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Mission Statement

The Mission of the Board for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors is to
safeguard the life, health, property, and welfare of the public by regulating the practices
of professional engineering and land surveying. The Board accomplishes its Mission

by:

Licensing qualified individuals as professional engineers and land surveyors.
Anticipating changes in the engineering and land surveying professions to ensure
that the laws and regulations are contemporary, relevant, and responsive.
Establishing regulations and promoting professional conduct.

Enforcing laws and regulations.

Providing information so that the public can make informed decisions regarding
utilizing professional engineering and land surveying services.

Vision Statement

The Board for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors will have a major role in
ensuring that Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors provide the highest quality
professional services.

Consumers and licensees will have access to comprehensive information
through a wide range of technology and facilities.

California Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors will possess the
knowledge, skills, and abilities enabling them to meet the expectations of clients
and consumers.

The public will have a high degree of confidence in the engineering and land
surveying of roads, bridges, buildings, and other facilities and systems.

September 1, 2003
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PART 1

OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT REGULATORY PROGRAM
OF THE BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS
AND LAND SURVEYORS

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF THE BOARD AND
THE REGULATED PROFESSION

History of the Board

The Board of Registration for Civil Engineers was created in 1929 due to the failure of
the Saint Francis Dam (Chapter 766, Statutes of 1929). A law was then enacted
requiring the registration of civil engineers. When Committee hearings of the bill were
held, a difference of opinion developed between proponents of registration by branch
and those who favored registration in the category of professional engineer only.
Opposition also developed from those engineers who were against the philosophy of
licensing in general. The mining engineers strongly objected to any regulation of their
activities as did some representatives of the mechanical and electrical engineering
groups. Because the principle opposition came from groups who practiced in branches
other than civil engineering, the bill was amended to exclude them and require
registration of civil engineers only. It was in this form that Assembly Bill 174 was signed
by the Governor (Chapter 801, Statutes of 1929). Initially the area of overlap between
architecture and engineering was considered relatively unimportant, but as taller and
taller buildings were being created it became a source of increasing controversy. To
resolve the disputed area of overlap between architecture and structural engineering, a
solution was offered creating the title authority of structural engineer. Registered civil
engineers who were found to be qualified in structural engineering could use the title
structural engineer. Civil engineers sponsored legislation creating the structural
engineer title authority (Chapter 254, Statutes of 1931). In 1933, the Board’s jurisdiction
was expanded to include the licensing of land surveyors.

The technical advances made during the forties, possibly due to World War I, resulted
in the registration, by title, of engineers in the branches of chemical, electrical,
mechanical, and petroleum engineering. This was done through legislation in 1947.
For the next twenty years, there were many influences of varying importance which
contributed to the rapid advancement of engineering. The more noteworthy of these
influences included the Korean War, the struggle for missile supremacy, and the race
for exploration and control of space. Because of the more specialized use of electrical
and mechanical engineering, the law was amended in 1967 to change electrical and
mechanical engineering from title act registrations to practice act registrations. Also in
1967, the legislature created the title disciplines of metallurgical and industrial




engineering — which the Board opposed. A bill was then passed by the Legislature
(Chapter 895, Statutes of 1968) which gave the authority to create new title acts to the
Board. That bill also contained a provision that required any group of engineers
applying for registration with the Board to first have in place an accredited college
program in their respective branch of engineering. This made it very difficult for any
new groups to apply for registration.

Several years passed, and the composition of the Board changed. In 1971, legislation
was passed repealing the provision relating to the requirement that a discipline be
covered by an accredited program. This legislation had the effect of removing a major
road-block to the various disciplines seeking to apply to the Board for recognition, and
various groups petitioned the Board for registration. In the early seventies, the Board
received petitions from persons representing the branches of aerospace, agriculture, air
pollution, communication, control system, corrosion, environmental, fire protection,
manufacturing, nuclear, quality, safety, and traffic engineering. Hearings were held, and
all petitions were approved except for the petitions of air pollution, aerospace,
communication, and environmental engineers. In 1976 and 1977, the Board was finally
able to adopt formal regulations to implement the engineering disciplines which it had
recognized over the proceeding years.

In 1982, the title authority of geotechnical engineer was added to the practice of civil
engineering by the Legislature (Chapter 646, Statutes of 1982).

In 1985, Senate Bill 1030 (Chapter 732, Statutes of 1985) was passed by the
Legislature with support from this Board. The bill amended Section 6732 of the
Business and Professions (B&P) Code to codify the existing engineering disciplines into
the Professional Engineers Act, thereby recognizing them by statute rather than by
Board Rule. It also repealed Section 6700.1 of the B&P Code which allowed for the
establishment of new engineering disciplines by petition to the Board.

In 1999, examinations in three title acts (corrosion, quality, and safety) were eliminated.
There are 10 remaining title acts in question: agricultural, chemical, control systems, fire
protection, industrial, manufacturing, metallurgical, nuclear, petroleum and traffic
engineering. The question remains how the public is protected by granting engineers a
license which regulates the use of the title but not the practice. That is, anyone
registered or not, can legally practice any title-act discipline as long as it does not fall
within non-exempted civil, mechanical, or electrical engineering practice. Furthermore,
if there is an enforcement case against a title-act engineer, the Board can revoke the
title-act license, but the individual can still practice in that discipline, just as anyone not
licensed can practice in a title-act discipline. Unlicensed people are only prohibited from
using the title.

This year, there is Legislation (SB 364) to discontinue the examination for
manufacturing engineering.




Function of the Board

The Board is charged with safeguarding the life, health, property, and public welfare by
regulating the practices of professional engineering and professional land surveying.
The Board provides this public service by qualifying and licensing individuals,
establishing regulations, enforcing laws and regulations, and providing information so
that consumers can make informed decisions.

The regulation of engineers and land surveyors protects the public from incompetent,
negligent, and unscrupulous individuals who would offer such services without having
met any qualifications. The public is assured that licensed engineers or licensed land
surveyors have met state-approved education, experience, and examination standards
established by the Board. Engineers and land surveyors make professional judgments,
which have major financial, health, safety, and other significant consequences on a
daily basis. The highways, bridges, dams, waterways, buildings, and electrical and
mechanical systems in buildings are all products of engineering. Consequences of
poorly designed bridges or buildings include deaths and injuries as well as financial
hardship to the property owner ultimately responsible for damages and reconstruction.
Land surveyors help to define property boundaries. A miscalculation in a residential or
commercial neighborhood could cause a property owner financial loss if the property is
sold with an incorrect boundary. A structure could be located on another individual’s
property, with concomitant major financial losses and inability to convey title.

The complexity of engineering and land surveying projects necessitates a very high
degree of technical knowledge and skill. The vast majority of licensed engineers hold a
college degree in engineering. Calculus, physics, material science, and computer
programming skills are required; these are knowledge and skills not typically possessed
by members of the general public. Land surveyors make decisions based upon
interpretation of legal documents and the use of high-tech locating instrumentation,
including satellites and computer programming. Again, laypersons rarely possess these
skills.

Current Composition of the Board

There are thirteen (13) Board member positions on the Board for Professional
Engineers and Land Surveyors. All appointments to the Board are for a term of four
years, with vacancies filled by appointment for the unexpired term. Each appointment
(or re-appointment) after the initial appointment, if the initial appointment fills an
unexpired term, is for a four-year term expiring on June 1 of the fourth year following the
year in which the previous term expired. Each member may remain on the Board until
the appointment of his or her successor or until one year has elapsed after the
expiration of the term for which he or she was appointed, whichever occurs first; this is
known as the “grace year.” No person is allowed to serve as a member of the Board for
more than two consecutive full four-year terms. (Business and Professions Code [B&P]
§6712)




There are seven (7) public member positions, appointed as follows: (B&P §§6711 &
6712)

5 public members are appointed by the Governor;

1 public member is appointed by the Senate Rules Committee; and,

1 public member is appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly.

There are six (6) professional member positions, all appointed by the Governor. The six
professional member positions represent the branches or disciplines of engineering and
land surveying listed below. In addition, one professional engineer must be from a local
public agency and another professional engineer must be from a State agency. (B&P
§§6711 & 6712)

Civil Engineer

Electrical Engineer

Mechanical Engineer

Structural Engineer

Other Professional Engineer (representing one of the other branches or

disciplines not already represented)
Land Surveyor

As of September 1, 2003, there are no vacancies.

The current Board members, the position they are in, their appointment dates, and the
expiration dates of the terms (as of September 1, 2003) are listed below:

Board Member Position Appointment Expiration Additional
Date Date Information
Gregg Brandow Structural Engineer 10/29/98 6/1/05
Arthur P. Duffy Civil Engineer 4/18/02 6/1/03 State agency
James W. Foley, Jr. Other Professional 10/29/98 6/1/06 Local agency
Engineer
(Geotechnical)
David J. Fruchtman Mechanical Engineer 4/18/02 6/1/04
Michelle Gastelum Public Member 8/19/03 6/1/04
Andrew Hopwood Public Member 12/4/96 6/1/03 Assembly Speaker
Appointee
William Roschen Public Member 11/25/02 6/1/06
Millicent Safran Public Member 7/14/95 6/1/07 Senate Rules
Appointee
Cindy Tuttle Public Member 8/19/03 6/1/06
Elizabeth A. Warren Public Member 11/25/02 6/1/04
Michael K. Welch Land Surveyor 4/18/02 6/1/03
Dale J. Wilson Electrical Engineer 4/18/02 6/1/05 State agency
Edward C. Yu Public Member 11/25/02 6/1/06




Committees of the Board

There are four standing committees of the Board that focus on administration,
examination, enforcement, and legislation. Each committee is comprised of Board
members (typically five). The committees are established by the Board upon the
recommendation of the Board President. The members are appointed by the President
after consultation with the respective Board members, and the committees operate
under a delegation of authority from the Board as a whole. The Administrative
Committee focuses on fiscal responsibilities as well as customer service: meeting the
needs of the consumer, the professional, and the applicants. The committee develops
regulations to meet the fiscal needs of the Board. The Examination/Qualifications
Committee focuses on efficient development of qualifying experience and the valid and
defensible development and administration of examinations. The committee reviews
3-year delinquent applications and makes recommendations to the Board. The
Enforcement Committee focuses on increasing public awareness of licensing of
professional engineers and professional land surveyors; what the consumer can and
should expect of such professionals; how to inquire about the license status of a given
engineer or land surveyor before contracting with that person; and of the availability of
the complaint process. The committee also makes a detailed review of the enforcement
cases and makes recommendations to the Board. The Legislative Committee focuses
on developing and tracking legislation to maintain and improve the level of consumer
protection. The committee also monitors regulation packages.

The Board has also appointed standing Technical Advisory Committees under the
provisions of §6728 and §8715 of the B&P Code, which consist of five technical
members, all of whom are licensees of the Board, but none of whom are Board
members. These committees have been appointed to advise Board members and staff
on matters pertaining to civil engineering, electrical engineering, geotechnical
engineering, mechanical engineering, structural engineering, and land surveying. In
addition to the above-noted standing committees, the President, with the concurrence of
the Board, occasionally appoints special committees to serve specific purposes. The
life, charge, and operating procedures of such committees are determined by the
establishing authority. Most recently the Board appointed a Task Force to review and
make recommendations on the Title Act Study.

Licensing

The Professional Engineers Act (PE Act) has had some major changes over the years
since the Board’s creation. The number of branches of engineering, which the Board
regulates, has increased, and the status of some of the older branches has changed.

Currently, professional engineers are licensed through three (3) “Practice Act’
categories of civil, electrical, and mechanical engineering, and through ten (10) “Title
Act® categories of agricultural, chemical, control system, fire protection, industrial,
manufacturing, metallurgical, nuclear, petroleum, and traffic engineering.




There are also two specialized “Title Authorities” for those already licensed as a civil
engineer: structural and geotechnical (soils) engineer. In addition to the engineering
branch titles already listed, titles also restricted to licensed engineers are “Consulting
Engineer,” “Professional Engineer,” “Registered Engineer,” and “Licensed Engineer.”

There is only one category of licensure for land surveyors. They are regulated under
the Professional Land Surveyors’ Act (PLS Act). Restricted titles for land surveyors are
“‘licensed land surveyor,” “professional land surveyor,” “land surveyor,” “land survey

engineer,” “survey engineer,” “geodetic engineer,” “geomatics engineer,” “geometronic
engineer,” “photogrammetrist,” and “photogrammetric surveyor,” or any combination
thereof.

Certification, and the right to use the titles, is also provided to those designated as an
“‘Engineer-In-Training” (EIT) or a “Land-Surveyor-In-Training” (LSIT). An EIT or LSIT
will be certified after completing the qualifying experience and passing the required
examination. The examinations, which test a person's knowledge of the fundamentals
of engineering and surveying, are usually taken and passed prior to applying for
licensure as a professional engineer or land surveyor.

Not all engineers who practice in California have to be licensed. There are a number of
licensing exemptions for engineers who are employees of licensed engineers or who
work for industrial corporations, public utilities, or the federal government. In 1997, the
industrial exemption was broadened to include temporary employees, contract
employees, and those hired through third-party contracts.

Major Changes to the Board

Several significant legislative changes have occurred since the last sunset review of the
Board. They are as follows:

e SB 2030 (Figueroa) (Chapter 1006, Statutes of 2000) (from the 1999-2000
sunset review) amended numerous Sections of the B&P Code. It amended
Section 6712 to provide that one of the engineer members of the Board must be
from a local public agency and another must be from a state agency; placed the
definitions of electrical and mechanical engineering in statute, Sections 6731.5
and 6731.6, respectively; added Section 6763.1 requiring the Board to use the
national structural examination by December 31, 2004; and amended Section
8741.1 to require the Board to use the national land surveying examination by
April 1, 2003. This bill also added Section 6704.1 requiring the Department of
Consumer Affairs (DCA) to contract with an independent consulting firm to
provide a comprehensive analysis of the title acts. It also expanded the Board’s
existing “good Samaritan” immunity for engineers providing structural inspection
services at a declared emergency.




AB 2629 (Cox) (Chapter 976, Statutes of 2000) added Section 6749 requiring
engineers to use a written contract when contracting to provide professional
engineering services to a client and added Section 8759 requiring land surveyors
and civil engineers authorized to practice land surveying to use a written contract
when contracting to provide professional services to a client. This bill also
authorized the Board to adopt rules and regulations of professional conduct that
are not inconsistent with state and federal law. The rules and regulations may
include definitions of incompetence and negligence.

SB 136 (Figueroa) (JLSRC omnibus bill) (Chapter 495, Statutes of 2001)
extended the Board’s sunset date to July 1, 2004. This bill also amended
Sections 6795 and 8801 to convert the Board’s license renewal cycle from every
four years to every two years and amended Sections 6799 and 8805 to increase
engineering and land surveying application fees. This bill also extended the date
by which the Board was to administer the national land surveying examination to
June 1, 2003.

Since the last sunset review, the Board has made a number of regulatory changes to
the Board Rules (Title 16, California Code of Regulations, Section 400, et seq.). The
major changes are as follows:

Amended Section 424.5 to clarify the steps that a licensee who has let his or her
license become delinquent (one whose license has not been renewed within
three years after its expiration) must take to qualify for his or her license to be
reinstated. (Effective January 1, 2000)

Adopted amendments to Sections 472 — 473.4 (citation and fine regulations).
Among other things, these amendments clarified the existing regulations to allow
a citation to be issued with both an order of abatement and a fine and to allow
the cited person the right to request an administrative hearing after being served
with the affirmation of a citation following an informal conference with the
Executive Officer. (Effective January 1, 2000)

Adopted Section 463.5 requiring every licensee to provide notice to his or her
clients that the licensee is licensed by the Board for Professional Engineers and
Land Surveyors. (Effective March 10, 2000)

Adopted new Section 425 and amended Sections 424 and 438 to amend the
experience requirements necessary to sit for the PLS examinations and define
the terms “responsible field training” and “responsible office training.” (Effective
February 24, 2001)

Amended Section 442 to provide a detailed definition of examination subversion
and set forth consequences that may apply to anyone found to have engaged in
the prohibited activities, including the distribution of secured examination
questions or materials. (Effective March 20, 2001)

Amended Section 407 to establish a retired license category and the associated
fee. (Effective April 14, 2001)

Amended Section 411 describing the design, contents, and requirements of the
official seal that must be affixed by engineers and land surveyors on plans,
specifications, and reports. It also requires licensees to include the date of




signing and sealing immediately below or next to the signature and seal and
authorizes the use of electronic seals and signatures. (Effective January 31,
2002)

¢ Amended Section 404 to include the definitions of negligence and incompetence.
(Effective April 12, 2003)

e Amended Section 407 to reflect the increase in fees for applications, license
renewals, and temporary licenses. This regulation also decreased the license
renewal period to every two years. (Effective July 1, 2003)

e Added Sections 475 and 476 to specify the rules and regulations of the codes of
professional conduct for engineers and land surveyors. (Effective July 4, 2003)

One significant change to the Board since the last sunset review is the composition of
the Board ltself. In the last two years, 9 new Board members have been appointed; this
represents a majority of the 13-member Board. While there can be some delays in
Board action while the new members get up to speed on issues before the Board, the
new members also bring a fresh perspective from both the engineering and land
surveying professions and the public/consumers. The new licensed members include
people who have private practices and those who work for government agencies, as
well as people who have worked in both the private and public areas of the professions.
The new public members represent the diverse interests of the consumers, as well as
bringing knowledge of the engineering and land surveying professions from a public
perspective to the Board.

Unfortunately, the most significant change since the last sunset review is the impact that
the budget crisis and especially the hiring freeze have had on the Board. In the last two
years, the Board’s staff has been reduced from 38.5 positions to 33.5 positions. An
additional 3 positions have been frozen and will be lost this year. Most of the vacancies
are due to staff members leaving the Board for promotional opportunities elsewhere;
however, due to the hiring freeze, the Board was not able to fill these vacant positions.
The Board’s administrative unit has been reduced from 13 full-time and 4 part-time
positions to 8 full-time and 2 part-time positions. This means that the Board is now only
able to have one main receptionist, rather than two, to answer telephone calls and greet
visitors to the Board office; the Board is also unable to have a full-time mail clerk to
process all of the incoming mail (including e-mails from the Board’s website), thus
causing delays in the distribution of the mail and the ability of staff to timely respond to
the inquiries. The Board’s enforcement and legislative unit (which also includes
publications and the website) was reduced from 8 full-time and 2 part-time positions to 5
full-time and 2 part-time positions. This means that the Board is not able to timely
maintain, update, and expand its website or publications or to process the consumer
complaints in a reasonable time frame.

The Board continues to conduct an annual strategic planning session to review the
accomplishments of the Board during the previous year and to revise the plan to reflect
future goals and objectives. [Attachment 1)




One of the most valuable internal changes at the Board since the last sunset review is a
greatly enhanced website (http://www.dca.ca.gov/pels). The Board has made it more
conducive for use by consumers, complainants, applicants, and licensees. In addition
to all of the Board’s publications being available on the site, it also includes the
consumer complaint form, the Professional Engineers Act, the Professional Land
Surveyor’s Act, the Board Rules, and the applications for certification or licensure. The
website also has license look-up capabilities and accounts of all disciplinary actions
taken since 1990. Another internal change was to increase our consumer outreach and
education. Consumer education is the most cost-effective form of consumer protection.
The Board publishes a free publication, “Consumer Guide to Professional Engineering
and Professional Land Surveying,” that is distributed to libraries, to city and county
agencies, and at public outreach meetings and consumer fairs; it is also available on the
Board’s website. The Board’s highest priority is immediate dissemination of information
following floods, earthquakes, or other disasters, when many consumers need the
services of an engineer or land surveyor. Unfortunately, due to recent budget cuts, the
Board has lost the staff position that maintained the Board’'s website. Certain actions by
the Board, such as meeting notices, are required by law to be posted on the website in
a timely manner. All areas of the website that require updating are being maintained by
an analyst in the enforcement unit. Other areas of the website are not being updated at
this time.

Major Studies

Among other things, Senate Bill 2030 (Figueroa) (Chapter 1006, Statutes of 2000)
added Section 6704.1 to the Professional Engineers Act requiring the Department of
Consumer Affairs (DCA) to contract with an independent consulting firm to perform a
comprehensive analysis of the title acts of the Board. The legislation also required the
Board to be responsible for paying for the study. The California State University
Sacramento Institute for Social Research (ISR) conducted a two-year Engineering Title
Act Study [Attachment 2) for DCA, as mandated by SB 2030. The Board has appointed
a Title Act Study Task Force comprised of Board members, Legislative staff
consultants, and a number of public members and licensees to review the report and
make a recommendation to the Board. The first meeting of the Task Force was held on
August 21, 2003. Public comments were received from professional engineers and
professional associations regarding the study. The Task Force plans to hold another
meeting to obtain further public comments before making its recommendation to the
Board.



http://www.dca.ca.gov/pels
http://www.dca.ca.gov/engineering_title_act.htm

Licensing Data

There are approximately 103,387 Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors licensed by
the Board for FY 2002/03. The following provides licensing data for the past four years:

LICENSING DATA FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 \ FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03
California 70,992 72,191 76,558 80,076
Out-of-State 23,133 23,449 23,248 23,580

Registered Licensees (Type) Total: 94,125 | Total: 95,640 | Total: 99,806 | Total: 103,656
Civil 43,619 43,726 44,840 45,923

Geotechnical 1,217 1,225 1,224 1,268

Structural 3,277 3,183 3,182 3,303
Electrical 8,171 8,379 8,423 8,392
Mechanical 14,660 14,897 15,017 15,264
Land Surveyor 3,865 3,829 3,907 3,953
Agricultural 309 296 256 258
Chemical 2,140 2,135 2,012 2,055
Consulting 26 18 19 18
Control System 2,410 2,397 2,187 1,964
Corrosion 521 508 395 398
Fire Protection 883 884 795 796

= Industrial 854 855 846 641

% Manufacturing 1,394 1,372 1,301 1,110

,J,’ Metallurgical 417 422 426 430

@ Nuclear 1,038 1,023 846 850
Petroleum 482 481 469 473
Photo Surveyor 13 8 9 9
Quality 1,771 1,744 1,601 1,359
Safety 1,161 1,141 911 897
Traffic 1,398 1,414 1,346 1,409
EIT Certificate 4,309 5,319 9,139 12,041
LSIT Certificate 190 384 655 845

Applications For Exams Total: 7,034 | Total: 9,118 | Total: 11,477 | Total: 11,624
Professional Engineer 2,889 4,792 6,278 6,450
Land Surveyor 135 301 343 308
Structural 127 181 328 308
Geotechnical 62 57 95 91
EIT/LSIT 3,821 3,787 4,433 4,467

(Licensing Data Table continued on next page)
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LICENSING DATA (cont'd) FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 = FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03
Licenses Issued (Type) Total: 5,526 | Total: 5,284 | Total: 5,379 | Total: 5,750
Civil 1,148 1,998 1,613 1,694
Geotechnical 34 36 35 22
Structural 111 60 41 114
Electrical 145 301 320 331
Mechanical 304 422 372 379
Land Surveyor 92 127 105 61
Agricultural 1 0 2 0
Chemical 55 43 51 54
Control Systems 15 7 13 10
Corrosion (eliminated 1/1/99) 0 0 0 0
Fire Protection 28 11 11 22
Industrial 3 2 5 4
Manufacturing 1 1 2 1
Metallurgical 5 5 3 4
Nuclear 1 3 0 0
Petroleum 3 0 5 2
Quality (eliminated 1/1/99) 1 0 0 0
Safety (eliminated 1/1/99) 0 0 0 0
Traffic 38 33 27 52
EIT Certificate 3307 2059 2620 2821
LSIT Certificate 234 176 154 179
Renewals Issued Total: 21,920 | Total: 23,469 | Total: 22,404 | Total: 0,924
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BUDGET AND STAFF

Current Fee Schedule

The Board relies on its license renewal fees for its main revenue source. License
renewals account for 65% of the Board’s total revenue. Another 33% in revenue comes
from examination application fees. The remaining 2% includes reimbursements,
fines/citations, delinquency fees and other miscellaneous fees. Renewals are paid
every two years. Effective July 1, 2003, examination application fees increased from
$175 to $275. License renewals increased to $150 every two years from $160 every
four years effective July 1, 2003, and will be reduced to a $100 renewal fee every two
years effective July 1, 2005. The fee increase was needed to pay for the Board’s
operating expenses, which are expected to exceed revenue by over $900,000 in FY
2004-05 at the current rate of revenue and expenses. During the last several fiscal
years, the Board’s reserve fund has decreased because of cost increases. In addition
to resolving the deficiency, the fee restructure will reduce the high percentage of
subsidization license renewal revenue provides to support the costs of the Examination
Program. The authority to increase the fees was enacted in 2001 (SB 136/Ch. 495); the
regulations implementing the increase became effective July 1, 2003.

Current Fee Schedules And Range

Fee Schedule Previous Fee Statutory Limit Current
Application/Examination
Fee:

Professional $175 $400 $275

In-Training $160 $100 $100
Renewal Fee $160 every 4 yrs | Not more than the application fee $150 every 2 yrs*
Delinquency Fees $80 Not more than 50% of renewal fee in | $75

effect on the date of reinstatement

Examination Appeal Fee | $134 $134 — set by regulation, not statute no change
Duplicate Certificate Fee | $10 $10 — set by regulation, not statute no change

*License renewal fee is $150 every 2 years effective for licenses that renew on or after July 1, 2003, with a reduction to $100 every
two years effective for licenses that renew on or after July 1, 2005.

Revenue, Expenditure History, and Fund Condition

The Board’s renewal revenue maintains a consistent four-year trend that spikes by
approximately 25% every fourth fiscal year. The last spike-year was FY 2001-02, and
the next is expected in FY 2005-06. This trend will level off to a more consistent
revenue pattern with the biennial renewals. The amount of renewal revenue also
increased each fiscal year by approximately 2-3% because of the increase in the
number of new licensees. Examination application revenue has steadily climbed from a
low point of $1.6 million in FY 1997-98 to $2.1 million in FY 2001-02. Prior to
FY 1997-98, the Board’s application revenue experienced a 4-year decline beginning
with FY 1994-95 until it reached the low point in FY 1997-98. Excluding the Board’s
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legal fee reimbursements received, revenue has steadily increased overall by 8% since

FY 1999-00.

The Board’s overall expenditures since FY 1999-00 have remained consistent because
cost increases for examination population increases have been accommodated by

expense cuts.

Examination population increases began in FY 1999-00 and are

projected to continue through FY 2004-05. Because the Board purchases the majority
of its exams from a national organization, the fees for examination grading and
purchase are dictated by the national organization and increase with the examination

population.

From FY 1999-00 to FY 2002-03, these examination population cost

increases totaled $440,000. The Board’s average yearly expenditure since FY 1999-00

has been $7.2 million.

Projections for FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05 do not include

reductions in personal services that may be required to accommodate the statewide

budget deficit.

With regard to the Board’s fund condition, the reserve will slowly increase from
FY 2003-04 to FY 2005-06 as a result of the July 1, 2003, mandated license renewal
and examination application fee increases.

REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE HISTORY

ACTUAL PROJECTED
REVENUES FY 99-00 FY 00-01 FY 01-02 FY 02-03 FY 03-04 FY 04-05
Application Exam/License $1,796,283 | $1,954,639 | $2,182,281 | $2,410,676 | $4,283,890 | $4,813,103
Renewal Fees 3,683,462 | 3,470,985 | 4,114,779 | 3,128,663 | 3,390,520 | 3,271,870
Delinquency Fees 57,600 54,800 57,440 50,160 56,000 48,000
Duplicate License/Cert. 3,920 5,400 3,960 3,080 4,000 4,000
Fines (Citations) 16,676 14,951 25,100 12,392 17,000 17,000
Other Miscellaneous 13,956 15,954 9,328 9,276 9,500 9,500
Interest 257,234 322,839 176,544 80,246 113,344 143,420
Legal Fees: reimbursement - 940,672 0 - - -
TOTAL REVENUE 5,729,131 6,780,240 | 6,569,432 | 5,694,493 | 7,874,254 | 8,306,893
TOTAL REIMBURSEMENTS 43,149 49,436 114,274 48,911 48,000 48,000
TOTAL RECEIPTS $5,772,280 | $6,829,676 | $6,683,706 | $5,743,404 | $7,922,254 | $8,354,893
ACTUAL PROJECTED

EXPENDITURES FY 99-00 FY 00-01 FY 01-02 FY 02-03 FY 03-04 FY 04-05
Personnel Services $2,315,908 | $2,394,406 | $2,312,911 | $2,272,037 | $2,156,662 | $2,156,662
Operating Expenses 4,732,454 | 4,578,879 | 5,154,811 4,908,806 | 4,842,338 | 5,192,754
TOTAL OE & E AND PS 7,048,362 | 6,973,285 | 7,467,722 | 7,180,843 | 6,999,000 | 7,349,416

‘(-) Reimbursements (43,149) (49,436) (114,274) (48,911) (48,000) (48,000)

‘(-) Distributed Costs: - - - - - -
TOTALS $7,005,213 | $6,923,849 | $7,353,448 | $7,131,932 | $6,951,000 | $7,301,416

Expenditures by Program Component

The Board’s expenditures by program components now breakout the Administrative
Program costs to more accurately reflect expenditure trends.

Program component

1
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breakouts in previous fiscal years distributed administrative costs amongst the Board’s
three programs (Examination, Licensing, and Enforcement). Since FY 1998-99, the
majority of the Board’s expenses (54%) have been utilized for the Examination Program
averaging approximately $3.8 million each FY. Second in line is the Administrative
Program at 20% averaging approximately $1.4 million. The Enforcement Program
averages 19% in costs or $1.3 million. Lastly, the Licensing Program accounts for an
average of 8% of the Board’s expenses averaging approximately $569,000.

The Board’s total personal services costs average 32% of total expenditures and
include all employee pay and benefit expenses. Operating expenses average 68% of
the Board’s total expense and include all other costs that are not personal services.
With the exception of direct program costs (i.e., Attorney General, Examination Facility
Rent, Teale), the Board’s total operating expense cost distribution by program is based
upon percentage of employees in each program.

Examinations: The Examination Program’s costs have stayed fairly consistent since
FY 1999-00. Personal services expenditures average $839,000 or 22% of the
Examination Program’s total cost, and operating expense costs average $3.2 million or
78%. The majority of the Program’s operating expense ($2.3 million) pays for direct
costs to administer, develop, and grade the exams. These exam-related costs
consume 50% of the Board’s total operating expenses. These include examination
facility rental, examination contract costs, and subject matter expert expenses. The
program’s personal services costs are lower than the Board’s other programs because
a large portion of the examination development is done through individual contracts with
subject matter experts which is categorized as an operating expense. Changes in the
Examination Program’s expenditures have been accommodated by redirections and/or
expense cuts. These include a redirection of examination contract funds to personal
services to absorb added staff work on in-house examination development. This
redirection took place in FY 2000-01 during the same year the Board’s Quality, Safety,
and Corrosion exams were eliminated pursuant to (AB 969) (Chapter 59 Statutes of
1998). The savings generated from elimination of these exams ($82,000) absorbed
national examination fee increases instituted that year, subject matter expert increases
previously included in the Board’'s examination development vendor contract, and paid
for an increase in personal services funds needed for in-house examination
development. At that time, the Board decided a shift in examination vendor contract
responsibilities to Board staff could help curb examination vendor inflationary costs.

Enforcement: The Enforcement Program’s personal services costs since FY 1999-00
average $431,000 or 32% of the Program’s total expenditures, and the operating
expenditures average $895,000 or 68%. Personal services costs have reduced each
FY since FY 1999-00 by an overall 27%. This reduction is due to the FY 2001-02
statewide required cut in vacant positions that reduced Enforcement staff by two
positions. The Program’s direct operating expenses include costs for Attorney General,
Office of Administrative Hearing, evidence witnesses, and DCA Division of
Investigations (DOI). These direct costs fluctuate between $300,000 and $500,000
each fiscal year dependent upon the Enforcement Program’s caseload.
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Administration: The Administration Program’s personal services costs since FY 1999-
00 average $771,000 or 55% of the Program’s total expenditures, and the operating
expenditures average $637,000 or 45%. Personal services costs have decreased by a
total of 9% since FY 2001-02 as a result of two Administrative Program positions cut
due to the statewide required elimination of vacant positions.

Licensing: The Licensing Program’s personal services costs since FY 1999-00
average $282,000 or 51% of the Program’s total expenditures, and the operating
expenditures average $287,000 or 49%. The operating expenditures for the Licensing
Program in FY 2001-02 were significantly higher than prior fiscal years because the
Board paid $36,000 to DCA for the Applicant Tracking System upgrade and another
$188,000 reimbursement to DCA for the review of its title act licensing categories as
mandated by AB 969 (Chapter 59, Statutes of 1998).

Expenditures by Program Components

Expenditures | FY 99/00 FY 00/01 FY 01/02 FY 02/03 Average %

by Program Spent by
Component Program
Examinations $3,613,463 $3,780,918 $4,023,054 $4,037,501 54%
Enforcement $1,507,512 $1,285,445 $1,246,015 $1,267,324 19%
Administration $1,489,502 $1,423,748 $1,423,660 $1,294,524 20%
Licensing $437,885 $483,174 $774,995 $581,491 8%

Fund Condition

The Board does not project a deficit in the near future and does not project the need to
increase fees or reduce its current fees. As required by Business and Professions
Code Section 128.5, the Board will not have unencumbered funds that equals or is
more than the Board's operating budget for the next two fiscal years. Since
FY 1997/98, the Board projected a fund reserve deficit for FY 2003/04 but later moved
that projected deficit FY 2004/05 because of increases in examination population
revenue. Fee increases were enacted in 2001 as needed to pay for the Board’'s
operating expenses projected to exceed revenue by over $900,000 in FY 2004/05. The
deficit was a result of cost increases over the years absorbed within the Board’s existing
budget. In addition to resolving the deficiency, the fee restructure will reduce the high
percentage of subsidization license renewal revenue provides to support Examination
Program costs. The authority to increase the fees was enacted in 2001 at the same
time the laws changed to require renewals every two years instead of every four years.
The FY 2002/03 fund reserve level reduced below a three-month reserve level but will
gradually increase up to a 5.5 month reserve level by FY 2005/06.

An analysis of the Board’s historical expenditure requirements shows that at least a two-
month reserve level must be maintained to accommodate possible examination
population drops that decrease revenue and for fee increases imposed every four to five
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years by the national organization for purchase and grading of exams. Such increases
are beyond the Board’'s control, and the Board can no longer absorb them within its

current budget without cuts to existing programs functions.

With regard to spending

trends, the Board will experience a $293,000 total ongoing increase for fee increases
required by the national organization in FY 2004/05 for the purchase and grading of

exams including costs for an increased examination population. Examination
population increases have occurred each fiscal year since FY 1999-00.
ANALYSIS OF FUND CONDITION
2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
Actual Actual Actual Projected | Projected | Projected
Beginning Reserve, July 1 3,751,531 3,632,583 3,034,333 1,660,346 2,237,673 2,953,000
Prior Year Adjustments 24,791 185,734 63,582
Total Adjusted Reserves 3,776,322 3,818,317 3,097,915 1,660,346 2,237,673 2,953,000
REVENUE
License Fees 5,516,729 6,393,049 5,614,246 7,767,510 8,170,000 8,170,000
Interest * 322,839 176,544 80,246 83,017 113,000 149,000
Legal Fee Reimbursement 940,672
Total Revenue & Transfers 6,780,240 6,569,593 5,694,492 7,850,527 8,283,000 8,319,000
TOTAL RESOURCES 10,556,562 | 10,387,910 8,792,407 9,510,873 | 10,520,673 | 11,272,000
EXPENDITURES** 6,973,285 7,467,722 7,180,843 7,244,000 7,583,673 7,735,346
Reimbursements (49,436) | (114,274) (48,912) (16,000) (16,000) (16,000)
Century Change 130 129 130
State Controller's Office Adj.
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 6,923,979 7,353,577 7,132,061 7,228,000 7,567,673 7,719,346
RESERVE, JUNE 30 3,632,583 3,034,333 1,660,346 2,282,873 2,953,000 3,552,654
MONTHS IN RESERVE 6.3 5.0 2.8 3.8 4.7 55

*Interest estimated at: 5.00%

** Total expenditure growth projected at 2% beginning with FY 2004/05.
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LICENSURE REQUIREMENTS

Education, Experience and Examination Requirements

There are three categories of Professional Engineer licensure available in California: (1)
practice act, (2) title act, and (3) title authority. The practice acts are civil, electrical, and
mechanical engineering. Practice act means that only a person appropriately licensed
with the Board may practice or offer to practice these branches of engineering. The title
acts are agricultural, chemical, control system, fire protection, industrial, manufacturing,
metallurgical, nuclear, petroleum, and traffic engineering. Title act means that only a
person licensed by the Board in that branch of engineering may use the title in any
manner. The title authorities exist for two sub-branches of civil engineering: structural
engineering and geotechnical engineering. A title authority indicates a proficiency in
that field greater than what is required for civil engineering licensure and gives the
licensee the right to use certain titles. Persons who pass the written examination will be
issued a license in the branch of engineering for which they applied. The Board
administers exams in 20 distinct topics throughout the year, six of which are unique to
the State of California: land surveyor, traffic, special civil seismic principles and
engineering surveying, geotechnical, and structural. The remaining examinations are
purchased from the National Council of Examiners for Engineers and Surveyors
(NCEES).

There are two ways to qualify for licensure as a Professional Engineer in the State of
California:

e The first is to pass the Engineer-In-Training examination (EIT). This test is an eight-
hour examination covering basic college math, chemistry, physics, and engineering
topics. With a passing score on the EIT, the candidate then needs to verify six years
of qualifying experience to take the Professional Engineering examination, which is
an eight-hour technical examination. Civil engineering candidates have two
additional 2-1/2 hour California specific exams covering seismic principles and
engineering surveying. The Board allows educational experience credits towards
the six-year total, with appropriate verification. The Board also requires references
from a minimum of four engineers licensed in the discipline for which the applicant is
applying. Qualifying work experience can only be gained by working in engineering
positions under the direction of a licensed engineer for the discipline to which the
candidate is applying. When qualifying work experience is gained outside of the
United States, the references for that experience must be from persons authorized
to practice engineering in accordance with the laws of the country in which the
experience took place. If such references are not licensed engineers, they must
provide information that indicates by what authority they are authorized to practice
engineering.

e The second path is to waive the EIT by verifying the candidate’s engineering degree
and 14-17 years of work experience (depending on the accreditation of the
engineering degree) and then passing the PE exams.
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The structural and geotechnical authorities require additional experience after the
candidate receives his or her civil engineering license. The structural candidate must
have three years of responsible charge experience in structural engineering, whereas
the geotechnical candidate must have four years of responsible charge in geotechnical
engineering.

In order to qualify to sit for the Land Surveyor examination, a candidate must submit
evidence of one of the following:

e Graduation from a four-year land surveying curriculum with a Bachelor of Science
degree or equivalent approved by the Board and two (2) years of actual broad based
progressive experience, including one (1) year of responsible field training and one
(1) year of responsible office training satisfactory to the Board, and possession of a
land surveyor-in-training certificate.

e Atleast six (6) years of actual broad-based progressive experience in land surveying
including one (1) year of responsible field training and one (1) year of responsible
office training satisfactory to the Board, and possession of a professional land
surveyor-in-training certificate or engineering-in-training certificate.

e Registration as a civil engineer with two (2) years of actual broad based progressive
experience in land surveying satisfactory to the Board.

Verification of Information Reqgarding Education and Experience

Applicants for licensure in all categories are required to submit an original, signed
application, which includes original transcripts to verify education, and original signed
and sealed references to verify experience. The applications for licensure require
candidates to reveal any criminal history or licensure denial, discipline, suspension, or
revocation. Applications are signed under penalty of perjury. If the Board has any
doubt as to the validity of the information provided by the applicant, clarification is
requested either by mail or phone interview with applicants and references. Board staff
will contact the university, past and current employers, and other state licensing boards
if necessary. Currently, the Board is unable to collect fingerprints to obtain criminal
history information for its applicants and licensees.

Passage Rates for All Examinations and Occupational Analysis Performed

Passage rates for all examinations are included in the following tables. Overall pass
rates typically range from 30 to 50 percent, with first time test takers performing much
better than repeat test takers. Occasionally, anomalies in pass rates appear; these are
carefully reviewed and additional statistical analysis performed to determine the
underlying performance issues.
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Examination Passage Rates for All Examinations

ENGINEER-IN-TRAINING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 4514 4900 5744 5996
PASS % 44.50% 41.69% 44.85% 31.67%
LAND SURVEYOR-IN-TRAINING (National Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 447 496 532 561
PASS % 34.79% 35.00% 28.59% 31.67%
AGRICULTURAL ENGINEERING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 1 2 3 0
PASS % 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% n/a

CHEMICAL ENGINEERING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 78 69 74 93
PASS % 36.63% 34.28% 47.08% 48.27%

CIVIL ENGINEERING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 3472 3898 4261 4492
PASS % 30.74% 36.99% 33.43% 37.09%

CONTROL SYSTEM ENGINEERING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 17 9 11 12
PASS % 82.35% 55.56% 81.82% 75.00%

ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 426 429 501 518
PASS % 25.45% 20.96% 35.06% 37.37%

FIRE PROTECTION ENGINEERING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 34 28 28 36
PASS % 61.76% 28.57% 25.00% 41.67%

INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING (National Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 7 6 9 7
PASS % 28.57% 16.67% 55.56% 42.86%
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LAND SURVEYING (National Examination)

1999/2000 | 2000/01 | 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 467
PASS % NOT OFFERED 68.52%
MANUFACTURING ENGINEERING (National Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 3 2 3 3
PASS % 33.33% 50.00 66.67% 33.33%
MECHANICAL ENGINEERING (National Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 515 469 518 534
PASS % 43.16% 31.54% 41.45% 46.20%
METALLURGICAL ENGINEERING (National Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 4 3 2 4
PASS % 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 75.00%
NUCLEAR ENGINEERING (National Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 1 2 0 0
PASS % 100.00% 100.00% n/a n/a
PETROLEUM ENGINEERING (National Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 16 13 8 11
PASS % 18.75% 46.15% 25.00% 18.18%
SEISMIC PRINCIPLES (Special Civil — State Specific Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 3529 3930 2681 4515
PASS % 38.38% 38.34% 60.05% 40.63%
ENGINEERING SURVEYING (Special Civil — State Specific Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 3405 3871 4419 4496
PASS % 43.03% 39.59% 41.23% 36.53%
STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING (State Specific Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 246 226 281 289
PASS % 39.84% 22.57% 12.10% 35.00%
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING (State Specific Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 103 88 91 85
PASS % 33.01% 37.50% 30.77% 51.00%
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TRAFFIC ENGINEERING (State Specific Examination)

1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 73 85 94 104
PASS % 49.32% 38.82% 28.72% 45.19%
LAND SURVEYING (State Specific Examination)
1999/2000 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03
CANDIDATES 533 493 443 507
PASS % 22.90% 20.89% 12.64% 14.20%
Occupational Analyses

The Board completes an occupational analysis at least every five to seven years to
assess the appropriateness of prerequisites required for candidates before they are
admitted to take an examination and to develop a current test plan. A validation study is
completed to identify the critical job activities performed by licensed engineers and
licensed surveyors and review their practice in California. The purpose of the
occupational analysis is to define practice for licensed engineers and surveyors in terms
of the actual tasks that candidates must be able to perform at the time they are
licensed. The results of the occupational analysis serve as the basis for the
examination program for licensed engineers and surveyors.

The test plan of a licensure examination defines the content of the examination; it
identifies the knowledge, skills, and abilities required for minimally acceptable
competence, and it specifies the percentage of the test that should relate to each of
these proficiencies. By linking the questions to the specification of the test plan, the job-
relatedness of the examination is established.

Test validation experts recommend test plans be updated every five years. In 1993, the
Board adopted a schedule that provides funding for a new occupational analysis and
test plan for each Board-developed examination every five years. Examinations
purchased from the National Council of Examiners for Engineering and Surveying
(NCEES) have had a longer cycle in the past; however, the California Board has
requested that this be shortened to 5 years. Wherever possible, NCEES has complied
with this request. A schedule detailing the occupational analyses of the Board’s
examinations, as excerpted from “Section 139(c) Report — August 2003,” follows.

State Specific Examinations | Last Analysis Next Analysis

Geotechnical 2001 2007

Land Surveyor 2002 2007

Special Civil 1996 (Subject Matter Expert 2003
test-plan update 2000)

Structural 1997 (Subject Matter Expert In Progress
test-plan update 1999)

Traffic 1999 2005
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National Examinations Last Analysis Next Analysis
Engineer-in-Training 1989 2003
Land Surveyor-in-Training 1989 (Subject Matter Expert | 2003

test-plan update 1999)
Chemical 2002 To Be Determined (TBD)
Civil 1999 2003
Electrical 1999 TBD
Mechanical 1999 TBD
Agricultural 2000 TBD
Control System 2002 TBD
Fire Protection 2002 TBD
Industrial 1989 (Subject Matter Expert | 2003

test-plan update 1999)
Manufacturing 1999 TBD
Metallurgical 1999 TBD
Nuclear 2003 TBD
Petroleum 1999 2005

Time Frame for Certification/Licensure by the Board

Unlike Boards with on-going testing, this Board administers civil, chemical, electrical,
and mechanical engineering exams as well as EIT and LSIT exams twice a year. Land
surveying, agricultural, control system, fire protection, geotechnical, industrial,
manufacturing, metallurgical, nuclear, petroleum, structural, and traffic exams are
administered once a year. The time from final filing date of applications to examination
is consistent from year to year. The time from an examination date to issuance of
license is also consistent from year to year. The length of time depends upon the
examination grading process, but is not less than 3 months or more than 4 months.

Application to Examination: 60 105
Examination to Issuance: 91-122
Total Average Days: 151-182 | 196 - 227

Continuing Education/Competency Requirements

There is no requirement that engineers or land surveyors participate in continuing
education as a condition for license renewal, nor does the Board currently plan to adopt
any such program. The Board may require as a condition of disciplinary probation
remedial education, including ethics courses, for engineers or land surveyors found to
be guilty of violating the PE or PLS Acts.
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Comity/Reciprocity and Temporary Licensing Process

The Board continues to offer temporary licenses to professional engineers and land
surveyors from other states and countries. The statutes limit the professionals granted
a temporary license to one project only and for a 180-day time limit. The majority of civil
engineers who utilize the temporary statute have later obtained permanent licensure
status in the state of California. Although all professional disciplines are eligible for
temporary licensure, the Board only receives application from civil engineers and land
surveyor applicants. This is due to the state specific examination requirements for civil
engineers and land surveyor licensure in California: the California Seismic Principles
and Engineering Surveying examination for civil engineers and the state specific
Professional Land Surveyors examination. Comity is postponed until the candidate’s
examination requirements are completed. Therefore, all of our temporary applicants are
civil engineer or land surveyor applicants. Other disciplines can receive comity
licensure at the next available Board meeting (6-10 weeks). During the energy crisis in
winter of 2001, the Board saw a substantial increase in temporary license requests in
order to complete the civil engineering design of energy power stations throughout
California.

An engineer or surveyor registered in another state may apply for licensure in California
by comity. Comity applicants must submit a complete application including work
descriptions, references that can verify the work experience, college transcripts
(optional), and verification of successful examination in another state. The complete
application must be reviewed and approved by a Staff Engineer or Land Surveyor
Consultant. In addition, comity applicants must take and pass the California Laws and
Board Rules examination, a 25-question multiple-choice examination that is completed
at home and returned to the Board office for scoring. California accepts the NCEES
eight-hour exams for the practice act branches of civil, electrical, and mechanical
engineering, the title act engineering branches, except for traffic, for which there is no
national NCEES examination, and the 6-hour examination for land surveying. Civil
engineering applicants must also pass the California Seismic Principles and
Engineering Surveying exams, which both are mandated by statute. Land surveying
applicants must pass the California State-Specific Professional Land Surveying
examination, as required by statute. If the home state has waived the EIT or LSIT
examination, the application is evaluated to see if the home state’s waiver matches
California’s waiver requirements; if not, the applicant must pass the EIT or LSIT
examination or have 14-17 years of experience.

California statutes do not provide for comity for applicants who are registered in another
country. Applicants from foreign countries are required to submit the same application
as first time California applicants and pass all required examinations.
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ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

The Enforcement Unit of the Board is responsible not only for the investigation of
complaints but also for all inquiries (telephone, e-mail, fax, letter) regarding the
complaint investigation process and how to file a complaint; the status of licenses,
especially related to previous complaints and disciplinary actions; and the laws and
regulations relating to the practices of professional engineering and land surveying. In
general, the only inquiries that are not handled by the Enforcement Unit are those that
involve the application/examination/licensure process. The inquiries handled by the
Enforcement Unit can range from the simple — is a person licensed and have there been
any complaints against him — to the complex — does a certain action constitute
professional practice. The inquiries come from the licensees and the local agencies,
such as Building Departments and County Surveyors’ Offices, as well as from the
public/consumers. The Enforcement Unit staff is responsible for responding to all
inquiries directly or for referring them to the appropriate person (e.g., the Board’s staff
engineers and land surveyor or legal counsel) and ensuring that a response is provided.
Additionally, the Enforcement Unit is also responsible for all enforcement-related
legislative and regulatory (rulemaking) proposals, such as requiring licensees to use
written contracts through statute and adopting Codes of Professional Conduct
regulations.

In the past, the Enforcement Unit was comprised of 8 full-time positions — 1 program
manager (who also oversaw the Board’s Legislative Program that included a part-time
analyst position); 1 website/publications position responsible for updating, maintaining,
and expanding the Board’'s website and for all of the Board’s publications, including the
Bulletin of Board News and Enforcement Actions that the Board published two to three
times per year; 1 position that served as the Board’s liaison to the Office of the Attorney
General for all administrative disciplinary matters (including probation monitoring) and
was the liaison to the Board’s Enforcement Committee; 4 full-time and 1 part-time
analyst positions responsible for investigating complaints, responding to inquiries, and
coordinating the Citation Program and the Enforcement Outreach Program; and 1 full-
time clerical support position. The Enforcement Unit is now comprised of 5 full-time
positions and 2 part-time positions — the program manager (who is now entirely
responsible for the Board’s Legislative Program): 1 full-time position that serves as the
liasison to the AG’s Office and the Board’s Enforcement Committee, maintains the
Board’s website and publications, and handles complaint investigations and inquiries; 3
full-time and 1 part-time analyst positions who are responsible for investigating
complaints, responding to inquiries, and coordinating the Citation Program and the
Enforcement Outreach Program; and 1 part-time clerical support position. The
reduction in staffing in the Enforcement Unit is due to the current State budget situation
and mandatory constraints, including the hiring freeze and the required reduction in
personnel costs.

Concurrent with the loss of staff positions in the Enforcement Unit, the Board has been
receiving more complaints, thereby increasing the workload of the already over-

24



burdened staff. In FY 1999/2000, each analyst handled an average of 46 complaint
investigation cases; in FY 2002/03, each analyst handled an average of 102 cases.
Because of this increase in workload and decrease in staffing, the Board's complaint
investigation cases are aging rapidly. The Board’s goal is to have fewer than 10% of its
pending cases over one year old; at the end of FY 2002/03, 46% of the pending cases
were over one year old.

The complaints received by the Board are often complex due to the technical nature of
the engineering and land surveying professions. The Enforcement Unit must obtain
evidence from all of the parties involved and then secure the services of an independent
technical expert to review all of the evidence and provide an opinion as to whether or
not the subject has violated the laws in his or her professional practice. Technical
experts are licensees of the Board who are independently employed and who assist the
Enforcement Unit in reviewing the technical aspects of cases. Since the technical
experts are independently employed, there are often times when their own workload
does not allow them to work on the Board’s cases. The Enforcement Unit maintains a
pool of technical experts from which it selects the most appropriate expert for a case,
based on the nature of the work involved as well as the location of the project. There
are times when the Enforcement Unit has difficulty finding a technical expert who has
the specific expertise and knowledge required for a case as well as the time to review
the case. This also contributes to the aging of the complaint investigation cases.

Another factor that has contributed to the increasing backlog of enforcement complaint
cases is the effect that the budget crisis and hiring freeze have had on the Division of
Investigation (DOI). DOI assists the Enforcement Unit staff with the investigation of
some of the Board’s complaint cases, especially those involving allegations of
unlicensed practice. Due to the current State budget crisis, DOI has been unable to fill
all of its vacant positions and has had to consolidate some of its regional offices
throughout the state. This has caused delays in DOI’s ability to timely investigate all of
the complaints that are referred to it from the various boards and bureaus within DCA.
DOI has had to prioritize its workload and focus its investigators on those cases in
which there is an immediate threat to the public health, safety, and welfare. There is
generally not an immediate threat to the public heath, safety, and welfare in engineering
and land surveying cases; therefore, DOI does not give this Board's cases a high
priority. Although this Board refers only a small portion of its complaint cases to DOI,
the inability of DOI to timely investigate these cases has contributed to the overall aging
of the Board’s complaint investigation cases.

The most recent trend that the Board is facing with its complaints is the lack of
supporting information provided with the complaint itself. @ Before a complaint
investigation case is initiated, the Enforcement Unit staff reviews the information
submitted with the complaint to determine if there is sufficient supporting documentary
evidence provided to determine if the allegations — if true — would constitute a violation
of the laws under the Board’s jurisdiction. Without this initial information, a complaint
investigation case cannot be started. |If sufficient information is not provided with the
complaint, the Enforcement Unit must contact the complainant and request that
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additional information be provided before proceeding with the investigation. This can be
very time-consuming, as well as delaying the investigation, which can be a detriment to
both the consumer and the licensee. It appears that with more frequency the
complainants are obtaining the complaint form from the Board’s website rather than
contacting the Board. They are simply filling out the form and sending it to the Board
without reading the instructions with the form about what additional information they
need to submit with the complaint form thus causing extra delay in the processing of the
complaint.

The Board does not require local agencies or its licensees to report suspected
violations. Additionally, licensees are not required to report any civil settlements or
judgments to the Board. The Board did sponsor legislation several years ago that
would have imposed a requirement on licensees to report civil settlements and
judgments; however, that language was ultimately removed from the legislation.

The majority of the Board’s administrative disciplinary (accusation) cases are resolved
through settlement, rather than proceeding to hearing. At this time, the Board does not
have any major concerns with the handling of its cases by the Office of the Attorney
General; the cases are either processed in a timely manner or there are valid reasons
for the delays.
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Statistical Overview Of Enforcement Program

ENFORCEMENT DATA FY 1999/2000 | FY 2000/01 | FY 2001/02 | FY 2002/03
Complaints Opened Total: 249 | Total: 259 | Total: 328 | Total: 302
Complaints Opened (by Source)
Public (consumer) 148 113 124 132
Profession/Licensees 10 20 43 40
Government/Law Enforcement 17 28 45 37
Other/Internal 74 88 116 93
Complaints Opened (By Type) '
Unlicensed Activity 61 67 86 81
Competence/Negligence 110 87 119 100
Contractual 26 33 46 61
Fraud 11 17 24 23
Record of Survey 21 25 38 38
Examination Subversion 35 29 64 52
Other 6 10 4 17
Complaints Pending Total: 206 | Total: 262 | Total: 323 | Total: 408
Complaints at the Division of Investigation
(DOQI) (subset of Complaints Pending) 31 40 58 28
Complaints Closed Total: 212 | Total: 203 | Total: 265 [ Total: 218
Complaint Closed by Category
No Violation/Insufficient Evidence 49 70 70 50
Compliance Obtained/Resolved 79 51 86 90
Cease & Desist/Warning Letter 7 8 9 9
Mediated 7 5 3 2
Citation to be Issued ? 19 30 43 26
Referred for Criminal Action * 8 6 6 13
Referred to AG’s Office * 37 29 19 26
Other ® 6 4 29 8
Final Citations 13 12 24 22
Accusation Cases
Submitted to AG’s Office ° 37 29 19 16
Accusations Filed 19 15 29 12
Accusations Withdrawn after Filing 1 0 5 2
Accusations Dismissed 3 0 0 0
Disciplinary Decisions (by type) Total: 22 | Total: 13 | Total: 18| Total: 13
Default Decisions 4 0 2 3
Stipulated Settlements 12 6 13 8
Proposed Decisions (PD) 4 5 3 2
Decision After Non-Adoption/Reduced PD 2 1 0 0
Decision After Reconsideration 0 1 0 0
Disciplinary Orders Total: 19 | Total: 13| Total: 18 | Total: 13
Probation 12 8 8 10
License Suspension Only 0 0 1 0
License Revocation/Surrender 4 3 4 3
Other ® 3 2 5 0

(See annotations on next page)
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Enforcement Data Table Annotations:

It is rare that a complaint will be opened, submitted to DOI, closed, have a citation issued or an
accusation filed, and have disciplinary action taken all in the same fiscal year.

1. Complaints can be opened under more than one “type”; therefore, adding up the various types under
“Complaints Opened (By Type)” will result in an erroneous “total.”

2. “Citation to be Issued” indicates the number of cases closed so that a citation could be issued.
Multiple cases against the same person can be combined into one citation.

3. “Referred for Criminal Action” indicates those complaints submitted to the District Attorney’s Office for
the filing of criminal charges; it does not indicate whether or not the District Attorney actually filed
charges.

4. “Referred to AG’s Office” indicates the number of complaint cases that were closed to be referred to
the AG’s Office for the filing of an Accusation. “Submitted to the AG’s Office” indicates the number of
number of cases submitted to the AG’s Office for either the filing of an Accusation or a Petition to Revoke
Probation; the term “Accusations” as used in this Section also includes Petitions to Revoke Probation.
Multiple complaint cases against the same individual are combined into one Accusation case when
referred to the AG’s Office; therefore the number of complaint cases closed as ‘“referred to the AG’s
Office” will not always equal the number of Accusation cases “submitted to the AG’s Office.”

5. The Complaint Closing Category “Other” includes such things as non-cooperation of complainant,
subject deceased, unable to locate subject, and unactionable violation (e.g., an examination subversion
case where criminal charges are not filed and a citation cannot be issued).

6. “Other” disciplinary actions include such orders as the Board accepting the surrender of a Civil
Engineer license which authorized the practice of land surveying and issuing a new Civil Engineer license
that does not authorize the practice of land surveying; reproval; or withdrawing the Accusation and
issuing a citation instead.
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Case Aging Statistical Data

OF P » OMPLA 0
0 at DOI and expe app able
FY 1999/2000 | FY 2000/01 | FY 2001/02 | FY 2002/03
1-30 days 10 21 19 25
31-60 days 22 31 24 33
61-90 days 26 11 28 34
91-120 days 19 32 10 14
121-180 days 36 13 22 31
181-270 days 38 40 58 33
271-365 days 13 31 49 49
Over 365 days 42 83 113 189
TOTAL PENDING CASES 206 262 323 408
PERCENT OVER 180 DAYS 45% 59% 68% 66%
PERCENT OVER 365 DAYS 20% 32% 35% 46%
A RA A OF P » OMPLA ATIO A
ge at DOI and expe app able
FY 1999/2000 | FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03
AVERAGE AGE OF
PENDING CASES IN DAYS 231 269 328 386

INVESTIGATIONS FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03 Wi\"As:¥:-Xel=7

CLOSED WITHIN: OF CASES
CLOSED

90 Days 49 36 65 54 23%

180 Days 47 50 77 35 23%

1 Year 54 46 51 49 22%

2 Years 62 53 58 39 24%

3 Years 0 18 13 33 7%

Over 3 Years 0 0 1 8 1%

Total Cases Closed 212 203 265 218

AGING OF CASES AT THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'’S OFFICE

Pre- and Post-Accusation FY 1999/2000 | FY 2000/01 | FY 2001/02 | FY2002/03

Filing * Pre | Post | Pre | Post] Pre | Post | Pre | Post
0-91 days 7 3 12 2 3 3 7 6
92-182 days 0 4 2 5 0 13 0 0
183-274 days 3 1 5 3 0 4 2 2
275-365 days 0 0 0 1 3 5 0 1
1-2 years 1 2 2 0 2 3 1 4
2-3 years 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1
Over 3 years 0 2 1 2 1 0 0 0

. Pre-Accusation reflects cases in which an Accusation has not yet been filed. Post-Accusation reflects cases in which the
Accusation has been filed. Pre-Accusation is calculated from the date the case is submitted to the AG’s Office to June 30;
Post-Accusation is calculated from the date the Accusation is filed to June 30.
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Citation Program Overview And Statistical Data

The Board can issue administrative citations to both licensed and unlicensed
individuals. The citations may contain an order of abatement and an order to pay an
administrative fine to the Board in the maximum amount of $2,500 per violation. The
Board publicizes final citations by printing articles about them in its newsletters and by
posting the information on its website.

Citations can be issued to unlicensed individuals when the investigation reveals that the
unlicensed person violated the Professional Engineers Act or Professional Land
Surveyors’ Act. While it can be a criminal act for an unlicensed person to offer or
practice engineering or land surveying, many District Attorneys’ Offices are reluctant to
expend their resources on what they consider to be minor, administrative violations. In
addition, there is a one-year statute of limitations on the filing of criminal misdemeanor
charges. In order for one of the Board’s cases to be submitted to the District Attorney
(DA) for consideration of criminal prosecution, the case must be investigated by the
Division of Investigation (DOI), rather than by the Enforcement Unit staff.

In the past, the Enforcement Unit would refer all unlicensed cases to DOI for
investigation and submittal to the DA in the hopes that criminal charges would be filed; if
charges were not filed, then an administrative citation would be issued. In the vast
majority of the cases, the DA would decline to file charges due to limited resources or
the statute of limitations would have expired. It was only after a decision was made by
the DA to not file charges that an administrative citation would be issued. Because this
process was causing considerable delays in the case investigations and was not
resulting in many criminal charges being filed, the Enforcement Unit changed its
procedures in unlicensed cases. If review by the Enforcement Unit staff indicated that
the unlicensed violations were not egregious or pervasive, then a citation would be
issued immediately rather than referring the case to DOI and waiting to see if the DA
would file charges. If the violations appeared too egregious or pervasive, then the case
would be referred to DOI. This method has helped to speed up the investigation of
unlicensed cases.

Citations are issued to discipline licensees who have violated the laws but are not
deemed to be a threat to the health and safety of the general public. For example,
many of the land surveying complaints investigated by the Enforcement Unit involve the
failure of the license to file a record of survey or corner record with the County
Surveyor’s Office in the time and manner required by law. A citation can be issued to
the licensee ordering him or her to file the required record, as well as to pay an
administrative fine to the Board. By issuing the citation ordering the licensee to comply
with the law, the Board is ensuring that the public is protected by the maintenance of the
public records of lands. The issuance of a citation also gives the Board the authority to
enforce compliance from the licensee, because a failure to comply with a citation order
can lead to further — and more serious — disciplinary action against the licensee. Prior
to the implementation of the citation program, minor violations of law were handled by
the issuance of a letter from the Enforcement Unit advising the licensee that continued
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violations could result in disciplinary action taken against the license. The Board’s
issuance of the citation serves as a reminder to the licensee and other licensees that he
or she must follow the laws and regulations under which he is granted his license and
that there are professional and monetary consequences if he or she does not.

After working with the citation program for a few years, changes were needed to
eliminate confusing elements in the regulations and provide the affected parties with
more information concerning the citation process. The Board believes that the
regulatory changes adopted on January 1, 2000, have made the citation program a
more effective enforcement tool which gives the Board more authority over both
licensed and unlicensed individuals while providing the cited persons with additional,
and more clearly stated, rights. The following is a summary of the changes and the
benefits that have resulted from them:

e The biggest change to the citation regulations, and one which has increased the
overall effectiveness of the citation process, is that citations may now contain
both an order of abatement and an administrative fine. In unlicensed cases, the
citation can order the unlicensed person to pay a fine to the Board for violating
the laws and also order the person to cease and desist his or her illegal activity.
The revised regulations are also helpful in dealing with licensees as their
compliance with the laws can be ordered along with an administrative fine. The
fine serves as a deterrent to the cited person and to other individuals who may
be practicing in the same manner.

e Another change was the elimination of the range of fines that were associated
with specific Sections of law. Eliminating the restrictive ranges of fines while
defining the criteria used in determining the amount of a fine has served to
provide the subject of a complaint with more information on the reasons for the
fine he or she has been assessed and has made the process simpler for staff.

e A third change was to add language to allow the Board’s Executive Officer to
grant an extension of time to a cited person who, for good cause and/or reasons
beyond his or her control, cannot comply with the orders contained in the citation
within the 30 days required by the previous regulations. The previous regulations
placed undue burden on the cited person which did not further the interest of
justice.

¢ Another change made was to allow the cited person the right to request an
administrative hearing after receiving the decision following an informal
conference. The previous regulations required the cited person to request an
administrative hearing within 30 days of the date of the issuance of the citation —
the same time frame in which the informal conference had to be requested — and
did not allow for the cited person to file an appeal following the outcome of the
informal conference. Many times, the cited person would only request an
informal conference, thinking that he or she could later request an administrative
hearing.
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e Another change added language that stayed the orders, both abatements and
fines, during the appeal process. Prior to this change, the language did not
address when the cited person was required to comply with the citation while the
matter was being appealed.

e The last change expanded the method that the Enforcement Unit can use to
serve the citations to include regular mail and personal service in instances when
a person is difficult to locate by mail. Previously the only way to service the
citation was by certified mail. Certified mail is often not claimed and returned to
the Board. Under these new regulations, the Enforcement Unit may use regular

mail and personal service to assure that the citations are being properly served.

Unlicensed Citations FY 1999/00 ’ FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03
Final Citations 6 3 14 11
Amount of Fines Assessed $6,000 $4,500 $14,500 $11,500
Amount of Fines Collected 2 $3,500 $2,000 $11,000 $7,000
Licensed Citations FY 1999/00 ° FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03
Final Citations 7 12 10 11
Amount of Fines Assessed $2,250 $8,100 $6,500 $11,750
Amount of Fines Collected > $2,250 $6,850 $6,500 $9,000

1 Citations issued prior to January 1, 2000, could contain only an order of abatement or an administrative fine. In FY
1999/00, 4 of the unlicensed citations and 3 of the licensed citations contained only an order of abatement, and 3 of the
licensed citations contained only an order to pay an administrative fine. All citations issued after January 1, 2000, have
contained both an order of abatement and an order to pay an administrative fine.

2  The difference between amount assessed and amount collected is due, in a 