
Exam Mailing List #57

Jurisdiction Client ID Exam Name Exam Date Exam Grade
Utah  EES CN00409145 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 8/5/2026 4:35:22 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00394071 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 8/5/2026 4:55:16 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00453518 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 8/7/2026 5:51:26 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00416404 Project Planning & Design 5.0 8/7/2026 6:14:05 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00444136 Practice Management 5.0 8/8/2026 7:21:32 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00438861 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 8/9/2026 3:43:30 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00422960 Programming & Analysis 5.0 8/10/2026 5:55:55 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00447101 Project Planning & Design 5.0 8/12/2026 4:54:36 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00453518 Practice Management 5.0 8/13/2026 5:56:46 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00446716 Programming & Analysis 5.0 8/13/2026 6:05:38 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00432141 Project Management 5.0 8/14/2026 1:47:19 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00411685 Practice Management 5.0 8/14/2026 5:32:52 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00370973 Practice Management 5.0 8/14/2026 6:22:23 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00435528 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 8/20/2026 6:36:07 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00441131 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 8/21/2026 2:05:22 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00447234 Practice Management 5.0 8/21/2026 6:36:53 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00447055 Project Planning & Design 5.0 8/22/2026 5:00:57 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00436758 Practice Management 5.0 8/24/2026 2:08:48 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00419641 Project Planning & Design 5.0 8/26/2026 4:52:27 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00354079 Project Management 5.0 8/26/2026 5:17:24 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00451421 Programming & Analysis 5.0 8/26/2026 6:13:54 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00442720 Programming & Analysis 5.0 8/27/2026 6:17:26 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00431146 Practice Management 5.0 8/27/2026 6:18:35 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00354079 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 8/28/2026 5:00:11 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00426203 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 8/29/2026 2:00:56 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00450001 Practice Management 5.0 8/29/2026 2:55:25 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00447137 Project Management 5.0 8/30/2026 4:11:11 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00386031 Practice Management 5.0 8/30/2026 7:13:08 PM Fail



Exam Mailing List #58

Jurisdiction Client ID Exam Name Exam Date Exam Grade
Utah  EES CN00409145 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 9/1/2026 5:46:11 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00438350 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 9/10/2026 5:24:46 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00443570 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 9/14/2026 3:01:36 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00419834 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 9/9/2026 2:49:38 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00446628 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 9/14/2026 4:01:56 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00438861 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 9/20/2026 4:13:43 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00453310 Construction & Evaluation 5.0 9/16/2026 3:54:30 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00423979 Project Planning & Design 5.0 9/28/2026 4:13:10 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00419745 Project Planning & Design 5.0 9/28/2026 4:03:10 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00436945 Project Planning & Design 5.0 9/3/2026 4:21:34 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00409534 Project Planning & Design 5.0 9/26/2026 5:21:50 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00439950 Project Planning & Design 5.0 9/2/2026 4:37:52 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00354079 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 9/25/2026 2:58:18 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00420918 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 9/25/2026 3:41:00 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00418774 Project Development & Documentation 5.0 9/17/2026 5:03:31 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00426621 Programming & Analysis 5.0 9/21/2026 1:53:35 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00354079 Programming & Analysis 5.0 9/9/2026 5:00:49 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00450059 Practice Management 5.0 9/26/2026 5:02:26 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00441955 Project Management 5.0 9/17/2026 6:22:18 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00452990 Project Management 5.0 9/10/2026 5:49:17 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00438516 Project Management 5.0 9/30/2026 6:08:44 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00445126 Project Management 5.0 9/11/2026 6:21:28 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00446849 Project Management 5.0 9/14/2026 2:09:45 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00444136 Project Management 5.0 9/25/2026 9:26:25 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00453518 Programming & Analysis 5.0 9/22/2026 2:03:47 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00408921 Programming & Analysis 5.0 9/13/2026 8:26:00 PM Pass
Utah  EES CN00439287 Project Management 5.0 9/11/2026 6:38:29 PM Fail
Utah  EES CN00446628 Project Management 5.0 9/28/2026 3:43:35 PM Fail
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BYU Physical Facilities  
Organizational Structure and Architectural Practices 
Prepared for: Architects and Landscape Architects Licensing Board 

Utah Department of Commerce, Division of Professional Licensing 

Prepared by; Devan S. Porter, AIA 

Licensed architect, Utah License No. 4940350-0301 

Former Senior Architect, BYU Physical Facilities, Facilities Planning, Campus Projects 

October 5, 2026 

Purpose and scope 

This summary responds to the six questions identified by Stephen Duncombe concerning 

architectural activities within BYU Physical Facilities. I began employment on January 5, 2026, 

and received a termination letter on August 13, 2026, two days after I made a report to the 

Division of Professional Licensure (DOPL Case No. 174642), which is now closed. 

This account primarily concerns the Campus Projects unit within Facilities Planning, a Division 

of BYU Physical Facilities, and reflects practices I observed during that period. Published 

university descriptions and information reported to me are identified separately. I cannot confirm 

current staffing or practices. I am requesting guidance on the application of Utah’s Architects 

Licensing Act to the organizational arrangements described below. 

1. Activities performed internally and contracted externally 

Facilities Planning, a Division of BYU Physical Facilities, includes two architectural units: 

Campus Projects and Major Projects. Campus Projects’ staff develop project scopes and 

preliminary designs, prepare architectural drawings and construction documents, coordinate 

technical information with engineering and other disciplines, and support project delivery for 

university facilities. Project managers work with campus departments, engineers, interiors staff, 

information technology personnel, estimators, and in-house construction shops. They combine 

project management, design, BIM coordination, and document production responsibilities, with 

student workers providing design and documentation support. Major Projects’ staff represent the 

best interests of the University (owner) in large projects designed and delivered by external 

architects. 

BYU’s Facilities Planning webpage describes services including architectural and interior 

design, engineering, cost estimating, landscape architectural design, space management, 

programming, and design feasibility studies. It identifies interior and exterior remodeling as the 

department’s primary focus, with significant input into major new buildings. 

The Managing Director and Manager of Architectural Design determined whether projects are to 

be designed internally or assigned to consultants. No written selection thresholds were provided 

to the team. Internal assignments were generally distributed according to the number of projects 

each project manager was carrying. I did not observe a consistent assessment of complexity, 
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workload, schedule, or required professional oversight in the assignment process. Throughout 

my time with the organization much of my effort went into developing and proposing a 

governance structure for the practice of architecture to ensure compliance with the law. 

However, department leadership rejected implementation of these proposals as unnecessary. 

Outside architects handled ground-up projects and projects of substantial size or complexity. 

Project managers solicited consultant proposals without an established approved consultant pool 

or standard selection procedure provided to the team. Where consultants prepared and sealed 

their own documents, university personnel reviewed campus standards and maintenance 

compatibility. 

University construction shops had the first opportunity to perform construction, depending on 

capacity and complexity. Other projects were coordinated with the university’s construction 

organization and outside contractors. 

2. Personnel, licensure, and supervision 

During my employment, Campus Projects had two licensed architects, Mykel Davis and me, 

until Mykel transferred to Major Projects. Following his transfer, I was the only licensed 

architect within Campus Projects. Joseph Palmer had previously served as stamping architect 

before transitioning to Major Projects as I assumed that responsibility. 

Personnel associated with the Campus Projects team included: 

Individual or group Role & Responsibilities 

Steven Griffiths Managing Director, Facilities Planning, Licensed Professional 

Engineer 187104-2202 

Hayden Dain BIM Manager, Facilities Planning; project manager, maintained Revit 

content, templates, and campus building models. 

Keith Martin Unlicensed Manager of Architectural Design, Campus Projects; 

managed the team, standards, project assignments, and projects 

assigned to himself. 

Devan Porter Licensed architect; Senior Architect, project manager, and stamping 

architect. 

Natalie Chipman Architectural Designer and project manager; accessibility review. 

Mykel Davis Licensed architect and project manager; continued to be asked to sign 

Campus Projects permit applications after transferring to Major 

Projects. 

Shelbey King Architectural Designer and project manager. 

Kirsten Lin Design Support. 

Janie Lundgreen Architectural Designer and project manager. 

Scott McClellan Architectural Designer and project manager. 
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Joseph Palmer Licensed architect; previous stamping architect, subsequently assigned 

to Major Projects. 

Approximately 12–15 

student workers 

Design and documentation support. 

Projects designated internally as exempt could be prepared and managed by unlicensed project 

managers. For non-exempt projects that require an architect’s seal, the stamping architect 

generally became involved near the end of document preparation, unless also serving as the 

assigned project manager. 

No adopted written policy established how unlicensed personnel’s work requiring architect 

supervision would be initiated and directed by a licensed architect. 

3. Principal designation, governance, and actual authority 

I was initially asked to provide oversight for all Campus Projects needing an architectural seal. 

However, the employee directory I received in January 2026 listed me as Senior Architect, with 

no one listed under my supervision. Likewise, the directory circulated in early August 2026 

identified me as “Supervising Arch.” However, that designation did not change reporting 

relationships or decision-making authority. I continued to report to Keith Martin, was given no 

stewardship over the quality management process, and no team members reported to me. 

Keith assigned work, established design standards, approved document release, and requested an 

architect’s seal when he considered it necessary. I could request corrections and recommend 

improvements, but my authority to direct design and document preparation was limited to 

projects assigned to me as project manager. 

Following repeated discussions involving General Counsel, Risk Management, and department 

leadership, I drafted a policy distinguishing exempt and non-exempt projects in compliance with 

statutory definitions. The draft policy was prepared and circulated to leadership but was not 

adopted. 

During my employment, Facilities Planning did not have an established governance structure for 

its architectural practice. Although an administrative reporting structure and an operational 

workflow existed, no adopted policy established a licensed principal’s authority, supervision 

requirements for work by unlicensed personnel, criteria for project exemptions, or a process for 

resolving professional disagreements about document preparation and release. I was regularly 

pressured to seal drawings for which I had not been given supervisory control, and which were 

often not in compliance with applicable codes and regulations. 

In discussions I participated in, department leadership maintained that BYU was not engaged in 

the practice of architecture because it did not solicit architectural services outside the university. 

Leadership relied on that position in declining to designate a principal or implement the proposed 

architectural governance policy. No principal was identified, and I was denied practical control 

and management over the unit’s architectural practice. This was despite University General 

Counsel’s recommendation, and despite my obligations as a licensed professional architect. 
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Professional authority was trumped by organizational authority and when I questioned that 

authority I was belittled, cornered behind closed doors, told I was being insubordinate, and my 

continued employment was threatened.  

Professional responsibility and liability arrangements 

During discussions with General Counsel, Risk Management, and department leadership, I 

sought clarification about professional liability protection for architectural services performed as 

a BYU employee. University representatives told me that Utah did not require BYU to register as 

an architectural organization. They also informed me that BYU would not provide professional 

liability insurance for my architectural services and that I would need to obtain a personal 

professional liability policy 

When I requested written clarification of protections the university would extend to me in this 

professional role,  University representatives stated there was no precedent for BYU naming an 

employed architect in a lawsuit against the university, and that should be sufficient. No written 

statement would be provided. This did not resolve my questions about insurance coverage, legal 

defense, or indemnification for claims arising from my professional services. 

These discussions were relevant to the proposed supervisory role because I was expected to 

review and seal documents prepared by others without corresponding authority over their 

preparation or written assurance of professional liability protection. 

4. Preparation, review, sealing, and permit submission 

For internally designed projects, the assigned project manager prepared drawings with student 

support. Natalie Chipman (unlicensed architectural designer) provided accessibility review, and 

Keith Martin (unlicensed manager of architectural design) provided managerial approval. 

Documents brought to me for sealing were to be reviewed for code compliance, correctness, and 

completeness, often the very day they were intended for submission to the city for permit. My 

requests for additional time or corrections were met with pressure to maintain the submission 

schedule.  

After sealing, the drawing PDF was provided for inclusion in the permit application. Mykel 

Davis signed permit applications and continued to be asked to do so after transferring to Major 

Projects, an adjacent unit within Facilities Planning. Sarah Diehl processed the applications. For 

consultant-designed projects, consultants handled professional quality management, signing, 

sealing, and permit applications. 

Upon employment, team members were provided with a workflow chart. The chart described a 

given project assignment, scoping, design, estimating, approvals, document production, review, 

and construction handoff. It directed project managers to establish an internal Bluebeam review 

session, followed by final review and sealing by the stamping architect. The chart did not 

identify a principal, establish that person’s authority, or specify architect direction from the 

outset of work requiring supervision. No separately adopted governance policy addressing those 

matters was provided to the team. 



 

 

5 

 

When I raised concerns about the proposed classification and handling of one larger project, the 

unit sought a seal from an architect in another unit who had some familiarity with it. I cannot 

describe the extent of that architect’s supervision, review, or corrections. 

5. Project types, scale, and exemption classifications 

Campus Projects did not design one- or two-family dwellings during my employment. Many 

internally handled projects involved project areas under 3,000 square feet without structural 

changes. These were designated internally as exempt and could be managed and submitted for 

permit by any project manager without any licensed oversight. 

Projects designated either exempt or non-exempt were assigned by Keith Martin, including 

projects he assigned to himself. I personally observed one larger (+3,000 sf) project being 

divided into smaller scopes with the stated intention of submitting them as separate exempt 

projects. I was told this approach had been used on other projects over the years; I did not 

independently verify those earlier instances, but I did recommended against that practice.  

Ground-up projects and projects of substantial size or complexity were assigned to outside 

architects, usually under the purview of Major Projects. No adopted written criteria established 

how affected area, structural changes, related scopes, or project complexity would be evaluated 

when determining exemptions or internal versus external design.  

Keith Martin made project assignments, sometimes in consultation with Managing Director 

Steve Griffiths. No adopted procedure required an assessment of the applicable exemption, the 

qualifications of the assigned project manager, or the architect supervision needed before design 

work began. I did not have visibility into whether the Director of Major Projects participated in 

the assignment process. 

References in this summary to “exempt” and “non-exempt” describe internal classifications, 

which were not always in alignment with statutory definitions.  

6. Services to entities other than the university 

My firsthand knowledge primarily concerns services performed for BYU campus departments. 

However, BYU’s Facilities Planning webpage identifies both the campus and university affiliates 

as recipients of design services. I cannot identify from that description alone which affiliates 

received architectural services, their legal relationship to BYU, or which personnel performed 

the work. 

Individual team members also performed architectural services outside the university. I cannot 

confirm whether those services were independent of their university employment nor whether 

they were exempt or non-exempt. I can confirm that BYU Faculty and Staff often sought-out 

members of BYU Physical Facilities team to perform design and construction services for their 

personal projects, usually residential in nature. 
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Questions for Board guidance 

1. Do the described activities constitute the practice of architecture when performed 

internally for university facilities, regardless of whether the university solicits 

architectural services from the public? 

2. If so, does the described organization need to satisfy the exemption in Utah Code § 58-

3a-304(1)(f), including employing a licensed principal with responsible charge, or is 

another exemption applicable? Does a supervisory title satisfy that requirement when 

corresponding control and management authority have not been implemented? 

3. How do architect supervision requirements and project-specific exemptions apply where 

unlicensed project managers direct document preparation and an architect is generally 

involved at final review and sealing? How should related project scopes be evaluated 

when determining whether the alteration or repair exemption applies? 

4. How should an organization define and document the authority and professional 

responsibilities of its employed architects, and which questions concerning liability 

insurance, legal defense, and indemnification fall within the Division’s guidance or 

should be referred elsewhere? 

5. What authority must an employed architect have to require corrections, obtain adequate 

review time, and withhold a seal when professional requirements have not been satisfied? 

How should those decisions be addressed when they conflict with managerial 

instructions? 

Supporting materials 

• Photo of BYU Facilities Planning reception area listing services provided by the unit. 

• BYU Facilities Planning workflow chart. 

• January and August 2026 employee directory excerpts. 

• Screenshots of BYU’s Facilities Planning webpage, documenting its published 

description of services: https://pf.byu.edu/facilitiesplanning. 
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BYU Facilities Planning reception area and door plaques for key personnel in Campus Projects 
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BYU Facilities Planning workflow chart 
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January 2026 employee directory excerpts. 
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August 2026 employee directory excerpts 
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Screenshots of BYU’s Facilities Planning webpage, documenting its published description of 

services: https://pf.byu.edu/facilitiesplanning. 
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