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ORDINANCE 2011-444-E
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 342 (CONSTRUCTION TRADES REGULATIONS), SECTION 342.110 (TRADES, CRAFTS, CONTRACTORS AND SUBCONTRACTORS), ORDINANCE CODE, SO AS TO CREATE A NEW CONTRACTOR CATEGORY OF WINDOWS AND DOORS SPECIALTY CONTRACTOR; AMENDING CHAPTER 342 (CONSTRUCTION TRADES REGULATIONS), SECTION 342.110 (TRADES, CRAFTS, CONTRACTORS AND SUBCONTRACTORS), ORDINANCE CODE, SO AS TO CREATE A NEW CONTRACTOR CATEGORY OF PLASTERING AND STUCCO SPECIALTY CONTRACTOR; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
WHEREAS, on December 1, 2010, at its regularly scheduled meeting, the Construction Trades Qualifying Board voted to recommend to City Council the amendment of Section 342.110, Ordinance Code, so as to create a new contractor category of Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor, as evidenced in the minutes of the December 1, 2010 meeting of the Board, attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by this reference; and,   
WHEREAS, on June 1, 2011, at its regularly scheduled meeting, the Construction Trades Qualifying Board voted to recommend to City Council the amendment of Section 342.110, Ordinance Code, so as to create a new contractor category of Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor, as evidenced in the minutes of the June 1, 2011 meeting of the Board, attached hereto as Exhibit 2 and incorporated herein by this reference; now therefore,   
BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Jacksonville:
Section 1.

Amending Section 342.110, Ordinance Code.  Section 342.110 (Trades, crafts, contractors and subcontractors) of Chapter 342 (Construction Trades Regulations), Ordinance Code, is hereby amended to create a new subsection (v), Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor, and, as amended, shall read as follows:
CHAPTER 342.  CONSTRUCTION TRADES REGULATIONS.
*  *  *

Sec. 342.110.  Trades, crafts, contractors and subcontractors.  
*  *  *
(v)
Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor.
(1)
For the purposes of this chapter, Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor means a contractor whose practice and scope of work are limited to the installation, repair, fabrication, erection, alteration, addition to or design of exterior doors, windows, shutters and associated accessories.
(2) It shall be unlawful for a person to engage in the business of a Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor who does not hold a valid contractor certificate issued by the Board in that category, or in the category of a certified or registered general, building, residential or non-structural siding contractor..

(3) Notwithstanding other provisions of this section, the Board may:
(i) 
Establish a certificate of competency classification of specialty contractor known as a Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor and certify persons in that classification as qualified to have the knowledge and skill to perform the work within that classification.

(ii) Adopt rules to regulate the issuance, supervision and revocation of a Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor certificate of competency, including the requirement for the appropriate examination as defined by (iii) below, proof of at least two years practical experience, the payment of reasonable fees not to exceed those of masters qualifying other trades within the scope of this chapter and other regulations found necessary by the Board to administer this paragraph.

(iii) Issue a certificate of competency for a Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor upon the applicant’s passing successfully both the trade and contractor administration examinations with a grade of 75 or above.

(iv)
Upon payment of the appropriate fee and completion of an approved Application for Contractor Certificate, provided it can be verified by the Board that the individual has at least two (2) years of experience in performing windows and doors work as of June 1, 2011, the Board shall issue a Windows and Doors Specialty Contractor Certificate of Competency without examination. Application for this “grandfather” provision must be made to the Board no later than June 1, 2012.
Section 2.

Amending Section 342.110, Ordinance Code.  Section 342.110 (Trades, crafts, contractors and subcontractors) of Chapter 342 (Construction Trades Regulations), Ordinance Code, is hereby amended to create a new subsection 342.110(w), Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor, and, as amended, shall read as follows:
CHAPTER 342.  CONSTRUCTION TRADES REGULATIONS.
*  *  *

Sec. 342.110. Trades, crafts, contractors and subcontractors.  
*  *  *
(w)
Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor.
(1)
For the purposes of this chapter, Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor means a contractor whose practice and scope of work are limited to the application of the sand or other aggregate, plaster, gypsum, Portland cement, quick lime, and water , or any combination of these materials, to create a surface which offers a mechanical key support of such coatings or to which such coatings will adhere by suction, and to provide key or suction basis necessary and incidental to the support of such coatings.
(2) It shall be unlawful for a person to engage in the business of a Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor who does not hold a valid contractor certificate issued by the Board in that category, or in the category of a certified or registered general, building, or residential contractor.
(3) Notwithstanding other provisions of this section, the Board may:
(i)
Establish a certificate of competency classification of specialty contractor known as a Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor and certify persons in that classification as qualified to have the knowledge and skill to perform the work within that classification.

(ii)
Adopt rules to regulate the issuance, supervision and revocation of a Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor certificate of competency, including the requirement for the appropriate examination as defined by (iii) below, proof of at least two years practical experience, the payment of reasonable fees not to exceed those of masters qualifying other trades within the scope of this chapter and other regulations found necessary by the Board to administer this paragraph.

(iii)
Issue a certificate of competency for a Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor upon the applicant’s passing with a grade of 75 or above both the trade examination and Contractor Administration Examination.
(iv)
Upon payment of the appropriate fee and completion of an approved Application for Contractor Certificate, provided it can be verified by the Board that the individual has at least two (2) years of experience in performing plastering and stucco work as of June 1, 2011, the Board shall issue a Plastering and Stucco Specialty Contractor Certificate of Competency without examination. Application for this “grandfather” provision must be made to the Board no later than June 1, 2012.
Section 3.  
Effective.
  This ordinance shall become effective upon signature by the Mayor or upon becoming effective without the Mayor’s signature.
Form Approved:

      /s/ Steven E. Rohan      _ 
Office of General Counsel

Legislation prepared by: James R. McCain, Jr.
G:\SHARED\LEGIS.CC\2011\ord\07.11.11.CTQB.Chapt.342.110.(v).(w).amend.doc
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ecutive Director

MINUTES OF THE BOARD MEETING
OF THE
CONSTRUCTION TRADES QUALIFYING BOARD

December 1, 2010

Chairman Miller called the meeting of the Construction Trades Qualifying Board to order at 5:00
p.m., on December 1, 201 0, Room 431, Claude Yates Building.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: - BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

Mr. Randy Miller, Chairman Excused: Mr. R. E. “Butch” Christian
Mr. Bill Simpson, Vice Chairman Mr. Sidney Wells

Mr. Robert “Bobby” Hazouri Mr. Matt Karle

Ms Maxene Gillman Mr. Chris Mazzatta

Mr. David “Ray” Leach, Jr. | Mr. David L. Bryant

Mr. John W. Bentley, Sr.
Ms Lina Ingraham

Mr. Peter Ma

Mr. W. John Parks [l
Mr. John Scott

OTHERS PRESENT:

Mr. Richard A. Hickok, Executive Director
Mr. Jim McCain, Asst. General Counsel

Chairman Miller led those attending the meeting in the Pledge of Allegiance, after which Mr.
Hazouri gave the invocation. |

Chairman Miller asked if anyone had read the minutes of the November meeting. Ms Ingraham
made a motion to approve the minutes. Mr. Simpson seconded. The motion passed.

Chairman Miller opened the floor to the public. No one from the audience addressed the Board.

Chairman Miller asked Mr. Stiltner what cases he had to present to the Board. Mr. Stiltner stated
that he has a couple of cases coming up. Unlicensed contractors that will be turned in.

Mr. Stiltner brought up the Administrative Complaint filed against Cecil Kenny Evelyn, Unlicensed,
d/b/a Kenny’'s Home Improvement, by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection Division, Building Code
Enforcement. Mr. Stiliner advised the Board that he had called Mr. Evelyn and was advised that
Mr. Evelyn didn’t know he was scheduled to come to the meeting tonight. Mr. Stiltner also said
that Mr. Evelyn admitted to him that he wasn’t disputing the charges, he had done the job and so
he asked Mr. Evelyn to come to his office the next morning to work out a stipulation probably. Until
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he does that he would like to postpone the case to January. Chgi:,_rf_._rq-a_né-Mj;_llg;ggf-aékeq_;-;formQj.é‘ri,ty_.‘:" u‘
Mr. Evelyn was expected in Mr. Stiltner's office the following morning and Mr.-Stiltner said-thathe -~
was.

Mr. Leach asked Mr. Stiltner if Mr. Evelyn had actually said that he didn’t know that he was to
appear for this meeting and Mr. Stiltner said that was 'what Mr. Evelyn had told him. He also stated
that he could go forward with the stipulation or the Board could hear the case and go that way. Mr.
Leach asked if the case had been heard at all and was advised that the case had not been heard
and that there had been a couple of medical postponements. :

The Board asked about the charges and was advised that the case was essentially about
unlicensed contracting. Mr. Parks asked for an update on this case and Mr. Stiltner told him this
was a case of an unlicensed contractor doing work for a woman and he asked for the first
posiponement a couple of months ago, came in the next month all bandaged up and was granted
another postponement to the December meeting. Mr. Parks asked if he and Mr. Evelyn had talked
about the stipulation and fines and Mr. Stiltner said that he had. He's willing to do the stipulation to
include a $1,000 fine and forward to the DBPR and that would probably bring additional fines but

Mr. Stiltner will hold off sending it to the State Attorney. He can still go forward with sending the
case to the State Attorney’s office.

Mr. Parks asked if Mr. Stiltner would have to bring this case back to the Board if Mr. Evelyn failed
to meet with him the next morning and he said that he would. Mr. Stiltner said that the case would
be heard in January if Mr. Evelyn failed to come to his office. Chairman Miller asked if he, Mr.
Stiltner, felt that Mr. Evelyn was sincere and he said he felt he was. The case was sent to him and
he hadn't ever seen Mr. Evelyn before. He’s responded to the documents sent to him. The reason
we have the case is that he does come when something is sent to him or posted so he doesn’t
think Mr. Evelyn is trying to dodge us. Mr. Leach stated he feels it's a bit insulting when people act
like they don’t know they're supposed to be here. We're all adults. | understand he's been sick
and all but to say he doesn'’t know he should appear insults our intelligence, | mean he says he's
sick but yet he can come to your office tomorrow.  Mr. Stiltner said Mr. Evelyn hadn’t claimed to
be sick this evening, he just didn’t know he was to appear. Chairman Miller asked for confirmation
of service and was advised that there had been service originally. Service was by mail. "

Ms Gillman asked Mr. Stiltner how he had gotten the case. Mr. Stiltner stated that there had been
a homeowner complaint but everything has been resolved through someone else. There is a
permit from the other company. Mr. Stiltner stated that homeowner was made whole. She isn’t out
much. Chairman Miller asked if he thought Mr. Evelyn would be at his office in the morning to write
a check for his fines. Mr. Stiltner said he didn’t think he would be ready to write the check but
would be in his office to work out the stipulation agreement. Mr. Leach asked what plans he had
for the stipulation. Mr. Stiltner advised the Board that there would, of course, be a notice to cease
and desist, a fine, he would hold off on sending the report to the State Attorney’s office but if they
wanted he could send it to the State Attorney, and a report to the DBPR. Ms Gillman asked what

kind of fine he was suggesting and Mr. Stiltner stated he was looking at $1,000 and the
recommendations for the case were at $2,000 now. ,
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Mr. Leach asked Mr. Stiltner if he was planning to hold off on sending the case to the IRS, DBPR
and the State Attorney. Mr. Stiltner said he was not planning to forward the case aw was usual
with a stipulation agreement. This is a first offense but nothing is set in stone at this point.
Chairman Miller stated that the postponement to January 5 would be it and Mr. Stiltner sajid that it
was. Mr. Scott said he thinks we should move on this. He has a feeling about this. Mr. Stiltner
said he could go forward or do the stipulation. Chairman Miller asked about Mr. Evelyn’s
admission of guilt and which of the recommendations he would like to do. Mr. Stiltner said he
could do them all or do the $2,000 fine. It was mentioned that this is a first offense. Some of the
Board members voiced the opinion that this was the first offense where he was caught. Chairman
Miller asked the Board if they wanted to go forward with hearing this case. Ms Gillman said she
thought we should hear the case thinking Mr. Evelyn was making a fool of the Board. )
Mr. Stiltner was sworn in to go forward with this case. Chairman Miller asked about Mr. Evelyn’s
guilty plea. Mr. Stiltner stated, again, that Mr. Evelyn had told him that he wasn’t trying to dispute
this, he did the job. Mr. Stiltner said that was a direct quote from Mr. Evelyn, “I did the job.” Mr.
Leach made a motion that the Board find Mr. Evelyn guilty on all counts. Mr. Scott seconded. All
but Mr. Parks voted to approve the motion. Mr. Parks was opposed. The motion passed. Mr.
Leach made a motion the penalty total $1,000 for all four counts and forward the case to the
DBPR. Ms Gillman noted that Mr. Evelyn has ‘disabled’ as a part of his occupation report. Mr.
Leach amended his motion to fine Mr. Evelyn $1,000 total and forward to the DBPR and the IRS.
Mr. Parks asked what the difference was and Ms Gillman said that she suspected that Mr. Evelyn
was getting money for being disabled from somewhere. Mr. Stiltner advised the Board that Mr.
Evelyn worked for FSCJ. Mr. Leach also noted that the homeowner in this case was also disabled.
The Board noted that as a professor teaching electrical practice, he should know that he wasn't
allowed to do the work he had done without a license. Mr. Parks asked about the maximum fine
and was advised the maximum amount was $2,000.

Mr. Stiltner'mentioned to the Board that he wanted to amend his recommendations to include
sending the findings of this Board to the school. The Board accepted that amendment. Mr. Leach
withdrew his motion. Mr. Bentley made a motion to follow Mr. Stiltner’s recommendations to fine
Mr. Evelyn, $1,000, report him to the IRS, the DBPR and draft a letter to the FSCJ to notify them of
Mr. Evelyn’s unlicensed activities. Ms Gillman seconded the motion. This motion passed with Mr.

Parks opposing. When asked, Mr. Parks stated that he thought the penalty should have been
greater.

Chairman Miller re-convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Forrest R.
Smith, #CGC1511294, d/b/a Southern Standard Builders, by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection
Division, Building Code Enforcement. Mr. Stiltner stated that he had spoken to Mr. McCain and
was advised that there were two cases where the respondents needed to be notified in a certain
way that they should return before the Board. Mr. Smith did not receive proper notification to
return before the Board. Also Mike Adams needed proper re-service. He didn't finish the work as
required. Mr. Smith and Mr. Adams need to be re-notified in the proper manner.

Chairman Miller re-convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Gary Walter
Coppen, d/b/a Compass Builders & Renovators, Inc., by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection
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Division, Building Code Enforcement. This case has been satisfied. The fines have been paid in
full.

At this point Mr. Stiltner asked to move to item #10 on the Agenda, Mr. Domin. This is Robert R.
Domin, #DES-1, d/b/a Robert R. Domin. Mr. Stiltner stated that Mr. Domin is a licensed contractor
through this Board who has registered with the State, per order by this Board. He has been
rescheduled for January as well. Mr. Parks asked about the $88,000 and Mr. Hickok advised him

that figure was more to use as leverage to ensure Mr. Domin got registered with the State. His
license is now being registered.

Chairman Miller convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Jeff Trimnal,
Unlicensed, d/b/a Four Seasons Landscaping and More, by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection
Division, Building Code Enforcement. There was no service for the second notice to appear. Mr.:
- Trimnal is not present. Certified mail has been returned to the CTQB as uncollected mail. Mr.
Stiltner advised the Board that Mr. Trimnal is an unlicensed contractor and the homeowner is the
blind lady. Nothing has been done. The homeowner has gotten her job completed but Mr. Trimnal
did not do the work and has.never contacted the homeowner. $3,000 in fines were assessed and
the fines were not been altered. Mr. Leach asked why this case is back before the Board. Mr.
Stiltner said we can re-send the previous Board and actually assess fines. Penalties were held off,
waiting for Mr. Trimnal to take care of the homeowner, which he did not do. Chairman Miller
referred to Mr. McCain about how to proceed. Mr. Leach reminded the Chairman that Mr. Trimnal
had been fined $1,500 when he appeared. He was in mediation with the homeowner and was to
pay for someone else to permit the job and take care of the work. Mr. Leach noted that the
individual coming behind Mr. Trimnal was not licensed either.

Chairman Miller noted that it has been 90 days and nothing was done. The Final Order was sent
regular and certified mail. The certified mail has been returned to the Board office. The wife had
made contact with the office, giving the impression that the regular mail had been received but
there has been no other activity from the respondent. Some of the Board members asked how to
proceed with this case. Mr. Trimnal was concerned about going to jail but had not been heard:

before a special prosecutor. The Board determined that the State would proceed with penalties for
this case.

Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of Kevin Fortuna to qualify KLF Electric,

Inc. (Electrical) Ms Ingraham reviewed the file and made a motion to approve the application. Ms
Gillman seconded. The application was approved.

Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of Thomas Cusick to qualify Cusick

Communications, Inc. (Low Voltage) Mr. Ma reviewed the file and made a motion to approve the
application. Ms Ingraham seconded. The application was approved.

Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of Gary Larrick to qualify Duett, LLC.
(NSS) Mr. Leach reviewed the file and made a motion to approve the application. Ms Ingraham
seconded. The application was approved.
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Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of Todd Smith to qualify Advanced

Awning & Design LLC (Awning) Mr. Bishop reviewed the file and made a motion to approve the
application. Ms Ingraham seconded. The application was approved.

Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of Natalie Miner to qualify Miner's Marine

Construction, Inc. (Marine) Mr. Bentley made a motion to approve the application. Ms Gillman
seconded. The application was approved.

Grades were presented. Ms Gillman made a motion to accept all grades of 75 and above. Mr.
Bentley seconded and the motion passed.

Other Old or New Business

The Chairman asked Mr. Hickok if he had any old or new business. Mr. Hickok stated everyone
had a copy of the proposed draft of s. 342.110(v) Window and Doors Specialty Contractor. Mr.
Hickok indicated he had discussed this proposal with Mr. Goldsbury. It was agreed a new category

would be appropriate to accommodate those-individuals wanting to engage in the limited scope of
work involving only exterior windows and doors.

Under the current regulatory scheme a permit is required to do this work; however these
individuals are forced to take either the general, building, residential or non-structural siding

examinations. The problem being, many individuals do not want to engage in those broader
scopes; they only deal with exterior windows and doors.

Mr. Scott and Mr. Parks had a few questions concerning the proposed scope. The Chairman
asked for a Motion to Adopt the proposed draft language.

~ Motion to Adopt the $.342.110(v) draft language.

Simpson/Bentley
The Motion carried unanimously.

The Chairman asked if there was anything else. Upon being advised there was nothing further to
report the Chairman asked for a motion.

Motion to Adjourn
Ingraham/Simpson

The meeting adjourned at 5:45 PM
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CONSTRUCTHON TRADES QUALIFYING BOARD

zecutive Director MINUTES OF THE BOARD MEETING
| OF THE
CONSTRUCTION TRADES QUALIFYING BOARD

June 1, 2011

Chairman Miller called the meeting of the Construction Trades Qualifying Board to order at 5:00
p.m., on June 1, 2011, Room 431, Claude Yates Building.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:

Mr. Randy Miller, Chairman Excused: Mr. Sidney Wells

Mr. Bill Simpson, Vice Chairman Mr. W. John Parks Il

Mr. R. E. ‘Butch’ Christian Mr. David ‘Ray’ Leach, Jr.
Ms Maxene Gillman Mr. Matt Karle

Mr. Robert ‘Bobby’ Hazouri
Mr. David L. Bryant

Mr. John W. Bentley, Sr.
Ms Lina Ingraham

Mr. Chris Mazzatta

Mr. Peter Ma

Mr. Bill Spinner

Mr. John.Scott

Mr. Ted Bishop

OTHERS PRESENT:

Mr. Richard A. Hickok, Executive Director
Mr. Jim McCain, Asst. General Counsel

Chairman Miller led those attending the meeting in the Pledge of Allegiance, after which Mr.
Simpson gave the invocation.

Chairman Miller asked if anyone had read the minutes of the May meeting. Mr. Bentley made a
motion to approve the minutes. Ms Ingraham seconded. The motion passed.

Chairman Miller introduced Tom Goldsbury, Chief of Building Inspections. He re-introduced the
question of licensing of Stucco Installers. After a robust discussion, Mr. Spinner made a motion to

approve the establishment of a Stucco Contractor license. Mr. Simpson seconded and the motion
passed.

Chairman Miller opened the floor to the public. No one from the audience addressed the Board.
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Chairman Miller asked Mr. Stiltner what cases he had to present to the Board. Mr. Stiltner state
that he has two for next month. .

Chairman Miller convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Steve Revell,
d/b/a Steve’s Painting and Maintenance, Inc., by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection Division,
Building Code Enforcement. Mr. Stiltner was asked if he had the stipulation with him and Mr.
Stiltner stated that he did. Mr. Revell and Mr. Stiltner were sworn in. Chairman Miller asked Mr.
Revell if he understood the charges against him. He said yes. Chairman Miller asked if he had
discussed the case with Mr. Stiltner and he said yes. Chairman Miller asked if he had entered into
a stipulation agreement. Mr. Revell stated that they had talked about an agreement. Mr. Stiltner
said yes. Chairman Miller asked Mr. Revell if he had entered into this agreement freely and with

no coercion and he said yes. Chairman Miller advised the Board that Mr. Revell has agreed to pay
$500 a month.

Chairman Miller convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Shawn S.
Ninesling, d/b/a Sign A Rama, by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection Division, Building Code
Enforcement. Chairman Miller asked Mr. Ninesling if he understood the charges against him. He
said yes. Chairman Miller asked if he had discussed the case with Mr. Stiltner and he said.yes.
Chairman Miller asked if he had entered into a stipulation agreement. Mr. Ninesling said yes.
Chairman Miller asked Mr. Ninesling if he had entered into this agreement freely and with no
coercion and he said yes. Mr. Ninesling was asked if he had agreed to pay $750 to the petitioner

and register to take the Non-electrical Sign exam through the Construction Trades Qualifying
Board by September 7, 2011.

Chairman Miller convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Bert N. Hickox,
Jr., d/b/a Norman’'s HVAC, by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection Division, Building Code
Enforcement. There was no service on this case. All mail has been returned to the office.

Chairman Miller convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Jimmy B.
Stewart, d/b/a JB Home Construction, Inc., by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection Division,
Building Code Enforcement. There is a returned cert card for this case signed by Barbara Stewart.
Mr. Stiltner made an amendment to the charges in this case. Count One was withdrawn because
a citation was written for the charge and the citation was not paid. The citation was sent to court
and a judgment was entered so the count was withdrawn. Count Two, failed to obtain a permit to
enclose a garage. The citation was given to the respondent and the citation was signed for no
permit. Ms Gillman asked if there was a license to do this work and Mr. Stiltner referred to the
notation in the file that shows there was a license that was null and void at the time this work was
done. There was a case sent to the State but he doesn’t know what the charge was but the
license was lost and was void at the time of these charges. There is a license number on the

invoice but the license was no good. The homeowner was lead to believe there was a license for
this contractor in the state charge.

Chairman Miller asked if there had been problems with this contractor before or talked to him and
Mr. Stiltner stated that he had not. In Count Three, Respondent represented himself as a
contractor as you can clearly see. He gave the complainant a license number and it is on his
complaint. It is the same for Count Four where he presented himself as a licensed contractor.
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Count Five, advertised himself as a licensed contractor. He advertised himself as a licensed
contractor to the public in Count Six as well. Chairman Miller asked if Mr. Stilther wanted to go
- forward with his recommendations — the $2,500 total in fines? Mr. Bentley asked if he had missed
the reason for the license to be pulled from the State and Mr. Stiltner said that he was unaware of
the cause. The State doesn’'t always make the reasons know for the action taken. Chairman Miller
asked if there had been any electrical work involved and Mr. Stiltner said that there was just the
enclosure, no electrical work was involved. Mr. Bryant made a motion to find Mr. Stewart quilty of
Counts Two through Six. Mr. Christian seconded. The motion passed. Ms Ingraham made a
motion to accept the recommendations of BID for Counts Two through Six, fines not to exceed
$2,500. Mr. Christian seconded and the motion passed.

ChairmanMiller convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Tito R. Williams,
#CCC1328387, d/b/a Williams Quality Roofing, LLC, by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection
Division, Building Code Enforcement. Mr. Williams was sworn in. Chairman asked if Mr. Williams
for a plea. Mr. Williams pleaded not guilty.

Mr. Stiltner stated that the charge of fraud stems from the improper job cost for a re-roofing permit.
The job costs show charges to the owner of $4,813.83 and the job cost turned in to the city was
$1,500 dollars. The proEer’ty owner, Anthony Eugene Barlow, was introduced to the Board. His
address is 338 West 68" Street. He was asked how he knew Mr. Williams. Mr. Barlow stated that
he knew Mr. Williams through a guy that had been painting for him and he told him he was looking
for someone to do some roofing work. Mr. Stiltner asked if he hired Mr. Williams from that
recommendation. Mr. Barlow stated that Mr. Williams did two patch jobs first after he told Mr.
Williams that he couldn't afford to have the roof re-done at that time. Each time he patched the
roof it was a $500 fee. He patched the roof twice but it continued to leak. It needed to be re-
roofed and he needed to keep water from coming in on his tenant. So he had Mr. Williams to
patch the roof until he could afford to have the roof replaced. Mr. Stiltner asked what kind of roof
was on the property and Mr. Barlow stated that there was a flat roof. He said he paid $4,813.83
total for everything, including the patches.

This is how it breaks down: April 29, 2008 there were patches, hot tar was applied. Mr. Barlow .
then bought supplies for the roof repair. That was November 7, 2008. Mr. Barlow said he picked
up the supplies that were ordered by Mr. Williams. $1,050.41 was spent on the supplies and he
paid Mr. Williams $700. He paid $1,400. He paid $700 again on 12 November where the felt was
coming up from the metal flashing and put something to keep that down. He came back out three
times in 2010 and patched it. He said it started leaking again and he couldn’t get Mr. Williams to
come back out so he had to get someone and he spent $1,400 on the work. Mr. Askew did work
for him. He spent $395 on materials and $175 to paint, $35 for cleaning the carpet then in January
2011 it was leaking again. He got a guy to patch the roof for him but he charged him $50.

When the roof leaked again Mr. Barlow said he refused to call Mr. Williams again. Mr. Barlow got
Mr. Askew to do the work for him because he had to take care of his tenant. Mr. Stiliner stated that
there was no NOC or proper permits. Mr. Barlow said Mr. Williams told him the work would be
$1,400. Mr. Spinner asked if the contract reflects the proper costs but Mr. Stiltner repeated the
regulation requiring all labor, materials and profit be included in the job costs.
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Mr. Williams stated that he met Mr. Barlow through a classmate. He had just gotten his license
and Mr. Barlow had a few properties so he was interested in working with him because there could
be more work because of the multiple properties Mr. Barlow owned. He was asked so he went
over to look at the roof. He told Mr. Barlow he needed a roof, not patching. He said he is a school
teacher and coach and believes in integrity and when he went on the roof he told Mr. Barlow what
he needed. The roof is in bad condition. Mr. Williams said, “Look at the dates.” Mr. Barlow called
after five months and said the bedroom was not leaking but it was leaking again around the
chimney. He came back in and told him to close off the chimney if it wasn’t being used but Mr.
Barlow said he couldn’t do that right then. And then there was another leak in the den. That's how
he charged for that job. Then, two months later Mr. Barlow calls again and says it was leaking
again. At that time Mr. Williams told Mr. Barlow that the roof was the problem. You have spent
$1,000 with him, now another $500 for a patch. He will keep the $1,000 in mind and he can put a
1-ply fiberglass up there until he gets enough money together to do the re-roof. Chairman Miller
asked how much he was going to charge Mr. Barlow. Mr. Williams said he told Mr. Barlow he
would charge him $1,400 to get the material. He stated Mr. Barlow wanted to take care of his
tenant. Chairman Miller asked about the permit and the failure to do a Notice of Commencement
and the permit. Mr. Williams said he thought it was a $1,400 agreement. Mr. Williams said to Mr.
Barlow that he could do the work for $1,400 if he would buy the materials and Mr. Barlow agreed.
They didn’t know what the material cost would be at that time. He would call the roofing company
to place the order and then do the work. He, as a contractor, should have known that there was -
something being done that was not quite right but Mr. Barlow is saying that he was ripping him off
and that is not true. He came up with honest intentions to help him, knowing he has three or more
properties. He did work for him at some of the other properties and never had a problem.

Chairman Miller asked if the roof had been taken off and Mr. Williams said that he hadn’t removed
the roof but put some fiberglass up as a temporary measure until a roof could be put up. Now look
at the dates. That was 2008. Now it's 2010 — two rainy seasons later. Every time he called he
went back. He went up and did what he could and didn’t even charge. The last time he went out
Mr. Barlow was belligerent with him. He was making threats and he couldn’t understand where
this (hostility) was coming from. He tried to give him good advice and then he got papers. He was
asked if he pulled many permits and things are slow now and he last pulled a permit in January of
this year. He makes his living as a teacher and the roofing is through word-of-mouth and he is
building his business that way. He got his license to out. He did all he could to help Mr. Barlow.

He is not running from these charges and would like to see who is on the Board and he is a man of
his word. He came to settle the charges civilly.

Mr. Stiltner said the charges are based on the fact that monies were paid and then a permit was
pulled. Keep in mind that there were two times that the roof was worked on where there was no
permit at all. There was a permit pulled 11/12/2008. Mr. Williams said that there was no need to
pull a permit for some of the work because of the amount charged for the repairs. Mr. Simpson
asked about the person who did the last work done and Mr. Barlow said that was a patch done for
him. Mr. Barlow said that person was not licensed and the person who did the $50 patch was not
licensed either. Mr. Stiltner said he was aware that there were other issues here but he wanted to
stick to the charges before us. He is glad Mr. Williams got his chance to speak and have his day in
court and explained that the charges are the amount of the material and what he was paid are not
on the permit as the cost. Mr. Williams said that he may have made a mistake but it was not his
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intention to defraud or mislead anybody. Mr. McCain said the law does consider ‘intent’ in the
charges. Mr. Barlow said that the first thing he asked Mr. Williams was if he was licensed. He said
he wanted him to pull a permit. He also says that when he asked Mr. Williams if he had puiled a
permit he said he had. Every roof he had done since he had this issue he has been notarized. He
also says that when he looked up the permit for this job the permit says Mr. Williams put shingles
on his roof. Mr. Stiltner said he would like to talk about the intent portion. There are still four
checks that were written. Two for $500, and one for $1,400. That's $2,400. Even without the
material that is $2,400 in checks written. The permit was still pulled with $1,500 as the amount.

The first payments were seven months prior to the permit being pulled and BID doesn’t know when
the work began.

Mr. Spinner asked if it was correct that if there was a leak and you had to have an immediate repair
because of a deluge you could make the repair without pulling a permit right then and there? Mr.
Stiltner said that after five squares you still need a permit. For five squares or less there was at
that time, a $5 permit that should have been pulled for that situation. Itis a ‘no inspection’ permit.
Mr. Barlow said he has photos of everything that was done. He was under the impression that he
was having a roof done. Replacement of everything. He feels that he paid enough in materials for
two roofs. There was only one ply put on and he doubts that all the materials he bought were used
on his roof. Mr. Williams says that all the materials bought were used on his roof,

Chairman Miller asked if there was a modification or anything. Mr. Stiliner stated that there were
two patch jobs with no permits and even if we didn’t take those into account there is still $1,400 at
least that was not permitted. Mr. Bryant said he was looking at the issue of fraud at this point. He
does not see intent on the oversight of putting the materials in the price of the job on the permit.
Mr. Spinner feels that this is a bit of over reaching with this charge of fraud. Mr. Stiltner said the
contractor-should have put the material costs and labor charges on the permit. We're talking about
a State contractor here and a Letter of Guidance, no fines. Mr. Stiltner stated that his
recommendation could be amended to a Letter of Guidance for this first time offense. Mr. Bryant
made a motion to find Mr. Williams guilty. Mr. Christian seconded and the motion passed. Mr. .
Simpson made a motion for a Letter of Guidance to be placed in Mr. Williams’ file. Mr. Bryant
seconded and the motion passed. The Board advised Mr. Williams of the meaning of a Letter of
Guidance and advised him to keep out of trouble.

Chairman Miller convened a hearing on the Administrative Complaint filed against Timothy D.
Padgett, d/b/a Dream Builders Enterprises, by Stephen Stiltner, Building Inspection Division,
Building Code Enforcement. NO SERVICE

Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of Toby Warpool to qualify Jaguar Turf
Lawncare, Inc. (Reciprocity-Irrigation) Ms Ingraham reviewed the file and made a motion to
approve the application, pending Workers Compensation. Mr. Bishop seconded. The application
was approved.

Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of Kenneth White to qualify White
Electrical Inc. (Reciprocity-Electrical) Mr. Bryant reviewed the file and made a motion to approve
the application. Mr. Christian seconded. The application was approved.
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Chairman Miller asked who had reviewed the application of David Abel to qualify Abel
Renovations, Inc. (Residential) Mr. Bishop reviewed the file and made a motion {0 approve the

application, pending Workers Compensation Exemption. Mr. Mazzatta seconded. The application
was approved.

Grades were not available for the Board to review.

Other Old or New Business

The Chairman stated the Board would take up the discussion of the proposed stucco specialty
contractor category prior to the AC hearings and contractor applications. Chairman Miller asked

Mr. Goldsbury to address the issue. Mr. Goldsbury pointed out that Mr. Hickok had researched the
jurisdictions currently having such a category.

Mr. Hickok stated the members had a list of jurisdictions using the Prometric stucco examination as
well as other jurisdictions using alternative stucco licensing examinations. Mr. Hickok pointed out
the list of jurisdictions having the stucco license requirement was rather extensive. He noted these

29 jurisdictions basically represent the majority of the CLOAF jurisdictions having a construction
contractor licensure requirement.

There was considerable discussion with Mr. Goldsbury concerning the proposal. Mr. Skinner
stated the Board seemed open minded to embracing the concept. Mr. Bentley indicated he still
had some concerns however he would support such an initiative.

Chairman Miller pointed out that Mr. Parks’ letter had suggested the possibility of the board
becoming involved in the examination development process. There was general agreement
among the members the examination development process would remain the same. The costs
involved would be prohibitive; further the current the Prometric and GITS licensing examination

programs involve no CTQB or City expense. The board members indicated they had no interest in
becoming involved with examination development. -

Spinner/Simpson made and seconded the motion to approve the Stucco Specialty Contractor
category. The motion carried unanimously.

Motion to Adjourn
Hazouri/Ingraham 6:05
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