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 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1

MINUTES OF THE


UTAH ENGINEERS COUNCIL


April 5, 2006 - 12:00 Noon


Van Boerum & Frank


330 South 300 East, Salt Lake City, Utah

Members Present:





Members Absent:

Paul Oestreich, Chair


IEEE


Steve Keisel


UCLS
Dale Bennett, Vice-Chair


UCLS


Linda Muir


GOED

Michael Norrie, Treasurer


SAME


Linda Bachmeier, 1st Past Chair
SWE
Jeff Watkins, 2nd Past Chair

ASHRAE

Rick Campagna


ASCE


Ken Randle



AIAA


David Merrill


ASME
Dan S. Jones



DOPL


Bob Davis


ACEC-Utah
F. David Stanley



DOPL 



Trent Hunt



ASHRAE


Tom Phelps



IESNA

Lance L. Mackie



IESNA

Jake Watson



SEAU
Dan Church



USPE
Kiran Bhayani



AAEE
Susan Merrill



Executive Secretary


1.
WELCOME
Paul Oestreich, UEC Chair, called the meeting to order at 12:05 p.m.
2.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 1, 2006.
Motion:

Mike Norrie moved to approve the minutes.  Kiran Bhayani seconded the motion.  The minutes were unanimously approved.

3.
FINANCIAL REPORT – MICHAEL NORRIE
Mike Norrie distributed a financial report.  Mike would like to know if there are any more outstanding bills for the banquet.  Mike’s understanding is that the venue would cost us $2,500 and we gave them a $500 deposit, but Mike has not seen a final bill.  He is concerned that we may not have enough to cover the bill for the venue if that is still to come.  Susan will send out an e-mail asking for an accounting of ticket sales so we can figure out who still needs to pay for tickets.  We have only brought in $3,275 in ticket sales money but have paid $7,710.45 for banquet meals.
4.          COMMITTEE REPORTS
A.  E-Week – Dale Bennett/Mike Norrie:   Mike is looking into venues for next year and will bring suggestions to the May meeting.  Mike wanted to know if there is a reason we do the banquet mid-week.  We used to have it on a Saturday night.  Venue costs are usually cheaper on a weeknight and some people said they wanted it on a weeknight because weekends have too many conflicts.  There is nothing in the by-laws saying we have to have it on a certain night of the week.  There was an informal vote of the board in attendance on whether we should have the banquet on a weeknight or a weekend night.  The vote was pretty evenly split.
B.  Publication Committee – Trent Hunt:
We need to have someone chair the Publication Committee.  If interested, contact Paul Oestreich or Trent Hunt.  Trent mentioned that the Journals were mailed out to AIAA members on Monday.  There was a problem and somehow the AIAA mailing list did not get incorporated into the master mailing list with Newsletters Ink.  Newsletters Ink offered to mail the Journals out for free.  Trent recommended that Kiran Bhayani perhaps take over next year since he expressed interest in helping this year.
C.  Fund-Raising Committee – Bob Davis:  Bob was not in attendance.
D.  Membership Committee – Jake Watson:   Lance Mackie, current IES President and Tom Phelps, next year’s IES President, were in attendance and expressed IES’ wish to continue its membership in UEC.  Introductions were made.
E.  Nominating Committee – Jeff Watkins:  The slate of nominees is as follows:


Chair:

Dale Bennett


Vice-Chair:
Mike Norrie


Treasurer:
Trent Hunt

Motion:

Kiran Bhayani moved to close nominations and accept the above slate of nominees.  Jake Watson seconded the motion.  The slate of nominees was unanimously approved to serve next year.
5.          LICENSING BOARD AND UNIFORM BUILDING CODE COMMISSION              
NOMINATIONS
Nominations for the Licensing Board and the Uniform Building Code Commission were submitted as follows:


Kiran Bhayani


SEAU submitted Kent Rich, Norm Bennion and Gary Knighton

The resumes were given to Dan Jones from DOPL at the meeting.
6.
OTHER BUSINESS
Dan Jones from DOPL was in attendance to tell UEC about DOPL and the investigative subcommittee.  Mr. Jones started out by outlining the structure of the Board and how it compares to other states.  Most other states have the board as an independent agency – they collect their own fees, they do their whole operation which is the investigations and the rule-writing.  Utah is a little bit different from most of the states.  Utah has an umbrella organization that has 50-60 professions that are licensed through DOPL.  Utah has chosen this route because of the advantages of the economy of scale of functions that they can do at a much lower cost such as computer programming to accommodate 140,000 licensees rather than 6,000 engineers – the IT function is tremendously more efficient.  They have the AG’s office which has four or five assistant attorney generals assigned to professional licensing issues rather than an attorney who only handles a licensing issue occasionally.  It also differs in that the board in Utah serves as a jury function when they have disciplinary action.  They have an administrative law judge there so there is kind of a judge and jury situation.  The judge is there for legal questions and the board is there to determine questions of fact and their expertise can also be used in the case.  In other states, the board also has an investigative function which they oversee, but then the body who is the fact finder is not the board because they cannot be the same people.  DOPL thought of having a subcommittee to perform that function, but because of  conflict of interest problems they chose not to go that route.  DOPL only has one such committee out of 60 professions, and it is not used very much.  DOPL can hire expert witnesses when they need them.  DOPL would appreciate a list of names of people who would be willing to be hired as expert witnesses by DOPL.  DOPL currently has one member of the board who is designated to consult with the division investigator and Mr. Jones when needed.  If we had a stand alone agency, the licensing fees would probably be about triple what they are now.

The board is advisory to the division.  It is rare that the division’s decision differs from the board.  

Mr. Jones was asked to explain the complaint process.  When a complaint is received, it is referred to the investigation section and an investigator is assigned.  They will talk to the complaining party and to the subject of the investigation.  They will make a preliminary determination of whether disciplinary action is warranted.  Several findings can be made.  Perhaps there is no problem at all.  There can be a minor violation that doesn’t warrant disciplinary action but does warrant discussion of how it can be resolved.  Then there is formal disciplinary action which could be a formal reprimand, probation, suspension or revocation of licensure.  The division investigation can decide if no action is warranted.  Anything further up than that has to be approved by Mr. Jones as the bureau manager and he will review those with a board member if it is a new type of case.  Similar actions must, by law, happen in similar types of cases.  Minor cases receive a private letter of warning and are not made public.  The letters of warning have to be approved by the division investigator with the division investigation supervisor and he reviews those with Mr. Jones, then Mr. Jones has to sign the letter.
The next level is the formal discipline.  In order for formal discipline to be initiated, it has to have the approval of the bureau manager, it has to have the approval of the assistant attorney general’s office so they can prevail on the case.  They will involve a board member at the time that a particular case is ready for settlement.  There is follow-up on probation or sub-standard cases.  Part of the terms of probation often include hiring a professional who is competent in the area, someone with whom they have had a previous relationship, and they are obligated to pay that reviewer for any review that is made and report back to the board on a regular basis.
SEAU is concerned about how long is takes for a complaint to go through the system.  Sometimes it gets slowed down in the AG’s office.  It was asked if there is a response timeline or policy.  It depends on the work load of the investigator.  In most cases those involved in the investigation are contacted fairly quickly.  Sometimes those being investigated, such as those involved in prescription fraud, are not contacted.
There have been complaints made to SEAU about how slow the state is in handling complaints and issues.  Peer advisory committees do not speed up the process, but rather slow it down.  If a case seems to be bogged down, contact Mr. Jones so he can check on it and see what is happening.  ACEC has an ethical conduct committee that has been used by DOPL investigators and they have been very helpful.
DOPL is currently going through the code update cycle – updating from 2003 to 2006.  There is a calendar on the DOPL web site of all the meetings pertaining to that if anyone is interested in being involved in that.
Trent mentioned that we discussed giving the executive secretary another pay raise this year.  She had one last year, but that was the only pay raise she has had in 10 years.  There was discussion last year about giving her an annual increase.  We will discuss this matter at our May meeting.  Any dues adjustments must be decided upon at that time.

7.          ADJOURNMENT

Motion:

Lance Mackie moved to adjourn the meeting.  

The meeting was adjourned at 1:10 p.m.
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