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DEDICATION

This volume is dedicated to the thousands
of people who made the extra effort to become
registered Professional Engineers and/or
Professional Land Surveyors in the State of
Washington during the fifty years from 1935 to 1985.
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INTRODUCTION

Shortly Before I retired February 28,1985, John Lansberry
suggested that I write a history of the Board of Registration
for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors. Since health
conditions were forcing me into retirement I refused to give
serious consideration to the idea. But John was persistent.
In subsequent conversations he persuaded me that such a
history needed to be preserved and that I was the person to
write it.

Thus began the task. During my eighteen and one half years
of being Executive Secretary to the Board, I had had opportu-
nities to read the minutes of all board activities prior to
August 1,1967 ( when I began working for the Board ). In
addition Mr. Shain ( my predecessor ) had “filled me in” on
some of the major incidents that had happened during his
five years as Executive Secretary plus his general knowledge
of happenings since the law was first passed in 1935. I had
very limited meetings with General Dohm but since Mrs.
Ellen James had worked in the Board’s office most of the time
since its beginning she was able to relate many of the activi-
ties of the early years of the Board and its members. I had
become familiar with the records and correspondence in the
Board's official files during my tenure and had the opportuni-
ty to research those files as I started to write this book.

Since there is a paucity of accurate data in the Board’s files
regarding financial matters, I was forced to spend many
hours at the State Library looking up all of the state’s bud-
gets from 1935 and onward. Because the Board’s budget was
always included in with the Department of Licensing it was
not easy to determine accurate figures, especially before the
early 1960’s. Different legislatures and administrations list-
ed expenses for salaries, travel, overhead, etc. in a variety of
ways so that it is impossible to delineate the actual expenses
of the Board for many of the years.

It was my intention originally to give credit to the people who
assisted the Board in their various activities during “the first
fifty years.” These tasks included: helping in the preparing of

literally hundreds of examinations in the engineering disci-
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plines in which the Board members lacked expertise; assist-
ing in grading the tens of thousands of applicants’ examina-
tion papers; proctoring dozens of examinations at sites at the
University of Washington and Seattle Pacific University in
Seattle, Washington State University at Pullman, Gonzaga
University at Spokane, Walla Walla College at Walla Walla,
and the community college at Richland. As the number of
candidates increased in the seventies and eighties various
buildings at the Seattle Center were used. As I began to try
to list the names of all these people it became obvious that
they would number in the hundreds and that it was going to
be impossible to remember all of their names. Therefore I
have chosen to name none. But to each one I wish to express
my personal thanks, as well as the Board’s appreciation, for
their contributions in assisting over twenty thousand persons
in their attempts to become Professional Engineers and Land
Surveyors during the “first fifty years” in the State of
Washington.

PREFACE

Society has, since prehistoric times, always
demanded responsible actions from persons claim-
ing special technical knowledge and skills who per-
formed service for their fellow man. As early as
1200 B.C. the code of Hammurabi in Section 7,
item 215 through 240 dictates that any person who
builds a house or structure for someone else for
hire is responsible for the usability of that struc-
ture. Very severe penalties were assessed by King
Hammurabi of the Sumerian-Babylonian Empire.
He demanded that if the owners of the house were
killed because of faulty construction, then the
builder must forfeit his own life. Any damage done
to the owner or the general public would have to be
repaid in kind by the builder.

Since that time in practically every country
and culture of the world, similar regulations have
been placed by the authorities on those persons
assuming professional abilities. However, the first
professional registration noted in history was by
King Roger of Normandy in 1140 A.D. when he was
called upon to designate the physicians of his day
who would be allowed to practice medicine in his
country. Not having the personal technical knowl-
edge he decreed that all physicians who would be
able to practice in his kingdom must first pass the
test of being approved by their peers. Thus, the
first registration list of the medical profession was
established.

Early after the Civil War both physicians
and lawyers were specifically limited by the federal
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government and various states as to their ability to
practice for hire. However, it was the dentists who
in 1883 established the first state boards for testing
and registering dentists in the United States of
America.

In the state of Washington attorneys and
physicians were given some protection and limita-
tions by the Washington Territorial Government.
However, it remained for the pharmacists to set up
the first state board of examiners in 1891.

The practice of engineering was first regulat-
ed as a profession in 1907 in the state of Wyoming.
It occurred when the state engineer, Clarence P.
Johnston, became very concerned when he noticed
the terrible errors being made in maps that were
being prepared by lawyers, land brokers, insurance
agents, notaries, etc. who were filing water rights as
required at that time by Wyoming law. He convinced
the Wyoming legislature to pass a bill requiring the
registration of all engineers and land surveyors.
This law required that all maps, surveys and draw-
ings for engineering projects must be signed by per-
sons who had been previously accepted and certified
by a board of engineers selected by the governor for
that purpose. The state of Louisiana followed suit
with similar legislation the very next year.

Before World War I, several other states had
passed some kind of controlling legislation setting up
engineering examination boards to certify to the
state that persons passing their scrutiny would be
identified as capable of performing engineering and
land surveying services for the citizens of their
states.

viii

Registration came to a halt during World
War I, but afterwards many states set up registra-
tion processes. Our neighboring state of Oregon
began registering engineers in 1919, and the regis-
tration of architects was established in Washington
the same year.

Needless to say, some engineers living in
Washington, but desiring to practice in Oregon,
became registered in our neighboring state and
thus the first professional engineer in the state of
Washington came in through the "back door" by
being registered in the state of Oregon.

As is still the case, engineers and land sur-
veyors in Washington argued about the need of reg-
istration for many years. Most of the leadership of
the founders and technical societies were in favor
of registration while a large segment of the rank
and file practitioners of engineering and land sur-
veying was skeptical of what it would do to them
personally. Their arguments then were much like
those heard today. Such as "registration doesn't
make a person a better engineer" and "I don't want
the government telling me how to run my busi-
ness".

Although the first school to teach engineer-
ing was established in Troy, New York in 1824 as
Renssalaer Polytechnic Institute and engineering
was considered to be a new fast growing profession,
those practicing engineering and land surveying
were not sure then, as some are not thoroughly
convinced even today, that engineering was to be
considered a learned profession. In fact this was
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finally declared by the United States Supreme
Court as recently as 1978. Still a large number of
the practitioners after World War I were people
who had "come up through the ranks" in some kind
of apprenticeship program rather than through the
formal education process. The battle still goes on
today with many registration boards and their reg-
istrants over whether or not a college degree in
engineering should be the basic requirement for
registration. At the present time only a half dozen
states required this as the basic requirement for
engineering registration.

Even today less than one-third of all of the
people have either a degree in engineering or have
been hired and given the title of some kind of an
engineer have seen fit to register with the
Washington State Board of Examiners.

Much of this is the direct result of the fact
that the Washington law exempts most of the peo-
ple who work for industry and government from
being registered. Since there is no legal require-
ment to push these people into registration, the
very low figure of one out of three actually goes
through the registration process.

Only a few industries and government agen-
cies require registration of their employees and
then usually only as a matter of promotion. Since
registration is not required and there is very little
enhancement in it, the majority of people who
might qualify for registration never even bother to
apply. Only when these types of engineers reach
the retirement age or are seeking what they

believe to be the "greener grass" of being in busi-
ness for themselves, do they begin to inquire about
becoming registered.

In answer to the often heard argument that
registration does not make you a better engineer, it
has been my observation over many years that
though it may not improve the quality of the engi-
neering produced, it does make the engineer much
more cautious in checking and double checking his
calculations and design work.

Because the law says that all engineering
drawings must be dated, signed, and stamped by
the engineer doing the work, it also holds this engi-
neer responsible legally for any detrimental effects
his designs might cause the public. This in turn
causes the design engineer to be much more careful
about the work that he performs after registration
than ever crosses his mind before registration. It
is absolutely true that registration does protect the
public, and the public is certainly best served when
engineers identify their work by placing their
stamp and their signature on all of their design
drawings.

Perhaps the best motivation for an engineer
to become registered is simply personal pride in
one's self. I remember a friend of mine many years
ago who worked for a private consultant and thus
did not have to be registered. When I was gently
goading him as to why he didn't go ahead and get
his license, his explanation was that he didn't need
it. He'd been out of school for 10-12 years and felt
that it would be a very definite burden to have to



go back, review and take the required written
examination. I reminded him that he had always
impressed me as being the kind of person who
wanted to be the very best that he could be. He
had a very competitive spirit in high school and col-
lege and was always in the higher percentages of
his various classes. I suggested that this was just
the top rung of the ladder that he needed to climb
in order to prove to himself and to the rest of the
world that he had done the very best possible as an
engineer. I wasn't too surprised a short time later
to notice his application for registration. He was
approved by the board to sit for the exams and sub-
sequently did sit for the two day written examina-
tion. It would be almost impossible to describe his
reaction when he found out that he had passed the
exam and the board had given him a certificate as
a Professional Engineer. He was pleased with him-
self in that he had done well on the written exami-
nation, and the joy that comes from knowing that
he had done the best that he could do. He had
arrived at the top of his and everyone else's expec-
tations--it was wonderful to see.

This may well be the answer to the question,
"Why should I become registered?

xii

CHAPTER 1
THE FIRST ACT OF 1935

Early in 1935 House Bill 238 was considered
by the Washington State Legislature. The bill
described itself as "an act relating to and regulat-
ing the practice of engineering and land survey-
ing". The first bill included civil, electrical,
mechanical, structural, and/or hydraulic engineer-
ing and land surveying.

There were the usual exemptions.
Engineers who worked for the federal government,
engineers who worked in industry, engineers who
worked for other registered engineers, and of
course, registered architects were all exempted
from registration. An unusual exemption was "A
member of the American Institute of Mining and
Metallurgical Engineers”. I have never been able
to find out the purpose or reason why membership
in this particular technical society should have
been exempt from the Registration Act.
Apparently they were strong enough politically to
influence the legislature that they needed to be
excluded from the process of registration.

The bill stated, "The Director of Licenses
shall have the power to supply and approve appli-
cations, set times and places of examinations, and
take care of all administrative operations”.

Another interesting aspect of this first engi-
neering bill was that all applicants had to "speak,
1



read, and write the English language". Even
though this restriction was removed in later
enactments, those who have had to examine and
evaluate applications and grade examination
papers since, would probably like to see that state-
ment in force. The bill further stated that all appli-
cations "accompanied by a certified bank check, or a
United States Post Office money order for the sum
of fifteen dollars, had to be filed with the State
Treasurer, who would bank the money and transmit
the applications to the Director of Licensing”. The
requirement that, in order to have the money prop-
erly banked in a timely manner, it had to be sent to
the State Treasurer is also interesting. But I can't
imagine the State Treasurer of today having to han-
dle all of the thousands of applications that come in
each year for engineers and land surveyors.

The Act also made provisions for the annual
renewal of licenses of the registrants. The annual
fee was three dollars per year and again had to be
remitted directly to the State Treasurer by
January of each year.

What later became the board members were,
in this first Act, referred to as the 5 member com-
mittee. They were appointed by the governor.
Each member had to be a citizen of the United
States, a resident of the State for five years previ-
ously and been engaged in the practice of engineer-
ing for at least seven years. They received ten dol-
lars per day for each day spent in actual duties
plus their actual travel expenses. They were
empowered by the Act to prepare and grade all
examinations that were to be given prior to regis-
tering the applicants. However, the bill indicated

2

that the Department of Licenses would be respon-
sible for the processing and approving of the appli-
cations as to their form rather than the 5 member
committee.

The bill also provided for a board consisting
of the Director of Licensing and two persons
appointed by the governor, not necessarily from
among the same five members of the examination
committee. This board was empowered to revoke
the certificate of any registrant found guilty of
fraud or deceit or any gross negligence, incompeten-
cy, or misconduct. In actual practice the five board
members who did the preparation and grading of
examinations also acted as the disciplinary commit-
tee. But the fact remained that persons other than
these five, acting in concert with the Director of

In September of 1967, the only meeting of the three
Executive Secretaries took place. Above from left to right:
Clarence Shain (1962-1967), Edward Dohm (1935-1962), and
Quentin Gateley (1967-1985).



Licensing, could also act as a disciplinary board.

All applicants who had the qualifications of
having eight years of a combination of engineering
experience and/or education, if found to be accept-
able by the examining board, were to be grandfa-
thered in to registration status without having to
take any further examinations. Qualified appli-
cants had until December 1935 to get their applica-
tions to the board to be considered under the
grandfather portion of the Act.

The board was inundated by hundreds of
applications. The number was large because each
applicant could apply for registration in one or
more of the branches stipulated in the Act. For
instance, most civil engineers of that date consid-
ered themselves to be well-versed in land survey-
ing, and the majority filed for a license in both civil
engineering and land surveying. It was also not
unusual for a civil engineer to have engineering
expertise in either structural or hydraulic engi-
neering. Many applied for registration for one or
both of these fields.

Since the original board members felt very
keenly about their responsibility to evaluate all of
these applications, each of the five board members
evaluated each of the applications. They were
pretty hard on those applicants who had asked for
multiple registrations. It was not uncommon for
all except just the civil to be denied. A number of
complaints and appeals followed, which in turn led
to the board requesting and receiving additional

experience records from each applicant.
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All of these procedures were very time con-
suming and caused the board's work of evaluating
the original applications to go well into the mid-
year of 1936. The records indicate that, although
several applicants rather ambitiously asked for
registration in all six branches, only one man was
actually granted this number of multiple registra-
tions. His name was Luther E. Gregory and,
appropriately enough, he received license number
Six.

After all the applications were in and the
many appeals answered and adjustments made,
the board had licensed 1,437 applicants under the
Grandfather Act the first year.

The 1935 Engineering Registration Act also
made provision for engineers who wished to
reserve their eligibility for being licensed without
examination under the Grandfather Act to make
application to the board with the stipulation that
they did not wish registration at that time, but,
merely wished to qualify for sometime in the
future. The only advantage for the applicant was
that they would pay the fifteen dollar application
fee but would not pay the ten dollar certificate fee
until any time in the future that they wished to
become registered. Nearly one hundred engineers
followed this procedure and were partially regis-
tered as "qualified for registration as engineers".
They were assigned a "Q" number and, in fact,
many of them did pay their certificate fee and
become registered over the years. It is amazing to

me that many never exercised this privilege and
5



other persons waited many years before they final-
ly decided to pay the ten dollars and get their cer-
tificate.

The Act provided for engineers to be regis-
tered by means of reciprocity, because of prior reg-
istration in some other state. The first to avail
himself of this privilege was Walter Brenton,
Number 1,183, who was registered as an electrical
engineer by reciprocity with the state of Oregon.
Shortly afterwards Edwin F. Costal receive regis-
tration Number 1,381 as a land surveyor by reci-
procity also with the state of Oregon.

No records seem to be available that show
the actual income and expenditures of the board
the first year or year and a half of operation, but
judging from the application fee and the certificate
fee paid by the number of applicants and those who
were finally registered, income must have been in
excess of thirty-five thousand dollars. Judging also
from the performance in later years, expenditures
were probably under ten thousand dollars per year.
The surplus seems to have been lost in the general
fund of the Department of Licensing. Information
gathered from the biennial reports of the state bud-
get for 1936-1938 indicate that the board had
income of about ten thousand dollars per year and
expenditures of something less than six thousand
dollars. During this period of time, the board had
one clerical employee who spent approximately five
hours a day working on engineering board busi-
ness. She was making ninety-five dollars per
month. As noted above, the board members them-

selves were granted ten dollars per day for each
6

day that they spent on board business.

The only one who worked with any degree of
regularity was Edward Dohm, who had been cho-
sen to act as secretary for the board. A Frances
Williams is listed in the board budget as being paid
one hundred twenty-five dollars a month for letter-
ing the certificates. It is obvious that she did not
work every month or even one full month at a time
on just lettering certificates. This seems to have
been a position within the Department of Licensing
that lettered not only the engineering certificates,
but other professional boards under the jurisdic-
tion of the Department of Licensing as well.

In the proposed budget of 1937 to 1939 the
board asked for a full-time clerk at one hundred

dollars per month. This position was never given
to the board.

There were no expenses or duties for written
examinations during 1936 since all of the 1,435
registrants received their license either by the
Grandfather Act or reciprocity from other states.
Beginning in 1937 the board was faced with
preparing and grading sets of examinations for the
five branches of engineering and land surveying.

During this period twelve people passed the
written examination. The first registrant to
receive a license by written examination was
George E. Lamb who received license Number
1,470. Only sixty-two licenses were issued during
1937, most of which were by reciprocity from other
states. The number dropped to a low of thirty-five
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in 1938, and then from sixty-two in 1939 to a low
of forty-four in 1943. When World War II was over,
the number jumped into the hundreds with 570
being registered during 1947.

With World War II over and many thousands
of servicemen returning to civilian jobs and to the
educational systems, it was easy to foresee that
registration as an engineer was destined to
increase very rapidly.

CHAPTER 2

THE ACT OF 1947

The war effort of World War II brought many
scientific breakthroughs and dynamic changes in
the registration procedure. Various technical soci-
eties (The American Society of Civil Engineers, the
American Society of Mechanical Engineers, The
American Society of Chemical Engineers, The
American Institute of Electrical Engineers, and the
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers),
supported by the newly formed Washington Society
of Professional Engineers, encouraged the legisla-
ture to make major changes in the 1935 Act.

These changes were brought to the legisla-
ture in House Bill No. 42 by Senator William D.
Shannon who had received registration Number
141 under the 1935 Act. This bill passed the House
and the Senate on March 9, 1947. It was signed
into law by the governor on March 22, 1947 with
some notable vetoes.

The engineers who had pushed for the new
Act recognized the need for expanding the duties
and strengthening the authority of the
Registration Board and voluntarily agreed to
increase their fees accordingly. They convinced the
legislature to take many other responsibilities
given to the Director of Licensing in the 1935 Act
and give them directly to the board. These engi-
neers insisted on an aggressive enforcement pro-

gram against unlicensed and incompetent persons
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then offering engineering services to the public.

Among these major changes were the
responsibility of control over applications and
examinations, the issuance of the certificates, and
all disciplinary actions. It was realized that to
accomplish this the board would have to be
autonomous in these fields. This would mean that
the board should employ its own staff persons and
control its own finances. A Professional Engineers
account was set up with the State Treasurer. As
was to be expected, the governor (at the request of
the Department of Licensing) vetoed a great num-
ber of these provisions.

One of the notable changes in the 1947 Act
was the establishment of the title "a Professional
Engineer”. This title was meant to cover the broad
range of engineering disciplines proliferating in
education and industry. The major thought behind
this new title was that the engineer, like the physi-
cian, though needing to be broadly educated and
trained in engineering, would practice only in
areas in which he had proven competence.

Then, as today, there were many differing
opinions concerning the "civil engineer doing
mechanical engineering or electrical engineers
doing chemical engineering”. The practitioners in
private practice knew there was a great deal of
overlapping in the various branches of engineering
just as there were great differences within even a
major branch such as civil engineering.
Competency needed to be determined rather than

just labeling various branches of engineering as
10

had been done in the 1935 Act.

Other states had already crossed this bridge
as the National Council of Engineering Examiners
had already included a legal definition of engineer-
ing in their model laws which was used in the
majority of cases for the 1947 Act.

Another legal definition that was included in
the new Act was the establishment of the interme-
diate status of "Engineer in Training". Again
debates occurred. Most of the academicians said
that one of their graduates was already an engi-
neer by virtue of the fact that he possessed a
degree from their institution. However, the engi-
neer in private practice had learned over the years
that knowledge gained from practical training was
necessary before a graduate engineer could actual-
ly take his place alongside the professional engi-
neer. Thus, the engineers in private practice
insisted on a title that would proclaim to the public
that the graduate engineer had not received profes-
sional status but certainly was to be entitled to the
term of Engineer in Training.

Many other changes were made in the 1947
Act. For instance, applicants now had to take two
days (16 hours) of written examinations. They had
to have eight years experience (approved by the
board) before they could sit for these examinations
(six years of combined education and experience
were required for the land surveyor). All engineer-
ing education was to be approved by the Board.
This requirement included even the curriculum at
schools that granted baccalaureate degrees. The
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law gave the board the authority to give credit for
one additional year for any kind of graduate work
in engineering education and those academicians
who asked for registration were granted two addi-
tional years credit for teaching engineering sub-
jects. (One year was allowed for land surveying
subjects).

Qualifications for board members also were
changed. Instead of the seven years experience
required under the 1935 Act, they were required to
have twelve years of increasing professional experi-
ence and the board's compensation for time spent
in meetings and examinations was increased from
ten dollars per day to twenty-five dollars per day.

Examination fees and application fees along
with certificate fees were also set by the new Act.
Twenty-five dollars was required for the profession-
al engineer application examination and certifi-
cate. Fifteen dollars was required for land survey-
ors and a ten dollar application and examination
fee was required for Engineers in Training. These
fees were split as follows. For the professional
engineer fifteen dollars was required with his
application and, after passing the examination, an
additional ten dollars was required for the certifi-
cate. The land surveyor was to be charged only fif-
teen dollars and this charge included the applica-
tion, the examinations, and the certificate. For the
newly defined Engineer in Training, the original
ten dollar application fee included taking the first
eight hour examination in the fundamentals of
engineering. An additional fifteen dollars was later

required for his application and examination in the
12

professional field. No certificate fee was required
for the Engineer in Training. Those engineers who
might require registration from other states by rec-
iprocity had to pay a fifteen dollar application fee
only. Renewal fees were set at five dollars per year
for engineers and land surveyors. No renewal fee
was required for the Engineer in Training.

All registrants under the 1935 Act who had
maintained a valid license were automatically re-
registered under the 1947 Act. All other branches
and practices of any form of engineering were now
affected under the new Act. As with the 1935 Act,
all violations were considered to be misdemeanors.

There were a number of exemptions in the

new Act:

1. All legally recognized professions or
trades.

2. All out of state engineers who were

registered in their respective states
could practice in the state of
Washington for a maximum of thirty
days upon giving notice to the board.

3. . Out of state registrants or those
recently acquiring residence in the
state of Washington who were regis-
tered in other states could practice as
long as their application was pending
for the board's approval.

4. Any employee of a practicing regis-
13



tered professional engineer.

5. Any engineering employee of a corpo-
ration provided that the corporation
had at least one professional engineer
as the responsible engineer for the
corporation.

6. All officers and employees of the
United States government.

7. A non-registered engineer who might
be engaged by the board in the prepa-
ration and grading of examinations.

8&9. Corporations and partnerships.
Although they were not required to be
registered and, in fact, could not legal-
ly practice engineering as a corpora-
tion or partnership would be exempt
from registration.

Perhaps the most difficult problem to solve
after the 1947 Act defined the "professional engi-
neer" was how to examine the candidates. It
seemed impossible to write an examination that
would cover the complete spectrum of engineering.
The big problem facing the board then, was how to
divide engineering into subdivisions or branches.
The marketplace after World War II had already
divided and subdivided into literally dozens of
engineering fields and titles. Many engineers had
already organized into fast growing societies, each
grabbing for additional members and extra "turf".

14

This fragmentation was clearly exemplified
at two meetings held in Seattle in 1948. The first
meeting was to discuss the advisability of dividing
the field of mechanical engineering into separate
branches such as heating and ventilation, refriger-
ation, tool, and others. This meeting attracted over
one hundred fifty persons. Many gave testimony
and presented papers. As might be expected, there
was no unanimity of feelings on this subject. The
second meeting was similar with a heated discus-
sion on the advisability of subdividing electrical
engineering into such branches as illumination,
radio, electronics, and others.

The Act became effective June 12, 1947 and
the first meeting of the reorganized Board of
Registration was held in Olympia on August 8,
1947. The minutes show that somehow through
the issuance of rules and regulations by the
Department of Licenses, the Director of the
Department had been made the ex-officio chairman
of all registration boards. This perhaps came
about during World War II when it became exceed-
ingly difficult for many boards under the
Department of Licensing to operate due to the lack
of members and lack of quorums. In any event,
Harry C. Huse, who was then the Director of
Licenses, was present along with newly reappoint-
ed board members M. K. Snyder, R.G. Tyler, J.P.
Hart, E.B. Crane, and Edward C. Dohm. Snyder,
Hart, Crane, and Dohm were all members of the
original board set up in 1935. Tyler had replaced
Rockwell. For reasons explained by "for the pur-
pose of carrying out the provisions of the Act and
the business of the board, Mr. Hart was selected as

15



chairman”. It seems obvious from these recorded
minutes that the board at this time had no inclina-
tion to be dominated by the Department of
Licensing.

Among the other memorable actions taken
at this first board meeting was the identification of
the number of branches of engineering that were
selected by the board in which examinations would
be given and registration accepted. These official
branches of engineering under the 1947 Act were
the following: aeronautical, agricultural architec-
tural, ceramic, chemical, civil, electrical, heating
and ventilating, hydraulic, industrial, logging,
mechanical, metallurgical, mining, naval architect
and marine, petroleum, refrigeration, sanitary, and
structural.

Original "grandfather" registration was also
granted in such fields as illumination, radio, f,ool,
and evaluation. There were never any exams given
in these fields and, although some people regis-
tered in these fields continue to hold valid registra-
tion today, no further applications are accepted by
the board in these sub-fields.

16

CHAPTER THREE

THE QUESTION OF REGISTERING
ENGINEERING CORPORATIONS

The question of offering personal profession-
al services by a corporation had been hotly debated
for some time by many of the professions. It was
agreed by most physicians, attorneys, and accoun-
tants that corporations could not be held adequate-
ly accountable for their personal services to their
clients. Even the architects agreed for the most
part, but engineers disagreed violently! The Austin
Company and Weyerhauser as examples, sided
with the notion that corporations could be held
accountable. Most of the smaller privately owned
consultant firms opposed this view. Technical soci-
eties debated the issue fervently in their meetings.
The Washington Society of Professional Engineers
was split drastically. However, organization lob-
bies and money were on the side of the big corpora-
tions.

Senate Bill 127 was sponsored by Senator
William B. Shannon, PE. This was the same engi-
neer who had sponsored the 1947 Act. The bill was
shepherded through the House of Representatives
by Representative Daniel Evans, P.E.

When the bill was introduced into the legis-
lature early in 1959, the preliminary debates and
arguments gained in intensity because of the lob-
bying of various legislators. This activity was so
active and fervent that John Abel, a member of the
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board from 1960 to 1970, told the story of two char-
tered busses of Seattle area engineers who went
down to Olympia to lobby the bill. One bus was for
it, the other bus was against it.

Amid the din created by strong feelings
regarding corporate practice of engineering, several
other items that were included in this bill slipped
through almost unnoticed. Engineers still insisted
that the Board of Registration have full responsi-
bility for carrying out the conditions of the Act and,
in order to do this, they changed the fee structure.
They voluntarily raised the annual renewal fee to
seven dollars fifty cents, but specified that only five
dollars of this amount would go into the General
Fund and the remaining two dollars and fifty cents
was to be placed in a special Engineers Account.
With the land surveyors the renewal was the same
but three dollars went into the General Fund and
four dollars fifty cents was stipulated to go into the
Engineers Account. All application, examination,
and certificate fees were to go into the General
Account.

The Professional Engineers account was
specifically dedicated to the use of the board in its
organization and duties. That is, all could be used
to support their employees, the promulgation of
bylaws, office equipment, disciplinary procedures,
and (for the first time) a mandated annual roster
that the board was to publish for free distribution
to the public and all registrants. It was obvious
that the engineering profession and the legislature
were mandating greater responsibilities and

greater control for the Board of Registration
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instead of the Department of Licensing. The legis-
lature was, in essence, protesting the governor's
veto of these same provisions of the Act of 1947 and
insisting that these provisions now be reinstated.

A minor change was also made in the para-
graph regarding reciprocity. The board was direct-
ed to grant reciprocity only to registrants of other
state boards who, in turn, would grant reciprocity
to Washington registrants.

But the big items were the certification of
corporations and partnerships. Because of the
intense feelings and lobbying, there were many
compromises and restrictions placed on this certifi-
cation. The major bone of contention was the
restriction that some professional engineer must be
responsible for all the engineering decisions made
by the corporation. Therefore, safeguards were
demanded in the corporations' Articles of
Incorporation and in their Constitution and Bylaws
giving this kind of authority to the professional
engineer in their employ that was to be personally
responsible for all engineering actions. Another
restriction that was inserted was rather steep
application and renewal fees. These were set at
five hundred dollars for the application fee for cor-
porations and two hundred fifty dollars for the
application fees for partnerships. The annual
renewal fee for corporations was one hundred dol-
lars and fifty dollars for partnerships. All of these
fees were specifically placed in the Professional
Engineers account and were to be used by the
board in carrying out its duties and responsibilities
to the public.

19



Another one of the big compromises in order
to get the bill passed was the automatic cessation
of the registrations of corporations and partner-
ships on December 31, 1961. It was obviously to be
on a trial basis. The bill passed the Senate unani-
mously and the House by a twenty-three vote
majority. However, when it came time for the gov-
ernor's signature, he appended an unusual person-
al statement to his pocket veto.

Governor Albert Rosselini stated that, since
he was an attorney, he felt very strongly about a
corporation being held legally responsible for ser-
vices delivered to its clients but, because the Bill
automatically carried a Sunset date of less than
two years, he was willing to let the bill go into law
and wait on the results of the Act.

Somewhere in the flurry of charges and
countercharges mingled with compromises, the
land surveyors of the state decided to drop out of
the corporate practice section of the Act. They
agreed, however, to try the partnership registration
and so for a number of years the board's policy was
that they could not allow corporate practice by land
surveyors, but they could allow partnership prac-
tice. This was later changed by an attorney gener-
al's opinion to mean that land surveyors could
incorporate their practice, but the board was not to
register them.

However, the situation was far from settled.
Immediately on June 22, a referendum was filed
with the Secretary of State to block the implemen-

tation of the section about the corporate practice of
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engineering. Referendum Number 31 was spon-
sored by a group calling themselves the
Professional Engineers Legislative Council and co-
sponsored by Joseph P. Ward. They had sixty days
in which to gain enough signatures to block the bill
as passed.

By August 21, the last day for filing signa-
tures, 46,816 signatures were submitted to the
office of the Secretary of State. By law, 45,160 sig-
natures were needed. However, 2,782 signatures
were rejected, which made the total fall 1,124 sig-
natures short for the referendum. There was a
flurry of arguments, questions, and statements
made regarding the invalid signatures.

An article from the Seattle Post-
Intelligencer, dated April 8, 1959, stated that
Horace J. Whittaker of Tacoma, a consulting engi-
neer, headed the committee which was called the
Professional Engineers Legislative Council. In a
statement from Mr. Whittaker, he said the referen-
dum was sponsored by the Puget Sound
Engineering Council. Another letter dated June
10, 1959, from C. C. Arnold, P.E. listed himself as
chairman of the Seattle Professional Engineers
Legislative Committee. Both Mr. Whittaker and
Mr. Arnold requested a list of the rejected signa-
tures from the Supervisor of Elections, Kenneth
Gilbert. Their insistence that some of the signa-
tures were in truth valid pressured the Secretary
of State, Victor A. Myers, into sending letters to the
clerks in 77 cities and 18 counties to determine
whether the signers listed were actually registered

voters in their precincts. According to a newsletter
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by Robert C. Cummings, this was the first time
that this type of action had ever been taken by a
Secretary of State for the State of Washington. Mr.
Gilbert, the election supervisor, estimated that
$15,000 had been spent in rechecking the rejected
signatures.

The Board of Registration had been placed
on hold by the action of the referendum. Minutes
of the board meeting of October 17, 1959 showed
that the board had received applications by corpo-
rations and for the very first time had approved
such applications. The corporations formally
accepted and registered at this meeting were the
Austin Company, Bechtel Corporation, Ebasco
Services, Inc., Ford Bacon & Davis, Inc., Henry J.
Kaiser Company, Stone and Webster Engineering
Corporation, and United Engineers and
Constructors, Inc.

With the registration of several large engi-
neering corporations successfully completed, the
debate began to die down and so by the time of the
regular session of the legislature in 1961 another
Bill was introduced to continue this practice.
Senate Bill 81 passed the Senate March 7th after
having passed the House the day before, and on
March 16 was signed into law by the governor
without any further comments. Minor changes
were made in the fee system when the application
fee for practicing of engineering by a partnership
was reduced from the original $250 to $100 dollars
and the annual renewal fee was reduced from the
original $50 to $25.

A much more important change was made in
RCW.18.43.105 adding to the law a list of actions
identifying misconduct or malpractice. These
eleven paragraphs, stating explicitly the code of
conduct for engineers and land surveyors, is the
only code of conduct that is written into state law
for any of the States. For many years this was the
only code of ethics that the board adopted and used

for disciplinary purposes.



CHAPTER FOUR

"WHO CONTROLS THE MONEY?"

The conflict over "who controls the money” actually
started in the late 1930's. Those oldtimers who
used to go into the board's office for applications or
examinations grades will remember that General
Dohm was never allowed enough equipment or
manpower to do the job that the engineers felt
needed to be done. They remember seeing General
Dohm sitting on a three-legged drafting stool,
which he had brought from home, banging on an
old typewriter that he had managed to scrounge
from surplus equipment, and it was easy to see
that not enough clerical help was being supplied to
him at that time.

Budgets that were allowed by the
Department of Licensing ranged from a low of
nineteen percent of the board's income to a high of
nearly sixty percent of the total revenues during
those first years. The 1947 Act did set up a special
Professional Engineers account, however, at the
Department of Licensing's request the governor
vetoed that section of the 1947 Act. When the
board went back to the legislature in 1959 again,
the legislature passed the same requirements for a
Professional Engineers account and this time it
passed. However, the Department still controlled
all expenditures. Correspondence between the
then Director of Licenses, Harry Huse, and Edward
Dohm indicated that funds for the board had been
allocated in the budget by the legislature through
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the Department of Licensing and would be dis-
bursed through regular departmental channels.

In the beginning, the board's office was
assisted by Mrs. Ellen James, who as a clerk-typist
received $90 per month and assisted the board for
approximately one-third of her time. In the pro-
posed budget for the 1937-39 biennium the board
asked for a clerk full time at $100 per month. It
was many years later before Mrs. James began to
work for the board on a full time basis.

After the passage of the 1947 Act the board
proposed in its 1949-51 biennium budget that it be
allowed a full time secretary at $400 per month
and a clerk-typist at $175 per month. Only the
clerk-typist was allowed at that time.

The conflict had not disappeared in 1959.
The minutes of a board meeting held August 14,
1959 shows that the Director of Licensing had arbi-
trarily reduced the board's budget from $25,000 to
$17,000. Also, the board requested additional
space be provided, and one clerk assigned on a full
time basis. Additionally, a key had been requested
for the secretary so that he might have entrance to
the board’'s quarters at all times. The board also
requested at this time that the Attorney General
assign one of his assistants to work with the board
part time so that the board would not have to
depend on Assistant Attorney Generals who had
been assigned to the Department of Licensing. The
board also requested that the department pay past
dues to the National Council of Engineering

Examiners. It seems that Washington was the
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only state that had failed to pay its dues to the
National Council of Engineering Examiners regu-
larly.

The financial statement was also discussed
at this meeting. A summary shows that revenues
for the 1957-59 biennium were $66,298.25. since
no costs were supplied or were available from the
department, expenses were estimated at
$15,357.96 and this did not include administrative
costs that had been assigned by the department to
the board. So there is no available data to tell us
what the actual expenses of the board were for this
period of time.

The direct control that the department
maintained over board activities is shown in a let-
ter dated December 15, 1959, from the then
Director of Licensing, Louise S. Taylor, and
addressed to General Dohm. It stated that the
board's compensation would be limited to eight
days per member for the six month period through
June 30, 1961.

Minutes from the board meeting held
September 6, 1962, stated "A discussion of the
necessity of changing the law to reapportion twen-
ty percent of the fees to the General Fund to be
available for appropriation by the Department of
Licensing for the overall support to the board and
as payment for the provision of office space,
accounting, and such general expenses as the
department now stands. Eighty percent was to be
available to be appropriated to the Professional

Engineers Account and earmarked to be used only
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for the operation of the board."

It became evident to Clarence Shain after he
replaced Edward Dohm as Executive Secretary in
May, 1962, that the law be changed in order for the
board to have the money it needed to operate effec-
tively. His research indicated the cost of adminis-
trative services needed from the Department of
Licensing was somewhere between eighteen and
nineteen percent. He rounded the figure up to
twenty percent and helped draft a bill that would
guarantee eighty percent of all revenues accruing
to the board could be set aside in the Professional
Engineers Account and dedicated to the board's use
only.

Mr. Shain was an experienced politician hav-
ing served as Thurston County Engineer, the
Director of the State Department of Highways, and
Commissioner of Public Works for the City of
Olympia. So with the help of Gerald Cavanagh, an
engineer for the Weyerhauser Company and leg-
islative representative for the Washington Society
of Professional Engineers, Senate Bill 241 was
drafted and dropped into the legislative hopper.

Since no "self-respecting bureaucrat” likes to
be restrained in any way in spending the public's
money, this bill had a difficult time wending its
way through the legislative process. Finally, after
being carried over from the regular session, it was
passed in the extraordinary session and signed by
Governor Evans on April 6, 1965.

But, except for the bookkeeping, nothing
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really changed! The board (through its Executive
Secretary) continued to submit a budget each bien-
nium. This budget would be merged into the bud-
gets of other boards making up the Professional
Licensing Division, and this budget in turn merged
into the much larger budget of the Department of
Licensing. By this time the board's budget was
reduced to one line of revenue showing the antici-
pated income from the Professional Engineers
Account. The expenditures were just lost in the
general allocation to the Department of Licensing.

When I replaced Clarence Shain as
Executive Secretary in August, 1965, I discovered
that the department was making substantial
changes in the board’'s budget without informing
the board about these changes. The most notice-
able was in the amount automatically being taken
for administrative costs. Knowing that Mr. Shain
had anticipated that the administrative costs
would be taken from the twenty percent allocated
to the General Fund, an Assistant Attorney
General's opinion was requested. It stated that the
twenty percent going into the General Fund by the
1965 Act was not to be used for the department'’s
administrative costs as Mr. Shain had planned.
This twenty percent was just the "bait" for the leg-
islature to pass the bill. So the Department of
Licensing just skimmed this amount "off the top"
as General Fund revenue. The department then
appropriated an arbitrary amount for their cost of
"services" supplied to the board's operation. This
arbitrary cost at this time was approximately
another twenty percent. So the total amount sub-

tracted from engineers revenues was now forty per-
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cent and the board had only sixty percent of its
total revenues on which to operate.

The changes in 1961 to the Engineers Act
mandated that an annual report be prepared by
the board indicating incomes and expenses as well
as the roster of all registered engineers and land
surveyors. It became necessary to ask the adminis-
tration for exact expenditures charged against the
board's account. The board began to question the
"how comes" and "whys" of the department'’s
actions. But no reasonable or satisfactory answers
were forthcoming. I well remember a meeting
between the board and the then Director of
Licensing, Douglas Toms. After being pressed by
some relevant questions, answers to which Mr.
Toms obviously did not know, he used the phrase
"the funds in the Division of Licensing are co-min-
gled". It later developed that in general the dedi-
cated accounts were kept separate but disburse-
ments were usually made in the aggregate. For
instance, items like space rentals, equipment,
postage, legal expenses, personnel expenses,
accounting expenses, and so on, were prorated by
some means such as a number of employees, num-
ber of registrants, etc. No actual costs for the indi-
vidual boards were available.

Similar problems arose over the board's
staffing. The number of full time employees
(FTEs) were budgeted much like funds. A certain
number of FTEs was allocated by the legislature to
the Department of Licensing and its various divi-
sions. The administrator of the Professional

Licensing Division controlled a bloc of personnel.
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Several times this administrator would add to, sub-
tract from, or otherwise change the personnel of
the board's staff.

I remember a confrontation between then
administrator Max Brokaw, and board member
Cecil Arnold. Mr. Arnold had questioned Mr.
Brokaw because one of the clerk-typists who the
board had asked for in its budget and had been
approved by the legislature, had not been given to
the board for taking care of office correspondence.
Mr. Brokaw explained that the FTEs that had been
appropriated by the legislature to the Department
of Licensing had been assigned by Mr. Brokaw to
another board. Mr. Arnold exploded by saying,
"You're nothing but a common crook. First you
take our money for these positions and then you
steal the employee and give her to some other
board.” Needless to say, Mr. Brokaw was not
happy with this viewpoint although nothing was
ever done to change his original action.

On another occasion with another adminis-
trator, Mr. K.C. Diehl, board member Hal
Birkeland was trying to understand why the
department had been so arbitrary in the assign-
ment of personnel and in the arbitrary reduction of
some expenditures for which the board has asked.
Mr. Birkeland made the statement to Mr. Diehl
that "you are nothing more than servants to the
board". Again Mr. Diehl did not appreciate Mr.
Birkeland's comments, but Birkeland was right.
The Department of Licensing had set up the pro-
fessional licenses division as a service unit to the

various thirty-some-odd boards that had been
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assigned to it.

In 1969 I began to press the department for
accurate figures on the board's expenditures, espe-
cially in regard to informational services which at
that time was costing the board about $1,000 per
month. It became obvious that the accounting divi-
sion really had no exact figures that could be
assessed against the board's Professional
Engineers Account. The expenses for the last com-
puter services supplied by the department to all
divisions were broken down only by the various
activities of the Department of Licensing such as
drivers licenses, vehicle licensing, and other gener-
al categories. The Professional Licenses Division
was granted a percentage of the grand total of that
amount but no accounting was possible for the var-
ious boards - some thirty of them - that were
included in the Professional Licenses Division even
though some of these boards had dedicated
accounts like that for the Professional Engineers.
It was not possible for those boards to know the
exact amount that had been charged to those dedi-
cated accounts. The engineers board caused such a
ruckus about this that the department did imple-
ment a new accounting system by which the vari-
ous boards were now assessed computer costs
based on the number or registrants that each board
had.

Other administrative costs such as account-
ing and personnel were allocated on the basis of
the number of employees that each board had. It
became very obvious when sufficient breakdowns

were made that the revenues brought in by the
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Nursing Board was actually being used to subsi-
dize the Physicians Board. You can imagine the
furor that arose among those nurses when this
information became available to them.

Most of the conflicts arose when the depart-
ment denied the board's request for additional
employees or office space or when board members
desired to attend the meetings of the National
Council of Engineering Examiners. However, to
illustrate some of the little things that brought on
major battles, I remember an incident in 1977
when the department decreed that only one stan-
dard letterhead would be used by all divisions,
boards, and commissions within the Department
of Licensing. The board had used their own indi-
vidual and very distinctive looking letterhead for
several years, so when I put in a request to have
a reprint of the board's letterhead, it was denied.
Rather than fuss with the department over such
a small item, the then Chairman of the board,
Jim McGee, had the board's letterhead reprinted
in Seattle at his own expense. When the depart-
ment found out that we were still using our own
letterhead paper, memos were written to me to
cease and desist using these new letterheads. I
obtained confirmation from the board that they
did desire their own letterhead and to continue
the use of the paper that Mr. McGee had sup-
plied. A few days later when the then adminis-
trator for the Professional Licenses Division, Joan
Baird, found out that I was still using the board's
letterhead, I received a memo from her that I was
to bring all of the existing and/or remaining let-

terheads to her office for destruction. When 1
32

relayed this information to Chairman McGee, he
talked with the other board members by phone and
a confrontation began over this item. To indicate
just how this small item got all out of proportion,
the then Assistant Director for the Department of
Licensing, Mr. Ken Marks, asked for an official
Attorney General's opinion as to whether the board
could, in fact, use its own letterhead or not. Of
course, the opinion came back from the Attorney
General that according to the RCW 18.43.035, the
board certainly had that authority. The case was
dropped by the department, and the board contin-
ues to have its own distinctive-styled letterhead.



CHAPTER FIVE

THE ATTEMPT TO REWRITE THE
REGISTRATION ACT

In the fall of 1974, Chet Compton, the presi-
dent of the Washington Society of Professional
Engineers, saw the need for some changes in the
Registration Act. He appointed an ad hoc commit-
tee with Walt Gordon as chairman to investigate
the specific needs for change and initiate steps
with the legislature to make such changes. I was
appointed to this committee along with Mike Yuhl,
Steve Olson, Joe Walker, Alfred Byrne, Ted Wright,
Ernie Dodge, and Ken McGowan.

The first meeting was held in Olympia at the
board's office beginning at 5:00 p.m. Chairman
Gordon assigned different sections dealing with all
the aspects of the law, to each of the committee
members. I was asked to supply registration laws
from most of the states for study at the next meet-
ing. A hint as to the intensity of the chairman
came about 7:00 p.m. when he sent out for sand-
wiches and beverages and just continued the meet-
ing. Various committee members began excusing
themselves about 11:00 p.m. Many of the subse-
quent meetings lasted past midnight!

A month later at the second meeting a thor-
ough study was made of other states' registration
laws and adaptations for Washington were suggest-
ed. Reports from some states' registration boards

as to the problems and successes they had encoun-
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tered with their laws was studied and discussed.
Mr. Gordon then assigned the task of writing the
proposed changes to various committee members.

We reported these proposed changes back at
the next monthly meeting and the debating began!
I am always surprised at the diversity and tenacity
of professional engineers as they express their
solutions to any given problem. This was never
more evident than with this small committee!
Some of the most heatedly debated subjects were
the definition of engineering, the basic minimum
education requirement, the types and length of
examinations, the requirements of board members
and their compensation, the experience require-
ment for registrants--especially for professors of
engineering in the various engineering schools, the
requirements for an engineer-in-training, the need
for strong enforcement of the Act, the elimination
of engineering exemptions, the setting of fees, and
so on. In fact, just about every item was subject to
some modification except the section about regis-
tering corporations. The memory of the bitter
fights of 1959 was still in the minds of the commit-
tee members. They didn't want to open Pandora's
Box again!

Finally the group compromised and ham-
mered out a rough draft of proposed changes. It
became evident that there were so many changes
in so many parts of the law that it would be better
to just rewrite the law rather than "patch” it. Or
so we thought!

Anyhow, a complete rewrite was accom-
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plished, and about two or three months later the
committee presented it to the State Board of
Trustees of the Washington Society of Professional
Engineers. It became obvious that many of the
same diversities of opinion were present in this
larger group, but with the attitude that "we had to
start somewhere", it was grudgingly accepted.

Facing similar problems with the engineer-
ing technical societies of the state, it was decided to
mail each of them a copy of the rough draft and to
offer to attend their meetings to explain the back-
ground of the plan. This would entail asking the
societies' input and support for it. Since the com-
mittee members were the best qualified to answer
all of the anticipated questions, they were asked to
continue on to this next task.

During the next year, meetings were attend-
ed and questions were answered. Some very head-
ed discussions occurred and it became obvious that
many industrial users of engineers, i.e. Boeing,
PacCar, Puget Sound Power and Light, would be
affected especially by changes in the exemption
clauses. We began meeting with these groups and
many other compromises developed.

Finally, in 1976 a bill was drafted and spon-
sored by State Representative Lorraine Wojahn,
and "dropped in the legislative hopper".

At the very first legislative committee hear-
ing we got a preliminary indication as to future
problems when representatives from the American

Society of Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors
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Association of Washington appeared against the
bill. Further objections arose over the proposed
elimination of the "industrial exemptions". The
legislative committee members were quick to catch
the obvious lack of unity among the engineering
professions, but compromises were suggested and
amendments to the bill were made and it finally
got out of committee. The damage had been done,
however, and the bill did not get to the floor of the
House before the session closed.

We used the time before the next session of
the legislature for "damage control”. We reached
agreement with most of the engineering societies
and tried to persuade them to have representatives
at future hearings to endorse the new bill. We had
learned a little about the legislative procedures in
our first try; so now we proceeded to get a fellow
P.E. to assist us, Senator Sam Guest, of Spokane,
agreed to sponsor the bill in the Senate.

Starting this time in the Senate proved to be
better than starting in the House as we had in the
previous attempt. With Senator Guest's help, the
bill went right through committee and after some
typical "politicking" it passed the Senate. But
because of the delays incurred there, the bill never
got beyond the House committee before the regular
session was over. A special session was called by
the governor and all bills were automatically "res-
urrected”. This time we managed to get the Senate
bill through the House Committee, but not before
the full House before this special session
adjourned.
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The next year identical bills were introduced
in both the Senate and the House. The political
thinking behind this was that we would have two
chances instead of one of getting the Act through
the legislative procedure. However, by this time
other opposition had arisen. One of the major ones
was the Department of Licensing. The departmen-
tal personnel realized that many of the changes
were going to strengthen the board in their activi-
ties and at the same time decrease the responsibili-
ties of the department. The other voice of opposi-
tion that proved to contribute gravely to dividing
legislative feelings was a group of engineers who
had never become registered and feared that they
could never pass the examinations, and who kept
insisting that they be "grandfathered in" to the
new Registration Act. The committee had foreseen
this possibility and had tried desperately to rewrite
the Act in such a way that there would be no
"grandfathering” at this time. But some of the
voices coming from industry were so strong and
had political roots so deep that at every committee
hearing the disruptions were so great that the leg-
islators insisted on further postponements and
delays. The House bill finally made it through and
went to the Senate committee where this time the
senators were beginning to be leery of such a large
bill necessitated by the complete rewrite. At this
time we began to get suggestions that the bill was
too long, too complicated, and that we might stand
a greater success if we chopped the amendments
into small pieces and then tried to pass them sepa-
rately.

Anyway, the objections by the Department of
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Licensing were so strong that there seemed to be
no way of compromising with them. The continued
insistence that certain people be "grandfathered in"
or given their license without written examinations
also had its effect and the legislative session again
ended without any real progress toward getting the
Registration Act changed.

Concurrent with these years of frustration
with the legislature, something else was happening
in the Seattle area that has since proven to be one
of the great developments for engineers since the
original Act of 1935. It started in a peculiar way
with members of the American Institute of
Architects. They saw what was happening with
the engineering profession and registration. They
decided that it was time for the architects to cor-
rect some of the problem areas in their law which
had originally been passed in 1919.

They suggested to some of their friends and
co-workers in the engineering profession that it

was time for the design professions to merge their

talents and political power. So delegates from sev-
eral of the design professions decided to form a
committee that would meet regularly to pursue
these endeavors. The people who originally were
involved in this cooperative movement were Jerry
Williams of the American Institute of Architects,
Art Anderson of the Consulting Engineers Council
of Washington, Al Kelly representing the
Structural Engineers Association of Washington,
Ernie Dodge as a delegate from the Washington
Society of Professional Engineers, Bill Lee repre-

senting the American Society of Civil Engineers,
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Mike Yuhl representing the Washington Council of
Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors, Ben Knotkin
representing the American Society for Mechanical
Engineers, and Ken McGowan representing the
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers.
This committee began meeting for early morning
breakfasts during the legislative sessions so that
tabs could be kept on legislative activities and then
reported back to their various societies. The title of
this committee was simply "The Architects,
Engineers Legislative Council (AELC)". During
the legislative sessions they met weekly for these
breakfast meetings and were quick to develop a
policy that would allow the AELC to speak with a
unified voice for the design professions. This
meant that any one of the participating society
groups could withhold the composite affirmation of
the Council by that society objecting to any portion
of bills that had to do with the design professions.

In the early days there was no one who was
able to spend time in Olympia to actually lobby for
or against the various bills as they were presented
to the legislature. It was quickly realized that
some professional representation or lobbyist was
required. Subsequently, Mike Ryherd was retained
on a part-time basis by funds that were contributed
to the AELC by the various participating design
professional groups.

In the very beginning the AELC budget of
less than $20,000 did not buy very much time from
the professional lobbyist. So the amounts
increased yearly and now it is approaching $50,000

a year for part-time service. After three or four
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years of serving the AELC, Mike Ryherd resigned
because he had further interest in other clients
that he felt might be in conflict of the interest of
the design professions. So another young attorney,
Bill Robinson, was hired. Robinson represented
the design professions for two or three years and a
Jjunior member of this law firm, Cliff Webster, was
retained and is still acting as the official lobbyist
for the AELC.

The AELC each year grows in effectiveness
at the legislature process and now enjoys a very
prestigious position with many of the state legisla-
tors. In fact, statements have been made by legis-
lation individuals that the design profession now
has one of the most effective lobbyist programs in
the State of Washington.

But perhaps the greatest progress has been
made in the unification of the engineering profes-
sion. Split asunder by the corporate practice por-
tion of the Act in 1959, the engineering professions
went their separate ways until the organization of
the AELC. This committee has proven that engi-
neers can work together for the common good of
the large numbers of personal interests that each
of the professional and technical societies have. I
hope that this cooperative spirit may continue to
grow in the years to come.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE BOARD MEMBERS

When the first board assembled in July,
1935, they were faced with the staggering task of
"getting organized”. With no office or staff and
very few guidelines they plunged into the paper-
work world of the registration process. They had to
have letterhead stationery and envelopes for corre-
spondence, applications forms had to be designed
and printed, certificates had to be prepared, and
hundreds of letters and phone calls had to be
answered. Since they expected hundreds of appli-
cants to be registered under the "grandfather's
clause" it meant that the board had to evaluate
their education and experience records to deter-
mine if they qualified under the laws requiring
eight years of engineering experience. But first
"they had to get organized!"

This meant that they had to grant a license
to themselves. Since the law required that all cer-
tificates be serially numbered, who was going to
get certificate number one? The age-old custom of
"drawing straws" was invoked and Morris K.
(Mike) Snyder became the first engineer to be reg-
istered by the State of Washington. Years later
(1953) his son, Morris K. Snyder, Jr. was to be reg-
istered as number 4664. After Mike Snyder died in
1961, his son asked for and received permission
from the board to retain his father's original certifi-
cate as a "keepsake”.
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Mike's original application states that he
was born December 29, 1874 in Cambria,
Michigan. He was educated in the public schools of
Cambria and Hillsdale College in Hillsdale,
Michigan. He received his lifetime teaching certifi-
cate at Michigan State Normal College and later
his BSCE from the State College of Washington.
He began teaching as an instructor at that school
in 1907 and advanced to the Head of the Civil
Engineering Department in 1930. He was buried
in Pullman, Washington on December 5, 1961.

Certificate Number 2 went to Edward C.
Dohm. According to his original application he was
born October 2, 1883 in Seattle. His formal educa-
tion ended after three years in Civil Engineering at
the University of Washington. He worked for one
and a half years for the engineering firm of Reitze
& Story in Seattle. This was from June, 1906 to
February, 1908. He spent nearly two years with
the state highway department working on the first
highway over the Cascade Mountains, "now known
as Snoqualmie Pass". The fall and winter of 1908-
1909 he worked for the renowned R.H. Thompson,
Seattle City Engineer. Then Dohm moved to
Olympia to become City Engineer, but after a few
weeks he was appointed to the position of Chief
Engineer for the State Department of Public
Lands. A position he held until 1933, interrupted
by his service in World War I as a Captain in the
Army Engineers. Dohm served the City of
Olympia as a consultant in various engineering
and planning capacities until his death in 1968.
He had joined the National Guard in 1904 and pro-
gressed to the rank of Brigadier General shortly
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after service in World War II. General Dohm had
served as a member of the Board of Registration
until 1960 when he became Secretary to the board
until his retirement in June, 1962. He had long
been active in the American Society of Civil
Engineers and was a charter member of the
Olympia Chapter of the Washington Society of
Professional Engineers.

John P. Hart drew Certificate Number 3. He
was born June 8, 1892 in Vancouver, Washington
and attended public schools through high school in
Seattle. He graduated with a BSCE from the
University of Pennsylvania in 1913. He began
work with the Grand Trunk Pacific Railroad in
Prince Rupert, British Columbia after graduation
in June of 1913 as a bridge engineer. Then, in
October, 1914 he moved to Seattle to work for the
J.A. McEachern Company until 1921. This job was
interrupted by two years of service with the 18th
Engineers, U.S. Army in France during which time
he advanced in rank from Private to First
Lieutenant. In 1921 he formed the Hart
Construction Company in Tacoma and continued in
the fields of engineering and construction until his
death in March, 1974. He was quite active in the
American Society of Civil Engineers.

Certificate Number 4 went to E.B. Crane.
He was born in Dexter, Iowa on March 15, 1882
and graduated from the University of Iowa in 1904
with a BSCE. Six years later he attained the grad-
uate degree of Civil Engineer. His lifelong associa-
tion with railroad engineering began with summer

work in 1903 with the Western Ohio Interurban
4“4

Railroad. His first job after graduation from col-
lege in June of 1904 was with the Illinois Steel
Company in Chicago, but in November, 1905 he
began work as an assistant engineer with the
Chicago-Minneapolis-St. Paul and Pacific Railroad.
He progressed with this company to principal engi-
neer until his death.

The last member of the original board was
another midwesterner. Certificate Number 5 was
issued to Robin L. Rockwell. He was born in
Peabody, Kansas on December 16, 1886. He gradu-
ated from the Electrical Engineer Institute of New
York in 1913 and later studied in London. He took
several post-graduate courses from the University
of Wisconsin. Later, from 1923 to 1928, he taught
night courses in applied electricity at the
Washington Technical Institute. His original appli-
cation shows work experience of one year with the
Ontario Light and Water Company, two years with
the Idaho-Oregon Power Company, and from 1913
to 1917 he was Head of the Electrical Engineering
Department for Old Broadway High School in
Seattle. Rockwell formed a partnership with
Henry R. Stevens to offer &ngineering consulting
services in Seattle in 1917. One year later he went
into the same business for himself and continued
until his death on February 11, 1948. He was a
member of the American Institute of Electrical
Engineers, the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers, and the Society of American Military
Engineers for many years. He also held more than
ten patents in both the United States and Canada.

From 1935 to 1947 the five members of the
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original board were merely reappointed by the
Governor when their five year term expired.
Beginning in 1947 we have the first replacement of
the original board member. This was R.G. Tyler,
who replaced Robert L. Rockwell.

R.G. Tyler, Certificate Number 2825, was
born on October 16, 1885 in Georgetown, Texas.
He received his degree in Civil Engineering in 1908
from the University of Texas and his BS in Civil
Engineering in both Austin and Paris, Texas from
1910 to 1918. During World War I he rose to the
rank of Captain in the Quartermaster Corps. After
the war he served as Dean of Engineering at
Oklahoma A&M until 1923. He then became pro-
fessor at M.I.T. teaching sanitary engineering and
continued there until 1929, at which time he
became Dean of Engineering at the University of
Washington.

James G. McGivern received Certificate
Number 2029 in Mechanical Engineering. He was
born July 11, 1905 in Boston, Massachusetts. He
received his baccalaureate degree in Mechanical
Engineering from Northeastern University in 1928;
his Masters of Engineering at Harvard University
in 1932 and his PhD at Washington State College
in 1939. It was in September, 1939 that he went to
Gonzaga University and organized the College of
Engineering of which he became the first dean. He
did research at Harvard University and published
many of his results in different forms both in the
United States and abroad. His service of twenty-
five years on the board (1949-1974) ties with Mike

Snyder for the second longest term of any person
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on the Board of Registration. General Dohm was
first with twenty-six years of service.

Henry K. Benson, Certificate Number 2555,
served on the board from 1949 to 1953. He was
born January 3, 1877 in Lebanon, Pennsylvania.
He received his Bachelor's and Master's degree
from Franklin and Marshall College in 1899 and
1902 respectively. In 1906 he received his
Doctorate in Science from the same institution.
Then in 1907 he received a PhD from Columbia
University. He served as Head of the Chemistry
Department at the University of Washington and
later was also Head of the Chemical Engineering
Department. He had the distinction of developing
a curriculum for accreditation in Chemical
Engineering in 1926.

Earl K. Baughn, Certificate Number 2357,
served on the board from 1949 to 1957. He was
born January 12, 1893 in Tobias, Nebraska. He
received his BSCE from Washington State College
in 1916. He served as engineer for Washington
Water Power Company in Spokane most of his
engineering career.

Drury Augustus Pifer, Certificate Number
2618, served on the board one term from 1951 to
1956. He was born March 18, 1905 at Charleston,
South Carolina. He received his baccalaureate
degree in Coal Mining Engineering in 1930 and in
1931 his Master's degree also in Mining
Engineering. He worked in various positions in the
mining industry in South Africa from 1932 to 1947.

He became professor and Head of the College of
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Mining, Metallurgical, and Ceramic Engineering at
the University of Washington in 1947 and served
there until his death.

Cotton M. Howard, Certificate Number 443,
served on the board from 1953 to 1958. His certifi-
cation was in civil, structural, and hydraulic engi-
neering and also as a land surveyor. Mr. Howard
was born May 10, 1888 in St. John, Washington.
He received his BSCE from Washington State
College in 1913. He worked for a number of years
for the Department of Highways and also irrigation
projects over the state. He was finally engineering
manager of Washington Concrete Products
Association in Seattle. He died November 30,
1969.

F. Robert Bergseth, Certificate Number
4978, served on the board for 19 years. His certifi-
cation was in electrical engineering. He was born
in Seattle on October 5, 1915 and received his
BSEE at the University of Washington in 1937,
and his Master's in Electrical Engineering from
M.IT. in 1938. He worked for the Allis Chalmers
Company until 1939 when he enlisted in the U.S.
Navy as an Ensign. At the conclusion of World War
II he was a Lieutenant Commander. He stayed in
the U.S. Naval Reserve and finally retired as a
Captain. He began teaching at the University of
Washington as an assistant professor in 1947 and
rose to the rank of associate professor and at one
time was the acting chairman of the Electrical
Engineering Department at the University of
Washington.

Kenneth P. Norrie, Certificate Number 2300,
registered in civil and structural engineering as
well as land surveying, and served on the board 20
years from 1958 to 1978. He was born in Olympia,
Washington on March 4, 1913. He graduated from
Olympia High School where he was a star athlete
in several sports. In 1937 he received his baccalau-
reate degree in Civil Engineering from Washington
State University and in 1939 his Master's in Civil
Engineering from the University of Wisconsin.
During World War II he served four years with
Navy Construction Battalions in the South Pacific
Theater. He later taught at the University of
Washington and at Gonzaga University. He
worked for several engineering firms in the
Spokane area before starting his own engineering
consulting firm in 1949. He was active in the
Structural Engineers Association of Washington of
which he was president, the American Society of
Civil Engineers of which he was president of the
Spokane section. He was also active in the
Washington Society of Professional Engineers. He
died in Spokane on May 12, 1983.

John S. Abel, Certificate Number 1843 in
civil and structural engineering, served for 10
years on the board from 1961 to 1970. His regis-
tration in Washington was obtained by reciprocity
from his original registration in the state of
Pennsylvania. Mr. Abel's fathers was an engineer
and while his father was stationed at Paramaribo
Surinam, South America, he was born there on
December 13, 1895. He received his BSCE from
the University of Manitoba, Canada in 1921. He
served as a bomber pilot with the Royal Air Force
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in World War I. He did structural design for
Dwight P. Robinson & Co., Inc. who later merged
with United Engineers and Constructors, Inc. in
Philadelphia. He did large design projects for
United Engineers and Constructors, specifically
the International Airport at Rio De Janeiro and the
subway system for Buenos Aires, Argentina. Also,
he was project manager of a large subway system
in Brazil and designed and supervised construction
of numerous large structures in the United State.
In 1944 he was hired by the Weyerhauser
Company as their Chief Engineer and remained in
that capacity until he retired in 1960. Mr. Abel
died in California in 1972.

Harrison W. Kramer, Certificate Number
1821 in Civil engineering, served one five-year
term on the board from 1961 to 1966. Mr. Kramer
was born in Seattle, April 21, 1914. He received
his BSCE from the University of Washington in
1939. In World War II he served as a Second
Lieutenant in the 6th Coast Artillery. He later
worked for the H.D. Fallar Company of Seattle and
then joined with James W. Carey, as partner in
1944. This firm later became Kramer, Chinn, and
Mayo, Inc. Mr. Kramer retired from this firm and
died in 1982.

Cecil C. Arnold, Certificate Number 2333 in
civil and structural engineering, served on the
board for ten years from 1966 to 1976. He was
born November 21, 1899 in Walla Walla,
Washington. He received his BSCE from
Washington State College in 1925. His first job

was on the Central Ferry bridge in Eastern
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Washington. He then did structural design for sev-
eral Seattle firms and the State Department of
Highways before starting his own consulting firm
in Seattle. He died in Seattle in 1980.

Halvard W. Birkeland, Certificate Number
1758 in civil and structural engineering as well as
land surveying, was born August 31, 1907 in Oslo,
Norway. He came to the United States and entered
the University of Washington where he received
his BSCE in 1932. He also received his Master's
Degree there in 1933. He worked for a number of
years for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation designing
dams from their Denver, Colorado headquarters.
He saw service in the U.S. Navy during World War
II and after the war worked in Panama and
Pakistan. He returned to the City of Tacoma and
was Chief Design Engineer for the Mossy Rock and
Mayfield dams. After this he formed a partnership
with Arthur and Tom Anderson in Tacoma. This
firm in turn became ABAM Engineers, Inc. Mr.
Birkeland retired from his corporation and is now
living in Bellevue, Washington.

James M. McGee, Certificate Number 13468
in mechanical engineering, served on the board
from 1974 to 1979. He was born in Centralia,
Washington on July 18, 1926. He received his
BSME from the University of Washington in 1957,
and his Master's Degree in Mechanical
Engineering from the same institution in 1963. He
worked for the Boeing Company since his baccalau-
reate degree and became the first member of the
board who was an employee of the Boeing

Company. He was a member of the Seattle
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Professional Engineers Association, the
Washington Society of Professional Engineers, and
the American Society of Mechanical Engineers.
Mr. McGee had the unfortunate experience of being
the first member of the board to die while in office.
He died of a heart attack in September, 1979.

Harvey R. Dodd, Certificate Number 6141 in
Civil and structural engineering, served on the
board for ten years from 1976 to 1986. He was
born in Fort Supply, Oklahoma on March 3, 1922.
He saw military service in World War II and
received his baccalaureate degree in Civil
Engineering from the University of Washington in
1951. He worked for the Lincoln Bouillon
Associates, the John Graham Company, Stevenson
and Rubens, and the Seattle Building Department
before starting his own consulting business of
Harvey R. Dodd and Associates, Inc. He is now
retired from that business.

Wilho E. Williams, Certificate Number 4425
in civil and structural engineering, served on the
board from 1978 to 1983 and then had the unusual
distinction of being reappointed to the board again
in 1986. He was born in Spokane, Washington on
March 7, 1922. He received his BSCE from
Washington State University in 1943, and his
Master's in Civil Engineering from the University
of Illinois in 1947. In World War II he progressed
from Ensign to Lieutenant Junior Grade, became a
full Lieutenant during the Korean Conflict, stayed
in the Naval Reserve, and finally retired as a
Captain. He has worked for several Spokane

design firms in the Spokane area. He is an active
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member of the Washington Society of Professional
Engineers serving as president of that organiza-
tion. He was also very active in the Structural
Engineers Association of Washington and the
American Society of Civil Engineers.

Robert G. Clark, Certificate Number 5320,
served on the board for ten years from 1977 to
1987. He was licensed in both electrical and
nuclear engineering. He was born in Omabha,
Nebraska on October 21, 1917. He received his
BSCE from the South Dakota School of Mines in
1948, and his Master's Degree in Nuclear
Engineering from Oregon State University in 1964.
He worked for Battelle Northwest most of his pro-
fessional life and was nationally known for his
expertise in radiation detection and radiation mea-
surement. He was active in the Washington
Society of Professional Engineers and the
American Society of Nuclear Engineers.

Alfred F. Byrne, Certificate Number 6646 in
mechanical engineering, was appointed to the
board by Governor Dixie Lee Ray in 1979 to replace
James McGee. Mr. Byrne was born in Greensville,
Idaho on December 9, 1921. He received his BSME
from the University of Idaho in 1950. He has
recently retired from the Boeing Company for
which he worked his full professional life. He is
active in the American Society of Mechanical
Engineers and has been president of the Seattle
Chapter of the Washington Society of Professional
Engineers.

John R. Wallace, Certificate Number 1997 in
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Civil Engineering and Land Surveying, served on
the board from 1980 until 1985. He was born in
Seattle August 3, 1915. He received his BSCE from
the University of Washington in 1941. He then did
Graduate Studies in Civil Engineering and also
taught lower division courses in engineering and
land surveying from 1941 through 1944. Other
employment included work at the White Sands
Proving Grounds and with R.W. Beck and
Associates before starting his own private practice.

Roy A. Avent, Certificate Number 10936 in
Civil Engineering, served on the board from 1983
until 1993. He was born in Murfreesboro,
Tennessee January 31,1935. He received a BSCE
from Tennessee State University in 1957. He
worked for the Bureau of Public Roads, the
Michigan State Highway Department and the
Boeing Company before forming the partnership
Jordan/Avent and Associates. He had served as
President of the Association of Black Engineers of
Washington and was a member of the Washington
Society of Professional Engineers.

CHAPTER SEVEN

THE REGISTRANTS

In the half century of personal association
with engineers, I have come to the conclusion that
engineers really are different. They certainly have
the differences in personalities and characteristics
that one would find in any societal group, but there
are certain characteristics and qualities that make
them also different. It shows up usually quite
early in life, even in junior high school; they are
the ones that like Math. In senior high schools
they are the ones that enjoy laboratory assign-
ments and don't seem to mind doing homework. In
college they readily subject their social life to their
studies and report writings. They seem to be
imbued with an analytical mind. They approach
problems which they love to solve with a logical
reasoning attitude. They are inventive and innova-
tive and approach life with the philosophy that
“there must be a better way to do this" attitude.

After reading thousands of applications and
tens of thousands of transcripts during my time as
Executive Secretary to the board, I've observed
many peculiarities of those candidates who wish to
be professional engineers. For instance, many
times the candidates who had the poorest engineer-
ing related backgrounds would submit the best and
most completely filled out applications. They
would be neatly typed or hand lettered with a great
deal of obvious care in the preparation. Contrarily,
some of the candidates who obviously had the bet-
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ter engineering education and background would
be very careless and sloppy in their completion or
lack of completion in their applications to the
board. Sometimes the candidate who was obvious-
ly trying to impress the board with his somewhat
meager abilities would take paragraphs to tell in
detail some actual project that he had designed,
while others would merely just say "designed engi-
neering projects”. It was interesting also to note
how some applicants would try to take full credit
for large engineering designs that obviously were
accomplished by large teams of other engineers.

Close examination of transcripts also told
some interesting stories about the candidates. One
of the most remarkable indicated a young fellow
whose father was a medical doctor and whose
mother was a registered nurse. He was duly
enrolled in medical school and made miserable
grades. So badly that he finally flunked out of the
school and was drafted into the Army. During his
Army experience he was attached to an engineer-
ing and artillery group. After serving his two years
in the Army, he returned and had obviously found
himself, for he now enrolled in an engineering
school and graduated about three years later with
straight A's on his transcript.

Another interesting story that could easily
be traced by transcripts was a young lady who
enrolled in a southern engineering school. Her
freshman year showed straight A's. Her sopho-
more year was a disaster. She finally, after being
on probation twice, dropped out of school and next

showed up at an engineering school in the north-
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west. It was pretty obvious that she had followed a
boyfriend because within the year they were mar-
ried. She then continued with her engineering and
the next two years was again a straight A student.

Another young fellow started out with a
Bachelor of Arts degree in music. Shortly after
graduation he obviously married the daughter of
the president of a well-known organ manufacturer.
Shortly thereafter he went back to school, enrolled
in electronics and finally graduated with a degree
in Electrical Engineering.

These are but a few of the unique stories
that I have gleaned from the school records of vari-
ous applicants. The typical engineer, however,
seems to know well in advance exactly the direc-
tion he wishes to go. He has the necessary math,
physics, and chemistry courses from high school,
enrolls directly into a college of engineering. There
are the exceptions of some who are forced by eco-
nomics to either work while attending school or
taking off semesters or sometimes full years to
make enough money to finish their engineering
education. These usually graduate without prob-
lems, with average grades, and continue into their
professional engineering life without great inter-
ruptions.

Since most of the examinations given by the
board were open book, it always amazed the board
members and the proctors at the amount of books
and other study materials that the candidates
would bring into the examination rooms. It was

almost pathetic to see the candidates arrive quite
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early before the exam room doors were opened with
their great loads of books in all kinds of containers.
The favorites were, of course, cardboard boxes.
Many times they had two, three, or four boxloads of
books. The heaviest containers seem to have been
large suitcases and usually the candidate had two.
In some cases these had grown into large trunks
which meant that they had to have help to get the
trunk to the tables. Because parking was not
always available nearby, they became very innova-
tive in transporting their books from their cars. I
was always amazed at the number of little red
wagons that many candidates pulled into the
examination room piled high with books and car-
tons. Some even arrived with contractor wheelbar-
rows loaded down with their books and supplies.

One innovative candidate arrived with a
very unique bookcase that he had prepared. It was
about four feet high and three feet wide, containing
built-in shelves in two pieces hinged together and
on rollers. He was able to pull it into the exam
room and set it up on top of his table unfolded so
that he looked like he was sitting in front of a com-
plete library shelf. Jack Abel, one of the board
members at that time, remarked that if he had
spent as much time studying for the examination
as he did in designing and building the bookcase,
he would have passed it with flying colors. It real-
ly got ridiculous when one candidate set up his own
little study lamp and then assembled a large draft-
ing machine on his table. He really didn't need
either the extra light or the drafting machine and
didn't use either one, but apparently he felt com-
fortable with his own equipment on his table.
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Where some of the applicants over-prepared
there were a great number who were not properly
prepared for the examination. Most of the time
this consisted of people who had just failed to
study, or had not attended refresher courses. But
there was one candidate that really illustrates
what I mean by not preparing adequately in
advance. He lived in Eastern Washington and
apparently, rather than spend the time and the
expense to drive to Seattle the afternoon or evening
before the examination site so that he could get a
good night's rest and be at the exam on time,
rather he got up at three or four o'clock in the
morning and drove to Seattle. Somewhere on the
trip he had car trouble and didn't get to the exam
until about nine o'clock. He was already an hour
late and frustrated and tired, but he immediately
was placed at his table and started working the
problems. About ten o'clock we heard the sound of
a body hitting the floor. I rushed over to his posi-
tion and found that he had passed out. My first
concern was that perhaps he had suffered a heart
attack or some other medicinal failure. He came to
rather readily and then the full story came out. He
had not had breakfast before he left home, hoping
to get to Seattle in time to grab a bite before the
exam. The lack of food, the frustration of car trou-
bles, the excitement of the exam had just been too
much for him and he merely fainted and fell out of
his chair. After being revived and getting a candy
bar from the vending machine, he was able to go
back and finish the examination. Truly a classic
example of poor preparation.

It was my observation over the many years
that the candidates who did the best on the exami-
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nations were usually those who had attended some
kind of a refresher course. For the E.I.T.'s this was
usually given at the school by the professors or
members of professional societies. Those who stud-
ied for the branch examination usually did so in
small groups and these refresher courses were
sometimes sponsored by the various technical soci-
eties. Nevertheless, some kind of semi-formal
preparation seems to have been necessary for a
majority of the candidates.

Like any other large group there were
always the persons trying to sit for the examina-
tion who were physically handicapped from acci-
dents or some other temporary type of disability.
There were literally dozens that I can remember
arriving in wheelchairs because of skiing, hiking,
or hunting accidents. Some had writing problems
because of broken arms and fingers and some who
had other physical ailments brought about by ill-
ness. Probably the most difficult were the students
who were blind. The board always tried to make
arrangements that would accommodate people
with this type of handicap who had the persever-
ance to try to become registered. Usually this
meant placing them in a separate room with a
"reader” who would be a college professor or some-
one who had helped the blind person with their col-
lege work. This usually would be a wife or another
member of the family. I recall a telephone conver-
sation with a blind person who had already passed
his E.I.T. and he was asking about the possibility
of sitting for the branch examination. I explained
to him the board's policy and reminded him of the

circumstances that allowed him to acquire his
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E.L'T. certification. I suggested that perhaps his
wife would be able to do the reading for him. He
laughed and said no, that she was busy taking her
E.L.T. examination at the local university.

The deaf persons were more easily accommo-
dated, usually bringing a member of the family
who would listen to the oral instructions given at
the time of the examination by one of the proctors
and then would relay that information by the
means of sign language to the deaf person taking
the examination. Another unusual incident that I
recall was a candidate who had already passed the
professional portion of his examination and later
on wished to be registered as a structural engineer.
The board had always maintained that since this
was a specialty registration that the registrant sit
consecutively for the two day examination This
candidate had some physical problems with his
heart and respiratory organs and his doctor for-
bade him from doing such a strenuous task. He
proposed to the board that he be allowed to sit for
the examination one day and then a week later
take the second day of the examination. The board
gave special permission and this was done and he
passed his structural examination under these con-
ditions. One might wonder how he was able to per-
form as a structural engineer, but he was able to
work out of his home and do plan design review
work for various small municipalities. So even
with the physical handicap he was able to main-
tain his engineering abilities and provide a secure
income for his family.

Another type of handicap, though not physi-
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cal, were the persons who were "Sabbath
observers". A few of this classification made special
petition to the board to allow them to sit for their
examination, which would normally have occurred
on a Saturday, at some other date. Usually this
would have been either the following Sunday, or in
some cases, they would appear at the board's office
in Olympia on the following Monday. This was
done in an effort to maintain the security of the
examinations and at the same time allow persons
who because of strong religious convictions would
not have been able to be registered as professional
engineers.

Another one of the oddities that showed up
occasionally was the husband and wife team.
Because they normally had studied together and
had used the same reference books, they usually
wanted to sit at the same table. This required
close monitoring and usually a proctor was sta-
tioned nearby to make sure that each person
worked his own examination. There never seemed
to have been any problem with one trying to help
the other or any other type of cheating occurring.
The thing that always impressed me when the
results came in, quite frequently one would pass
and the other would fail. There were several inci-
dents of which I know that the wife passed the
examination before the husband. 1 always won-
dered how they handled the problem emotionally
at home.

After going for a number of years with only a
sprinkling of two or three woman candidates in the
examination room along with literally hundreds of

62

men, in the mid-seventies it was noticeable that
the number of women sitting especially for the
E.I.T. examination was increasing dramatically.
Instead of the less than one percent of past years,
the numbers began to increase to where in the
early 80's from ten to twenty percent of the candi-
dates were young women. As these E.I.T. regis-
trants progressed into the professions, we began to
see more and more women sitting for the branch
examinations. It is not uncommon for ten percent
of the candidates of the present day to be females.

Another of the transitions that occurred
much more rapidly was the change from the slide
rule to the hand calculator. In the mid-seventies
the proctors first began to note that a few of the
candidates at one of the examinations had these
new-fangled devices with them. Just one year later
Professor Albert Hoag from the University of
Washington who was acting as one of the proctors
came up to me and said, "I only saw about a dozen
slide rules on the tables and most of them were
just brought along for the atmosphere." The candi-
dates, even then, were using the hand-held calcula-
tors and had brought their slide rules with them as
backups. Now, of course, one never sees a slide
rule at the examination.

Examinations were sometimes labeled by
the board because of the number of persons from
some organization that desired registration
because of "company policy”. In the mid to late 60's
for instance, the Department of Highways made
requirements known that anyone wishing to be
promoted beyond a certain grade must be regis-
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tered as a professional civil engineer. This brought
a drastic increase in the number of people from the
Department of Highways who wished to become
registered as soon as possible. Several of the
examinations in the late 60's were dominated by
these kinds of people and the number of civil
branch examinations, even though always in the
majority, increased drastically.

Similarly in the 70's when the Boeing
Company had its dramatic layoffs and closures,
that the numbers of these engineers who had never
had the need to be registered, now felt that it
would enhance their resumes and chances of get-
ting jobs at some other employer even if it did not
help them to maintain their employment at Boeing.
Since most of these employees were mechanical
engineers, the number of mechanical examinations
given at this time increased to where it even sur-
passed the number of civil applicants. The board
laughingly refer to that particular examination as
the "Boeing examination”. Incidentally, it was
noted that the applicants for this particular exami-
nation were of exceptionally high quality. A larger
percent of those sitting for this examination passed
than any other examination of memory.

The board always encouraged the exam tak-
ers to be as comfortable as possible at the examina-
tion. It was always a trying time for a person to
maintain their peak performance over the long
eight hour period of time required to sit for these
written examinations which consisted mostly of
problem solving. The board tried to provide ade-
quate space by having the applicants sit two to a

64

typical eight-foot table. They tried to maintain an
atmosphere of quiet and good lighting and good
temperature control so that the candidates would
feel comfortable. The applicants learned early that
part of this being comfortable included stocking
themselves with snack foods that they could eat or
drink during their problem solving time. No doubt
this was a carry-over from their periods of study or
perhaps working conditions. Normally you would
expect the thermoses full of coffee along with other
assortments of drinks such as canned pop, special
fruit juices, oranges, and apples. It also included
peanuts and candy bars, cookies, potato chips, etc.
Cleaning up the exam site after an eight-hour
examination looked more like cleaning up the cafe-
teria after a lunch hour at school.

One of the disagreeable things about exami-
nees attending specific times and places was the
variety of excuses that we had to listen to. Most of
them would have preferred the examination to be
held in their home towns and at times that were of
their own choosing. It became very difficult to
explain to some of these types of applicants that
the examinations had to be set at specific times
and dates for very good reasons and that their
excuses could not be accepted. These excuses
ranged all the way from not being able to get away
from work or their wife was expecting a new baby
at that time, to the company was sending them out
of town on a very important project at that period.
One of my favorite illustrations is the applicant
from a Scandinavian country who was trying to get
registered so that his company could perform engi-

neering services in the United States. Timing was
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critical for both him and his company in getting
himself registered. When I explained to him that
he would have to be at Seattle on a specific date, he
became very uncomfortable and asked if it would
be possible for him to appear at another time.
When I explained to him that the board very sel-
dom made that kind of accommodation and told
him that even though his engagement seemed
important to him, the board would not accept any
excuses and expected him to be there at that time
and at that place if he wished to be registered in
this country. He said it was a very important
engagement and that he did not think he could
break it. We terminated the telephone conversa-
tion with the perception on my part that he would
not be at that exam. So I was quite surprised
when he showed up at the examination on that
date. I asked him how he was able to make the
date when he had told me on the phone that he
would be unable to break it. His very short answer
was, "I just told the King that I couldn't make the
engagement with him." Obviously I was dumb-
founded and pressed for more details, but about all
I got out of him was that he had had a very impor-
tant diplomatic appointment with the King of his
country. He felt that registration was so important
to him and his company, that he broke the date
with the King. I often used this story when a can-
didate was offering some flimsy excuse as to why
he couldn't be at the exam site at a certain time
with telling results.

Another one of my favorite stories always
came to mind when I was explaining to some indi-
vidual that if they wished to perform engineering
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services as a private consultant that they would
have to become registered. A great number of them
would say that they had been out of school too long.
Or, I'm too old to start taking tests again. I
reminded them of the person who showed up to
take the land surveyor's examination, which is a
very difficult two consecutive days exam. It was
obvious that he was retired and certainly in the
later years of life, but he showed up at the exam
site with the usual suitcases of books and then very
enthusiastically sat down and started the examina-
tion. His wife who had accompanied him this day
asked if she could sit near the front of the examina-
tion room with the proctors, not having any place
else to go. As I was getting her a chair in which to
sit, she confided in me that she did not understand
why her husband was subjecting himself to this
very demanding task. After all, she said, he's
retired from a full life of work, he's 71 years old,
and I don't know why in the world he wants to
become a land surveyor. But he was there and
very enthusiastically took his examination during
the very strenuous two day period of time. I'm only
too happy to report the end of the story that he not
only passed the examinations, but passed with
exceptionally high grades.

Another candidate who passed his examina-
tions with extremely high grades was perhaps the
envy of all who observed him. He appeared just a
few minutes early for the examination and while
the other candidates where unpacking their books
and getting settled down for the grueling exercises
before them, he nonchalantly walked into the

examination room and took his seat. The only
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piece of equipment that he had in his hands was a
slide rule. The proctors watched with a great deal
of envy and admiration as he sat there doing the
full day of examination, working out his problems
on his slide rule and placing his answers on the
answer sheet. He even finished the examination
early and before four o'clock, walked out, still car-
rying just the slide rule in his hand. Truly a
remarkable experience.

The most remarkable story that comes to
memory in my nearly eighteen years of proctoring
examinations for the board concerns an individual
who set a record which I am sure will never be bro-
ken. He had started his examination procedures in
mid-life and had what the board considered to be a
marginal educational and experience record. He
worked as an engineer for a municipality and
apparently was striving for registration in order to
better his promotional possibilities. He had start-
ed the examination process before I became the
executive secretary to the board, but for the first
several years of my employment, he never missed
an examination, but he never passed an examina-
tion. He continued steadfastly appearing every six
months to sit for the eight hour fundamental exam-
ination and the eight hour civil examination. He
continued for thirty-eight consecutive examination
periods. It early became apparent to the board
that because of his low scores that he was never
ever going to pass the exams, but because of some
kind of stubborn persistence, he insisted on going
through the ordeal every six months. The law
made provision for anyone failing the examination
to be able to sit for the following examination with
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only the payment of a fee every other time. He was
a rather quiet and dignified person who always sat
near the back, by himself, and worked very dili-
gently for the entire eight-hour day. We actually
got to be good friends over the years. He always
expressed his feeling to me that he expected to
pass the very next examination.

It would not be right to close this chapter on
registrants without giving some dry statistics in
which everybody may or nobody might have an
interest.

The first on the honor roll of statistics is
William D. Shannon, the man who, as a member of
the House of Representatives for the State of
Washington, shepherded the first Registration Act
of 1935 through the legislature and also sponsored
the 1947 Act. Mr. Shannon was registered under
the Grandfather Act as Number 114 in civil and
hydraulic engineering.

Luther E. Gregory was issued license
Number 6 in 1936 and holds the honor of being the
person registered in the most number of branches.
He was registered in civil, electrical, mechanical,
structural, and hydraulic engineering and also in
the field of land surveying.

The first professional engineer licensed in
the State of Washington by reciprocity was Walter
Brenton. He was issued license Number 1183 as
an electrical engineer by reciprocity with the State
of Oregon. The first person to be licensed by reci-

procity as a professional land surveyor was also
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from the State of Oregon, he was Edwin F. Postal,
Number 1381.

The first licensee under the 1935 Act to be
licensed by examination was George E. Lamb of
Hoquiam. He was one of twelve who took and
passed the very first written examination given in

Olympia in 1936. He was issued license Number
1470.

The first person to be licensed under the
Grandfather Act of 1947 was Phyl S. Bessor. He
was issued license Number 2489 in mining engi-
neering.

The first person to be licensed as an engi-
neer-in-training and holds Certificate Number 1,
was Howard M. Angell, Jr. He took a two day
examination May 29-30, 1948, and then four years
later received his professional engineer's license
No. 4856 in mechanical engineering.

The person to hold the dubious honor of
being the first person to have his license revoked
by the board was Kenneth B. Aldrich. Mr. Aldrich
was registered by reciprocity with Arizona in elec-
trical engineering and was issued license Number
4000. Unfortunately, in 1956 the board found that
he had received his license fraudulently in Arizona
and thus on December 11, 1956 the board revoked
his authority to practice in the State of
Washington.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

THE EXAMINATIONS

The board's first big problem in 1936, after
having evaluated nearly fifteen hundred persons
for registration under the Grandfather Act, was to
next grapple with giving written examinations to
all applicants. The board members first conferred
with the Oregon board, which had been in opera-
tion since 1919, as to how their exams were pre-
pared and graded. After this meeting the board
began to assemble problems and to write the first
exams. This did not prove to be too difficult
because they were only examining in six fields:
civil, electrical, mechanical, structural, hydraulic
engineering, and the field of land surveying. Most
of these subjects were well represented with the
first five member board. Thus, it was easy for
them to assemble their own examination problems.
This problem of having to prepare examinations
continued to grow and be the number one problem
facing the board for at least its first thirty years.
For instance, only twelve persons took the first
examination in 1936. By June of 1960 this number
had grown to 603.

With the advent of the titles of professional
engineer and engineer-in-training in the 1947 Act,
this chore changed dramatically. First, the num-
bers taking the exam rose from the "dozens" to the
"hundreds”. Second, the five board members did
not have the expertise in many of the diverse

branches and subdivisions of engineering in which
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applicants were asking for registration. The board
went to the educational institutions for help in get-
ting volunteer services from numbers of engineer-
ing professors who, because of their familiarity
with testing the students, had much less trouble
preparing and grading examinations than did the
usual board members. But even this extra work
force didn't really supply expertise in some fields
which were more "working titles" than they were
educational divisions of engineering. For instance,
applicants sought registration under the 1947 Act
in such areas as radio engineering, manufacturing
engineering, heating and ventilating engineering,
tool engineering, value engineering, refrigeration
engineering, etc. After grandfathering in a great
number of persons into these categories (which Ed
Dohm humorously later referred to as "cats and
dogs disciplines”), the board finally adopted a poli-
cy of granting registrations only in such branches
of engineering in which degrees were given at one
of the state's schools of engineering.

Before 1948 all examinations were given in
Olympia. The first examination under the 1947
Act was given June 22-24, 1948. Shortly thereafter
there was a great deal of enthusiasm created in
Spokane and a large refresher course was orga-
nized and given at the School of Engineering at
Gonzaga University. Then, on September 6, 7, 8 of
1948, the first exam was given in the Spokane area
on the Gonzaga campus. The students took the
E.LT. and a fairly large group of engineers in east-
ern Washington assembled to take the branch
exams. Later on the E.I.T. examination was given
to students at Washington State University at
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Pullman and also at the University of Washington
in Seattle. In the mid-1960's the demand was for
additional sites and the board introduced the
examinations at the graduate center at Richland
and also the fundamental examination was given
to students at Walla Walla College.

Because of the larger numbers of people tak-
ing the examinations and most of them living in
the Seattle area, the board now began to use facili-
ties on the University of Washington campus for
their twice yearly examinations. In the late 1960's,
because of large numbers of applicants and also
because of the change in the times of the year that
the board chose to give the examinations to be in
uniformity with surrounding states, the Seattle
exam site was changed from the University of
Washington to the Seattle Center buildings.
Except for two of the exams given at the Seattle
Masonic Temple and one time at Seattle Pacific
University, all major exams have been given in the
Seattle Center buildings.

One can begin to appreciate the need for
large spaces when you realize that only two candi-
dates were assigned to the 2 1/2' by 8’ tables and
with nearly 1,000 people showing up for the exami-
nation it requires a great deal of space.

The board continued to give the examina-
tions annually in Spokane, Walla Walla, and
Richland. The E.I.T. exams only were given twice
a year for graduating students at Washington
State University in Pullman.

For the first twenty-five years the board
used a rather complicated system of grading the
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applicants and the examinations. They allowed up
to forty percent for the applicants' experience
records; they allowed up to thirty percent for the
fundamental grade, and up to thirty percent for the
branch examination grade. These were totaled
together and became the grade necessary for regis-
tration. The board fixed the minimum at seventy

points.

In September of 1962 the board made some
major changes in this grading system. They now
allowed eight years experience as what they
termed qualifying only and then they allowed one-
half point per year for experience above that statu-
tory eight years, up to a maximum of ten points,
which would have been a total of twenty-eight
years experience by the applicants. They also
changed the passing grades of the written exami-
nation so that they must average seventy percent.
They set a minimum of sixty percent in either the
fundamentals or branch examinations. Then the

total percentage needed for certification was set at
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the weighted grade of seventy.

In 1969 the board decided that this system
was also clumsy and eliminated the points system
entirely and required a minimum passing grade of
seventy on each of the two written examinations
which were not to be averaged. This system is in
use down to the present time.

For the first fifty years the board used the
educationally approved and time honored system of
curving the examination scores, usually based on a
standard deviation curve. Just recently the board
has adopted a different plan in which scores are
pre-set. The exam questions are closely reviewed
at the time of preparation and taking into consider-
ation the difficulty of each individual problem, a
specific point system is assigned to it. Applicants
then, as they work the problems, are graded on
how well they have done on that problem in respect
to its assigned value. Thus, the examination cutoff
score passing grade is determined before the appli-
cant takes the examination. This supposedly
makes for a fairer grading system and is more
defensible in case the applicant appeals his failing
score. It is apparent to me that the examinations
have become more difficult in their content and
also perhaps in the grading of these exams over the
years. However, I have noticed in my experience,
that whether the applicants think that the exam is
either easy or hard depends on whether they have
passed or failed the examination.

The examination procedure in the 1930's

and 1940's were usually two 8 hour written exami-
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nations. That is the one examination in the funda-
mentals of engineering and the other exam being
in the specific branch that the applicant has been
educated in and working in. These exams were
open book, that is, the board allowed the applicants
to use text books, handbooks, practice examina-
tions and solutions that they had worked on prior
to the examination, and most other materials that
the board felt were suitable in testing the appli-
cant's ability. It was not so much a matter of test-
ing their memory work as is done quite frequently
in college, but rather their ability to seek out engi-
neering solutions regardless of where that basic
material might be found.

These early examinations also included an
oral interview and an additional very brief one or
two hour examination on ethics, and sometimes on
the law itself. Applicants also were asked to sub-
mit a short engineering project report of which
they had been responsible in their work experience.
In the mid-1960's these reports were eliminated
because the board just did not have the time to
review them due to the extraordinarily large num-
ber of applicants.

As mentioned above, the early branch exam-
inations were prepared by the board members
themselves and then later were supplemented by
professors at the various engineering colleges in
the state. In the 1960's the board decided that so
many of the examinations being prepared by acad-
emicians were too bookish and many times more
theoretical than practical. The board then sought
the aid of practicing professionals in their specific
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fields. This was especially true of examinations in
agricultural, aeronautical, naval architecture and
marine engineering, chemical, industrial, metallur-
gical, ceramic, sanitary, and structural engineer-
ing. At first these professional practitioners pre-
pared and graded the examinations mostly as a
labor of love with sometimes a modest stipend
being paid for their time and efforts. The board
owes a great debt to a large number of professional
engineers who have given such assistance in times
past.

Beginning with the advent of the title "engi-
neer-in-training”, the board, following the lead of
many of the surrounding states, tried various
means of examining the graduating seniors at the
colleges of engineering. For instance, in the early
1950's for a few years the graduating seniors were
allowed to sit for the eight hour fundamental
examination and their intended branch examina-
tion. The applicants, after having passed this so-
called "two day E.I.T." examination were permitted
to reapply to the board after four years of practical
progressive experience and by the submission of a
written report and a personal interview with the
board they were then granted professional registra-
tion. This system did not work too well. There
were several students who had gained passing
marks on their two day E.I.T. examinations who,
for various reasons, never did reapply to the board
for professional registration. Whether it was
because of personal problems, changing jobs, or
jobs that did not require registration is unknown,
but it always seemed strange to me that after hav-
ing put that much time and effort into the registra-
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tion process that they would never follow through.
There were many others who, though they were eli-
gible in four years, took as long as twenty or twen-
ty-five years before they would reapply for full pro-
fessional registration.

During this same period the board tried sev-
eral different fundamental examination procedures
for the graduating students. At one time they gave
multiple choice questions. These were given usual-
ly in a four hour period of time and were closed
book rather than the more generally accepted open
book system. Dr. McGivern, Dean at Gonzaga
University School of Engineering, supplied a great
number of these tests and he was ably assisted by
a fellow board member, Robert Bergseth, who was
a professor at the University of Washington.

When the National Council of Engineering
Examiners finally came out with a uniform funda-
mental of engineering examination in 1966, the
Washington board began to use this nationally
accepted examination. In the early 1970's this
examination became multiple choice and electroni-
cally graded. There are now in the neighborhood of
forty thousand candidates nationally per year tak-
ing this examination, of which more than one thou-
sand are from the State of Washington.

In 1962 the board decided that the structur-
al examination, which had been an eight hour-one
day examination, now required much more depth
in testing and went to a two day examination. It
has always been either prepared and graded by a
member of the board or by a committee of structur-
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al engineers from the Structural Engineers
Association of Washington and overseen by a mem-
ber of the board.

In December of 1962 the board went to a two
day examination in land surveying. One day being
given for problems and the second day being added
specifically for an examination of the applicant's
knowledge of the rules, laws, and principles of land
surveying. Again this examination was prepared
by members of the board until the early 1970's
when assistance was sought from the Land
Surveyors Association of Washington who formed a
committee to prepare and grade the examination

under the oversight of one or more of the members
of the board.

The board has always encouraged its appli-
cants to properly prepare for these examinations as
mentioned earlier. One of the better ways of this
preparation is participation in some kind of struc-
tured refresher course taught either by academi-
cians or members of the profession. The
Washington Society of Professional Engineers has
organized several of these refresher courses over
the years at various locations to assist the new
engineer in better preparing himself for his life's
work as a professional. Again, a great deal of
thanks is due to these persons who have given so
much encouragement and instruction to the new-
comer to the engineering profession.

The number of people who have assisted the
board for proctoring these examinations are far too
numerous to mention by name. They are composed
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of college professors who saw and filled the need in
helping the board to attend and proctor the various
exams that have been given, especially since 1948.
When you realize that ten to fifteen such proctors
have been needed in Seattle, five or six in Spokane,
five or six in Pullman, three or four in Richland,
and two or three in Walla Walla, you can begin to
realize the number of dedicated people who, for a
very small stipend and sometimes no payment at
all, have helped countless thousands of people in
being able to sit for these examinations which in
turn lead to professional registration and has
enriched their lives in their chosen profession. It is
totally impossible for their names to be listed here-
in, but a great debt is owed these people for their
continuing support of the board’'s activities in
examining people for registration.

CHAPTER NINE

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL
OF ENGINEERING EXAMINERS
AND RECIPROCITY

Thirteen years after the state of Wyoming
passed the first registration act for professional
engineers in 1907, eleven other states (Louisiana,
Illinois, Florida, Oregon, Nevada, Michigan, Iowa,
Idaho, Colorado, Virginia, and New York) had done
likewise. Since each of these boards had similar
problems, it was only natural that somebody pro-
pose a meeting for discussing these problems.
Thus, seven of the twelve state boards (Colorado,
Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, and Michigan)
met at the Hotel Sherman in Chicago, Illinois on
November 8-10, 1920. It started as a very informal
meeting but like many similar meetings, it ended
with the election of a chairman and a secretary and
the date for another meeting the next year. They
even adopted a name and thus was born the
"Council of State Board of Engineering
Examiners”". In 1925 the word "National" was
added to the organizational name. This name was
to remain until it was shortened to "National
Council of Engineering Examiners” (NCEE) in
1967.

NCEE struggled with many problems over
the years. The preparation and grading of exams
was a major chore for all the state boards at first.

Most of them had one or more deans of engineering
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as a member, some states required it by law. This
question of examinations took a lot of time at the
first meetings. It still does today, although this
chore has now been computerized and printed in a
very professional-like manner. Since engineers are
a very mobile group, the need for registration in
more than one state often became a must. At first
many of these engineers had to go through differ-
ent testing procedures as they sought registration
in each additional state. Though this problem is
not completely solved yet, great strides have been
made and will be discussed further later.

Another source of many of the discussions
was how to evaluate the educational background of
the applicants. Some kind of uniformity was obvi-
ously needed.

In 1932 NCEE, with the assistance of many
of the technical societies and schools of engineer-
ing, was instrumental in organizing the Engineers
Council for Professional Development (ECPD).
This organization has become internationally rec-
ognized as the accrediting body for engineering
curriculum throughout the United States.

The ECPD established standards for engi-
neering and technology curricula and then made
visits every six years (more often if problems exist-
ed) to every school that wanted accreditation.
Many state boards now require its applicants to be
graduates of such an accredited institution (all six
of the engineering schools in Washington are now
accredited, that is, the University of Washington,
Washington State University, Seattle University,
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Gonzaga University, Walla Walla College, and St.
Martin's College).

In 1978 ECPD changed its name to the more
descriptive "Accreditation Board for Engineering
and Technology" (ABET).

In the mid-1970's ABET began to invite and
encourage state boards of registration to send
observers to the ABET visits to institutions in their
jurisdiction. Washington has taken advantage of
this and found it to be a very rewarding experience.

These visits take two to four days depending
on the number of disciplines accredited, and are
very thorough. They include such things as: facili-
ties, textbooks, libraries, laboratories, interviews
with students and their transcripts, discussions
with the deans and their faculties, and presidents
of the institutions and their administrators.

The Washington Board has been a contribut-
ing member to ECPD/ABET since its beginning in
1935.

After establishing uniformity in education,
NCEE tackled the next big problem of uniformity
in examinations. Some state boards were giving
oral exams (or none at all in some cases) but most
recognized that written exams were easier to
defend. Some were giving four hour examinations,
a few were giving six hours, but most were giving
eight hour examinations. Before very long it was
generally recognized that it was necessary to give

an eight hour examination in the fundamentals of
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engineering (often called the engineer-in-training
exam) and an eight hour exam in the principles
and practice of engineering (usually referred to as
the branch exam).

Although NCEE saw the need and began
working on it much earlier, it was May, 1965 before
a uniform fundamentals of engineering examina-
tion was actually compiled, printed, and offered to
the various state boards.

Washington began using it in May 1968.
Now all fifty state boards, four territorial boards,
and the District of Columbia use it. It is offered on
the same period in mid-April and late-October each
year. It started as the working of ten problems out
of some twenty problems in subjects such as stat-
ics, dynamics, mathematics, chemistry, physics,
electrical circuits, engineering economics, etc. It is
now a multiple choice, machine-graded test of 140
questions for the first four hours and seven ten-
part problems chosen from approximately the same
subjects (also multiple choice, machine-graded) for
the second four hours.

This fundamentals of engineering examina-
tion proved so popular for the state boards that
NCEE almost immediately produced branch exami-
nations in civil, chemical, electrical, and mechani-
cal engineering in December 1966. Washington
started using these exams in May 1968. At first
these subjective type examinations were prepared
and upgraded by contract with professors at vari-
ous engineering schools, but now are mostly pro-

vided by the founder societies of the specific disci-
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plines. As these technical societies became
involved, other disciplined societies began provid-
ing exams in such branches as aerospace/aeronau-
tical, agricultural, ceramic, industrial, manufactur-
ing, nuclear, petroleum, and fire protection engi-
neering.

As NCEE solved the problems of uniformity
and education evaluation and examination, it also
solved the reciprocity or comity problem. Earlier
the charges and countercharges between the state
boards were: "Your applicants are not as well edu-
cated as ours.” "Our exams are harder (or longer)
than yours." Such statements are no longer valid.
A professional engineer registered in one state hav-
ing a baccalaureate degree from an ECPD/ABET
accredited institution and having passed an eight
hour examination in the fundamentals of engineer-
ing and the eight hour examinations in the princi-
pals and practice (branch) may be registered by
any engineering examining board by simply com-
pleting an application form.

NCEE provides a record certification pro-
gram by which a registrant of any state board may
supply the usual basic requirements of NCEE and
for a fee NCEE will provide this information (this
includes transcripts, references, experiences, affi-
davits from other P.E.'s, etc.) to any other (or all
other) state boards which in turn will accept these
documents from NCEE in lieu of the applicants
having to supply them. Though this is not the
same as federal registration, it does alleviate the
time and tedious process of the registrant's supply-

ing duplicate documents in most cases. Many pro-
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fessional engineers use NCEE's record of certifica-
tion program for multiple state registrations and a
few have gotten registered in all fifty states this
way.

NCEE has a staff of some twenty persons at
P.O. Box 5000, Seneca, South Carolina 29678. Itis
governed by a president elected annually at council
meetings and four vice presidents who are elected
by their four geographic zones (over which they
preside for two years).

The full council meets annually as invited by
the four rotating zones, usually in August. The
zones meet twice annually, once at the council
meeting and one other time as invited by the
boards making up that zone. This meeting is usu-
ally in early spring.

The Washington Board has hosted the west-
ern zone meeting of NCEE twice; in Spokane in
1971 and in Seattle in 1982. In addition,
Washington hosted the 1972 annual meeting of
NCEE in Seattle. The board was amply assisted
by members of the Washington Society of
Professional Engineers, the Land Surveyors
Association of Washington, the Consulting
Engineers Council of Washington, and the Seattle
Section of the American Society of Civil Engineers.

Although the Washington State Board has
been a member of NCEE since 1935, it was never
very active in national council meetings and com-
mittees until the 1960 annual meeting held in

Portland, Oregon. Four members of the
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Washington board attended and for the first time a
NCEE committee was headed by a member of the
Washington State Board. General Dohm was elect-
ed chairman of the committee on land surveying
and Bob Bergseth was appointed to the NCEE
finance committee. Beginning in the 1960's
Washington became increasingly active in NCEE.
Washington board has had a member on the very
important uniform examinations committee contin-
uously since 1972 and on the State Board
Secretary's Committee, almost continuously since
1960. Dohm was chairman of that committee in
1961 and Gateley was chairman of the same com-
mittee in 1971 and 1972.

The host Board for the annual meeting of the National
Council of Engineering Examiners in Seattle, Washington.

Photo Courtesy Mike Yuhl, PE

From left to right: F. Robert Bergseth, Quentin H. Gateley, Kenneth
Norrie, Dr. James McGivern, Halvard Birkeland, Cecil C. Arnold

Over this entire fifty year period of time,
three of the Washington board members have
received "the distinguished service medal” from
NCEE. M.K. Snyder received it in 1955, General
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Edward C. Dohm in 1958, and Dr. James G.
McGivern in 1971.

CHAPTER TEN

WHAT ABOUT LAND SURVEYORS?

Ever since the practice of land surveying
was included in the original Act of 1935, the land
surveyors in the state of Washington have had to
struggle for recognition as a separate profession.
The original Act seemed to include land surveyors
as merely a branch of engineering. It required all
board members to be professional engineers and in
the entire first fifty years of the board's activities,
only five professional engineers have been regis-
tered as land surveyors and most of them, though
registered to do so, had actually performed very lit-
tle as a land surveyor. General Edward C. Dohm,
who was the first professional engineer and land
surveyor on the original board, believed that land
surveying was merely a branch of civil engineering
and believed this all of his life. The American
Society of Civil Engineers has always insisted that
all surveying (including geodetic and cartographic)
are "part of the civil engineering profession"”.

The nearby states of Oregon and Idaho, both
of whom had registration acts several years prior
to Washington, allowed their registered civil engi-
neers to do land surveying until very recently. The
big western state of California still allows their
registered civil engineers to do land surveying.
About half of the registration boards in all other
states combine land surveying with engineering

registration. Most of them have felt in past years
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that land surveying was merely a subsidiary of the
engineering profession.

The first land surveyors examination offered
by the State of Washington consisted basically of
questions generated in the fields of engineering
and construction surveying. In fact, it was not
until Clarence Shain became the second executive
secretary to the board in 1962 and became respon-
sible for the preparation and grading of the land
surveyor examinations, that any emphasis was
ever placed on laws and rules governing land sur-
veying. In fact, it was in December of 1962 before
the board began giving two day examinations in
order to qualify land surveyors for registration. At
that time it became the policy of the board for the
first day of the examination, to qualify land survey-
ors for registration, to be based on the principles of
the laws and rules of surveying with the second
day of the examination based on surveying prob-
lems.

In the changes in the Registration Act as
passed by the 1959 legislature, the new Section
105 "Misconduct or Malpractice in Engineering
Defined" only engineering was mentioned in the
eleven paragraphs defining misconduct and mal-
practice, until the very last phrase where land sur-
veying is seemingly just "added on".

This may have been because of the terrific
fight that was being carried on in 1959 amongst
the engineers regarding the practice of engineering
by a corporation. In any event land surveyors wary
of being involved in the big debate specifically
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asked to be dropped from the language of practic-
ing by a corporation. Since the engineers were the
more vocal in pressing for revisions in the 1947 Act
and Section 105 was specifically a new section the
engineers in pressing for this enforcement of the
procedure in the Act, did not mention the land sur-
veyors in this new section except as a part of the
last paragraph which was admittedly "the catch-all
paragraph”.

As mentioned earlier from 1936 to 1962 the
land surveyors examinations were prepared and
graded by General Dohm and consisted basically of
the fundamentals of measurement and instrument
care and correction.

In 1962 Clarence Shain was hired by the
board as Executive Secretary and because of his
interest in land surveying, the board delegated to
him the responsibility of preparing and grading the
land surveyors examination. For the first time this
became a two day exam and Shain emphasized the
rules and procedures of subdividing land in addi-
tion to the typical land surveying problems. Mr.
Shain particularly felt that the judgment inherent
in subdividing land could be illustrated by knowing
all of the peculiarities of subdividing Section Six in
the townships. Thus applicants quickly discovered
that if you could learn to properly subdivide
Section Six, you could probably pass Mr. Shain's
examinations. Hal Birkeland replaced Jack Abel in
1970. Birkeland was registered as a professional
land surveyor but had practiced very little.

When Mr. Shain retired and I replaced him
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as Executive Secretary in August of 1967, he was
asked by the board to continue preparing and grad-
ing the land surveyors examination and this he did.
After Mr. Birkeland was appointed to the board,
Mr. Shain continued for one more year in this
endeavor and then asked to be replaced. Mr.
Birkeland then sought assistance from Daniel
O'Shea (who had retired as chief surveyor for the
Weyerhauser Company shortly before this time).
Mr. O'Shea, under the supervision of Mr. Birkeland,
prepared and graded a number of land surveyors
examinations.

Finally, he too, retired from the task and Mr.
Birkeland and I went looking for assistance primar-
ily from the Land Surveyors Association of
Washington (LSAW). We found a very capable and
willing individual in Albert Hebrank. With Mr.
Hebrank acting as chairman, a committee was put
together by LSAW and so for several years the land
surveying examinations were prepared and graded
under Mr. Birkeland's supervision.

Mr. Birkeland was replaced on the board by
Mr. John Wallace. Mr. Wallace had been a practic-
ing land surveyor as well as a professional engineer
for a great number of years, was in his retiring age
and did not wish to spend the amount of time that
was necessary for the proper preparation and grad-
ing of examinations. He solicited help again from
the members of the Land Surveyors Association of
Washington and David Berg, Chief Surveyor for
Whitaker Engineers in Tacoma, agreed to act as the
chairman-coordinator of LSAW members who then
supplied and graded the LSAW examinations.

2

This continued until my retirement in
February of 1935. Shortly thereafter the LSAW
helped push through the legislature a change in
the law which made it mandatory that two addi-
tional members be appointed to the 5 member
board and that at least two of the seven members
should be practicing land surveyors. Mr. Jerry
Olson and Mr. Bob Cray were appointed to the
board and they continued the process of using
LSAW members to directly prepare and grade the
land surveyors examinations.

Long before this, however, the rumblings
were beginning to be heard from the land survey-
ors who kept saying that civil engineers were not
properly trained to do land surveying, and especial-
ly with new changes in the laws after World War
II, civil engineers were not given the educational
background to properly carry out the task of land
survey. Land surveyors complained that civil engi-
neers who were trying to do land surveys were
doing a very poor job and at this point, the board
asked for an opinion from the Washington State
Attorney General regarding what separation could
and should be made between land surveying and
engineering. In 1946 a landmark opinion was
delivered by the State Attorney General which
stated that land surveying was a separate profes-
sion from engineering and that anyone in the State
of Washington who practiced any type of land sur-
veying and land subdivision must be registered as
a professional land surveyor.

This legal decision was the impetus that the

land surveyors needed and so in the early 1950's
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land surveyors in the Seattle area banded together
and formed the Land Surveyors Association of
Washington. The have become very active in pro-
fessional and political fields. Their presence in the
business, legal, and political world has now become
recognized as a truly different profession, separate
and apart from engineering.

CHAPTER ELEVEN

EPILOGUE

It is now more than five years since my
retirement as the Executive Secretary of the board
of Registration for Professional Engineers and
Land Surveyors. I feel it is necessary to relate
some important happenings after the first fifty
years of engineering registration in the State of

Washington.

First, my assistant for the last five years of
my tenure as Registrar, Mr. Alan Rathbun was
appointed as Registrar and Executive Secretary to
the board and immediately changes arranged by
the Department of Licensing were forthcoming.
But first, let me relate the changes in the board
members themselves.

In 1986 the legislature was persuaded by the
Land Surveyors Association of Washington to
change the makeup of the Board of Registration
that had been in place since 1935. The require-
ment of five professional engineers to be appointed
by the governor to carry on the affairs of the regis-
tration of engineers and land surveyors, the RCW
18.43.030 added two practicing land surveyors to
the board as the board was increased from five to
seven members. Since Jerry Olson of Olson
Engineers of Vancouver, Washington had been
appointed in mid-1985 was a practicing land sur-

veyor as well as a professional engineer, the gover-
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nor was then persuaded to add Robert Cray and
Wesley Taft to the present board. Robert Cray is a
practicing professional land surveyor and had been
the president of the Land Surveyors Association of
Washington. He is a principal in a land surveying
firm on Whidbey Island. Wesley Taft is a profes-
sional engineer specializing in structural engineer-
ing and is president of Whitaker Engineers, Inc. of
Tacoma.

In 1987 Wilho Williams, who had served a
previous five year term on the board, was reap-
pointed replacing John Wallace who had served
five years. Thus Mr. Williams became unique in
becoming the first board member to serve two
terms not consecutively on the board.

But the greatest change was a product of
AGO, 1986, Number 14. This Attorney General's
opinion was asked for by Director Teresa Aragon of
the Department of Licensing. The department's
plan of reorganization, which reduced the board's
authority in applications, renewals, examinations,
removed some of the board's clerical personnel.
The Director also attempted to change the
Registrar's duties for the board which resulted in
Mr. Rathbun's resignation. By this time the
Director was in such bitter conflict with the board
over the authority to move and change personnel
and reduce the board's authority that she asked for
an Attorney General's opinion in order to substan-
tiate her position. To her chagrin the Attorney
General stated in his formal opinion addressed to
her on December 17, 1986 that indeed the board

did have control over its personnel, and further
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that the Department of Licensing had been in error
in trying to restrict the board's use of its own
employees. (See Appendix)

Since that time negotiations have continued
with representatives of the Governor's office and
various legislators trying to settle the dispute of
whether the board should continue to be a part of
the Department of Licensing with much more lee-
way for independent functions, or the board be
given independent, small agency status under the
direction of Fiscal Management.

Later developments have brought about the
replacement of Ms. Aragon by Mary Falk as
Director of the Department of Licensing, the return
of Mr. Rathbun as Registrar and the signing of a
contract of agreement between the board and the
department. The contract gives the board control
over its own finances and personnel.

THE END



THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF THE BEGINNING AND ENDING CER-

TIFICATE %%ﬁcmc? OF CERTIFICATES THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF THE BEGINNING AND ENDING
1936. CERTIFICATE NUMBERS AND THE TOTAL NUMBER OF EIT CERTI-
CATES ISSUED SINCE 1948, FOR EACH YEAR
CERTIFICATE NUMBER

XE%} inM_l% IT‘:%I'AL : CERTIFICATE NUMBER

- YEAR FROM TO  TOTAL
1937 1436 - 1510 62 1948 1 . 127 127
1938 1511 . 1545 5 1949 128 . 299 172
}2: };‘: . }2} 1950 300 - 462 163
1941 1662 - 173 62 1951 463 - 615 153
1942 1724 - 1767 “ 1952 616 - 757 142
1943 1768 - 1811 “ 1953 758 . 879 122
1844 1812 . 1881 70 1954 880 - 970 91
1945 1882 . 2046 165
1946 2047 - 2250 213 ﬁ 1:75; ) 1(1’2: gg
}3:3, % . m 3;",? 1957 146 - 1296 151
1949 4018 - 4165 148 1958 1297 - 1491 195
1950 4166 - 4271 106 1959 1492 - 1715 224
1951 272 - 447 176 1960 1716 - 1943 228
1852 448 . 464 177 1961 1944 - 2156 213
}g ﬁ : ;‘l‘g g 1962 2167 - 2359 203
1955 5110 - 5483 374 1963 2360 - 2574 215
1966 5484 . 5807 394 1964 2575 - 2762 188
1957 5808 - 6183 376 1965 2763 - 3029 267
1958 6184 . 65696 a2 1966 3030 - 3353 324
1959 6697 . 17080 484 1967 3354 . 3688 335
1960 7081 - 7534 454 1968 3689 - 4033 345
}gg; ;% : ;gg ‘s'gf 1969 4034 - 4423 390
1068 83l . sNs 258 1970 4424 - 4766 343
1964 8719 . o912 304 1971 4767 - 5125 359
1965 9113 . 9529 417 1972 5126 - 5459 334
1966 9530 - 10086 527 1973 5460 - 5792 333
1967 10057 - 10653 597 1974 5793 - 6186 394
1968 10654 - 11219 566 1975 6187 - 6533 347
:g i}%’ : l‘;'ﬁ; g 1976 6534 . 6947 414
1971 12450 . 13235 786 1977 6948 - 7452 505
1972 13236 . 13964 720 1978 7453 . 7986 534
1973 13966 - 14546 582 1979 7987 - 8613 626
1974 14547 . 15081 535 1980 8614 . 9316 703
1975 15082 . 15737 656 1981* 9317 - 10072 756
1976 156738 - 16286 548 1982%* 10073 - 10339 267
1877 16286 - 17000 715
:gg :;22; i :??“3366 ;g?, * 1981 - 376 licenses issued by reciprocity.
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1980 18534 - 19370 837 as of May 1982
1881 19371 - 20182 812
1082+ 20183 . 20530 348
* as of May 1982
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ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON .

TEMPLE OF JUSTICE o OLYMPIA WA 3030s8521 o FHONE 2730420

OFFICES AND OFFICERS--STATE--BOARD OF REGISTRATION POR PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERRS AND LAND SURVEYORS--ENPLOYEES ASSIGNED TO SUPPORT BOARD
FUNCTIONS--SUPERVISION OF DMPLOYEERS

(1) The Board of Registration for Professjionsl Engineers and Land
Surveyors, not the Director of the Department of Liceansing, has the
suthority to manage, direct, supervise, and discipline those
employess assigned to support the Board's function.

(2) The Director of the Department of Licensing does not have the
authority to assign duties to these employees other than duties
relating to the Board's functions.

December 17, 1986

Honorable Theresa Anna ‘Arsgon

Director, Department of Licensing

Highways-Licenses Building Cite as:
Olympia, Washington 98504 AGO 1986 No. 14

Dear Ms. Aragoai

By 8 previously acknowledged laetter, you requested an opinion
of this office on questions which we parapbrase as follows:

(1) Does the Board of Registration for Professional
Engineers and Land Surveyors or does the Dirsctor of the
Department of Licensing have the suthority to manage,
direct, supervise, and discipline the curreat Registrar,
Assistant Registrar, end other persons assigned to
support the Board's functions?

(2) May the Director of ths Department assign duties to
these smployses other than duties rslating to the Board's
functions?

For the reasons set forth in our analysis bslow, we respond to
your first question by coancluding that the Registrar and other
persons assigned to assist the Board of Registrastion for
Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors (Board) in cerrying out
its duties under chapter 18.4) RCW are under the controi of, and
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are employees of, the Board. We your 4 question in the
negative.

ANALYSIS

In an October 14, 1981 opinion, which you atteched to your
request, this office coacluded that the Board is an indepeadent
agency. We stated there that sven though ths Bosrd receives its
funding for administering chapter 18.43 RCW through asppropristions
made to the Department of Licensing (Do{nhont) the Legislsturse
41id not place the Board under the coatrol or supervision of the
Department. The sppropristions received by the Department to
support the Board's functions ere drawn from the Professional
Engineers®' Account of the State General Fund. Pursuant to RCW
18.43.150, that account is to be used "to carry out the purposes
and provisions . . . and all other duties required for operation
and enforcement® of chapter 18.43) RCW. Most of the duties reaquired
for operation and snforcemsnt of that chaptar are assigned to the
Board. The Director of the Department has no authority under that
chapter, sxcept for such adainistrative functions as setting fees
and furnishing registratioa application forms.

Because the appropriations are drawn from s dedicated fund,
the Department has no discretion to ::ond the appropriations on
anything other than support for the Board's functions and its own
limited administrative functions under chapter 18.43 RCW. The

rpose of an appropristions bill is lusly to isplement general

aws; it casnnot suspend provisions of s substantive statuts.
Flanders v. Morris, 88 Wn.2d 183, 190, 558 P.2d 769 (1977). That
the legislature chose to implement chapter 18.4) RCW by funding the
Board's functions through appropristions to the Department does
not, in itself, grant the Department any authority to determine how
the Board's responsibilities should be carried out or grant the
Department control over staff assigned to assist the Board in
carrying out its functions.

The legislature specifically granted the Board authority to
employ persons necessary to sssist it in carrying out its
responsibilities: "The board may employ such persons as are
necessary to carry out its duties under this chapter.® RCW
16.43.035. A review of how the legislature has suthoriszed the
staffing for other boards established under Title 18 RCW highlights
the significance of its specific grant of authority to the Boars
under RCW 18.43.035 to employ staff. The legislature has not ofzer
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granted business or professicnal boards gononl suthority to hire
their own staff. Generally, the legislature has granted such
boards suthority to hire only certsia kinds of staff, or it has
granted them no suthority at,all and instesd has granted employment
suthority to the Depsrtment.

With respect to a aumber of these other boards, the
legislature has the Dizector of the Department of Licansing
with employing staff to support the boards' functions. For
example, BCW 18.92.03) states: °The director shall provide the
[state votounntyz bosrd with adequate administrative and
investigative staff to carry out its duties.® The same is true
with respect to the Board of Occupational Tharapy: °The director
shall provide such adainistrative snd investigative staff as are
necessary for the board to carry out its duties under this
chapter.®* ROW 18.39.150.

Another method the legislature has chosen is to give the
Director of the Department direct suthority to hire such staff as
are *"necessary for eaforcement of®" or °to implement® a chapter,
rather than grant the Board that suthority. Ses RCW 18.83.028
(Examining Board of Psychology); RCW 18.16.040 (Cosmstology,
Barbering, and Manicuring Advisory Board).

In othar instances, the legislature has granted the Director
of the Department authority to employ certain staff ®sudject to
approval® of, or "aftsr coasultstion® with, ths ropriate board.
The Executive Secretary for the Medical Disciplinary Board is
appointed by the Director of the Department from a list of three
names supplied by the Board. RCW 18.72.155. The Baecutive
Secretaries for the Board of Registratioa for Architects, the Board
of Examiners for Mursing Home Administrators, the Board of
Practical Nursing, and the State Board of Mursing are amployed b{
the Director of the Department with the individual bosrd‘’s approva.
or advice. ROW 18.08.340(2); RCW 18.52.060; RCW 18.79.100; and RCW
16.88.090. Clerical or other staff for these boards, howasver, are
employed by the Director without coansultation or approval. RCW
18.72.155;: RCW 18.08.340(2); RCW 18.52.060; RCW 109.78.110; RCW
16.088.090.

T In & number of chapters under O] . slature
kas not specifically stated whether the individual board or
the Director of the Department has authority to employ staff.
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-

Some ds are granted limited authority to employ their own -
staff. The legislature has granted the Board of Dental Examiners
authority to eaploy atsff "on a temporary basis to assist in
conducting examinstions for licensure.® RCW 18.32.035. The
Chiropractic Disciplinary Board and the Dental Disciplinary Board
are suthorized by statute to hire “necessary stenographic or
clerical help® only. RCW 18.26.110(4); RCW 18.32.640()).

mlg the Board of Accountancy and the Board of Pharmacy are
granted broad suthority to hire whatever staff is needed similar to
that which chapter 18.43 RCW grants to the Board of Registration
for Professionsl Enginesrs and Land Surveyors. See RCW
18.04.045; RCW 18.64.005(5). One other board, the Optometry Board,
is granted asuthority nearly as broad: “The board may employ
stenographic and clerical help. and such other assistance as may be
necessary to enforce the provisions of this chapter.® RCW
18.54.070(4).

It is apparent from your letter that the Department thought it
was following the procedure of hiring staff with the approval or
advice of the Board, which procedure the legislature has prescribed
for certain other Title 18 RCW boards. This procedure, however, is
not set forth in chspter 18.43 RCW. The legislature instead has
granted the Board of Registration for Professional Engineers and
Land Surveyors authority to hire its own staff.

Minutes of Board meetings, supplied by the Board, show that
the Board interviewed 201: applicants and otherwise acted as though
it were hiring its staff. It also promulgated regulations
outlining the duties and qualifications of the Registrar and
Assistant Registrar. Ses WAC 196-04-030, -040. You noted in your
opinion request that the Department of Personnel has classified the
Board's staff as Department of Licensing employees. We do not find
this to be significant, howsver, because the classifications appear
to have been made on the basis of representations by the Department
of Licensing rather than on the basis of a decision of the
Department of Personnel.

In summary, the Board is an independent agencCy: sppropriations
for its support are drawn from a dedicated fund: and the
legislature specifically granted the Board authority to employ
staff although it generally has not granted such authority to other
business or professional boards. These factors lead us to conclude
¢tr2: *he Board, and not the Director of the Department of
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