
Practice Committee Meeting 
April 15, 2026 | 9:00 a.m. 

Virtually via Microsoft Teams: 
Join the meeting now  
Meeting ID: 226 367 113 334 14 
Passcode: Ru3Wo2kB 
Or call in (audio only) 
+1 564-999-2000,,933426771# US, Olympia
Phone Conference ID: 933 426 771#

In person: 
BRPELS Office 
605 11th Ave SE Ste 201 
Olympia, WA 98501

Committee: Mike Harney, PE, Chair 
Matthew Rasmussen, PE, PLS 
Maureen Jackson, PE 

Support staff: Ken Fuller, PE, Director 
Kristina Horton, PLS, Deputy Director 
Randy Garcia, Investigations & Compliance Manager 
Bryce Dickison, Administrative Assistant 

Discussion topics 

• Complaints Summary (RG)
• Administrative Closures Report (RG)
• Compliance Report (RG)
• Expert Witness TF Recommendation
• Administrative Closure Process Discussion (RG)
• Fraudulent Stamp and Signature Usage (GS)

https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/22636711333414?p=pLiEUgHAGXnlhUMBgv
tel:+15649992000,,933426771


   Complaints Summary 
April 2026 

(As of February 1, 2026- April 3, 2026) 
 
Engineering: 3 complaint(s) 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER ALLEGATIONS STATUS 
 

ENG-26-02-033 
 
 
ENG-26-03-009 
 
 
ENG-26-03-010 

Unprofessional 
Conduct 
 
Unprofessional 
Conduct 
 
Unprofessional 
Conduct 
 

Admin Review  
 
 
Intake 
 
 
Intake 

   
   
Surveying: 5 complaint(s) 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER ALLEGATIONS STATUS 
 

LSV-26-02-035 
 
LSV-26-03-011 
 
LSV-26-04-001 
 
LSV-26-03-007 
 
 
LSV-26-03-004 

Unlicensed Practice 
 
Unlicensed Practice  
 
Unlicensed Practice 
 
Unprofessional 
Conduct 
 
Unprofessional 
Conduct 
 

Admin Review 
 
Intake 
 
Admin Review 
 
Investigation  
 
 
Investigation 

   
On-site Septic System Designing: 1 complaint(s) 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 
 
OSW-26-03-001 

ALLEGATIONS 
 
Unprofessional 
Conduct 

STATUS 
 
Investigation 

  
 

 
  

TOTAL: 9 



Administrative Closure Recommendations 
April 2026 

 
Land Surveying: 3 Closed 
 
LSV-26-02-036 - A complaint was received alleging that respondent violated WAC 196-27A-
020 and WAC 196-27A-030. The complainant had concerns of the following:  
  

 The quoted recording fee appears to be significantly higher than the actual County 
recording cost for a Record of Survey.  

 Respondent refused to provide a breakdown of charges, which is a reasonable and 
customary client request.  

 Respondent immediately abandoned the job after being asked for transparency.  
 

A response was received from respondent who indicated the complainant was quoted for 2 lots to 
be surveyed and provided him a written proposal in the amount of $4400. The 
respondent stated he did not receive a signed agreement or retainer, and he informed the 
complainant he could no longer take on the project. Respondent was informed by complainant he 
no longer needs a survey as he decided to sell his lot.   
  
Board staff contacted complainant who indicated that his complaint against respondent has been 
resolved and he is satisfied with project. Complainant stated the interaction with respondent was 
a misunderstanding. The Deputy Director recommends closing this case with no further action.   
 
2025-09-3803-00LSV - A complaint was received against respondent alleging he engaged in the 
unlicensed practice of land surveying. The complainant stated he paid the 
respondent to perform a boundary and topographic survey and was later notified by the city that 
the surveys required a seal of a licensed surveyor. The complainant indicated multiple attempts 
to contact respondent was unsuccessful as he was unresponsive.   
 
Board staff conducted an interview with the complainant who indicated the respondent informed 
him that he would get the surveys stamped but was later “ghosted.” The complainant stated they 
went small claims court, and he agreed to mediation but there was no resolution. The 
complainant stated they are scheduled for another mediation.   
  
The respondent was contacted on a previous case to bring him into compliance 
of unlicensed practice of land surveying. He complied and updated his website. This prior case 
was investigated and completed after the work was done for this complainant.   
  
The Deputy Director recommends closing this case with no further action since the respondent 
has already come into compliance through the prior case.   
 
2024-09-2591-00LSV - A complaint was received against respondent alleging he performed an 
erroneous survey.    
 
A written response was received from the respondent who indicated that there is an 
ongoing dispute between his client and their neighbor regarding the location of an accessory 
dwelling unit. The respondent indicated that the neighboring property owner had a survey 
performed by another PLS. The other PLS established the common property 
during an initial survey that was not recorded, subsequently pulled their rebar, then did a new 
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survey showing the line in a different location incorporating uncalled for evidence and corrupts 
the evidence identified in the deed of record. The respondent’s survey matched 
the unrecorded initial survey map done by the other PLS.   
  
An interview with the other PLS was conducted by the Deputy Director (DD) who was advised 
of the issue with the center section. The DD advised the other PLS what 
is required on a survey for it to comply with WAC/RCW’s and pointed out an error in the survey 
map they recorded regarding the center of the section location. The other PLS agreed to amend 
his survey and provide a copy of the survey to the DD for review prior to recording.   
  
An interview with the respondent was conducted by the DD. The respondent indicated that he 
had a conversation with the other PLS and informed him that if he had shown all the evidence on 
his survey, he himself would not have had to perform the additional survey.   
  
The DD reviewed the amended survey provided by the other PLS and found it in compliance and 
in agreement with the respondents’ survey. The other PLS was notified by Board staff that the 
amended survey was acceptable for recording. The DD recommends closing this case with no 
further action.  
 
Engineering: 9 Closed 
 
2024-03-0484-00ENG - A complaint was received alleging that the respondent failed to identify 
and disclose landslide critical areas that would be illegally disturbed by a proposed project under 
his responsible charge. The complainant indicated the respondent had multiple opportunities to 
take corrective actions and alleges he continued to misrepresent site conditions. The complainant 
states the respondent’s unprofessional actions inflicted substantial damage upon clients, other 
property owners, and the City where the project was located.  

Board staff contacted the City permitting department, which revealed that the permit is in 
expired status. The Board’s Director reviewed the case and determined the respondent is not PE, 
and he did not provide any engineering services. The Director recommends closing this case with 
no further action. 
 
2025-12-5036-00ENG - The complainant alleged that Engineer‑of‑Record Todd Phillips, SE, PE 
failed to exercise responsible charge over the design and construction of two retaining walls on 
an adjacent property. Specific concerns included the use of “assumed conditions,” lack of site 
visits, reliance on non‑engineers for portions of the design, and issuance of stamped documents 
without adequate knowledge of construction conditions. The complainant also alleged that Pierce 
County engineer Jeff Roscoe, PE improperly approved permits and inspections without requiring 
geotechnical reports, final engineering plans, or compliance with Bulletin 78, thereby allowing 
the project to proceed as a “do‑it‑yourself” effort rather than a structural engineering project. 

The investigation found no evidence that either licensee violated RCW 18.43, RCW 18.235, or 
the professional practice standards in WAC 196‑27A. 
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Based on the review of all submitted materials, the licensees’ responses, and the applicable laws 
and rules, the Director recommends that: 

 The complaint against Todd Phillips, SE, PE be closed with a finding of no violation, as 
the evidence does not demonstrate a failure of responsible charge, negligence, 
unprofessional conduct, or other breach of engineering practice requirements. 

 The complaint against Jeff Roscoe, PE be closed with a finding of no violation, as the 
actions described were administrative permitting decisions made under the authority of 
Pierce County and therefore fall outside the Board’s jurisdiction. 

 
ENG-26-01-006 - A complaint was received against respondent’s engineering firm alleging he 
does not have an active Certificate of Authorization (COA).  

Board staff contacted respondent regarding his COA. The respondent is now in compliance with 
an active COA. The Director recommends closing this case with no further action.  
 
ENG-26-02-034 - A complaint was received alleging the respondent engaged in unauthorized 
use of a seal and alteration of stamped plans/calculations for a residential addition project.  

A written response was received from respondent who indicated he had no knowledge of the 
project, and he did not perform any work of any kind for any of the parties or the site referenced 
in plans. The respondent notified complainant of the fraudulent use of his seal. Board staff 
provided respondent the Attorney General Office Cyber Crime Web Page. Board staff added 
complaint to fraudulent use of stamp and seal list. The Director recommends to close case with 
no further action.  
 
ENG-26-02-037 - A complaint was received alleging respondent’s firm does not have an active 
Certificate of Authorization (COA).  

Board staff contacted respondent regarding COA, and he is now in compliance with an active 
COA. The Director recommends closing this case with no further action.  
 
ENG-26-02-039 - A complaint was received against a Waste Treatment Completion Company 
regarding a hoisting and rigging manual. 

The Director reviewed complaint and determined the complaint is outside of the Boards 
Jurisdiction. Board staff provided complainant WA Labor and Industries “Alleged Safety or 
Health Hazards” form and advised him that complaint is outside of the Board’s jurisdiction. The 
Director recommends closing this case with no further action.  

ENG-26-03-003 - The complainant alleges that Jacob J. Balderas, PE, of Skyline Structural 
Design, refused to provide engineering plans, revisions, and related documents for fire‑damage 
repair work at 2417 NW 99th St, Vancouver, WA. The complainant states that he is the legal 
property owner and that the engineering services were paid for using insurance proceeds issued 
for his loss. He further alleges that Mr. Balderas released plans and “permit rights” to third 
parties (Blaze Restoration and/or Property Damage Solutions) while refusing to provide the same 
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documents to him. The complainant also asserts that revised plans affecting the garage 
foundation were created but not provided to him or submitted to the county. These actions were 
alleged to constitute unethical conduct and a failure to meet professional obligations. 

Based on the complaint, the response from Mr. Balderas, and the applicable laws and rules under 
RCW 18.43, RCW 18.235, and WAC 196‑27A, the investigations revealed: 

 SSD acted within its contractual obligations and followed the direction of its client and 
their legal counsel. 

 The complainant ultimately received the county‑approved plans, including the 5/24/2024 
revision, through a public‑records request to BRPELS. 

 SSD’s refusal to release non‑public internal documents does not constitute a violation of 
engineering laws or rules. 

 No evidence was presented indicating negligence, incompetence, unprofessional conduct, 
or violation of responsible charge requirements. 

 The issues raised are contractual and legal in nature, not related to the practice of 
engineering as defined in RCW 18.43. 

ENG-26-01-005 – A complaint was received by a PE alleging that the respondent fraudulently 
used his professional seal and forged his signature on two projects submitted to 
separate jurisdictions. The complainant contacted respondent 
who admitted he obtained “engineering” for one of the projects via a freelance platform known 
as Upwork.    
 
Board staff conducted an interview with complainant who indicated that his office 
had no knowledge of the projects and that the respondent was listed as the general 
contractor. The complainant indicated he is unsure who it was that forged his seal and that he 
filed a police report. The complainant stated that Upwork assigned an unknown male based out 
of Ukraine and attempts to contact him with the phone number provided was unsuccessful as the 
line is no longer in service.   
  
The Director reviewed the designs received by complainant that contained his professional seal 
and forged signature and found no evidence of engineering performed by 
respondent. Board staff provided the complainant the Attorney General Office Cyber Crime Web 
Page. Board staff added complaint to fraudulent use of stamp and seal list.  The 
Director recommends closing this case with no further action.   
 
ENG-26-01-009 - A complaint alleging that the respondent, a licensed Civil Engineer in 
Washington, improperly stamped electrical design documents for a 260 kW DC / 200 kW AC 
commercial photovoltaic (PV) system located in Tacoma, WA and a Technical College.                                                                                                                              

The complainant, an Electrical Plan Reviewer for a Local AHJ Electric Utility, asserted that:  

 NEC 2023 Article 690.8(A)(1)(a)(2) requires PV systems with inverter generating 
capacity ≥100 kW AC to have a documented and stamped PV system design 
prepared by a licensed electrical engineer.  
 The respondent is not licensed in Washington as an electrical engineer.  
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 The respondent allegedly stated that “there was no such thing as an electrical PE 
in Washington,” which the complainant viewed as misrepresentation.  
 The complainant alleges that stamping of electrical drawings was outside the 
respondent’s area of competence and “put customers at risk.”  
 The complainant reported that although the drawings were ultimately approved to 
avoid delaying the project, they informed the Electrical contractor (permit applicant) 
that the respondent’s stamp would not be accepted for future submittals unless 
he obtained EE Branch designation on his PE license.   
 In follow-up correspondence from the AHJ with their internal policy and 
requirements for projects at Public Schools do require an EE PE for this type of 
work.  

 
Summary of Respondent’s Position  
 

The respondent submitted a detailed response disputing the allegations. Key points include:  
 

 He is licensed as a Professional Engineer in 49 jurisdictions, including electrical 
engineering licensure in Nevada, Texas, and Vermont.  
 He has 42 years of engineering practice, with 30 years of electrical 
engineering work and 18 years specializing in PV and energy storage systems 
(ESS).  
 He has designed “hundreds of megawatts” of PV/ESS systems.  
 He states he has never been disciplined in any jurisdiction.   
 He asserts that Washington’s competency rules under WAC 196-27A-020(2)(d–
f) allow cross-discipline practice when the engineer is competent by education or 
experience.  
 He denies intentionally misrepresenting his credentials, stating the conversation 
with AHJ staff was informal and that he misunderstood the question about 
discipline-specific seals.  
 He notes that the inverter configuration (three 33.3 kW units totaling 100 kW AC) 
makes the NEC applicability “debatable,” but he offered to have a Washington 
electrical engineer review and stamp the work if required.  

 Facts  
1. The respondent is licensed in Washington as a Civil Professional Engineer, 
not as an Electrical Engineer.  
2. The PV system in question is shown as an aggregate inverter capacity of 
greater than 100 kW AC  
3. Washington does not issue discipline-specific PE licenses, but engineers must 
practice only within their demonstrated area of competence under RCW 
18.43 and WAC 196-27A-020.  
4. The respondent claims to has extensive experience performing PV-related 
electrical engineering work in multiple jurisdictions.  
5. The AHJ, determined that an electrical engineer was required for this project.  
6. The AHJ, ultimately approved the permit and has indicated they are satisfied 
with the matter being resolved through counseling of the respondent.  
7. There is no evidence of intentional deception, and the respondent offered to 
involve a Washington electrical engineer upon request.  
8. The respondent has no prior disciplinary history in any jurisdiction.  
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Conclusions  

1. The evidence does not support a finding that the respondent intentionally 
misrepresented his credentials.  
2. The issue centers on competency expectations and the authority of the AHJ to 
require discipline-specific engineering review for public safety.  
3. The respondent’s claimed background in PV/ESS electrical 
design demonstrates experience.  
4. The AHJ has issued the permit and has expressed that remedial counseling is 
sufficient to resolve the matter.  

 
The Director recommends remedial counseling and closing this case with no further action.  
 
On-Site: 1 Closed 
 
2025-08-3487-00OSW - A complaint was received alleging that the respondent engaged in the 
unlicensed practice of on-site septic system designing. The complainant states a construction 
company who is not licensed in the County, installed part of a septic system prior to being issued 
a permit, and after being instructed to use a licensed designer.   
 
The Director and Board staff conducted an interview with the respondent. The respondent stated 
he was hired to conduct a septic repair design and installation for a mobile home unit. The 
respondent stated when he contacted the County, he was informed the as-builts for the septic 
system were misplaced. The respondent stated he drew a site plan but did not draw the septic 
design which were depicted in the permit application. The Director advised the respondent to 
hire an on-site designer early in projects and to work with each county Health Department to 
gain understanding of their process.  
 
An interview with the County was conducted which revealed the as-built was brought into 
compliance by a licensed installer and was finalized in August 2025. 
 
TOTAL: 13 



Compliance Monitoring Report 
April 1, 2026 
Page 1 of 5 

Rogers, Robert, PLS 
2022-06-0883-00LSV 

Stipulated Findings of Fact, 
Conclusion of Law, and 
Agreed Order 

Signed 10/17/2024 
Effective 10/17/2024 

Respondent’s license to practice is 
suspended for minimum of one year.  
Suspension is stayed contingent upon: 

Within 90 days of the agreed order the 
respondent will pay a fine in the 
amount of $5000. 

Within ninety (90) days of the effective 
date of this AGREED ORDER, 
Respondent will provide a corrected 
record of survey for Board review for 
Parcels #0319201022 & #0319201015 
located in Spanaway, WA. The 
corrected record of survey will comply 
with RCW 58.09.060(a), ( e) and WAC 
332-130- 030(2) and (3)(a). Once said
survey is approved to meet standards,
the Respondent will file the Amended
Record of Survey with the appropriate
county auditor's office.

Due 
1/17/25 

Due 
1/17/25 

Received 10/29/24. 

12/19/24 Rec’d AROS from respondent. 

1/9/25 Emailed respondent – AROS still does not meet requirements. 

1/17/25 Rec’d AROS – changes approved.  Resp instructed to file 
AROS. 

Kent Huxel 
2023-01-0098-00LSV 

Agreed Findings of Fact, 
Conclusion of Law, and Order 
to Permanently Cease and 
Desist 

Signed 10/17/2024 
Effective 10/17/2024 

Mr. Huxel agrees he will not seek 
licensure as a professional land 
surveyor, professional engineer, or on-
site septic system designer for TEN 
(10) years from the date an Agreed
Order is signed by the Board.

Mr. Huxel agrees he will not own or 
operate a land surveying, engineering, 
or on-site septic system design 
business for TEN (10) years from the 
date an Agreed Order is signed by the 
Board. 

Mr. Huxel agrees he will not advertise 
to provide services requiring BRPELS 
licensure until properly licensed under 
Chapter 18.43 RCW.  

Mr. Huxel agrees his experience 
previous to and through the date the 
Board signs the Agreed Order will not 
count towards licensure requirements. 
Otherwise, any education must be 

$5000 fine 
due 
10/17/2025 

1/30/25 – Currently in compliance. 
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approved and accepted by the Board. 
RCW 18.43.040, including his 
education previous to and through the 
date the Board signs the Agreed Order.  
 
Mr. Huxel, agrees that, after the TEN 
(10) year prohibition on license 
application, when he applies for 
licensure, he will apply with a National 
Council of Examiners for Engineering 
and Surveying (NCEES) record and 
comply with all other NCEES 
requirements. BRPELS will notify 
NCEES of Mr. Huxel's TEN (10) year 
exam and license prohibition.  
 
Mr. Huxel agrees to be subject to 
compliance monitoring by a peer 
reviewer, approved by BRPELS, for the 
first two (2) years after he is licensed. 
Mr. Huxel would be responsible for all 
costs related to the peer review, and all 
work by the peer reviewer must be 
completed pursuant to a contract. The 
signed contract will be provided to the 
Board and a progress report from the 
peer reviewer will be sent to the Board 
on a quarterly basis.  
 
Mr. Huxel agrees to pay a $5,000 fine 
related to the Current Case (Case No. 
2023-01-0098-00LSV). This fine must 
be paid within 12 months from the date 
an Agreed Order is signed by the 
Board. Fines shall be paid by Cashier 
Check or Money Orders payable to 
Board of Registration for Professional 
Engineers and Land Surveyors 
(BRPELS), must have Case No. 2023-
01-0098-00LSV written on the payment 
instrument. 
 
BRPELS will suspend the $30,000 fine 
imposed in Cases 2021-08-2070-
00LSV and 2022-10-1445-00LSV for 
TEN (10) years from the date an 
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Agreed Order is signed by the Board. 
After 10 years, if the Board has not 
issued a Final Order against Mr. Huxel 
evidencing additional violations under 
BRPELS jurisdiction, and Mr. Huxel 
has otherwise complied with the terms 
and conditions from the Current Case 
and the Agreed Order, BRPELS will 
permanently waive the entire $30,000 
fine from Cases 2021-08-2070-00LSV 
and 2022-10-1445-00LSV. 
 
BRPELS agrees not to pursue a Civil 
Action against Mr. Huxel with respect 
to Cases  
2021-08-2070-00LSV and 2022-10-
1445-00LSV so long as Mr. Huxel 
complies with the terms and  
conditions of the Agreed Order.  
4.10 BRPELS agrees not to refer 
Cases 2021-08-2070-00LSV and 2022-
10-1445-00LSV  
for criminal prosecution as allowed by 
RCW 18.235.170, RCW 18.43.110, 
and RCW 18.43.120, so  
long as Mr. Huxel complies with the 
terms and conditions of the Agreed 
Order. 
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Riipinen, Jared, PLS 
2024-09-2412-00LSV 
2024-04-0720-00LSV 
2024-05-1121-00LSV 
2023-04-0553-00LSV 
2024-02-0420-00LSV 
 
Findings of Fact, Conclusion 
of Law, and Default Order 
 
Signed 02/13/2025 
Effective 02/13/2025 
 
 

Respondent’s license to practice is 
suspended for 10 years: 
 
During the ten-year suspension, 
Respondent will not own or operate a 
land surveying, engineering, or on-site 
septic system design business.  
 
During the ten-year suspension, 
Respondent will not advertise or offer 
to provide land surveying services.  
 
Following the ten-year suspension, 
should the Respondent desire to 
reinstate his license, he will reapply for 
reinstatement and take and pass the 
Law and Ethics Exam. 
 

Due 
02/13/35 
 
 
 
 

No request for an appeal was received by the respondent. 

Woldendorp, Thomas, PLS 
2024-08-1939-00LSV 
 
Agreed Order 
 
Signed: 08/07/2025 
Effective:  08/07/2025 

Respondent’s license to practice is 
suspended for 1 year: 
 
The suspension was stayed contingent 
on the respondent paying a $2500 fine 
within 90-days of the effective date of 
the AO. 

08/07/2026 
 
 
Due 
11/07/2025 

The $2500 fine was received on 11/7/2025. 

Ross, Richard Douglas 
2024-01-0051-00LSV 
2024-08-2064-00LSV 
2025-03-1105-00LSV 
2025-04-1111-00LSV 
2025-04-1122-00LSV 
 
Findings of Fact, Conclusion 
of Law, and Default Order 
 
Signed 09/23/2025 
Effective 09/23/2025 
 
 

Respondent’s license to practice is 
suspended for 10 years: 
 
During the ten-year suspension, 
Respondent will not own or operate a 
land surveying, engineering, or on-site 
septic system design business.  
 
During the ten-year suspension, 
Respondent will not advertise or offer 
to provide land surveying services.  
 
Following the ten-year suspension, 
should the Respondent desire to 
reinstate his license, he will reapply for 
reinstatement, he will take and pass 
the Washington PLS Licensing Exam 
and the Law Review Exam. 
 

Due  
12/23/25 
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Respondent assessed a fine of 
$30,000 due within 90days of the 
effective date.  



STATE OF WASHINGTON 
BOARD OF REGISTRATION FOR PROFESSIONAL 
ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS 
P.O. Box 9025, Olympia, WA 98507-9025 
360.664.1575 
brpels.wa.gov 

 

   
 

 
 
Expert Witness Task Force recommendation: 
The task force recommends to the board to put a FAQ on the website concerning expert 
witness work. The following is a draft of FAQ for discussion: 
 

1. Is an expert witness required to be licensed in the state of Washington to be 
qualified as an expert in a court of law in Washington? 
• No. The court has the independent authority to decide whether a person has the 

qualifications to serve as an expert witness under Court Rules.  
 

2. Do the activities performed by an expert witness amount to the practice of 
engineering, land surveying, or on-site wastewater design in the state of Washington 
under Chapter 18.43 RCW and 18.210? 
• If the board receives a complaint of unlicensed practice regarding activities 

performed by expert witness, it will make a determination based on the following 
statutes: 

• Engineering: The practice of engineering, as defined in RCW 18.43.020 
(8)(a).  

• Land Surveying: The definition of the practice of land surveying, as 
defined in RCW 18.43.020 (9). 

• On-site Wastewater Treatment System Designers: The definition of on-
site wastewater design, as defined in RCW 18.210.010 (8). 

 
The task force recommends the FAQ be added to the website and published in a journal 
since clarification can be helpful for the calls we receive. There have been a few formal 
complaints that over the years and the task force agrees that each one needs to be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Cease and Desist letters may be the appropriate 
avenue for addressing unlicensed practice by an expert witness who is performing 
engineering and land surveying services or  preparing documents without license. 
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Investigative Process Approach

Case Status updates email sent to Complainant and Respondent every three months until closure.
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Case Manager 
Recommendation Approach

Case Status updates email sent to Complainant and Respondent every three months until closure.

Is there a 
violation?

Case Manager 
Recommendation

Recommend Closure

Investigation Manager 
discusses remedial 

counseling or charging 
with Case Manager

(1 week)

Yes

  No  



Case Status updates email sent to Complainant and Respondent every three months until closure.

Statement of Charges  
Drafting Approach
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Case Manager make 

charging Recommendation 
(1 week)

Send info to legal to 
draft charging 

documents
(2 weeks)

Staff and AAG 
review charging 

documents
(2 weeks)

Serve Respondent 
charging Documents



Case Status updates email sent to Complainant and Respondent every three months until closure.

Legal Process I Approach

Respondent 
Served charging 

documents
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20 days?

Default process 
started for 

Default Order

Order presented 
for Board 
approval

Respondent signs/
returns Agreed Order?

Settlement 
Conference
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Case settles with 
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No

No

No

Yes

Yes



Case Status updates email sent to Complainant and Respondent every three months until closure.

Legal Process II Approach

No settlement 
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advising AAG
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3.  Hearing schedule set

Dispositive Motion 
filed?

Win Dispositive 
Motion?

Hearing before Board solely on 
issue of sanctions.  Case Manager 

screened but could testify re:  
appropriate sanction

Hearing before full Board.  Case 
Manager screened but could testify 

re:  appropriate sanction

Board issues 
Final Order

Board issues 
Final Order on 

Sanctions

Closure or 
compliance 
monitoring

No

Yes

No

Yes
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ID Theft & Fraud 
Update – Definition, Latest numbers 

• Fraudulent use of licensees’ number, signature and/or stamp

• Cases nationwide increasing

• 4 new cases in Washington in the past year



Examples 
ID Theft & Fraud 

• PE (mechanical) in Vancouver, stolen stamp used on fraudulent 
structure plans

• PE (aeronautical) in Renton, stolen stamp, signature on fraudulent 
structure plans



What Have We Done – What Are We Doing?
ID Theft & Fraud 

• Collaboration with associations, agencies

• Exploring options with AG office

• Series of upcoming communication; Journal, LinkedIn & email 

• Past article in The Journal 



ID Theft & Fraud 
Who Have We Contacted – Partners?

• Washington Association of Building Officials 

• State Building Code Council 

• NCEES Compliance & Security

• WA Attorney General’s Office  

• WaTech                             



NCEES Law Enforcement Response 
ID Theft & Fraud 

“Develop guidelines to assist member boards in addressing work-for-
hire websites offering engineering and surveying services. 

Guidelines should include considerations for investigations and 
enforcement actions as well as recommendations for individuals and 
licensees who may be impacted. 

Provide recommendations as appropriate.”



Path Forward
ID Theft & Fraud 

DISCUSSION



Thank You!
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