MINUTES

CONNECTICUT AUTOMOTIVE GLASS WORK AND

FLAT GLASS WORK BOARD

165 CAPITOL AVENUE

HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06106

MARCH 31, 2006
The Connecticut Automotive Glass Work and Flat Glass Work Examining Board held a regular Board Meeting on Friday, March 31, 2006 commencing at 9:40 a.m. in Room 126 of the State Office Building, 165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford, CT 06106.

Board Members present:

Edward J. Fusco (Flat Glass Work





Journeyperson)






Carl Von Dassel (Auto/Flat Glass Work





Contractor





John A. Wisniewski (Auto Glass Work





Contractor)

Board Members not present:
Robert Steben (Auto/Flat Glass Work





Contractor)
Board Vacancies:


General or Unlimited Contractor – Flat





Glass Work





Unlimited Journeyperson – Auto Glass Work






Three (3) Public Members
Board Counsel:


Not present as requested.
DCP Staff Present:


Robert M. Kuzmich, R.A., License and 






Applications Specialist






Richard M. Hurlburt, Director





Anthony Santoro, Administrative Hearings






Attorney

Others Present:


Jennifer Russell Vanasse, The Window Shop,





Inc.






Kevin McMahon, Connecticut Glass Dealers 






Association






David Rosenberg, Safelite Auto Glass






Anthony Foschini. Diamond Triumph Auto





Glass






Charles Turiello, Diamond Triumph





Autoglass





Valerie Stolfi, Connecticut Glass Dealers






Association
Note:  The administrative functions of this Board are carried out by the Department of Consumer Protection, Occupational and Professional Licensing Division.  For information, call Director Richard M. Hurlburt, Director at (860) 713-6135.

1. CALL TO ORDER:

1. The Automotive Glass Work and Flat Glass Work Examining Board Meeting was called to order at 9:40AM by Chairman Edward J. Fusco.

2. REVIEW OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING:

After a review of the minutes of the October 28, 2005 regular Board meeting by all members, the Board voted, unanimously, to approve the draft of the minutes as submitted.  (Von Dassel/Wisniewski)
3. COMMENTS OR CONCERNS OF ANY PERSON PRESENT TODAY:

Mr. Rosenberg, from Safelite Autoglass, asked if their curriculum must be shared with everyone once it has been approved by Bob Martin from the Department of Education (DOE).  Mr. Hurlburt stated Mr. Martin will advise the applicant, in this case, Mr. Glen Moses from Safelite, what the disclosure requirements are.  Mr. Hurlburt did note that under the Freedom of Information Act this curriculum does become a part of public record.
He also stated that he was advised by Glen Moses and Jim Napoli over 1½ years ago that they were going to submit an altered version of their original curriculum that would satisfy the Department of Education’s requirements.  Safelite’s specific training program would include the DOE’s requirements and more.
4. OLD BUSINESS:

A. At their last meeting, the Board requested their Counsel, Raul Rodriguez of the Attorney General’s Office be consulted for his opinion on whether Lynx Services, a subsidiary of PPG Industries, can ask for personal identification numbers including the use of the last four digits of participant’s Social Security Numbers for an automotive glass repairer to be included in the company’s database for references to insurance companies.  To date, Mr. Kuzmich has not heard from Mr. Rodriguez and will follow up with Mr. Hurlburt as to any information he may have.

5. REVIEW OF CORRESPONDENCE:

A. Letter from Shaun B. Cashman, Commissioner, Department of Labor, dated November 28, 2005, to Commissioner Edwin R. Rodriguez, Commissioner, Department of Consumer Protection and related documentation concerning the propriety of the issuance of apprenticeship regulations by an agency other than the Department of Labor.

The Board acknowledged receipt of this material.  Mr. Fusco noted that the Department of Consumer Protection had recognized a “statutory apprentice” category in which apprentices who completed their training but repeatedly failed the licensing exam were allowed to work in the licensed occupation for an indefinite period of time without requiring remediation or determining the reason(s) for failure.
This letter concludes that the responsibility for the apprenticeship program lies exclusively with the Department of Labor and that the Department of Consumer has very limited powers over apprentice permits.  Further, these permits may only be issued for a limited time and expire upon the apprentice’s failure to apply for the first licensure examination given by the Department of Consumer Protection.  The State Apprenticeship Council wants to establish a working group comprised of members from all parties involved to discuss the development of a new procedure that will better serve the apprentice.
6. NEW BUSINESS:

A. Formal Administrative Hearing: In the Matter of: John Jacobs, Chip Harley, and Hanover Glass Incorporated; Docket Numbers 05-52, 05-53, and 05-54.  The respondent has requested a continuance which was granted by the Department from Mr. Richard M. Hurlburt, Director.  In response to a question from Mr. Fusco, Mr. Santoro noted that this matter involves alleged work done by unlicensed individuals.
B. Mr. Wisniewski inquired regarding the status of the Department of Labor’s review of curriculum submitted by Mr. Glen Moses consisting of three hundred eighty (380) hours of classroom and laboratory hours for the training of apprentices enrolled in an AG-2 Apprenticeship Program.  Mr. Kuzmich stated that he has no information on this to date.  In response to a question from Mr. Wisniewski, Mr. Kuzmich noted basic content area outline is available to the public.  Anything above and beyond this provided by the individual company is proprietary and access to this content is subject obtaining their permission.
7. OTHER BUSINESS:

A. Discussion concerning the definition of Flat Glass Work.

B. Mr. Fusco had asked that a Department attorney or licensing inspector be present at today’s meeting to discuss the definition of “flat glass work”.  Mr. Hurlburt noted that the interpretation must come from the Board.  To further attempt to define flat glass work, Mr. Hurlburt created a list of items to be discussed relative to their inclusion in the definition of flat glass work.
After extensive discussion on the draft list created by Mr. Hurlburt, the Board has refined this as follows:
1.) Stained or fused glass: not to be included.  Board members decided that this type of work is really an industry unto itself regulated by their own standards and borders on being an art.
2.) Acrylic Products/Acrylic Cement: acrylic products shall be included but not acrylic cement.
3.) Plexiglass: this is a trade mark for an acrylic product.

4.) Polycarbonate: shall be included.  Lexan was noted as a trademark of this product used, for example, in bank teller windows.

5.) Clear or tinted glass: areas of discussion on this item were combined with item six below.  Mr. VonDassel noted that this item should remain in the definition because they can be used in structures.
6.) Polished, beveled, or raw edge glass: the glass table top was discussed, at length, as an example of this type of glass work.  Mr. McMahon noted that it makes no sense for a licensed glazier to install, for example, an outdoor glass table top and believes this should not be required.  Ms. Vanasse noted that she as a contractor, as should all contractors, be trained to advise consumers on the type of glass needed for their particular use such as tempered safety glass, etc.  By the customers description of what they need the glass for, her training in the industry, assures that the correct type of glass is provided.
The Board discussed the current statutory exemption for the installation of certain types of glass.  It was noted that the exemption reads as follows: “persons who install pre-glazed or preassembled windows or doors in residential or commercial buildings; (15) persons registered under chapter 400 who install safety-backed mirror products or repair or replace flat glass in sizes not greater than thirty square feet in residential buildings.”
Mr. McMahon fears that the current law may provide a loop hole for manufacturers of glass components with polished edges and not set in frames to install their products without a license.  These companies may interpret this piece of glass and as a pre-assembled component under the above noted exemption.  Glass in railing assemblies was discussed as an example.
Mr. Hurlburt noted that the exemption applies only to the in-house fabrication of the product and that the product remains for use in the fabrication facility.  If such product leaves the plant, the act of installing, maintaining, or repairing this item now requires a license.
Mr. McMahon referenced a company in Fairfield County that manufactures glass stairs; a product new to the industry that is becoming very popular.  He noted the manufacturing facility is based in Florida and provides both the wrought iron and glass components which are shipped in boxes as kits and available on-line to consumers.  Builders furnish the company the required dimensions and install these systems themselves.
7.) Architectural glass for cabinets or décor use.
8.) Clear and tinted mirror glass.
9.) Architectural glass for cabinets or décor use.
10.) Glass shower stalls.

11.) Plate glass and mirror.
12.) On deck spectacular view preserved by using glass railing used in a combination of iron posts with 3/8” thick tempered glass.
13.) Window Tinting and films, provide a durable scratch resistant surface.  Reject 99% of UV rays, security or act as glass enhancement.  Mr. Wisniewski does not believe that this category belongs under the Board’s jurisdiction.  He did note, from a personal experience, that tinting can adversely affect the properties of the glass such as thermo-shock.
14.) St. Marks church on highway 17 east near Crystal Beach was pleased with Floyd’s latest project.  They were looking for 2 windows on the highway side to help lighten up the interior and at the same time depict a likeness of St. Mark and the Virgin Mary.  Both panels were designed and installed by Floyd’s Glass stain glass artist Frank Carobelli.  He used traditional leaded work and married together sandblasted camios of both holy subjects, truly a great addition to St. Mark’s church.
Discussion continued on the exemption language in the statutes and trying to narrow down the definition of glazing relative to glass being in a frame preassembled as such or filed installed.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:57AM 

NEXT MEETING DATE;
MAY 26, 2006
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Respectfully Submitted,







Robert M. Kuzmich, R.A.







License and Applications Specialist
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