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10/13/26, 9:25 AM State of Utah Mail - Re: Request for Board Guidance Regarding Organization Engaged in the Practice of Architecture

UTAH Nicole Herrera <nherrera@utah.gov>

Re: Request for Board Guidance Regarding Organization Engaged in the Practice of Architecture
4 messages

Stephen Duncombe <sduncombe@utah.gov> Tue, Sep 22, 2026 at 7:06 AM
To: Devan Porter <devanporter1@gmail.com>
Cc: Shawn Horton <shorton@utah.gov>, Nicole Herrera <nherrera@utah.gov>

Dear Mr. Porter,

Thank you for your inquiry, and for routing it through Mr. Horton. This letter explains what the Division can and cannot provide, gives you a
preliminary outline of the statutory framework so you know what the Board would be looking at, and identifies what we would need from you to
place the question before the Architects and Landscape Architects Licensing Board at its October 14, 2026 meeting.

This is general information about the statutes and rules the Division administers. It is not a determination that any particular organization is or is
not in compliance, it is not legal advice, and it does not bind the Division, the Board, or any future adjudicative proceeding. The Division does not
pre-clear organizational arrangements, and neither Board discussion nor this letter creates a safe harbor.

The Board advises the Division; it does not issue binding interpretations of the Act on its own. It can discuss how the statutory provisions apply
to a described set of facts, and that discussion is useful, but the outcome is guidance rather than an order. If Brigham Young University needs an
answer it can rely on, the formal mechanism is a petition for a declaratory order under Utah Code § 63G-4-503, filed with the agency head under
Utah Admin. Code R151-4-112. That rule requires the petition to state the question, the facts and circumstances, and the statute or rule to be
applied. It also limits when the Department may issue such an order, including questions that can be addressed by informal advice and questions
arising out of pending or anticipated litigation or administrative proceedings.

Based on the information provided, your reading of § 58-3a-102(6) appears accurate. The "practice of architecture" is defined by the listed
activities performed in connection with the design, construction, enlargement, or alteration of a building, and the definition is not conditioned
on offering services to third parties, on compensation, or on the existence of a client relationship. An organization that performs those activities
on its own buildings is therefore not outside the definition simply because the work is internal.

Two points follow that the Board would likely focus on.

First, the Act licenses individuals, not entities. Section 58-3a-301(1) requires a license to engage in the practice of architecture, and the Division
issues licenses only in the classification of architect. There is no organizational license or registration to obtain. Instead, § 58-3a-304(1)(f) treats
an organization engaged in the practice of architecture as exempt from licensure provided that the organization employs a principal and that all
individuals it employs who are engaged in the practice of architecture are licensed or exempt. Section 58-3a-501(2) makes it unlawful conduct
for an entity to engage in, or represent itself as engaging in, the practice of architecture unless it is exempt under § 58-1-307 or § 58-3a-304.

Second, the principal requirement has substantive content. A "principal" is a licensed architect having responsible charge of the organization's
architectural practice under § 58-3a-102(7), and R156-3a-102(12) defines responsible charge as direct control and management by the principal
over the practice of architecture by the organization. Failing as a principal to exercise responsible charge, and failing as a supervisor to supervise
an employee, subordinate, associate, or drafter, are both unprofessional conduct under R156-3a-502(2) and (3).
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Section 58-3a-304(1)(d) exempts unlicensed employees, subordinates, associates, and drafters of a licensed person while preparing plans and
specifications under the supervision of an architect. Section 58-3a-102(8) defines that supervision as personal review, correction where
necessary, and approval of the work, and R156-3a-102(14) adds that the work must be initiated by the architect and performed under the
architect's direction.

Several other exemptions in § 58-3a-304(1) may apply to specific categories of work rather than to the organization as a whole: plans and
specifications for one or two-family dwellings including townhouses under (1)(b); incidental architectural work by a licensed professional
engineer under (1)(c), subject to the limits in R156-3a-102(6); and alterations or repairs to an existing building affecting an area not exceeding
3,000 square feet where structural elements are not changed under (1)(e).

Section 58-3a-603 governs when an architect may affix a seal, including to work prepared by employees under supervision and to work prepared
by others after thorough review and correction, and R156-3a-601 requires that all technical submissions prepared by or under the supervision of
a licensee be signed, dated, and sealed.

Whether a given organization falls within § 58-3a-304(1)(f), and what that requires of it, turns on facts rather than on the organization's name or
its nonprofit or institutional status. A useful written summary would describe:

1. Which of the activities listed in § 58-3a-102(6)(a) are performed by internal staff, and which are contracted to outside licensed firms.
2. The number of individuals performing those activities, how many hold a current Utah architect license, and the basis on which any
unlicensed individual performs the work.

3. The individual identified as the principal, that person's Utah license number, and a description of the reporting and decision-making
authority through which that person exercises direct control and management over the architectural work.

4. Who reviews, seals, signs, and dates technical submissions, including submissions made to a building official for a permit.

5. The types and scale of projects handled internally, including whether any fall within the exemptions in § 58-3a-304(1)(b), (c), or (e).
6. Whether architectural services are performed for any entity other than the university itself.

Should you wish to proceed, please keep the summary to the organizational structure and practices, as you proposed, rather than to any
particular project.

Additionally, please send the summary to Ms. Nicole Herrera, Board Secretary (nherrera@utah.gov) a week prior to the meeting so it can be
included in the Board's meeting materials. The Board sets its own agenda, so | can forward the request but cannot guarantee placement. Board
meetings are open to the public, and materials you submit will be part of the public meeting record, so please do not include information you
would not want disclosed.

Please also note that if any Division investigation involving this subject matter is open or anticipated, the Board will not discuss the question, and
a declaratory order would be unavailable under R151-4-112(3)(g).

| hope this information helps.
Sincerely,

Stephen

On Mon, Sep 21, 2026 at 4:29 PM Devan Porter <devanporter1@gmail.com> wrote:

Hi Stephen,
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I am reaching out at the recommendation of Shawn Horton with DOPL regarding a question that has arisen concerning the application of Utah’s Architects
Licensing Act to architectural work performed within an organization.

| am hoping to better understand the application of Utah Code Title 58, Chapter 3a, particularly §§ 58-3a-102 and 58-3a-304, to the architectural services
performed within Brigham Young University’s Physical Facilities organization.

As | understand the statute, the “practice of architecture” includes activities such as planning, facility programming, preparation of designs, drawings and
specifications, coordination of technical submissions, and administration of construction contracts. Section 58-3a-304 also addresses an “organization engaged in
the practice of architecture,” including requirements related to a licensed architect serving as the principal responsible for the organization’s architectural practice.

The question | am hoping to have clarified is whether BYU Physical Facilities, based upon the nature and organization of the architectural services it performs
internally, would be considered an organization engaged in the practice of architecture under these provisions and, if so, what requirements would apply to that
organization and its architectural practice.

Shawn suggested that this is an appropriate question to bring forward for clarification. | would be happy to provide a concise summary of the organizational
structure and practices necessary for the Board to evaluate the question, along with any supporting information that would be helpful. My intent is not to burden
the Board with the details of a particular project or investigation, but rather to understand how the statutory requirements apply to this organizational structure.

| understand that the next meeting of the Architect and Landscape Architect Licensing Board is scheduled for October 14, 2026. If appropriate, | would greatly
appreciate having this question placed before the Board for discussion at that meeting so that | can better understand the Board’s interpretation and guidance.

Please let me know what information you would need from me, or whether there is a particular process | should follow to request that this matter be placed on the
October agenda.

Thank you for your time and assistance.

Best,
Devan Porter

Former Senior Architect, BYU Physical Facilities
Utah Architect License No. 4940350-0301

dsp ...

Devan Porter <devanporter1@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 5, 2026 at 4:51 PM
To: Stephen Duncombe <sduncombe@utah.gov>
Cc: Shawn Horton <shorton@utah.gov>, Nicole Herrera <nherrera@utah.gov>

Hi Stephen and Nicole,
Thank you, Stephen, for explaining the Board review process, outlining the statutory framework, and connecting me with Nicole.

Attached is a summary addressing the six questions in your email, along with supporting exhibits. It focuses on BYU Physical Facilities’ organizational structure and
architectural practices rather than individual projects.

Nicole, please include these materials in the Board’s meeting packet for October 14, 2026. Please let me know if any additional information or revisions would be
helpful.
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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,



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.



Joseph Palmer Licensed architect; previous stamping architect, subsequently assigned
to Major Projects.

Approximately 12—-15  Design and documentation support.
student workers

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. | 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.



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.



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.



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?

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?

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?

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?

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.




BYU Facilities Planning reception area and door plaques for key personnel in Campus Projects
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BYU Facilities Planning workflow chart

Work Order initiated
Business Support sets up work order in GUI & a
report of all initiated work orders each day is
sent to the Managing Director
GUI - (Steve) ASSIGNS managers' work orders
GUI - Each discipline manager ASSIGNS PM &
changes phase to PRELIM DESIGN
PM contacts client within 24 hours
PM determines project scope of work
PM reviews timeline and schedule
GUI - PM click notification to request Interiors,

OIT, Elec. & Mech. team members if have scope.

GUI - Each discipline manager ASSIGNS team
member & adds them as a designer

PM Invite Interiors & OIT to Scoping Meeting
No or very little work on projects that require
CPUC approval until approved (APP. form)
APP. form may be utilized w/o 1% fee

WOs under $5,000 - can expand w/o formal
approved estimate.

Preliminary Plans
Work with client to develop plans defining the
project scope of work
Coordinate with assigned interiors, OIT, elec. &
mech. engineers as needed to define scope &
include in schematic plans
GUI - Request asbestos survey & email plans
PM complete preliminary plans
Save plans.pdf in WO documents folder

Project Approved
Debbie &/or Jess will send an email informing
PM when a project comes back approved.
GUI - PM change Phase to WD SHOPS/CONTR
Verify that scope of work is in line with current
cost estimate
Once architectural drawings are complete
enough (ASAP following approvals). . .
GUI - PM click request for drawings from
applicable disciplines (interiors, OIT, Mech &
Elec)
PM touch base with each assigned team
member & ensure they received the request for
drawings & answer questions they may have.

Request Estimate
GUI - PM click request for estimate
from Kent Farley (& Mechanical,
OIT, & Interiors when applicable)
Send follow-up email to those
providing estimates & CC Manager.
Attach plans.pdf
GUI - Once an estimate is requested
from "Kent Farley", & "SAVED", the
phase will automatically be
changed to WTG COST EST - SHOPS.
If it is known that the project will
a contract job then the PM should
change the phase to WTG COST EST
- CONTR

Working Drawings
Work with client, engineers, OIT & interiors to
produce final plans
PM set up Pre-Expansion Meeting w/ client
engineers, interiors, OIT & Shops
Review estimate & update as necessary
Complete final plans & Save wo#_plans_CD
FINAL.pdf in documents folder.

Plan Review
PM will ensure that outside consultant
drawings are reviewed by BYU Engineers &
Shops
On larger projects the Planning PM will hold a
formal plan review & invite all applicable shops
& campus entities.

timating
Typical projects shall be estimated by (Kent ea
& Lance) including electrical but mechanical -
& plumbing estimates will be done by the
mechanical engineers. Each electrical
estimate will be reviewed by the electrical
manager.
Typically, Mechanical, OIT & Interiors require
2 weeks for an estimate but occassionally a

fast-track estimate may be requested.
Estimating will complete the estimate & save
cost_estimate.pdf in the documents folder
GUI - Estimating & others will mark their
estimate as "Received"

Kent will send email to the PM informing
him/her of the estimate completion.

PM then sends email to (Debbie) — (CC direct Manager &
ch applicable Shop Manager).
Debbie will use GUI to send out cost.
plans.pdf to client for approvals.

imate.pdf &

Il change GUI Phase to EST COMPLETE

If project is CANCELED, then requestor is charged a 1%

FACILITIES PLANNING WORKFLOW

[All'yellow notation is a GUI task

Construction Docs. Review & Completion
PM will create a Bluebeam session for internal review &
stamping ; Invite designated individuals to Bluebeam
session (Accessibility, Manager, engineers & interiors as
needed). Stamping-Architect does final review & stamps
final plans.
Once plans are complete, PM will print full-size hard copies
of plans for shops & attach hard copy of estimate detail.

Expansion to Shops
PM will fill out expansion form & email to Debbie & deliver
hard copies of plans to her desk.
Project will be setup & plans given to each Shop.
Debbie will change GUI Phase to SHOPS - PLANNING
Debbie will change GUI Status to EXPANDED
PM will email shop(s) any project vendor quotes
PM will email hand-off form to client, design team & shops
PM updates REVIT central model

Construction - Outside Contractor
Planning PM should involve Construction as
soon as design moves forward from approvals.
Invite assigned Construction PM to regularly
scheduled design meetings.

Planning PM meets w/ Director of
Construction (Tony) 6-8 weeks prior to
completion of final plans to set pre-bid &
project timeline.

Planning PM will work with Estimators (Kent)
to fill out Project Cost Summary Sht. (prior to
Pre-bid)

Planning PM will have hard-copies & digital
copies of construction docs. ready for pre-bid.
If project is in budget, Planning PM will email
Project Cost Summary Sheet to Debbie for
project expansion.

Project will be set up and assigned to
Construction.

Debbie will change GUI Phase to CONTRACTOR
Debbie will change GUI Status to EXPANDED




January 2026 employee directory excerpts.

Facilities Planning

Griffiths, Steve (Managing Dir) 241 BRWB 2-5407 801-376-5238
Facilities Planning_; - Architectural Design

Martin, Keith (Manager) 243 BRWB 2-5571 801-623-8894
Chipman, Natalie 245 BRWB 2-8736 801-707-0147
Davis, Mykel (Arch. Program.) 232 BRWB 2-5570 801-419-5054
King, Shelbey 255 BRWB 2-5540 801-319-1983
Lin, Kirsten 801-472-2835
Lundgreen, Janie 249 BRWB 2-5695 435-201-2463
McClellan, Scott 253 BRWB 2-5557 385-241-8592
Palmer, Joseph 231 BRWB 2-3071 435-650-8420
Porter, Devan 251 BRWB 2-5454 510-846-9987
Facilities Planning - BIM Manager

Dain, Hayden 247 BRWB 2-5550 801-228-8805




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.

BYU Physical Facilities Devan @ Sign Out

Home Departments v Work Order & Service Requests v Billing Statements Floor Plans Vehicle Rental Newsletters v Policy

PF Scholarship About Contact

Facilities Planning provides design services to the BYU campus and university affiliates for
the development of the physical learning environment in accordance with the aims and
objectives of the university. We are primarily focused on interior and exterior campus
remodel projects, but also provide significant input on the design of major new buildings.
Department services include architectural and interior design; civil, structural, electrical,
and mechanical engineering; cost estimating; landscape architectural design; space

and prog ing, as well as design feasibility studies. We strive to ensure
that all designs for remodeled facilities reflect the best functional and aesthetic quality
possible within the limitations of entrusted funds and building code requirements.

The design and construction of large new buildings on campus are primarily the responsibility of
the Facilities Construction department. Facilities Planning works in a supportive role on these
major new building projects to ensure that new buildings are constructed in accordance with

campus standards, established maintenance practices, and approved building codes.

You must submit a work order to begin a design and construction or project request with Physical
Facilities.

Submit a Work Order

BYU Physical Facilities Devan @ Sign Out

Home Departments v Work Order & Service Requests Billing Statements Floor Plans Vehicle Rental Newsletters v Policy

PF Scholarship About Contact

A more detailed description of the work performed by our various areas in this
department are described below:

Architectural & Interior Design

The architectural and interior design units provide design services to the campus
community to ensure that BYU facilities are code compliant, efficient,
dependable, and meet the university’s need for an outstanding learning and

work environment. Designers collaborate with campus clients to meet their

space design needs and provide aesthetic solutions that complement and

enhance existing campus facilities.

The interior designers strive to comply with the Furniture and Finishes
Guidelines that have been established by the Physical Facilities Furnishings
Committee. We are involved in all new major building projects either as the
primary interior designers or in a support role, guiding and directing the outside

interior design consultant.
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