
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS 

 

 

 
Public Hearing 

On 
B23-440, the “Removing Barriers to Occupational Licensing for Returning Citizens Amendment 

Act of 2019” 
 

Testimony of 
Vincent Parker 

Administrator, Business and Professional Licensing 
Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 

 
 
 
 

Before the 
Committee on the Judiciary and Public Safety 

Council of the District of Columbia 
The Honorable Charles Allen, Chairperson 

   
 
 
 

January 29, 2020 
9:30 am 

Room 120 
John A Wilson Building  

 
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20004 
 
 



Good morning, Chairman Allen, Councilmembers, and staff.  I am Vincent Parker, the 

Administrator of Business and Professional Licensing at the Department of Consumer and 

Regulatory Affairs (DCRA). I am here this morning to testify on Bill 23-440, the “Removing 

Barriers to Occupational Licensing for Returning Citizens Amendment Act of 2019.” 

With respect to B23-440, DCRA supports the intent of this bill and believes that people 

with criminal histories should be able to obtain a license for a particular profession or occupation, 

so long as that criminal history does not directly relate to the license they are seeking. The 

Executive has long supported removing barriers that make it difficult for those wanting to rebuild 

their lives after returning to society. There are a few recommendations that we would like to offer 

the Council that will help better achieve the goal of this legislation. 

First, the bill uses language like “currently accused” and “pending criminal accusation” 

when discussing what may prohibit a person from becoming licensed, registered, or certified. 

DCRA believes this language creates a further barrier to licensure for applicants who have not 

been convicted of the alleged crime. Our country’s justice system is founded on the principle that 

you are innocent until proven guilty, however, the bill’s current language gives decision-makers 

the ability to disqualify someone who has only been accused of committing a crime without benefit 

of the completion of the judicial process. Therefore, we believe this language should be removed. 

The decision-makers should continue to rely solely on convictions that are directly related to the 

occupation for which a license, registration, or certification is sought.   

Second, in the new subsection c-l (1), of Section 47-2853.17, the legislation allows a board 

the authority to deny a license or certificate to an applicant. DCRA suggests adding language that 

would allow the board to also revoke or deny a license renewal. This addition is necessary as the 



applicant may be applying for a renewal, and boards should retain the right to revoke a license if 

something arises during the renewal review process. 

In the newly re-designated subsection (c-3) of Section 47-2853.17, the bill prevents the 

boards from inquiring about an applicant’s criminal history on the application for a license, instead 

mandating that they follow-up with applicants who are to provide this information after they have 

been deemed otherwise qualified for licensure. While we understand the intent here, we believe a 

bifurcated application process will be problematic for both applicants and the licensing boards. 

Currently, applicants are asked for this information as part of the application questionnaire, but it 

is not considered until all the other required information for that particular license, registration, or 

certification is considered. If the applicant discloses that they have prior convictions, but otherwise 

qualify, the package will go to the board for their review and determination. If the process is 

changed as the bill mandates, applicants will have to provide this information at a later time, which 

will slow down the process for them and the boards. We would like to keep applicants from having 

to send us information twice. A more efficient process is for the applicant to continue to submit 

all the necessary information at one time, but for the board to consider relevant convictions only 

after the applicant has otherwise been deemed qualified.  

Switching now to Section 47-2853.22.  After a notice of potential denial, suspension, or 

revocation has been issued the process allows the applicant only 30 business days to appeal and 

the Board only 30 business days to make a decision. We believe the 30 business day timeline is 

overly restrictive. The 30 business days may not be enough time for applicants to gather the 

information they need to appeal, especially if they have to gather information from criminal justice 

agencies. Also, 30 business days does not allow enough time for the boards to consider an appeal 



or hold a formal hearing, given their meeting schedules. DCRA is committed to a fair and 

transparent process for the applicant and we want to ensure their due process is preserved. 

 With these recommendations in mind, we look forward to working with the Council to 

address this issue. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I look forward to answering 

any questions you may have.   


