STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER PROTECTION

CONNECTICUT REAL ESTATE COMMISSION

SEPTEMBER 2004 MINUTES

165 CAPITOL AVENUE

HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06106

The Connecticut Real Estate Commission convened on Wednesday, September 1, 2004, at 9:15 a.m. in Room 126 of the State Office Building, 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, Connecticut 06106.

Commissioners Present:

Bruce H. Cagenello, Chairman (Broker – 1st District)


Joseph B. Castonguay, (Broker – 2nd District)
Rae Tramontano (Public Member – 3rd District)

Lana K. Ogrodnik (Broker – 5th District)
Commissioners Absent:

David W. Fitzpatrick (Public Member – 4th District)


Donna M. Hohider, Vice Chairperson, (Broker – 5th District)



Marilyn Keating (Salesperson – 5th District)
Commission Vacancy:

One (1)
Assistant Attorney General:

Alan Ponanski
DCP Staff Present:


Laureen M. Rubino, License & Applications Specialist

Joan Emerick, Real Estate Examiner

Michele Erling, Real Estate Examiner

Judith Booth, Commission Secretary

Guests:

Laurence Hannifin



Phil Knecht


Maurice Langlois


Barbara Kyle


An Trinh


John Champagney


Rita Champagney


Robert A. Perrotti



John Bickel

The next regular meeting of this Commission is scheduled for October 6, 2004, at 9:15 a.m. in Room 126.
Note: 
The administrative functions of this Commission are carried out by the Department of Consumer Protection, Occupational and Professional Licensing Division.  For information please call Richard M. Hurlburt, Director, at (860) 713-6135 or Laureen Rubino, Applications Specialist, at (860) 713-6150.

MINUTES:
The August 4, 2004 Real Estate Commission Minutes were reviewed.
Commissioner Ben Castonguay made a motion to approve the August 4, 2004 Minutes pending changes to pages 16, 21, and 26.  Commissioner Bruce Cagenello seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously.
INVITED/SCHEDULED TO APPEAR BEFORE THE COMMISSION:
1.
Kathryn Pancak

· Education


Commissioner Ben Castonguay made a motion to change the Commission’s policy regarding the number of pre-licensing classroom hours: 12 hours a week (was 9 hours a week), with the entire course being run 5 weeks (was formerly 4 weeks), with no more than 6 hours per session (does not change).  Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
· Pre-licensing Requirements per Professor Katherine Pancak’s e-mail of Tuesday, June 29, 2004, to Chairman Bruce Cagenello.  The letter read as follows:

In the past, UCONN students that have taken either the undergraduate Real Estate Principles course OR the MBA Real Estate:  “A Personal Investment Perspective” course have successfully obtained a waiver of the thirty-hour pre-licensing requirement.  Given that these 3-credit university courses are considered to be 45 classroom hours, I assume that waiver will no longer be granted for an individual course once the 60-hour requirement is in effect.


My question to you and the Commission:  Would the Commission consider a waiver if a student (either undergraduate of MBA) had two university real estate courses (45 credits each for a total of 90 hours)?  For example, if an undergraduate student had the Real Estate Principles and either a Real estate Law or a Real Estate Investments/Valuation course?...


Professor Pancak further explained that in an effort to make this course equivalent to the 60 hour P & P, the student has “45 contact hours” and an additional “45 non-contact hours” of interactive work.  Furthermore, the student must be a junior to senior to take the course.

The Commission approved this proposal and requested to see Professor Pancak’s detailed outline of the course.  Ms Pancak agreed to send it to Laureen Rubino.


This matter is tabled.

· Instructors Seminar

The Connecticut Real Estate Instructors Seminar is scheduled for Friday, September 17, 2004, at the University of Connecticut School of Business in Storrs, CT, from 8:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.  The itinerary is as follows:

8:30a – 9:00a
Registration

9:00a – 9:30a
CT Commission Updates




Real estate and Appraisal Commissioners

9:30a-10:00a
Licensing complaint Procedures – An Overview




Speaker:  Alan Ponanski, Assistant Attorney General

10:00a-10:30a
Connecticut House Price Indices – Tracking House Prices On-line by Town and Labor Market Area


Speaker:  Professor John Clapp, University of Connecticut

10:30a-11:00a
Break

11:00-12:00p
CT Real Estate Education: What Schools and Instructors Need to Know Now
· The Sixty Hour P & P Requirement
· Online Submission of School Rosters

· Fee for Course Approvals

· New Licensing System

· Complaints Against Schools


Speaker:  Laureen Rubino, Connecticut Real Estate Commission

· Status on the development of the mandatory on-line course


Professor Pancak reported that the on-line course for the 2004-2006 cycle, “Real Estate Law and Fair Housing”, is close to being completed.

· Continuing Education Audit

The Commission directed the Department to act quickly concerning the people that have been identified by the Department as not complying with the continuing education requirements for this year.  The penalty is a $1,000.00 fine, a minimum suspension of 30 days, the completion of 12 hours of continuing education, and this can be done by an agreement or by a hearing.
2.
Beth Pleins:  Discussion concerning the PSI examination.


Ms Pleins cancelled her appearance before the Commission.

3.
Tiffany Trower – CHRO – Applying for a salespersons license


Ms Trower cancelled her appearance before the Commission.

4.
Kate Spitzer McCabe – CHRO – Renewal of her brokers license


Ms Spitzer McCabe cancelled her appearance before the Commission.

5.
Maurice Langlois – CHRO – Renewal of his salespersons license

Mr. Langlois was present today with his broker Mr. An Trinh.


The Commission requested Mr. Langlois’ sentencing record as well as a letter from his physician regarding his present status.
This matter was tabled pending receipt of these items.  
6.
John Champagney – CHRO – Applying for a salespersons license


Mr. Champagney was present today and was accompanied by his mother who also addressed the Commission on her son’s behalf.

The Commission requested the submission of an updated letter from Mr. Champagney’s physician; a copy of his conviction sheet; the terms of Mr. Champagney’s probation and for Laureen Rubino to contact the Court Services Division to request a copy of their procedures.


This matter is tabled.

7.
John Bickel – CHRO – Applying for a salespersons license

Mr. Bickel was present today.
Commissioner Rae Tramontano made a motion to reconsider Mr. Bickel’s application in May 2005; that he submit an updated letter from his Alcoholics Anonymous sponsor; that he submit an updated letter from his Probation Officer; and that he must complete an additional 30 hours of Principle and Practices.   Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

8.
Richard Gingras – CHRO – Applying as a LLC (currently holds a brokers license)


Mr. Gingras cancelled his appearance before the Commission.

9.
Tiffani Snead – CHRO – Applying for a salespersons license


Ms Snead did not appear.

10.
Robert A. Perrotti – CHRO – Applying for a salespersons license

Mr. Perrotti was present today and was accompanied by his friend who is a broker and who is willing to sponsor him.
Mr. Perrotti provided material to the Commission for their review.  There was a court ruling that the document could not be copied or reviewed outside of Mr. Perrotti’s presence. Assistant Attorney General Alan Ponanski volunteered to review the document and provide the information to the Commission.  Based on Assistant Attorney General Ponanski’s evaluation of the document, the following ruling was made.
Commissioner Ben Castonguay made a motion to have Mr. Perrotti sit for the salespersons examination subject to the submission of a satisfactory probation letter.  Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.
11.
Alan Ponanski, AAG

· Tutorial on administrative procedures

· “Plain Talk About Contested Cases”


Although the document referenced, “Plain Talk About Contested Cases”, remains a draft, the following topics on administrative procedures were presented to the Commission by Assistant Attorney General Alan Ponanski:


Due Process:
“Due process” …is relevant because of its appearance in the Fourteenth Amendment to the US Constitution as well as in Connecticut’s Constitution.  That Amendment provides that no state can deprive a person (which usually includes a corporation) of life, liberty, or property without “due process of law.”

1.
Notice:  A person’s right to be aware of a proceeding concerning him, to know the subject of the proceeding, and to have an adequate amount of time to prepare for that proceeding;

2.
Confrontation:
  The right to hear the evidence offered against him and an opportunity to cross-examine the givers of that testimony;

3.
Defense:  The right to introduce evidence supporting his position;

4.
Counsel: The right to have an attorney’s assistance; 

5.
Fair Hearing: The right to have an unbiased person or persons make the decision and give the reasons for it; and

6.
Judicial Review: The right to appeal, to have a decision reviewed by a court.

The Record
The record consists of the final decision, and everything upon which the administrative agency conducting a contested case based that decision.  It consists of written materials or physical evidence submitted to the board or hearing officer, which have also been made available to all other parties.  It also includes oral proceedings before the board of hearing officer, in the presence of all parties, including testimony subject to cross-examination.  Finally, it includes any decision or decisions issued by the board or hearing officer and the reasons given for that decision.

Material which is not in the “Record” cannot be a basis for agency action in a contested case, nor should it be allowed to affect a decision-maker’s thinking.

Burden of Proof
The burden of proof is a device for allocating the responsibility for persuading a decision-maker.  It is similar to the old baseball rule of thumb that “a tie goes to the runner.”  AS a general matter, a hearing requires determination of one or more principal issues as well as a number of subsidiary issues.  For each issue, a burden of proof is assigned and the party which has that burden of proof must show substantial evidence that his position is justified, or else a decision on that issue will be granted in favor of the opposing party.

Contested Cases
A “contested case” is defined as “a proceeding, including but not restricted to rate-making, price fixing and licensing, in which the legal rights, duties or privileges of a party are required by statute to be determined by an agency after an opportunity for hearing,” CGS ss4-166(2), but does not include proceedings on a petition for a declaratory ruling (see Chapter VII) or public hearings regarding regulations. Contested cases include hearings at which witnesses testify, under oath, and are subject to cross-examination by opposing parties and at which all decisions are made solely on the basis of the oral or written record as discussed above.

Contested cases may be distinguished from informal or compliance conferences, or from public hearings at which decision makers hear unsworn statements of fact or opinion and make decisions either on the basis of those statements or on the basis of other considerations

Contested case hearings, on the other hand, are not only appropriate but they are required by statute and/or constitutionally necessary in cases in which an individual’s rights may be at stake.  Thus, license revocation, suspension or probation cannot be ordered against an individual (or a corporation) unless a contested case hearing is either provided or explicitly waived.

Parties/Interveners in Contested Cases
Every contested case adjudication involves at least one “party.”

No person may participate in a proceeding unless that person has been granted some type of status, such as an intervener or a party, or a lawyer or witness for an intervener or party.

Contested case hearings are public in that anyone may sit in the audience and watch, but they are not “public” in the sense that any member of the public may get up and express an opinion.  That they cannot do.

The status of a person before the administrative agency is an important factor in determining how, and by whom, an appeal may be taken.  When requests are made to an agency or board for designation as either a party or intervener, an agency may wish to consult with an Assistant Attorney General for a discussion of the legal ramifications of the request.

Informal Conferences
Informal conferences can be held at any stage of the adjudicatory process.  If all parties agree on a resolution,  then the informal conference can be the end of the matter; but if all parties do not agree and the matter must go further, then the licensee retains his right to a formal contested case including a hearing, unless that right is expressly waived.

Conferences, therefore, do not require testimony of witnesses, or the keeping of a record, but they must not violate fundamental due process notions of fairness.  …In addition, a refusal to attend cannot be held against the respondent.

Executive Session
In general, under the Freedom of Information Act, all of a board’s meetings and hearings and deliberations and votes are public.  You may only close a meeting or hearing and go into “executive session” (after a public vote by 2/3 of the members present and voting, CGS ss1-21(s)), in a few, limited situations, usually involving litigation in which the board is a party, or evaluation of a public officer or employee.

Conclusion
The most important principle that should guide a hearing officer or presiding officer in conducting a contested case is fairness.  Each party should be given an opportunity to state and defend his or her position and to rebut the opposing point of view.  As discussed elsewhere in this manual, a presiding officer has ample means to control a hearing that threatens to get out of hand.

It is equally important for the presiding officer to keep an open mind throughout the hearing so that the decision that is eventually made is one that is based solely on the record compiled in that hearing and is not based upon extraneous considerations such as the personality of a party (or counsel) or upon information which has not passed through the crucible of the hearing process.  If a presiding officer is open-minded, fair, and focused on the record, then he or she is fulfilling the duties of an adjudicator.

Hearsay
Hearsay evidence is admissible in administrative proceedings.  “Hearsay” is evidence which does not come from the personal knowledge of the witness, but rather is merely a restatement of what the witness has read or heard someone else say.  A written or oral statement, made outside of the hearing, offered as evidence of the truth of its contents, through a witness other than the original maker of the statement, is, in most cases, hearsay evidence.

The hearing officer must distinguish between the admission of hearsay from reliance on it.

Judicial Attitude, Demeanor, and Behavior
A presiding officer (and the board) is viewed by the parties as a judge and should strive to act so as to earn that respect.  This means that fairness, open-mindedness, and an unbiased attitude must be maintained at all times.

It is particularly important to avoid any appearance that the presiding officer is identified with the agency or board which is prosecuting the proceeding.  A presiding officer is supposed to be, and must be a must appear to be, impartial.

The presiding officer should be firm, but considerate of counsel, witnesses and others in attendance.  Each witness should be called by name and thanked when he is excused from the stand.

The presiding officer should not argue with counsel.

Agency members should conduct themselves in a manner which avoids even the appearance of impropriety.

Control of the Hearing
It is the presiding officer’s responsibility to control the hearing.  That responsibility has two aspects:  keeping the hearing moving and keeping the hearing moving smoothly.

…At the same time, it is the presiding officer’s responsibility to insure that the parties’ presentation does not wander off the point or bury the proceeding in irrelevancies or redundancies.  The presiding officer must keep the proceedings reasonably well-organized and reasonably efficient.

Oral or Written Decisions
The parties must be told that they may present oral argument on the merits of the case at the close of the testimony.  After all evidence has been received and any procedural matters disposed of, the board may recess the hearing for a few minutes to give parties an opportunity to check their notes and prepare their arguments.  The parties may also be advised before the hearing that they will have an opportunity, at the close of the testimony, to orally propose the factual findings and legal conclusions that they wish the board to reach.

After submission of proposed findings and oral argument, the board should recess the hearing, remain in their seats to discuss the case, and vote on a decision.  Unless the subject of the hearing is exempt under the Freedom of Information Act, the board’s deliberations, must take place publicly, but need not be transcribed; the deliberations do not become a part of the record of the proceedings.

After reconvening the hearing, the presiding officer may then render the decision orally.

Every board decision in an adjudicatory proceeding must be written or stated orally in the transcript of administrative proceedings.  Final decisions must be issued within ninety (90) days.

Weighing the Evidence

The burden of proof rests on the party that has brought the statement of charges against the respondent.  Depending on the statutory scheme, this may be the board itself or some other agency.  Ultimately, the board must decide whether a preponderance of the reliable and credible evidence submitted supports the charges, alleged in the statement of charges.  If such evidence does not support any given charge, judgment must enter for the respondent with the respect to that charge.
Expertise of Board Members
Agencies may utilize their experience, technical competence, and specialized knowledge in the evaluation of the evidence presented to them.

The Vote
Board chairmen should thus ensure that the board members present at a meeting constitute a majority of the members provided for by statute.  Moreover, members who are present at a meeting but are disqualified from acting on that matter may not be counted in determining whether or not a quorum is present for purposes of action on the matter.  Such members should, of course, take no role in the deliberations; such participation would necessarily contaminate and therefore vitiate a board decision.

Assuming a quorum is present, valid action by a board requires the agreement of a majority of those members present (who are not otherwise disqualified).  Thus if a board is statutorily comprised of seven members and four members are in attendance, at least three members must concur in a board action for such action to be effective.

If one or more members abstain from voting on a matter, it is possible that the board will be unable to achieve a majority vote of the members present.

Writing the Decision
Final Decisions in contested cases must be rendered within ninety days of the close of evidence or the due date for the filing of briefs, whichever is later.

1.
The Format:  The Decision should include the name and address of each party, and each of the following sections:


a.
Statement of the Case


b.
Findings of Fact


c.
Conclusion of Law


d.
Order/Penalties

The Final Decision and Order should be signed by either the Chairman or the Secretary of the Board, unless otherwise provided by statute.

Mailing of the Decision
A copy of a written decision must be hand-delivered or mailed, certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, to each party and intervener.  …If the board elects to mail the decision, it must ensure that a written record is kept noting the name and address of the individual to whom the decision is sent and the date of mailing.  This information is crucial in establishing the period during which an appeal may be taken.

Confidentiality and Ex Parte Communications
The board’s official decisions should not be selectively released until released to the parties and the public.

Any communication between parties in a contested case and those involved in the decision-making process, relating to an issue of fact or law in an ongoing case without giving other parties the opportunity to be present and participate is an ex parte communication and should be avoided.  Such communications in the adjudicatory process are improper and illegal.

Where an ex parte communication appears to be knowingly improper, or appears to be an attempt to influence the decision outside of the formal adjudicatory process, the board should discuss the matter with the Attorney General without delay.  In most cases, unless authorized explicitly by law, ex parte communications should not be considered in the decision-making process.

Fraternization
In some cases, the board member may decide to disqualify (“recuse”) himself or herself in a case in which a good friend or close business associate appears.  If the board member knows many people in a particular profession, this may prove to be impractical as well as unfair.

Bias
Disqualification is appropriate when the hearing officer has a personal interest in the case at hand.  “Personal interest” includes both an interest in the subject matter or a relationship with one of the parties in the action, impairing the impartiality expected to characterize each member.

Whether or not a hearing officer is acting in good faith is usually immaterial.  The test is not whether the officer’s personal interest does, in fact, conflict, but whether it might reasonably be expected to conflict.

REQUEST TO RECONSIDER PREVIOUSLY DENIED APPLICATION(S):  None
CONTINUANCE NOTICE(S):  None
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENTS:  None

CONSENT AGREEMENT(S):

*Indicates items not listed on the agenda but were discussed at today’s proceedings.

Presented by Examiner Michele Erling

Presentation of the Consent Agreement(s):

1.  
Jeffrey Carfi – Salesperson


Docket No. 2004-1304

Order to Cease and Desist

It is hereby ordered that the Respondent shall cease and desist from any future violations of Chapter 392 of the Connecticut General Statutes; specifically, Sections 20-312 Licensing (a): and more particularly, it is ORDERED that the Respondent shall cease and desist from:

1.
Engaging in real estate activity without proper real estate licensure from the state of Connecticut.

Resolution
The Respondent agrees to pay to the Connecticut Real Estate Commission the sum of $500.00 (Five Hundred Dollars) in order to resolve this matter.  

Commissioner Ben Castonguay made a motion accept this Consent Agreement.  Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2.  
Donald Mondani – Broker



Docket No. 2004-1304

     



Order to Cease and Desist

It is hereby ordered that the Respondent shall cease and desist from any future violations of Chapter 392 of the Connecticut General Statutes; specifically, Sections 20-312 Licensing (a): and more particularly, it is ORDERED that the Respondent  and his authorized agents shall cease and desist from:

1.
Engaging in real estate activity without proper real estate licensure from the state of Connecticut.

Resolution
The Respondent agrees to pay to the Connecticut Real Estate Commission the sum of $500.00 (Five Hundred Dollars) in order to resolve this matter.  

Commissioner Ben Castonguay made a motion accept this Consent Agreement.  Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Presented by Examiner Joan Emerick

Presentation of the Consent Agreement(s):  None
NEW BUSINESS:
1.
P.R. #2 – Kelly A. Roosa - Salesperson Application - Submitting for equivalency credit a 60-hour Principles & Practices course from New Hampshire -  Also asking for waiver of General portion of CT exam; applicant submitted passing results from AMP General portion of exam taken on June 24, 2004.


Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to approve this application.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ben Castonguay.  The motion carried unanimously.

2.
Sonia Terjanian:  On 8/4/04, Chairman Bruce Cagenello asked that this be placed on the agenda due to the submission of an incomplete medical form.


No motion or action was required by the Commission concerning this issue.

3.
David Frisch:  Owes a $250.00 payment as a result of a consent agreement.  Mr. Frisch sent a letter that he could not pay, but on August 4, 2004, the Commission ruled that he pay the amount in 30 days.

This matter was tabled.

OLD BUSINESS: 
1.  
At the February 4, 2004 meeting, the Commission agreed that it be mandatory that the instructor’s of a real estate school or the school representative attend one of two Instructors’ Seminars each year.  The issue became one of enforcement.  Does the Commission have the authority to enforce this mandate?  The Commission asked Laureen Rubino to seek the advice of Attorney Elisa Nahas.


(L. Rubino)


This matter was tabled.

2.
Conflict of Interest in holding a license.  The guidelines for what an agent or broker have to do to get their license returned.


(L. Rubino)


This matter was tabled.

3.
Joan Emerick’s letter to the Commission concerning your August 4, 2004 ruling on “Broker Associates” and why they must apply to this state as brokers instead of salespersons.


Chairman Bruce Cagenello asked Laureen Rubino to meet and discuss this matter with real estate examiners Joan Emerick and Michele Erling and to report back to the Commission.  This matter was tabled to the October meeting.
LICENSE REINSTATEMENT REQUEST:  None
CHRO APPLICATIONS:  None
CHRO RENEWAL APPLICATIONS:  None
REAL ESTATE APPLICATIONS PREVIOUSLY HEARD:

1.
Thomas Fagan:  Mr. Fagan is a CHRO applicant who appeared before the Commission to discuss his background and his pending salesperson’s application.


At the August 4, 2004 meeting, the Commission requested that Mr. Fagan submit a letter from his probation officer and this matter is tabled to the September 1, 2004, meeting.


During today’s proceedings, Commissioner Ben Castonguay made a motion to deny this application, because the applicant remains on probation and the can reapply in two years from date of application, July 6, 2004.  He can appear in 2006 with documentation and his probation history.  Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

REAL ESTATE APPLICATIONS:
*Indicates items not listed on the agenda but were discussed at today’s proceedings.

Real Estate Salesperson Application(s):

1.
Patricia Agranoff of Woodbury, CT


Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to approve this application.  Commissioner Ben Castonguay seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

2.
Thomas Brown of Danbury, CT


Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to approve this application.  Commissioner Ben Castonguay seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

3.
Jessa Kuzman of Storrs, CT


Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to approve this application.  Commissioner Ben Castonguay seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

4.
Thomas Landry of Bronxville, NY


Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to approve this application.  Commissioner Ben Castonguay seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

5.
Frank Napolitano of Greenwich, CT


Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to approve this application.  Commissioner Ben Castonguay seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

6.
Brian Perrigo of Everett, WA (Reciprocal)

Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to approve this application.  Commissioner Ben Castonguay seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Real Estate Broker Application(s):

*Indicates items not listed on the agenda but were discussed at today’s proceedings.

*1.
Helene Palella of New Preston, CT

Commissioner Lana Ogrodnik made a motion to add this application to the agenda.  Commissioner Rae Tramontano seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.


Commissioner Ben Castonguay made a motion to approve this application.  Commissioner Rae Tramontano seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

LEGAL ENTITY APPLICATION(S):  None
REINSTATEMENT OF SALESPERSONS AND BROKER APPLICATION(S):  None
CE EQUIVALENCY OR EXTENSION REQUESTS:  None
REAL ESTATE APPLICATIONS PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED:  None

APPLICATION FOR HARDSHIP, WAIVER OF CONTINUING EDUCATION DUE TO MEDICAL HARDSHIP OR SPECIAL REQUESTS:  None
CORRESPONDENCE: 
*Indicates items not listed on the agenda but were discussed at today’s proceedings.

1.
June 30, 2004 letter from Michael P. Lambert of DETC Accrediting Commission, Executive Director, regarding Distance Education Programs.

This matter was tabled.

COMPLAINT(S):  None
DISCUSSION:
*Indicates items not listed on the agenda but were discussed at today’s proceedings.

1.
Status on Legislative Proposals for 2005


Items submitted by the Real Estate Commission to Vanessa Ramirez, DCP’s Legislative Liaison

· Sec. 20-320. Increase maximum fine per violation

· New. Create a record retention schedule for brokers and salespeople

· Sec. 20-325d. Change time of disclosure of representation in a commercial transaction to prior to the consummation of a contract than at the first personal meeting

· Sec. 20-314a.  To allow for approval of instructors for Approved Real Estate Schools

· Sec. 20-314. To correct the date for license renewal for brokers and salespersons

2.
Proposed Regulation Changes


This matter was tabled.

3.
Activities of Commercial Brokers


This matter was tabled.

4.
CHRO Guidelines


Laureen Rubino provided information on what the Commission may consider when reviewing CHRO applications:

· Section 46a-80

· “Licensure Considerations when Applicant Convicted of a Crime”
· Criminal Conviction Application Worksheet


In addition, Assistant Attorney General Alan Ponanski recommended that the Commission ask if Commissioner Edwin Rodriguez could look into having the State Police assist the department in performing background checks or to consider having the department staff review the CHRO applications so the Commission would not be involved in this process.

REAL ESTATE EXAMINATION RESULTS:
Review of the Connecticut Real Estate Summary Reports for Test Dates 8/1/04 through 8/31/04.

MISCELLANEOUS:
ADJOURNMENT:

There being no quorum, no motion was made to adjourn the proceedings.
The meeting concluded at 4:15 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Judith R. Booth, Commission Secretary
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