NCARB is a membership
association comprised of the architectural redistneboards of the 50 states, the District of Cdiamn
and three U.S. territories (Guam, Puerto Rico,thedVirgin Islands). NCARB’s core purpose is to
facilitate reciprocity among the member jurisdiogo Its primary means of accomplishing that geal i
by providing a national examination, the ArchitBegistration Examination (ARE).

According to CAB, it is able to benefit and achidwealget efficiency because it can obtain a national
examination from NCARB rather than duplicating thefforts and reinventing the wheel for

California candidates. NCARB also has other pnograsuch as the disciplinary database, which gives
the Board access to important information aboetnisees potentially being disciplined in other state
that can raise issues about their ability to pcacsiafely in California. NCARB’s Certificate pragn
establishes national standards and verifies tlegthlave been attained, allowing for reciprocityhwit
other states which similarly increases the Boagffisiency. In addition, NCARB'’s structured
internship program, Intern Development Program {ID¥ich is utilized in 48 states, provides a
uniform national standard that helps prepare istéonlicensure and facilitates reciprocity.

PRIOR SUNSET REVIEWS: CHANGES AND IMPROVEMENTS TO CAB

CAB was last reviewed by the former Joint Legislatsunset Review Committee (JLSRC) 7 years
ago (2003-2004). During the previous sunset revi8RC raised 10 issues. The final
recommendations from JLSRC contained a set of recamdations to address the issues. Below are
actions which CAB took over the past seven yeaeltlress many of these issues. For those which



were not addressed and which may still be of conteethe Committee, they are addressed and more
fully discussed under “Current Sunset Review IsSues

In September, 2010, CAB submitted its required sureport to this Committee. In this report, CAB
described actions it has taken since the Boardds pview to address the recommendations of
JLSRC. According to the Board, the following aoeng of the more important programmatic and
operational changes, enhancements and other imppiécy decisions or regulatory changes made
by CAB:

» Converting its California Supplemental Examinat{@$E) from the oral format to a computer
based format
A major improvement for the Board is the conversibi€SE, the California-specific tests
candidates for licensure must take a computer-basgtiple choice format. The new exam is
much more accessible to candidates, as is be baBadays a week year round at 13 different
sites throughout California and ten sites out afestrather than the previous oral format, which
was offered 6 times per year alternating betweerBiy Area and Orange County.

» Addition of Continuing Education Requirement on &hked Access
The Board only had a very limited period of timeegiablish the program for continuing
education established in Senate Bill (SB) 1608 éyafor Ellen Corbett (Chapter 549, Statutes
of 2008) but successfully met the requirement. Bbard now requires licensees to complete
five hours of continuing education on disabled asq@&ovisions each two year renewal period.

* Implementing a structured internship program
While California’s licensure requirements will reimamong the most flexible in the nation,
the recently established structured internshipas/ed by the Board as a valuable tool of
assuring that interns gain broad experience ire@lvant areas of practice and as a critical
means of ensuring reciprocity so California ardtgdrave greater ability to practice in other
states.

» Launching a first-of-its-kind careers Website, wahitect.ca.gov
The Board implemented the site which is designezkfain licensure requirements to students
and the wide range of career possibilities in deciure.

* Conducting a major study of education and expeeeaquirements for landscape architect.

» Leqislative & Reqgulatory Improvements
The Board implemented regulations to allow forblpuinformation disclosure to ensure clear,
consistent, and complete information is availablecbnsumers; increased fines that can be
assessed for violations of the Architects Prachice requirement for licensee response for
information requested regarding complaints; clamfywhat type of business can use the word
“architect” in its name; codifying a national staind of specifying that exam scores for a
division of the national exam are good for five nge@ponsoring legislation to clarify that
licensees and insurance companies report settlejodgtments and arbitration awards over
$5,000; sponsoring legislation to clarify how uelsed individuals can collaborate with
architects and; supporting and implementing leg@tarequiring California architects to
complete mandatory continuing education coursedigabled access requirements as a
condition of license renewal.




CURRENT SUNSET REVIEW ISSUES FOR CAB

The following are unresolved issues pertaining ABCor those which were not previously addressed
by CAB, and other areas of concern for the Commitbeconsider along with background information
concerning the particular issue. There are alsomenendations Committee staff have made regarding
particular issues or problem areas which need @doeessed. The Board and other interested partie
including the professions, have been provided thiith Background Paper and can respond to the
issues presented and the recommendations of staff.

CAB ISSUE #1 (IS THE CURRENT FEE STRUCTURE APPROPRIATE FOR

THE BOARD TO EFFECTIVELY REGULATE THE PROFESSION?)
The Board’s reserve fund has been steadily decreagi and is projected to be more than $1.4
million in debt by 2012-13 and it is not clear whéter the Board will be financially stable.

Background: The Board is a special fund agency that geneitstesvenue from its fees. The
maximum amount of fees charged by the Board isrobbet by statute. The fee for license renewal is
specified in the Board’s regulations and had nenkacreased since 1989, when the fees were
increased to $200 from $100. Renewal fees ar@duwebiennial basis (in odd-numbered years), as
outlined by Business and Professions Code, Se&66A (a) “All licenses issued or renewed under
this chapter shall expire at 12 midnight on thé d&y of the birth month of the license holder acle
odd-numbered year following the issuance or ren@ivtiie license.”

The last fee adjustment was made on July 1, 19%hwhre eligibility review fee for the national exam
was restructured from $35 to $100. In FY 2007-88,Board’s fund had 12.6 months’ worth of
operating revenue in reserve. That figure hasifiatbonsistently, to 2.9 months for 2010-11, 0.6
months for 2011 12, and a projected -4.5 month2®32-13.

FY FY FY FY FY FY
2007/08 | 2008/09 | 2009/10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13
(Projected)” | (Projected) | (Projected)
;ﬁfﬂResems' 2.839.000 | 3.083.000 | 2.329.000 2.372.000 | 893,000 |  201.000
Total Rev. & 3.118.000 | 2,094.000 | 2.870.000 2.093.000 | 2,950,000 |  2.084.000
Transfers
Total Resources | 5.957.000 | 5.177.000 | 5.199.000 4465000 | 3.843.000| 2.285.000
Total _ o
e 2.972.000 | 2.848.000 | 2.827.000 3.572.000 | 3.642.000 |  3.722.000
Expenditures
Reserve, June 30 | 2,985,000 | 2,329,000 | 2,372,000 893,000 201,000 | 1,437,000
MONTHS IN -
RESERVE 12.6 9.9 8.0 2.9 0.6 4.5

CAB had indicated that it wass currently in theqa®s of increasing the biennial and delinquent
renewal, and original license fees in order to @mits fund solvency.



CAB renews licenses on a bi-annual basis in sesyeather than as an ongoing process which appears
to be impacting the Board’s budget balancing. LAd@ectsrenewal fees from licensees also on a
twice-yearly basis, but based on the initial liceapplication date and the applicant’s birth mantt

year, which results in a much steadier and moreigtable revenue level from year to year.

All boards and commissions under the Departme@artsumer Affairs (DCA) are currently subject to
a hiring freeze imposed by Governor Brown, follogvthe action of his predecessor Governor
Schwarzenegger. As such, staff shortages ancelinnésources are a problem many boards are
experiencing. Additionally, Governor Brown’s butdgeoposes borrowing money from other board’s
as loans to the General Fund to make up for afsignt budget shortfall for FY 2011-12. While CAB
may not immediately be impacted by this efforteamlining its internal processes to prepare for
further impact to its ability to effectively conduausiness should be a goal.

Staff Recommendation: The Board should amend its license renewal fee ediion process so that
renewals occur in a manner similar to LATC, creatira steadier and more predictable fund level
from year to year. Renewal and associated feesukhbe ongoing, rather than performed in stated
years to better utilize staff resources while batamg revenue with expenditures.

CAB ISSUE #2 (DOES CAB DEDICATE ENOUGH RESOURCES TO
ENFORCEMENT?)

In 2004, the Joint Committee noted that the Boardent only 34% of its budget on its
enforcement program and recommended that the Boardpend more on enforcement to bring it
more in line with other boards, which typically spead more than 60% on enforcement. The
Board reported to the Committee this year that it &ll spends 34% of its budget on enforcement.

Background: CAB is still spending 34% of its budget on enforesmactivities. However, the Board
cites many successes with its enforcement prograshding being the first architect licensing body

in the nation to create a guide for building ofisi, disciplinary guidelines, civil citations, a
consumer’s guide, a regular newsletter for itsngaes and candidates, and a Website. The Board als
notes that it has made good use of its streambitation authority, issuing an average of 37 parye

for this Sunset Review reporting period, compacedrt average of 15 per year for the previous
reporting period.



FY FY FY FY
2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

Enforcement 944,324 | 1,093.718 901,675 | 1,004.920- 34
Examination 1,210,001 | 1,258331 | 1,296,975| 1,079,188- 42
Licensing 578,668 569,156 496,306 618,727- 19
Administrative 200,852 113,237 195,780 168.675- 6
Diversion (if applicable) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
TOTALS 2,933,845 | 3,034,442 2,890,736 | 2,871,510

The Board’s enforcement program addresses three goai areas articulated in its mission statement:
Establishing regulatory standards of practiceliose licensed as architects; increasing public
awareness of the Board’s mission, activities, amdises and; protecting consumers by preventing
violations, and effectively enforcing laws, codasd standards when violations occur. To achieve
these goals, the Board has a Regulatory and Emf@mmeCommittee (REC) which makes
recommendations to the Board on initiatives anitpd. The Board has assigned REC with many
responsibilities, including :

* Monitoring methods of practice and proposed chamgéaws that may impact
architectural practice and assess their impachemegulatory process.

» Reviewing the need to enact additional rules ofgssional conduct.
* Monitoring the impact of emerging technology onlgamnd objectives.

» Communicating with building officials regardingetistatutory requirements for
architects’ stamps and signatures.

» Coordinating efforts with the National Council ofohitectural Registration Boards (NCARB)
on regulatory and enforcement issues.

» Actively enforcing laws and regulations pertaintogunlicensed activity.
* Monitoring impacts of new technology on enforcemeanoicedures.

* Monitoring the enforcement of penalties and corditmiexplore creative ways to
collect fines that are due.

The enforcement unit at CAB currently has a staffive and one half. This includes an associate

governmental program analyst (AGPA), who servebagnforcement Officer; two staff services

analysts, who serve as the Enforcement Analyststwaa and one half office technicians, who serve
9



as the Enforcement Technicians. The Board algztsednd contracts with licensed architect
consultant(s) to assist in its enforcement progrdime architect consultants respond to technical
inquiries, conduct formal non-sworn investigatioegaluate and mediate complaints, provide
guidance to DCA'’s Division of Investigation (DOH technical matters, educate building officials and
consumers regarding the Act, and conduct trainnthiaformation seminars. The architect
consultants are selected through a competitiveqaaprocess based on specific criteria. The Board
presently has two architect consultants.

Over the past four fiscal years, approximately 3ff%ases have been closed within 90 days and 69%
of investigations have been closed within one year.

AVERAGE %
CASES CLOSED

90 Days 85 100 129 115 34

180 Days 50 52 53 61 17

1 Year 59 79 34 58 18

2 Years 53 23 71 75 18

3 Years 14 11 26 46 8

Over 3 Years 36 10 11 8 5

Total Cases Closed 297 275 324 363
AVERAGE %
CASES CLOSED

1 Year 1 4 4 0 50

2 Years 0 0 1 0 33

3 Years 0 0 2 0 0

4 Years 0 0 0 0 0

Over 4 Years 0 0 0 0 17

Total Cases Closed* 1 4 7 0

Disciplinary * 1 6 9

Cases Pending*

*Includes Accusations, Statements of Issues, Citation Hearings. and Petitions for Reinstatement.

Throughout the past number of years, there have sigaificant problems related to lengthy
disciplinary processes at DCA boards, particulbggling arts boards. As such, DCA implemented its
Consumer Protection Enforcement Initiative (CPEIattempt to deal with some of the problems that
limit the boards’ abilities to investigate and antthese cases in a timely manner. These problems
range from legal and procedural challenges to igaale resources. Once fully implemented, DCA
expects its boards and bureaus to reduce the a&erdgrcement completion timeline from 36 months
to between 12 and 18 months.

According to CAB, it established a systematic applofor prioritizing cases for formal investigation
and discipline, as well as priorities for complgindcessing since the last sunset reporting period.
Priorities were set to best utilize available fuadsl staff to meet the Board's legislative mandate.
Two specific areas from the Board'’s list of pri@# are contract violations and settlement reports,
both of which fit under “Routine” complaints in DGAguidelines.
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Staff Recommendation:CAB should describe to the Committee any delaysrifiorcement and
explain challenges its enforcement program faces.

CAB ISSUE #3: (BOARD’S ROLE OVERSEEING ARCHITECTS W ORKING

IN NON-TRADITIONAL PRACTICE AREAS)
The Board states that it recognizes the need to dlely track the trend of architects in non-
traditional practice areas and assess the potentiahpact on consumers.

Background: The Board states that there are increasing nunab@rshitects and graduates of
architectural schools who are entering a varietyasf-traditional, non-practice related fields, sash
computer animation, furniture design and produsigie These fields do not fall directly within the
jurisdiction of the Board. However, if the senggarovided by an architect in such settings should
crossover into practice-related services, theratbkitect’s license could be subject to disciplimeler
the provisions of the Architects Practice Act.

The following forms of non-traditional practice lfalithin the Board'’s jurisdiction. All the provisns
of the Architects Practice Act apply to architgateviding services in the following settings:

» Architect as interior designer in non-architectuian.

* Architect as architectural designer in non-architesd firm.

» Architect serving as project and/or constructiomager.

» Architect with a contractor’s license acting asigesr/builder.

» Architect serving as client’s consulting (admirgsive or executive) architect in a design/build
setting.

» Architect serving as “architect of record” in aditeonal and/or “bridged” design/build team.

« Architect serving as “architect of record” in artdgrated Project Delivery (IPD) and/or
Building Information Modeling (BIM) project delivgmmodel.

« Architect serving in a non-profit or public agermpacity.

While not all of these specific practices have bexgplored by the Legislature, the issue of the
regulation the interior design profession in copation with the architecture profession has been
considered. In 2008, this Committee considered &R (Yee), which would have eliminated CAB
and instead established the California Architenots Registered Interior Designers Board (CARIDB),
creating a registration and regulation progranrégistered interior designers. At the time, CAB
opposed the bill. Proponents of SB 1312, primardynprised of interior designers throughout the
state and nation, argued that because interioges must rely on the review of their work by othe
“registered design professionals,” consumer costsldvincrease for professional services related to
design projects. There was concern that reggldtiese professionals under a practice act was not
necessary given a lack of demonstrable harm tpubéc from not being licensed.

Similarly, the reach of the board should continuarieas where regulation of the work of registered
architects is limited to areas where that regutapimtects the public.

Staff Recommendation: CAB should continue to track changes in the profemsand provide input
to this Committee as needed about necessary updatsttute and scope of practice definitions as
they arise. CAB should only regulate the work @&gistered architects in non-traditional, non-

11



practice-related areas in the limited instances w¢he work crosses over into practice-related
service until specific licensure guidelines for the classifications are established. CAB shouldyonl
regulate activities within the current scope of jgrisdiction.

CAB ISSUE #4 (SHOULD THE BOARD BE GRANTED PERMANENT
STATUTORY AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT ITS INTERN DEVELOP MENT

PROGRAM (IDP)?)

The Board’s authority to implement an intern develgpment expires on July 1, 2012. The
program is successful and the Board continues to rka enhancements to the work experience
requirement that benefits licensees and the consume

Background: In 2004, the Board adopted a structured internsdgpirement as a prerequisite for
licensure as a means of exposing interns to adntje of the necessary areas of practice. Camdidat
who are eligible to take the Architect Registratibramination (ARE), which is administered by the
National Council of Architectural Registration BdarfNCARB), are required to complete NCARB’s
Intern Development Program (IDP). This nation&tinship program is currently required by 48
states. As such, it is one of the three commaan8are requirements throughout the United States:
education (generally a five year professional de@rem a program accredited by the National
Architectural Accrediting Board); examination (AR&)d in California, the California Supplemental
Examination); and IDP.

IDP participants score up to 11 % better on thenat licensing examination. The program, a
mandatory requirement for reciprocal licensurethreo states, requires internship activity in 16aare
of practice, including:

e Programming » Specifications and Materials Research
» Site and Environmental Analysis » Document Checking and Coordination
* Schematic Design * Bidding and Contract Negotiation

» Engineering Systems Coordination » Construction Phase — Office

* Building Cost Analysis » Construction Phase — Observation

* Code Research * Project Management

» Design Development » Office Management

» Construction Documents » Professional and Community Service

Interns are required to acquire 5,600 hours tefyate IDP training requirement. Utilizing IDP as
model allows for more uniform standards in preparitterns for licensure. To complement IDP, the
Board developed its Comprehensive Intern Developiesgram (CIDP) which aims to ensure that
interns’ experience is effective and verified. Aating to the Board’s CIDP Handbook, the program
is designed to encourage better communication legture intern and supervisor while enhancing
accountability. CIDP requires interns to gain picat experience performing specific key functians
the practice of architecture and submit evidensebdalocumentation of that experience through work
samples and written narratives that are discusgéadrns and their supervisors. CIDP maintains
reciprocity for architects from other states byrapéing them from CIDP if they are already licensed
in another jurisdiction.
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The Board acknowledges a number of improvemenif@Roprogram which have helped make it more
successful in this state as well, including: omlavailability so interns can more easily coordnat
their work; allowance for credit gained from pamé work; opportunities for interns to more easily
determine where they can gain experience and sugpl&l education activities; more regular and
frequent reporting to improve the interaction betwsupervisor and intern and; new IDP Supervisor
Guidelines that will improve the professional redaship and training.

The Board is also in the process of measuringffieeteveness of its CIDP and need for this
supplemental requirement to continue, particularljght of more evidence-based systems like CIDP
that might eventually be adopted by NCARB.

Staff Recommendation: The program is working well and the Board'’s efforts shape its future
have been successful, and are continuing. The Bbshould have permanent authority to
implement an intern development program and as suitte July 1, 2012 sunset date on this
authority should be repealed.

CAB ISSUE #5 : (NEW FORMAT FOR CSE)
CSE was previously administered orally but will nowbe administered via computer centers.

Background: CAB administers the California Supplemental Exation (CSE) to ensure that
architectural licensure candidates have the negeaszhitectural knowledge and skills to respond to
the conditions found in California. In order todlegible for CSE, candidates must have passed all
seven divisions of the nationally-administered Atett Registration Examination (ARE) and verified
at least eight years of education and/or work egpee (as evaluated by the Board). The examimatio
was previously administered orally but the Board tnansitioned to a multiple-choice format.

After its last sunset review, CAB conducted an otiye study of CSE and possible format options
based on JLSRC recommendation. Upon completidineo$tudy, the Board’s consultant
recommended that CSE transition from an oral fotmat written, multiple-choice format. The Board
approved to transition CSE to this new format, Wwhi@s launched in February 2011. The new exam
aims to be much more accessible to candidatesjsaavailable 6 days a week year round at 13
different sites throughout California, rather tliaa previous oral format, which was offered 6 times
per year alternating between the Bay Area and @r&uynty. In addition, for out-of-state candidates
there are 10 additional exam sites across the t/Gitates.

In its current Sunset Report, CAB states that tti@méng to a written format will increase
defensibility, expand the Board’s capacity to sesaedidates, and preserve its scarce resources. In
early 2010, the Board secured written examinat@retbpment services with DCA’s Office of
Professional Examination Services.

Staff Recommendation: The Board should update the committee on the stattithe new
examination format.

CAB ISSUE #6 : (DISPARITY IN CALIFORNIA APPLICANTS ' PASSAGE
RATES ON THE ARCHITECT REGISTRATION EXAM (ARE))
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California’s pass rates forARE have been consistelytlower than the national average,
sometimes significantly lower.

Background: The Architect Registration Exam, developed joittjyNCARB and the Committee of
Canadian Architectural Councils, is the nationalfpssional licensure examination for architects.
ARE examines candidates for their knowledge, skdligl ability to provide the various services
required in the entry-level practice of architeetuARE concentrates on the professional servicas t
affect the public health, safety, and welfare vaitstated intent to “evaluate a candidate's competen
to protect the public by providing the architectwarvices of pre-design, site design, buildinggles
building systems, and construction documents andces as these relate to the social, cultural,
natural and physical forces, and other relatedreateonstraints”. ARE has been developed to ensur
that its content relates as closely as possibeg@ctual tasks an entry-level architect encoanter
practice.

The pass rate for California examinees is lowen tha national rate for every category of ARE but
one. CAB notes that when evaluating or compaitiegaass rates of various jurisdictions, a number of
variables must be considered like the fact thattiseno required sequence a candidate has tdahaeke
seven divisions of ARE and candidates taking amgrgdivision can have a wide range of practical
experience. CAB also states that many jurisdisti@guire an accredited professional degree in
architecture, while California allows various ediimaal equivalents for ARE eligibility. CAB notes
that updates and changes to an examination camgsat pass rates, which are significantly
influenced by the volume of candidates.

Staff Recommendation: The Board should explain to the committee what fait it sees leading to
the lower passage rates for California test takeasd what can be done to improve the passage rates
of California candidates.

CAB ISSUE #7: (CONTINUING EDUCATION)

Architects are now required to complete five hourof mandatory continuing education courses
on disabled access requirements as a condition afdnse renewal. CAB cites continuing
education as one reason for need for a fee increaget seems to be interested in establishing
comprehensive continuing education requirements.

Background: There are no set standards or general provisiorfdinuing education for the boards
and bureaus within the DCA and the professions lwttiey license and regulate under the Business
and Professions Code. The vast majority of thétihealated boards and bureaus have continuing
education requirements which are related to thewahof the license. Until the passage of SB 1608
in 2008, none of the design and construction rdlateards such as Architecture, Engineering,
Geology or Contracting had continuing educatiorumegnents. However there are continuing
education requirements for licensees under thetstial Pest Control Board; primarily because of the
potential dangers accompanying the applicatiorestipides and poisonous or lethal gases. In
addition, there are continuing education requiresér licensees of the Board of Accountancy.
Furthermore, there are no set standards for vegfgr certifying that the licensee has completed th
continuing education requirement. In some casesns$iees verify or submit proof to the licensing
agency that they have completed the required ceuasel in other cases, the continuing education
provider verifies the education to the agency. &statutes may also require a board to approve

14



continuing education providers or even to audit/uters.

In the fall of 1998, the Board conducted five cas¢o focus group meetings to gather broad-
based input for the annual update of the Board&eggic plan. During the focus group
meetings, some questions were raised about thdipessure competency of architects. As a
result, the Board created the Task Force on Pagtrisure Competency to study this issue, to
consider the Board'’s role in ensuring licenseestionied competency, and to investigate
possible solutions, including the possibility of mdatory continuing education for all
California-licensed architects.

In March 2000, the Board contracted with Profesalidfanagement and Evaluation Services,
Inc., to conduct a scientifically-defensible statsvstudy of the post-licensure competency
and professional development of California arch#éc order to provide CAB with valid and
reliable data upon which to make future policy dexis about these issues.

The survey was sent to California-licensed archsteadlied design professionals (engineers
and landscape architects); California general imgldontractors; regulators (building officials,
plan checkers, and planners); end-users (cliemtslavelopers); and forensic, insurance, and
legal professionals. Numerous scientific analygese conducted to determine that the data
were reliable.

Among other things, the survey determined thatngkiumerous factors into consideration, the
hypothesis of a post-licensure competency probleong California architects is not
supported by the empirical data.

In the survey, about three-quarters of the arctstetio responded reported that they
participated in continuing education, while the aémng quarter said they did not. For those
who participated in continuing education, overiedtigave their primary reason for doing so as
to further professional development (to keep cumvgth changes.) Slightly fewer said it was
to keep current with changes affecting professipnattice or to meet American Institute of
Architects (AIA) requirements. For those who ddiely did not participate in continuing
education, almost one in three indicated as tle@ison that they were not a member of AlA.

Nearly two-thirds of architects responding indicktieat they were either satisfied or very
satisfied with currently available continuing edtima. Of the others, less than 10% were very
dissatisfied.

The survey’s recommendations to the Board inclutledollowing:

* It does not appear that the need for a strong, aateintervention by the Board on
post-licensure proficiency is required at this time

» It does not appear that there is any basis for@aetion to implement mandatory
continuing education to address architect proficyen

Based upon the survey, the Board made the follodetgrminations:
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a) Overall, California architects do not have seriousignificant post-licensure
competency problems.

b) At the present time, a broad-based, mandatorymainty education program is not
warranted.

c) The Board will continue to review the need for &gyl actions to correct or improve
identified areas of potential competency problesthay relate to public health, safety,
and welfare.

In 1997, JLSRC considered the issue of continuthgation in its review of CAB. At that
time, JLSRC noted:

The Board has historically opposed mandatory camigneducation as a condition
for licensure. The Board does not feel that theegament requiring continuing
education is effective, cost-efficient, or benefido the public. However, the
Board recommends that all licensees avail themsealf/epportunities to enhance
their professional skills and notes that the Anaaritnstitute of Architects (AlA)
requires its membership to participate in contigueducation as a condition of
membership.

The Board may require as a condition of probatemedial education for those
architects found to be guilty of incompetence agligence. The Board does not,
however, have a program to assure the continuingpetency of licensed
architects.

In its 2003 review of CAB, JLSRC commented on #msuits of the Board’s 2001
comprehensive study on the proficiency of practj@nchitects to assess the degree to which
competency problems existed within the practicarohitecture in California. Given that the
results indicated there was not a competency pmoblgficient to warrant a mandatory
continuing education requirement, JLSRC noteditretould be “cautious about establishing a
more extensive continuing education program fohigects.”

During the discussions on SB 1608 in 2008, the @8aad American Institute of Architects, California
Council (AIACC) both expressed clear interest itaBkshing a broad-based comprehensive
continuing education requirement for architectee@athan the narrower, subject-specific requirement
for disability access continuing education that wastained in that measure. This position differed
from the Board’s own statements after completiothefsurvey in 2001.

In 2009, the Board then issued a formal letterupip®rt for AB 623 (Emmerson), which aimed to
revise the continuing education requirements inl888 and create a more comprehensive continuing
education approach. CAB stated at the time thaa& supportive of ongoing learning and wished to
pursue a comprehensive continuing education progaaguing, “The complexity of the practice of
architecture has increased exponentially, as nelntdogies, construction methods and materials,
regulations and codes, and market issues add tbytiemic context in which architects practice.
Given architects’ impact on the public, it is caldhat they be current on health, safety and welfa
practice issues. The public deserves no lessledislative Counsel legal opinion stated CAB has
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authority under the Act to adopt continuing edumatiequirements for the renewal of an architect’s
license; however, that an action is typically otalgen with statutory directive or authorization.

A mandatory continuing education requirement gelesranspecified costs to licensees and generates
corresponding revenues to continuing educationigess. Boards also incur costs in establishing
continuing education standards and tracking licersenpliance. The Board’s own survey revealed
that 75% of architects already voluntarily taketpaicontinuing education in order to stay up tteda

on their practice. While continuing education seemtuitively to be highly beneficial to licensessd

the consumer public, there is no empirical evidghet demonstrates a clear connection between a
continuing education mandate and improved praogticompetence for architects. Even the Board's
2010 Strategic Plan, reiterates, “At the presenétia broad-based, mandatory continuing education
program is not warranted.”

Staff Recommendation: The Board should explain its contradictory statenisrand public
positions on the issue of comprehensive continugducation for architects. The Board itself
initiated a review of the profession, found no emipal data to support comprehensive continuing
education, states in its current Strategic Planack of need for comprehensive continuing
education, yet supported recent legislation to deeaomprehensive continuing education. The
Board also cites the negative impact that evenmaited continuing education requirement, as
outlined in SB 1608, has on staff and budget resoes.

CONTINUED REGULATION OF THE PROFESSION BY THE

CURRENT CAB

CAB ISSUE #8. (CONSUMER SATISFACTION WITH CAB IS LOW.)

A Consumer Satisfaction Survey performed by CAB ovethe past four years, shows that on
average, only about 23% of consumers were satisfiedth the overall service provided by the
CAB during the complaint process.

Background: The data from the complaint satisfaction surs@yes from just 45 surveys returned
over four year; 264 surveys were mailed during tine, for a return rate of about 17%. The only
question with which a majority of consumers werasistently satisfied with was knowing where to
file a complaint and whom to contact. CAB contetidd 58% of those who were dissatisfied overall
were seeking assistance for issues outside thedBgarisdiction, such as cost reimbursements of
their monies paid to the licensee or unlicensed/iddal, or business ethics. The Board does erplai
the Board’s jurisdictional reach in the FAQ sectadnts Website.
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QUESTIONS Percent Satisfied by Calendar Year

# Surveys Mailed: 264 2006 2007 2008 2009

# Surveys Returned: 45

1. Were vou satisfied with knowing where to file a complaint 50 85 86 71
and whom to contact?

2. When you initially contacted the Board, were you satisfied 0 61 67 13
with the way you were treated and how your complaint was
handled?

3. Were you satisfied with the information and advice you 0 39 53 58

received on the handling of your complaint and any further
action the Board would take?

4. Were you satisfied with the way the Board kept you 0 30 42 28
informed about the status of your complaint?

5. Were you satisfied with the time it took to process your 0 23 37 38
complaint and to investigate, settle. or prosecute your case?

6. Were you satisfied with the final outcome of your case? 0 15 23 58
7. Were you satisfied with the overall service provided by the 0 15 37 58
Board?

* Boards under review may conduct a consumer satisfaction survey to determine the public’s views on certain case
handling parameters. A sample list of questions have been provided. You may use more or fewer questions. Boards
may take a random sampling of closed complaints and disciplinary actions for a four year period. Consumers who filed
complaints should be asked to review the questions and respond to a 3-point grading scale (i.e.. 5. 4, 3 =satisfied to 1, 2
=dissatisfied). The percent of satisfaction for each of the past four years would be provided in the appropriate columns.

Consumers are still dissatisfied with the timekds to resolve a complaint and the lax information
CAB provides to the consumer about the statusef ttases as they move through the process.
Although CAB states that its enforcement staffadiyemaintains regular contact with complainants to
keep them informed, and that they now provide nfi@guent updates regarding the status of pending
complaints, CAB may need to improve the timelinefsis provides regarding the status of consumer
complaints, as the percentage of respondentsisdtisfth staying informed about the status of their
complaint dropped to 28% in 2009.

CAB did see increases in a few of the complaintsyicategories, with satisfaction regarding
information and advice received on handling of¢dbmplaint, satisfaction with the time it took to
process the case, and satisfaction with the finadamne of cases all rising to 58% in 2009.

Recommendation: CAB should explain to the Committee why it belisx@nsumer satisfaction
regarding the service of CAB is still so low and atlother efforts CAB could take to improve its
general service to the consumer. Does CAB belignat mediation could be used in certain
circumstances to help resolve complaints from thengral public regarding architects?

CAB ISSUE #9 (CONTINUED REGULATION BY CAB)

Should the licensing and regulation of architects & continued and be regulated by the current
Board membership?

Background: CAB has shown over the years a strong commitneeimprove the Board’s overall

efficiency and effectiveness and has worked codpely with the Legislature and this Committee to

bring about necessary changes. Because of theer@dtthe design profession, there are numerous
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opportunities to prevent minor problems from becupdisasters, like the total failure of a building
that CAB works to prevent. The Board cites itsoecément program as an example of proactive
efforts, cooperatively working with building deparnts through its Building Official Contact
Program. The Board works closely with professiaralips to ensure that architects understand
changes in laws, codes, and standards and aldwegeaat to schools and related professions and
organizations via a proactive liaison program. CgkB®uld be continued with a four-year extension of
its sunset date so that the Committee may reviese again if the issues and recommendations in this
Background Paper and others of the Committee hagr bddressed.

Staff Recommendation: Recommend that the architecture profession contirtoebe regulated by
the current CAB members in order to protect theentsts of the public and be reviewed once again
in four years.
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LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS TECHNICAL COMMITTEE (LATC)

California began regulating the practice of langgcarchitecture in 1953 with the formation of the
Board of Landscape Architects (BLA). In 1997, Blasas allowed to Sunset after review by this
Committee and CAB was recommended as the appreiarsight agency for landscape architects,
due to the similarities between the two professams the existing infrastructure of CAB’s regulgtor
programs. In April 1997, the groups reached cosiseand CAB unanimously supported legislation to
establish LATC under its jurisdiction. LATC wassttorily established, with the purpose of acting i
an advisory capacity to CAB on examination and iothatters pertaining to the regulation of the
practice of landscape architecture in Califorrifduis structure allows LATC and CAB to perform all

of the licensing and enforcement functions requokd state regulatory body.

LATC is responsible for the examination, licenswaeg enforcement programs concerning landscape
architects in the state of California. LATC curigrlicenses more than 3,500 of the over 15,000
licensed landscape architects in the United StaBadifornia has both a practice act, which preekid
unlicensed individuals from practicing landscapehdecture, and a title act, which restricts the ab
the title “landscape architect” to those who hagerblicensed by LATC.

LATC consists of five members who must be licengepractice landscape architecture in the State of
California. Three members are gubernatorial agpes) while the Speaker of the Assembly and the
Senate Rules Committee each appoint one membembkts are appointed to four-year terms, and no
member may serve more than two consecutive terb#sTC members are paid $100 per day for each
meeting day and are reimbursed for travel expenghs.Landscape Architects Practice Act (LATC
Act) stipulates that LATC shall meet at least oacgiarter and may meet more often if deemed
necessary.

Date Uil Appointing
Name . Expiration :

Appointed Date Authority
Stephanie Landreganwas 12/10/10 06/01/14 Speaker

Ms. Landregan is Director of the Landscape Architer Program at UCLA
Extension. Ms. Landregan is active in the Americdociety of Landscap
Architects (ASLA), and is Vice President of Govemmh Affairs. Sheg
graduated from the University of Kentucky in Artsdais a graduate of the UCLA
Extension Certificate Program in landscape architec

11%

Christine Anderson 05/30/08 06/01/11 Governor
In her own private practice, Ms. Anderson is cutlseproviding landscape design
master planning services and private consultingafativerse range of project
including open spaces, parks and playgrounds,pregve trails, sports facilitieq,
master planned communities, redevelopment strggscaommercial centers and
municipal, and private office developments. She éxtensive experience in gll
phases of design and construction, including magaghe complexities of
public/private partnership developments and comigurfiacilitation. Ms.
Anderson is past president, secretary and boardbmenf the Sierra Chapter ¢f
the American Society of Landscape Architects; chithe Elk Grove Communit
Services District Waterfowl Advisory Committee; andrrently provides man
volunteer hours to local organizations that requémedscape architectural and
design services. T

v
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Andrew Bowden 12/19/2007| 06/01/10 | Governor

Mr. Bowden is a landscape architect in the landsaghitectural firm of Lan Currently
Concern located in Santa Ana, California. He resgikiis license in 1979 and hps Serving
practiced landscape architecture for over thirtyarge specializing in mastgr one-year
planned residential communities and recreationrpten He has been active |n grace
the American Society of Landscape Architects anclisently the Trustee of t period

Southern California Chapter. He has served as@86é President of the Californ
Council of American Society of Landscape Architeadad has also served ps
Chairman of the Board of Directors for the Calif@rinandscape Architectural

Student Scholarship Fund of which he is still a fBoslember. Mr. Bowden alsp
serves on the Board of Directors of the Southerlifd@aia Chapter of the 50+
Housing Council of the Building Industry Associatiof Southern California of
which he is the Immediate Past President.

David. A. Taylor 7/1/2010 06/01/14 Senate Rules
Mr. Taylor is a landscape architect with McCullougindscape Architecture, In Committee
in San Diego. He is a Past President of the Sagdhapter of the America
Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA), Past Prexsicf the California Counc
of the American Society of Landscape Architects f&&LA), and is a member ¢
ASLA's Government Affairs Advisory Committee at thational level. David ha
previously served as committee member on the Cigjghts Redevelopmer
Project Area Committee, and the City Heights Areem®ing Committee, and ha
taught an introductory course in landscape architecat The New School g
Architecture and Design in San Diego.

U =+ — 3 ¢’

— () ~+

Vacant Governor

To foster a collaborative relationship between Gl LATC, a Board member is appointed as a
liaison to LATC. This liaison represents the Boatdl ATC meetings and offers insight into the
Board’s perspective on shared issues. In turn,CAiembers regularly attend Board meetings and
LATC works closely with CAB’s Regulatory and Enfernent Committee (REC).

The total revenue anticipated by LATC for FY 2010/is $755,470 and for FY 2011/12, $752,970.
The total expenditures anticipated for LATC for B¥10/11, are $620,978, and for FY 2011/2012,
$698,098. LATC anticipates it would have approxiehal4.0 months in reserve for FY 2010/11, and
11.2 months in reserve for FY 2011/12. LATC spempisroximately 30% of its budget on its
enforcement program, 47% on its examination prog@0fo on its licensing program, and 3% on its
administrative program.

LATC, as a special fund agency, is supported dwtirg application and licensing fees. LATC’s main
source of revenue is derived from renewal feeses&liees support the license, examination,
enforcement, and administration programs, whichughe processing and issuing licenses, maintaining
LATC records, printing and distributing publicatsgmmediating consumer complaints, enforcing
statutes, disciplinary actions, personnel, and igg¢m@erating expenses.

As of September 2009, LATC contracts with the Caurfd_andscape Architectural Registration

Boards (CLARB) to administer all five sections bétLandscape Architect Registration Examination
(LARE) and to administer and establish the feesddrline reviews for the graphic sections. CLARB
establishes the examination fees, which are nexteed the actual costs of administering the exam.

The maximum amount of fees charged by LATC ismsatatute. As of February 2008, CSE for
landscape architects has been administered asputembased exam. The 2003 Joint Sunset Review
Committee recommended that LATC make an efforssuee that applicants pay the full cost to

LATC for providing the examinations, rather thamsidizing these costs with licensing fees. LATC
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determined that an increase to CSE fee was negassander to enable recovery of costs directly
associated with the administration and annual dgveént of CSE. LATC decided to implement a
tiered fee increase, which increased CSE from 5295 effective August 1, 2008. The second
increase went into effect, July 1, 2009, raisindeG&e to $275. Also effective July 1, 2009, the fe

for an original license issued on or after July200as increased from $300 to $400, and the fea for
biennial renewal for licenses expiring on or aftely 1, 2009 was increased from $300 to $400. The
fees for an original and renewal license had nehbecreased since 1991. Renewal fees are due on a
bi-annual basis based on initial license applicatiate and the applicant’s birth month and year.

Currently, LATC is not considering any fee increase

PRIOR SUNSET REVIEW: CHANGES AND IMPROVEMENTS TO L ATC

From 1983 to 1994, there were at least four attertgpeliminate the licensing of landscape archstect
and the former BLA. Each of these measures failadL994, this Committee reviewed whether BLA
should be eliminated or merged with the Archit&®tsard. A measure was introduced, SB 2038
(McCorguodale) which would have eliminated BLA. wiver, it was decided to wait until the board
went through the Sunset Review process before maiay changes to the regulatory agency.

In 1996, the Sunset Review Committee and DCA regte®LA and it was recommended that the
Board not be continued as a separate agency aatlitsllpowers, duties and function be turned doer
DCA as a bureau. In 1997, a bill that transfeaktaf the duties and functions of BLA to CAB and
created LATC passed into law (AB 1546 CPGE&ED Cottari Chapter 475, Statutes of 1997).
LATC has the responsibility of assisting CAB in afipects of licensing and in the discipline of
landscape architects.

In 2004, LATC was reviewed by the former JLSRC seyears ago (2003-2004). During the
previous sunset review, JLSRC made seven recomrtienslédo LATC but recommended that it be
continued, indicating that it has proven to be f@céive structure for regulation of the profession

In 2004, the California Performance Review (CPRhducted during Governor Schwarzenegger’s
second year in office, recommendation was to eltaCAB and LATC because they are not needed
to conduct licensing and regulatory activities mffpssional disciplines and to transfer their fiorts

to the new Division of Licensing under the Depamingf Commerce and Consumer Protection. Both
the Legislative Analyst Office and the CPR Comnuisgiejected this proposal. The Governor’'s
Reorganization Plan to convert CAB to a bureauedimiinate LATC was rejected by the Legislature.

Below are actions which LATC took over the pasteseyears in response to the issues raised by
JLSRC. For those which were not addressed anchwhay still be of concern to the Committee,
they are addressed and more fully discussed urZlerént Sunset Review Issues.”

On October 1, 2010, LATC submitted its requiredssimeport to this Committee. In this report,
LATC described efforts it has taken since LATC’sopreview to address the recommendations of
JLSRC. According to the Committee, the followarg some of the more important programmatic
and operational changes, enhancements and othertanppolicy decisions or regulatory changes
made by LATC:
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» Occupational analysis conducted to identify critjol activities performed by landscape
architects licensed in California as part of LATC@mprehensive review of the practice of
landscape architecture and to serve as a badisdf@xamination program.

* Report and recommendations produced on Califoreieg#ility requirements and access to
landscape architecture licensure in California.

» Steps taken to increase awareness of LATC andrtiegsion it regulates through outreach
efforts to public agencies, firms/businesses, agsons, landscape architectural schools and
inviting landscape architecture faculty to attend participate at LATC meetings.

» Strengthening of enforcement program by addingadalitianal 0.4 position.

» Clarifying the exempt area of practice for conswsrard practitioners in order to ensure the
public’'s safety and promote efficient enforcemedtatutes through legislative changes.

* Creation of a candidate education/experience tnacgystem based on the recommendations of
the Education Subcommittee.

» Streamlined examination processing and reducintg ¢nscontracting with CLARB to
administer all five sections of the Landscape Atestts Registration Examination (LARE).

» Redeveloped the format of the California Supplerdakxam (CSE) from a take-home written
exam to a computer-based, multiple choice exam.

» Reviewed and approved the University of CaliforfBidension Certificate Programs according
to LATC’s requirements for an approved Extensiontifeate Program.

* Held annual strategic planning sessions.

» Updated publications to reflect changes in liceaseguirements and landscape architecture
laws.

» Created email subscription lists for landscapeitagchcandidates, licensees, professionals,
faculty and the public.

» Created an online consumer satisfaction survenatyae trends and improve services.

CURRENT SUNSET REVIEW ISSUES FOR LATC

The following are unresolved issues pertainingAd C, or those which were not previously
addressed by LATC, and other areas of concerrmh@&Committee to consider along with background
information concerning the particular issue. Thamealso recommendations Committee staff have
made regarding particular issues or problem ardashweed to be addressed. The Board and other
interested parties, including the professions, Heeen provided with this Background Paper and can
respond to the issues presented and the recomnwiat staff.

LATC ISSUE #1: (INCREASE IN NUMBER OF COMPLAINTYS)

From FY 2006/07-2008/09, there was an average ofaal 30 complaints filed per year. In
FY2009/10, that number jumped to 86. It is not dar what accounts for the large increase in
complaints received by LATC.
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Background: The dramatic rise in complaints in FY 2009/10 appéa come mainly from “other”
sources of complaints, those from a source nogoateed as Public, a Licensee or Professional
Group, or a Governmental Agency. The “other” gatg accounted for 18 complaints in 2006/07, 11
in 2007/2008, 1 in 2008/09, and 58 in 2009/10.e Wpe of complaint with the greatest increase was
unlicensed activity, from 26 complaints in 2008t6%4 complaints in 2009/10. Complaints
regarding competence/negligence rose from 3 tam 1hat same period.

ENFORCEMENT DATA FY 2009/10
Inguiries™® Total: 33 Total: 26 Tortal: 30 Total: 86
Complaints Received (Source) Tomwml: 33 Total; 26 Total: 30 Toml: 86
Public 13 g 9 16
Licensee/Professional Groups | 2 2 10 1l
Govermmental Agencies 0 5 10 1
Other 18 11 | i8
Complaints Filed (By Type) Total: 33 Total: 26 Total; 30 Total: &6
Competence Negligence 1 2 3 11
Unprofessional Conduct 7 2 0 1
Fraud 0 0 0 0
Health & Safery 0 0 0 0
Unlicensed Activity 22 22 26 T4
Personal Conduct 0 0 0 0
__ Other s de o fr  Jeo
Complamms Closed Total: 19 Total: 29 Torml: 26 Tomal: 45

Staff Recommendation: LATC should explain what accounted for the largedrease in complaints
filed in FY 2009/10. LATC should also address thature of the source of complaints listed as
“other.”

LATC ISSUE #2 : (DISPARITY IN CALIFORNIA APPLICANT S’ PASSAGE

RATES ON THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT RECORD EXAM (LARE) )
California’s pass rates for LARE have been consistely lower than the national average,
sometimes significantly lower.

Background: LARE is a practice based examination founded orc&iilon enhanced by experience.

A candidate’s performance on LARE is not basedducation alone. It involves a combination of
factors above and beyond the granting of a deghesesuch, it should be noted that when evaluating o
comparing the pass rates of various jurisdictiansymber of variables must be considered (i.etethe
is no required sequence in which to take sectibh®ARE and thus, candidates taking any given
section can have a wide range of practical expegiemany jurisdictions require a minimum of three
years of monitored practical experience for LAREibllity; many jurisdictions require an accredited
professional degree in landscape architecture gwdlifornia allows various educational equivalents
for LARE eligibility; updates/changes to an exantioia can impact pass rates; pass rates are
significantly influenced by volume of candidatets.p

There are many factors that affect LARE pass ra@aifornia candidates frequently comprise over
15% of the national total of examinees for any gisection of LARE. The average pass rates for
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California candidates are slightly lower than tla¢ional numbers. Per the 2003 JSRC report, LATC
has developed a tracking chart that will demonstita¢ variances in experience/training of LARE
candidates. These results will be used to an@atiornia’s pass rates.

The following table illustrates the number of Catifia candidates taking each LARE in Fiscal Year
2009/10, compared to the total number of natioaabl@ates taking each LARE section and the pass
rates.

LARE Pass Rates Fiscal Year 2009/2010

September 2009/
March 2010
Section A 149 74.97% EEE 76.91% 1.04%
Froject and
Construction
Administration
Saction B 164 62 55% 958 TE41% 13.86%
Inventony
Anabysis, and
Program.
Derwelopment
Secten D 191 45.98% 1108 61.09% 1211%
Cresign and
Construchon
Crocumentaticn

December 2009
June 2010
Secton C 157 &% 1068 595 -19%
Site Design
Section E 229 34% 1532 4% 1%
Grading, Dranage
and Stormwater
Management

Staff Recommendation:LATC should explain to the committee what factotsees leading to the
lower passage rates for California test takers, anblat can be done to improve the passage rates.

CONTINUED REGULATION OF THE PROFESSION

BY THE CURRENT LATC

LATC ISSUE # 3. (CONTINUED REGULATION BY LATC)

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

Background: LATC has shown over the years a strong commitieemnprove the Committee’s
overall efficiency and effectiveness and has wort@aperatively with the Legislature and this
Committee to bring about necessary changes. alteégjulatory program that has been found to be
efficient and effective when previously reviewedidg Sunset Review and by DCA. One of the
benefits of ongoing regulation of the professiodirect participation of landscape architects in
decisions regarding oversight of their professibATC should be continued with a four-year
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extension of its sunset date so that the Commiti@greview once again if the issues and
recommendations in this Background Paper and otifier® Committee have been addressed.

Staff Recommendation: Recommend that the landscape architecture professiontinue to be

regulated by the current CAB membership through tB@mmittee in order to protect the interests of
the public and be reviewed once again in four years
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