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PLSS EXAM TASK FORCE 

The Task Force was directed by the Board to review blueprints of existing exams and 
the proposed NCEES PLSS Exam, conduct outreach to stakeholders, and consider the 
impacts of adopting or not adopting the PLSS Exam; then make a recommendation to 
the Survey Committee.  

The Task Force consisted of the following participants: 

• Matt Rasmussen, PE/PLS – Survey Committee Chair/Board Member
• Kristina Horton, PLS – BRPELS Deputy Director (facilitator)
• Tim Kent, PLS – Former DNR SAB member, former instructor at Clark College
• Alex Walczyk, PLS – DNR, Supervises two field office
• Tom Barger, PLS – City of Seattle, Parks; prior LSAW Liaison to BRPELS
• Tony Chenier, PLS – Private sector surveyor, Current LSAW Liaison to BRPEL

Jon Warren, PLS – Board member attended most of the task force meetings as an 
observer.  

The Task Force met four (4) times: 

1. January 30, 2026
2. February 20, 2026
3. March 26, 2026
4. May 11, 2026

Aaron Blaisdell, PLS and Jim Wengler, PLS, C-Feds, who are on the development 
committee for the NCEES PLSS Exam,  kindly attended the first meeting to give 
information and answer questions about the NCEES exam development process, the 
exam itself, and what was considered in the development and writing of the exam. They 
also provided their perspectives on what the adopting of the NCEES PLSS Exam would 
mean for BRPELS, perspective licensee, and the public.  

The Task Force had additional questions for Aaron and Jim that they answered via 
email. <email chain attached> 

Ken Fuller, PE, BRPELS Director, attended the second meeting and provided information 
and answered questions about the State PLS Exam and the impact to BRPELS and the 
exam if the NCEES PLSS Exam was adopted or if it was not adopted.  



Also, at the second meeting the Task Force prepared a White Paper <see attached> to 
present to stakeholders, particularly at the LSAW Annual Conference in the last week of 
February 2026. All Task Force members attending the conference agreed to help gather 
feedback from attendees concerning the adoption of the NCEES PLSS Exam and direct 
them to the BRPELS exhibitor booth for a copy of the White Paper.  

LSAW created a JotForm for their members to view the White Paper and leave 
comments on their thoughts and opinions as to whether BRPELS should adopt the 
NCEES PLSS Exam, or not. <compilation of these comments is attached> 

Over the course of the Task Force meetings, the members reviewed information about 
the contents (blueprints) of the NCEES PS Exam, the WA State PLS Exam, and the new 
NCEES PLSS Exam. They discussed what the impact might be to the WA State PLS 
Exam if the NCEES PLSS Exam is adopted, or if it’s not adopted. Particularly, what 
changes might need to be done to the WA State PLS Exam and what that might entail – 
cost and efforts.  

Here are some of the considerations the Task Force discussed: 

• Disadvantages if BRPELS does not adopt the new exam
• Impact to those applying by comity to WA or from WA to another state that

requires the new exam
• Impact of the cost of the new exam and the time burden required to study and

take the new exam in addition to the two PS exams already required (NCEES  and
WA State)

o New exam adopted = total exam fees approx. $1065 + $100 to release to
the state if NCEES record is used

• Timeline for making changes to the WA State PLS Exam
• If the new exam is adopted, could the WA State PLS Exam be modified to be a

take home exam
• What is minimum competency and would adopting the new exam meet or overly

exceed it
• If BRPELS adopts the new exam, would a CFedS surveyor be able to waive the

requirement to take the new exam
• Are a significant number of the PLS complaints received by BRPELS because of

deficiencies of PLSS knowledge by licensees
• If BRPELS decides not to adopt the new exam, how many PLSS questions would

need to be added to the existing WA State PLS Exams to meet minimum
competency

• What problem(s) would be solved by adopting the new exam



• Input from the stakeholder that provided comments, either in writing or verbally
to Task Force members.

• Report back from the PLS board members after attending the NCEES Western
Zone meeting (May 1). At the Surveying Forum all WZ states, except for Oregon
and Washington, indicated they were adopting new exam, with many having
support from their state surveying associations. We also found out that the new
exam will be given twice a year – tentatively April and September, and that the
PLSS questions will be removed from the NCEES PS exam starting May 2027.

Also, as the result of the discussions, the Task Force recognized that surveyors are 
lacking in PLSS education opportunities at the state level. They believe that LSAW (state 
association) should be able to help with that.  

There was some concern that passing the NCEES PLSS Exam might give the examinee 
a false sense of being an expert in PLSS.  

There was some discussion about improvements to the WA State PLS Exam if changes 
must happen anyway, particularly regarding writing legal descriptions.  

At the fourth and final, meeting of the Task Force, the members voted on whether to 
recommend: 

1. Adopting the NCEES PLSS Exam
2. Not to adopting the NCEES PLSS Exam
3. Wait and re-evaluate in 3 or 5 years’ time

Board members (Matt and Jon) and staff (Kris) excused themselves from voting. 

The Task Force’s recommendation to the BRPELS Survey Committee is to wait and re-
evaluate in three (3) years. At that point the new exam will have been administered for 
two years (at least 4 administrations of the exam).  

The Task Force also recommends a new Task Force/Work Group be formed for the 
purpose of recommending and helping implement changes to the WA State PLS Exam, 
based on the Board’s decision about adopting the NCEES PLSS Exam. The changes will 
need to be in effect for the May 2027 removal of PLSS questions from the PS exam.  



Aaron, 

Thank you for that clarification and insight. At this point, the task force is just gathering 
information based on some initial discussion and questions. They won’t be presenting a 
recommendation to the Survey Committee until April 2026. Of course, the committee can either 
accept their recommendation, or not.  

Kristina Horton 

From: Aaron Blaisdell  
Sent: Monday, February 2, 2026 10:51 AM 
To: Horton, Kristina (BRPELS)   

Subject: RE: PLSS Exam 

HI Kris – 

I guess I’m not sure what you (or the task force) is asking.  For content, NCEES uses a defensible 
and robust process for developing an exam.  Jim may know the details of the CFedS program/exam 
however, the evaluation and qualifications of the candidates who may take the exams are 
separate.  In my opinion, the CFedS exam is evaluating someone who is greater than minimum 
competency. 

Is the Task Force discussing not using the PLSS Exam as a means of evaluating a candidate for 
licensure in WA?  If so, what is the reason(s) being discussed? 

Aaron 

From: Horton, Kristina (BRPELS)  
Sent: Monday, February 2, 2026 9:18 AM 
To: Wengler, James; Blaisdell, Aaron  
Subject: RE: PLSS Exam 

Thank you, Jim. This is exactly what we needed. 

From: James Wengler  
Sent: Monday, February 2, 2026 9:09 AM 
To: Horton, Kristina (BRPELS); Blaisdell, Aaron 
Subject: RE: PLSS Exam 

Hi Kris, 

Although I am on the PLSS item writing committee I have not attended every session and don't know 
the answer to the question. 

PLSS Email Chain



I can tell you from my experiences that there are some overlaps and similarities but again one has 
nothing to do with the other unless you are thinking of using the CFedS certification to obtain licensure. 

Fortunately the current CFedS Panel members who are also on the PLSS committee are: 

Glen Thurow (Panel Chair) 
Jacob B. Barowsky (NM Chief Cadastral Surveyor) 
Sonja (Suzie) Sparks (BLM National Cadastral Chief) 
Bob Dahl (Advisor) 

Suzie Sparks is the PLSS committed chair and should be able to answer any of your questions. 

Branch Chief, Cadastral Survey, Land Status, and Land Records 
Headquarters Chief Cadastral Surveyor (307) 275-5014  
s75spark@blm.gov   

You can also ask the panel at the link below 

https://cfeds.org/cfeds-panel/#contact-cfeds-member 

James Wengler, PLS, CFedS 
Pro-tem Board Member 
Board of Registration for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors 

From: Horton, Kristina (BRPELS)  
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2026 8:31 AM 
To: Blaisdell, Aaron 
Cc: Fuller, Ken (BRPELS); Rasmussen, Matt (BRPELS Board Member); Wengler, James 
Subject: RE: PLSS Exam 

Jim and Aaron, 

Thank you for the thorough and prompt responses. We’re aware that CFeds is just a certification 
and not a license. The question the group had is if NCEES looked at the CFeds program for 
overlaps and/or similarities in content.  

Thanks, 
Kris Horton 

From: Aaron Blaisdell  
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 12:20 PM 
To: Horton, Kristina (BRPELS)  

mailto:s75spark@blm.gov
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcfeds.org%2Fcfeds-panel%2F%23contact-cfeds-member&data=05%7C02%7CKristina.Horton%40brpels.wa.gov%7C43f4380e5974409824c208de6299f1cb%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639056610641563753%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1JC4BDyjK8xsxkoCoyaNapxts%2Fy0dM7jORltbENHmwQ%3D&reserved=0


Subject: RE: PLSS Exam 

Kris, 

I agree with Jim’s information and his important point that the CFedS program and its exam does 
not qualify for licensure in any state or territory.  It’s a certification and must include a license 
granted by a state in order to hold the title as a CFedS.  They are two very separate and distinct 
exams for two different purposes. 

Aaron 

From: James Wengler   
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 11:49 AM 
To: 'Horton, Kristina (BRPELS); 'Blaisdell, Aaron'  
Subject: RE: PLSS Exam 

Hi Kris, 

The PLSS exam is priced at $325 and was approved by the council and Washington State voted in the 
affirmative. 

The CFedS program issues a certification, not a license. 
The cost of the CFedS course is $1,500. 

The CFedS exam is not as secure as the NCEES exams and is not likely Psychometrically sound. 

Completion of the seven-course training program requires passing numerous quizzes as one 
progresses through the material. At the close of the training, a comprehensive 
Certification Examination must be passed to receive the CFedS certification. The CFedS 
examination is offered in February, June and October of each year. 

Active CFedS must complete six Continuing Education (CE) units per each two year renewal 
cycle with maximum of three carryover credits. Numerous CE courses have been developed 
specifically for CFedS that can be purchased and completed via this website. The cost of 
the CE exams are about $500 with a renewal fee of $60. 

Below are the courses. 

"    CFedS I Records Investigation, History of the PLSS, Administrative Procedures, Indian 
Land Law and Cultural Awareness 
"    CFedS II Federal Boundary Law and Title Examination 
"    CFedS III Survey Evidence Analysis 
"    CFedS IV Restoration of Lost Corners 
"    CFedS V Introduction to Water Boundaries 
"    CFedS VI Subdivision of Sections 
"    CFedS VII Federal Boundary Standards and Business Practices 



The CFedS courses can be taken if you are an LSIT and you would receive your certification 
once you obtained a License in one of the jurisdictions. 

A CFedS should be able to pass the PLSS exam without difficulty. 

I think some of the items in the CFedS course may be teaching and testing above minimum competency. 

James Wengler, PLS, CFedS 
Pro-tem Board Member 
Board of Registration for Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors 

From: Horton, Kristina (BRPELS)  
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026 10:23 AM 
To: Blaisdell, Aaron; Wengler, James 
Cc: Fuller, Ken (BRPELS); Rasmussen, Matt (BRPELS Board Member) 
Subject: PLSS Exam 

Aaron and Jim, 

I greatly appreciate you both taking the time today to attend the task force meeting and explain 
the PLSS Exam creation process and answer questions that the task force members had.  

A few additional questions came up during the discussion after you and the board members left 
the meeting.  

1. What is the cost of the PLSS Exam? I didn’t see anything on the NCEES website about
this.

2. What is NCEES’s thought (if you know) about the PLSS Exam vs. the CFeds
exam/program? Do you know what the similarities and differences are – was that looked
at?

That’s it for now. The task force is meeting again in February to discuss further before BRPELS 
does some outreach about this at the LSAW conference.  

Thanks again for your help and sharing your knowledge and expertise. 
Kris Horton 



NCEES Public Land Survey System (PLSS) Examination 
PLSS Exam Specifications 

Effective Beginning October 2027 

• The Public Land Survey System exam is closed book with an electronic reference.

• Examinees have 5 hours to complete the exam, which contains 75 questions. The 5-hour time includes a
tutorial and an optional scheduled break. Examinees work all questions.

• The exam uses U.S. Customary System (USCS) units only.

• The exam is developed with questions that will require a variety of approaches and methodologies, including
design, analysis, and application.

• The knowledge areas specified as examples of kinds of knowledge are not exclusive or exhaustive categories.

Number of Questions 

1. General Plan and Method of Survey: Understand How the Manual of
Surveying Instructions was Developed 2–4 
A. Acts and ordinances
B. Initial points, principal meridians, and baselines
C. Previous editions, supplements to, and special instructions of the Manual.
D. Applicable laws governing surveying and surveying administration
E. Application of federal, state, or other law

2. General Plan and Method of Survey: Identify Public Land States 2–4 
A. The 30 states that were created out of the public domain
B. Non-public land states
C. Who has authority relating to the official marking of the boundaries of federal

interest lands

3. General Plan and Method of Survey: Identify Basis and Methods of
Distance and Direction Measurements 3–5 
A. How measurements were made in the PLSS
B. Line of constant bearing (geodesy vs. true bearing and convergence)
C. True meridian at the point of record

4. General Plan and Method of Survey: Utilize and Apply Geodetic Reference
Systems Using the PLSS 2–4 
A. Purpose of the National Spatial Reference System (NSRS) as it relates to the PLSS
B. Computations in the PLSS datum
C. Differences between geodetic and local meridians



5. System of Rectangular Surveys: Identify the General Scheme Used in the
PLSS 2–4 
A. Original survey procedures used
B. Standard parallels, guide meridians, and principal meridians
C. How township exteriors were established
D. Aliquot parts in the rectangular system
E. Limits and error of closure

6. System of Rectangular Surveys: Understand the Subdivision of
Townships 3–5 
A. Regular and irregular townships
B. Extension and completion surveys
C. Meridional and latitudinal section lines
D. Irregular boundaries

7. System of Rectangular Surveys: Understand the Subdivision of Sections
and Limits of Closure 3–5 
A. Subdivision of sections by protraction
B. Government lots
C. Elongated sections
D. Subdivision of sections into quarter sections
E. Subdivision of fractional sections
F. Subdivision of quarter sections
G. Survey of partially surveyed sections (completion surveys)
H. Subdivision of sections by local surveyors
I. Closing corners and meander corners
J. Effects of bona fide rights
K. Junior and senior rights and junior and senior lines (e.g., range lines, township

lines, section lines)

8. System of Rectangular Surveys: Identify the Difference Between
Meanders in Original Surveys and Retracement Surveys 2–4 
A. Meander lines
B. Ordinary high-water mark and line of mean high tide
C. Navigable and non-navigable waterways

9. System of Rectangular Surveys: Mark Lines between Corners 2–4 
A. Line trees, blazes, hacks, posting, and other markers

10. Monumentation: Establish Monuments and Corner Accessories in
Accordance with the Proper Authority 3–5 
A. How to recognize jurisdictional authority and its requirements
B. How to read existing cap markings
C. Notes vs. monuments when there is conflicting evidence
D. Standard vs. special markings for interior and exterior section corners
E. Special purpose monument marks
F. Marking of accessories



  
 

 
11. Monumentation: Determine Appropriate Materials for Corner 

Monumentation 2–4 
A. Requirements, materials, and construction of monuments 
B. Appropriate accessories 
C. How to mark caps and accessories 

12. Monumentation: Determine Appropriate Documentation 2–4 
A. Proper form of field notes and plats 
B. Where to file, submit, or record document(s) 
C. Special instructions 

13.  Principles of Resurveys: Identify the Principles of Resurveys 3–5 
A. Determination of dependent resurvey 
B. Determination of independent resurvey 
C. Jurisdiction 
D. Protection of bona fide rights of claimants 

14. Principles of Resurveys: Evaluate the Evidence of Resurveys 4–6 
A. Identification of corners (e.g., existent, obliterated, lost) 
B. Direct evidence 
C. Collateral evidence 
D. How to establish bona fide rights 
E. Special case (e.g., fictitious, fraudulent, grossly erroneous) 
F. How to recognize incorrect original survey (e.g., identify blunders, gross errors, 

original monumentation, ambiguities) 

15.  Principles of Resurveys: Determine the Restoration Method 3–5  
A. Computation methods for lost corners 
B. How to determine controlling elements 
C. Application of direct or collateral evidence 

16. Principles of Resurveys: Apply Appropriate Survey Principles to 
Resurveys and Water Boundaries 3–5  
A. How to recognize accretion, avulsion, and reliction 
B. How to recognize navigability 
C. How to adjust record meanders 
D. How to apply ownership as it relates to centerline and/or thalweg 
E. How to determine jurisdiction   

17. Special Surveys: Apply Appropriate PLSS Principles to Special Surveys 1–3 
A. How to recognize departure from the rectangular survey system 
B. Definition of tract, parcel, and lot 
C. Small tracts 



18. Special Surveys: Apply Appropriate PLSS Principles to Retracement of
Mineral Surveys 1–3 
A. Original survey plat and notes
B. Original monuments
C. Current monument requirements
D. How to determine junior/senior rights based on patents
E. How to recognize split estate ownership interests
F. Mining claims (e.g., mill site, placer claim, tunnel site, mine survey, lode claim)
G. Retracement procedures
H. How to recognize extralateral rights
I. Location monuments

19. Special Surveys: Apply Appropriate PLSS Principles to the Three-Mile
Method of Section Subdivision 2–4 
A. How to recognize and apply the three-mile method
B. Original survey plat and notes
C. How to conduct the appropriate resurvey

20. Special Surveys: Apply Appropriate Principles to Non-Rectangular and
Other Metes-and-Bounds Surveys 1–3 
A. Private land claims
B. National Forest System lands
C. Townsite surveys
D. Indian allotments

21. PLSS Boundary Law: Research and Interpret the Sources of Titles, Plats,
and Notes 3–5 
A. How to establish the chain of title
B. How to apply appropriate principles of title
C. How to determine the differences in vesting rights
D. Where to find title records
E. When does vesting occur
F. How to interpret patents
G. Existing ownership at the time of original survey

22. PLSS Boundary Law: Identify Types of Land Status 3–5 
A. Patents (e.g., patents for mineral surveys, homestead entry surveys, ranchos,

townsites, deeded lands, tribal reservation lands, state, private)
B. How to find and interpret the Master Title Plat and Historical Index
C. How the land status affects the survey
D. Public domain, private lands, and federally acquired lands

23. PLSS Boundary Law: Evaluate Local Surveys 3–5 
A. Where to find survey information (e.g., County Recorder, County Survey Office,

Government Land Office, National Archives, Department of Transportation)
B. How to protect bona fide rights
C. How to protect locally established corners



  
 

 
24. PLSS Boundary Law: Review Types of Evidence 3–5 

A. How to gather and evaluate parol evidence (e.g., testimony from adjoiners and 
clients)  

B. How to gather and evaluate physical evidence (e.g., original, occupational, 
documentation) 

C. How to interpret field notes 
D. How to evaluate original survey evidence 

25. PLSS Boundary Law: Identify which Version of the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) Manual applies to the Survey if Applicable 2–4 
A. BLM issue dates 
B. BLM supplements 



NCEES Principles and Practice of Surveying Examination 
PUBLIC LAND SURVEY SYSTEM CBT Design Standards 

Effective Beginning October 2027 

In addition to the NCEES PLSS Reference Handbook and Glossaries of BLM Surveying and Mapping Terms, the 
following codes and standards will be supplied in the exam as searchable, electronic pdf files with links for easy 
navigation. This NCEES YouTube video shows how standards will be presented on the exam. Standards will be 
provided as individual chapters on the exam, and only one chapter at a time can be opened and searched. This 
ensures the exam software runs large files effectively. The handbook and design standards will be available the 
entire exam. 

Solutions to exam questions that reference a standard of practice are scored based on this list and the revision 
year shown. Solutions based on other standards will not receive credit.  

NCEES does not sell design standards or printed copies of the NCEES handbook. The NCEES handbook is 
accessible from your MyNCEES account.  

ABBREVIATION DESIGN STANDARD TITLE 

BLM Manual Manual of Surveying Instructions for the Survey of the Public Lands of the United 
States (with errata), 2009, United States Department of the Interior and the Bureau of 
Land Management, Denver, CO, www.blm.gov.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oa-GthVuIx0
https://ncees.org/supplemental/launch-login/
http://www.blm.gov/


March 2026: From the NCEES message board for board administrators/
directors: 

27 states/territories replied. 10 = yes   15 = no   2 = still discussing/waiting 

Q: My Board (Mississippi) is currently discussing the PLSS Exam and has asked us to 
inquire of other boards as to your support or thoughts on the PLSS Exam. We appreciate 
any information you could share.  

Here are YES replies: 

Wyoming: Wyoming is a public lands state so PLSS is a big part of what surveyors do here.   
Wyoming will be utilizing the NCEES PLSS exam and will be modifying our state specific 
exams so that they remove material tested at the national level.   We are in the process of 
our state specific exam modification currently.    

Florida: Florida PLS is the same as Wyoming 

Ohio: Ohio will require the PLSS since we utilize public lands surveying. Ohio was part of 
the request for the exam. 

Iowa: The Iowa Board has indicated that they want to move towards requiring the PLSS 
exam and updating our state specific exam to remove PLSS related questions. 

Illinois: Illinois will be requiring this exam. In doing so, we will be updating our 
jurisdictional exam to remove PLSS questions. 

Colorado: Colorado is a PLSS state, and the Board is currently in rulemaking to adopt the 
NCEES PLSS exam upon its initial administration. The Colorado state-specific PLS exam is 
scheduled to undergo revisions with our vendor this summer to remove items not related to 
Colorado state-specific topics, which includes the removal of PLSS-related items. 

Minnesota: Minnesota will be requiring the PLSS and we are currently in the process of 
updating our rules to reflect this change. 

New Mexico: Like Wyoming and Illinois, New Mexico will require the PLSS exam and 
update our state-specific exam by removing duplicate PLSS material covered by the 
national exam. 

Arizona: Arizona is planning to require the PLSS in addition to the PS. 

Side note: the way our "Universal" path to licensure is currently structured creates a 
loophole that could allow individuals to potentially obtain licensure here without 
completing the PLSS portion of the exam. Because of this, we will likely enhance our state-
specific exam to include more PLSS content to ensure sufficient knowledge is 
demonstrated regardless of the licensure pathway. 



California: California will not need to make any legislative/regulatory changes since our 
statutes broadly describe the examination requirements giving the Board certain discretion 
on how those national and state examination requirements are determined. 

Generally speaking, we will be requiring the FS/PS/PLSS exams in addition to our California 
state PLS exam after a certain date, which at this time is likely to be after July 1, 2027 
(assuming the new PS exam is actually released as planned) with the first administration of 
the new PLSS exam to be in October, 2027. However, we need to consider the timing 
associated with the dates we actually receive the licensure applications so that we are 
being fair to the incoming candidates, not to mention the ones who were already approved 
but as of whatever date, haven't yet passed the California PLS exam (after multiple 
attempts). 

We also expect that we will be revising our California PLS exam content with the general 
expectation that PLSS content will be reduced or removed to accommodate the new PLSS 
exam. We will have to consider the timing of a new occupational analysis (our version of 
PAKS) where we always take into account what is on the NCEES PS exam specifications vs 
what needs to be on the California test specs. We did something similar years ago to 
eliminate content related to surveying for FEMA Flood Certificates and ALTA/NSPS title 
surveys once we were comfortable determining that those two topics were sufficiently 
covered on the PS exam (not much in terms of state specific on either of those two topic 
areas for California). 

Here are the NO replies: 

Arkansas: Arkansas is a PLSS state and the Arkansas State Speicifc Exam focuses on PLSS 
questions; therefore, the board will not require the NCEES PLSS exam. There is no change 
in our statute which requires the NCEES PS Exam. 

Kansas: Like Arkansas, our state-specific surveying exam is largely PLSS content. For now, 
we have no plans to require the NCEES exam. We will continue to require the FS and PS 
national exams. 

Missouri: Like Arkansas and Kansas – Currently, Missouri has no plan to require the NCEES 
PLSS exam and will continue to utilize its Missouri State Specific Examination. However, 
Missouri continues to require the FS and PS national exams as well. 

Louisiana: At this time, Louisiana will not be requiring the PLSS exams. 



North Carolina: NC is a no 

Kentucky: Kentucky will not be requiring the PLSS exam for surveying licensure. 

West Virginia: WV is a no. 

Hawaii: Hawaii will not be requiring PLSS. Currently we just require FS and PS OR 15 years 
responsible charge in addition to the Hawaii state exam. 

Texas: Texas will not require the PLSS module, so we will not be making any changes to 
rules or requirements.  We'll still use the PS exam even though it has a new spec. 

Georgia: Georgia will be the same as Texas (no). 

New York: In New York we are likely going to build PLSS related questions into our state 
specific administered exam to ensure licensees are tested on it and are aware of its use - 
While almost none of NYS utilizes the PLSS, and we won't require the PLSS exam, there are 
some circumstances and locations where a licensee may encounter the PLSS in NYS - we 
want to make sure NYS licensees are tested on this. 

Alabama: Alabama is similar to NY. We plan to add PLSS related questions to our state 
specific exam. 

Oregon: Not requiring. Already have PLSS questions in state exam. 

Guam: No Change. 

Rhode Island: No changes.  

Here are the STILL IN DISCUSSION or WAIT AND SEE replies: 

Montana: We (Montana Board) are currently in discussion about it. We are looking at the 
state specific exam to see what may need to be removed from it if the board adopts the 
PLSS Exam. In Montana, the board is currently in discussion about wether they will require 
the exam or not. It will take legislative change to allow the examination. 

Washington: Washington State is currently evaluating the PLSS exam through a statewide 
stakeholder task force. This group includes representatives from our professional land 
surveyor community, surveying educators, public-sector surveying professionals, and a 
licensed professional land surveyor from the Office of the State Surveyor General. We are 
also conducting outreach to additional public-sector partners. The task force is expected 
to provide a recommendation to our Board later this summer. 



February 23, 2026 

BRPELS (Board of Registration) has formed a task force to make a recommendation to the 

Board on whether BRPELS should adopt a PLSS Exam module that NCEES will start offering in 

October 2027. Task force members are Tony Chenier, Tim Kent, Tom Barger, and Alex Walczyk. 

The task force members and BRPELS are asking for your input concerning this important 

decision. The task force has met twice, so far, and have looked at the exam content blueprint for 

the PLSS Exam module and the WA State Exam 

Key facts: 

• This would be in addition to the NCEES PS Exam and the State Exam

• Enrollment for the PLSS Exam begins Oct. 2026

• First issuance of the PLSS Exam test is Oct. 2027

• The NCEES PS exam will not have any PLSS questions in it starting Oct. 2027

• The PLSS Exam is 75 questions based on the  BLM Manual and is a 5-hour exam

• The cost of the module is $325 paid directly to NCEES

• BRPELS needs to decide in August 2026 if they’ll adopt the exam module, not adopt it, or

wait and reassess in a couple of years.

Considerations for the task force: 

• Cost to applicants for three exams, including time studying and off work/travel

• How should BRPELS handle comity applications?

• Would adoption of the exam make it more difficult or less difficult to apply by comity

(licensed elsewhere)?

• What subjects, and to what degree, are vital to test “minimum competency”?

• What problem is being fixed by adopting the exam module?

• What is the impact to the WA State Exam if we adopt, or not, to ensure we’re testing for

“minimum competency”.

• If NCEES doesn’t get enough test takers for the exam it may be pulled and either

abandoned or put in holding status until more interest in garnered.

Once a decision is made, a new task force will be created to determine the changes needed to 

the WA State Exam.  



Green border = against 
Orange border= in favor of 
We would love your feedback! 
BRPELS has formed a task force to evaluate whether the Board 
should adopt the new PLSS Exam module that NCEES plans to 
offer beginning in October 2027.The task force is seeking input 
from licensees and stakeholders before making a 
recommendation to the Board. This is an important decision 
that may impact future licensure requirements. Please review
the key points document at the link below and share your 
feedback with the task force. 

_________________________________________________________________ 

LSAW Feedback





__________________________________________________________________________________ 



Start of Feedback responses received after the March task force meeting: 
Green highlight at start = against 
Magenta highlight at start = in favor of 

The Public Land Survey System (PLSS) is deeply rooted in land tenure, boundary definition, and 
public land management across 39 states. A nationally recognized and administered exam 
beginning in October 2027 provides a defensible, uniform, and consistent mechanism to assess 
minimum competence for surveyors practicing in Washington and other PLSS states. From a 
national perspective, the PLSS exam strengthens public protection, reduces redundancy in 
state-specific testing, improves licensure mobility, and aligns professional regulation with the 
unique legal and technical demands of land surveying. outlines the national and local benefits of 
the PLSS. Since 2017, governor-appointed members from BRPELS have been involved through 
committee and task force groups in the concept and creation of the PLSS exam 
that will remove barriers to those wishing to become licensed in Washington State and 
individuals applying from other states through comity. BRPELS has dedicated resources and 
time to analyze and in some cases revise policies, workflows, WACs and RCWs to streamline 
language and provide clearer exam preparation guidance to those wishing to become 
 licensed in Washington. At national meetings, BRPELS has been a vocal supporter and known 
contributor to the development of this exam.  
While the general Principles and Practice of Surveying (PS) exam addresses broad surveying 
competence, PLSS work involves specialized state and federal law, professional practice 
standards, historical survey methods, and corner recovery principles that are not uniformly 
applicable nationwide. A dedicated PLSS examination responds by isolating PLSS-specific 
competencies and evaluating them rigorously where they matter most using a uniform process. 
Many states currently test PLSS knowledge through state-specific examinations with widely 
varying formats, lengths, rigor and costs to applicants. A national PLSS exam allows states to: 
• Eliminate or significantly reduce redundant PLSS content in state exams
• Refocus jurisdictional exams on statutes, rules, and local practice nuances
• Lower administrative and development costs associated with maintaining minimally
defensible PLSS testing
• Lower costs for applicants who have taken and passed the national PLLS exam.



From the perspective of Washington State and BRPELS, the PLSS examination has direct 
financial and administrative implications that affect both applicants and the Board’s regulatory 
efficiency: 
• Direct State Examination Costs: Washington currently charges a Professional Land Surveyor
(PLS) application fee, which explicitly includes the state‑specific land surveying exam
administered by the Board. In addition, applicants must pay separate fees directly to NCEES for
national examinations, creating multiple cost points for candidates.
• Recurring Administrative Expenses: State‑specific exams require ongoing expenditures for
exam development, updating, security, grading, staff administration, and periodic rescheduling
including the struggles to find volunteers yo serve as Subject Matter Experts (SMEs).
Washington also assesses a state exam reschedule fee, reflecting the real administrative cost
of managing limited exam offerings. These costs are coupled with BRPELS’s high costs of the
required contracting with national psychometrician experts for assisting the board in creating
and maintaining reliable and defensible exams.
• Economies of Scale Through National Exams: A nationally administered PLSS examination
allows Washington to rely on an exam developed, maintained, and psychometrically validated at
the national level. This reduces the need for state time and financial investment in exam
maintenance with assembling Subject Matter Experts while preserving the Board’s authority
over licensure and discipline.
• Cost Containment for Applicants: By shifting PLSS‑specific competency testing to a national
examination, Washington can avoid layering additional or expanded state exams onto
applicants. This helps control total licensure costs while still ensuring PLSS competence in
Washington State.
• Predictable Fee Structure and Budgeting: Reliance on a national PLSS exam supports more
stable Board budgeting by limiting the frequency and scope of state exam updates. State fees
can remain focused on application processing, law review, and jurisdiction‑specific regulation
rather than technical exam redevelopment through infrequent gathering of Subject Matter
Experts.
In this context, the PLSS examination represents not only a technical improvement but a
cost‑efficient regulatory tool that aligns Washington’s public‑protection mandate with
responsible financial stewardship.
In conclusion, this Is Not “One More Exam” — It Is a Reallocation of testing. States currently test
PLSS knowledge inconsistently through state‑specific exams. The result is clearer exam and
evaluation roles, not layered complexity and a barrier to licensure. The PLSS examination
delivers clear national benefits: enhanced public protection, regulatory efficiency, licensure
mobility, and professional clarity. By testing PLSS competence where it is required—and only
where it is required—the exam strengthens the overall licensure framework without increasing
unnecessary barriers. From a national perspective, the PLSS exam is not merely an additional
test; it is a strategic refinement of how the surveying profession safeguards land rights and the
public interest in the United States. I urge you to support and approve this exam as an
evaluation tool for applicants seeking licensure in Washington State.

I think adding the PLSS Exam module would be a good idea. The PLSS system is important to 
understand, 
However I think there is a lot of other important information already included in our state 
specific and to remove that would take a lot away from the test. To me having 3 tests, two 
national exams and 1 state specific (plus the laws test) is not to much to ask. Yes it's additional 
time, yes it is additional cost but you are investing in yourself to become a professional. Without 
having a four year degree requirement (which I support) I believe it is important to make sure 



the new candidates have the appropriate knowledge and if that means an additional test that's 
what it is. The cost of time and money will be rewarded over the following years for those able 
to pass the test. If the task force thinks that the 75 question test blue print is applicable to 
surveying in washington it is my opinion we should adopt it. 

Why is this necessary? What problem exists that you are trying to solve? The biggest issue 
facing the survey profession is lack of licensed surveyors and we are thinking that adding yet 
another exam/barrier to entry. This is the opposite of solving our most immediate problem. 

I am not in favor of introducing another exam that requires another separate exam fee and 
requires taking another day off work to take the 5-hour exam. This additional cost and time 
constraint will be another hurtle for those who are actively pursuing licensure and a deterrent to 
those already undecided if they want to take the FS and PS. 
Could a take-home exam, or something similar be a possible solution? I am certain there are 
other options that can meet the goals of BRPLES for Minimum competency on this subject that 
don't involve another hefty test fee and a scheduled test day. 
Per the Key facts page, it states that as of October 2027 no PLSS questions will be on the 
NCEES PLS exam. Further down in the document it also states that "If NCEES doesn’t get 
enough test takers for the exam it may be pulled and either abandoned or put in holding status 
until more interest in garnered ". I am concerned that if this module is adopted by BRPLES and 
NCEES discontinues or suspends the module for any reason, anyone taking the PS exam during 
that time would have no measurement of competency on the PLSS. This circumstance 
would be a contradiction of the founding reason the module is being considered in the first 
place. 
Thank you for your time and consideration of my opinion. 

As a licensed professional in the State of Washington, I believe removing PLSS questions from 
the national PS exam and introducing a specific PLSS exam in Washington would be a benefit 
for the survey community. The PLSS is essential for land surveyors because it directly affects 
locating, measuring and legally defining land in the State of Washington. The specific PLSS 
exam should be open book and similar format as the state specific exam. The additional fee of 
$325 paid directly to NCEES seems excessive when combining all testing fees. 

I am opposed to this additional test. The national exam already covers PLSS material and this 
seems to be a bit of a money grab. As someone gearing up for my PS exam, I am already on the 
hook for registration costs, and the cost of the test, as well as the cost of the state test. All this 
on top of paying for registration and taking the FS. 

My opinion: 
I am not in favor of adopting this module for would-be WA PLS examinees. Requiring examinees 
to take an additional test, at significant expense with the proceeds going directly to the private 



entity, NCEES, is costly. It's an over-burdened solution for Washington State to the consequence 
of removing 7 questions from the national PS exam. 
I am in favor of augmenting the Washington State specific exam. It could include more PLSS 
related questions, particularly in the subject of government lots & invaded, non-standard 
sections. This state has Reservation Boundaries, Donation Land Claims, Federal Lands, and 
every type of aquatic boundary. 
If an option would be to institute a take home 'exam' to prove examinee knowledge of the PLSS, 
could this be a suitable solution without the additional financial burden to examinees? It would 
also present an opportunity to focus on the relevant, unique characteristics of the PLSS in 
Washington State. 

I feel that requiring an additional test at the national level will create additional barriers to 
licensure that we should avoid. I know that in our state we have capacity within our current state 
exam framework to add additional PLSS questions without extending the duration of the exam 
itself. This would ensure that our licensees are qualified for the PLSS work in our state without 
creating additional financial and time burdens on applicants. 

I am not in favor of layering on an additional exam and exam costs for new potential licensees 
on the topic of PLSS. Our national and state professional associations have put a lot of time, 
effort, and funds into attracting people into our professional path and an additional exam, 
related costs and a potential additional day of testing, adds a number of significant roadblocks 
into their path. Becoming licensed does not and cannot make an individual the font of wisdom 
on every topic. I know because I learn new things every day and I've been licensed 22 years now. 
Both our state specific and the national exams have and do change over time and increase or 
decrease on topics that seem to need additional emphasis. I think that is a better way to 
address this perceived topic deficiency. 

Initially for the exam, but after learning of the additional time and expense to have it, I really 
would prefer that BOR add the seven PLSS questions back and add another group of PLSS 
questions to our existing exam. If someone really needs to know the details of the PLSS, they 
should take the CFEDS exam. 

I am against these changes. The test is already hard enough and we are still losing more 
survivors than we are getting new ones. This seems to be a money grab for more testing. If we 
should change anything is to let the people know what they missed on the test even if they pass. 
If I missed all the PLSS breakdown questions on the test but I still passed. How would I know I 
need to study more on this. 

I am concerned about the additional time and cost for examinees if WA state adopts the new 
PLSS manual. It is not clear to me that there is a problem with the current exams re: PLSS 
content. I think that if NCEES removes PLSS content from the PS exam, WA state should modify 
the state specific exam to include the PLSS content that we think is necessary to test for 
minimum competency, rather than adopt the NCEES PLSS module. 



Thanks for your consideration and for putting the time and thought into this question! 

The Public Land Survey System (PLSS) is deeply rooted in land tenure, boundary definition, and 
public land management across 39 states. A nationally recognized and administered exam 
beginning in October 2027 provides a defensible, uniform, and consistent mechanism to assess 
minimum competence for surveyors practicing in Washington and other PLSS states. 
From a national perspective, the PLSS exam strengthens public protection, reduces redundancy 
in state specific testing, improves licensure mobility, and aligns professional regulation with the 
unique legal and technical demands of land surveying outlines the national and local benefits of 
the PLSS. Since 2017, governor-appointed members from BRPELS have been involved through 
committee and task force groups in the concept and creation of the PLSS exam that will remove 
barriers to those wishing to become licensed in Washington State and individuals applying from 
other states through comity.  

BRPELS has dedicated resources and time to analyze and in some cases revise policies, 
workflows, WACs and RCWs to streamline language and provide clearer exam preparation 
guidance to those wishing to become licensed in Washington. 

At national meetings, BRPELS has been a vocal supporter and known contributor to the 
development of this exam. 

While the general Principles and Practice of Surveying (PS) exam addresses broad surveying 
competence, PLSS work involves specialized state and federal law, professional practice 
standards, historical survey methods, and corner recovery principles that are not uniformly 
applicable nationwide. 

A dedicated PLSS examination responds by isolating PLSS-specific competencies and 
evaluating them rigorously where they matter most using a uniform process. Many states 
currently test PLSS knowledge through state-specific examinations with widely varying formats, 
lengths, rigor and costs to applicants. A national PLSS exam allows states to: 

o Eliminate or significantly reduce redundant PLSS content in state exams
o Refocus jurisdictional exams on statutes, rules, and local practice nuances
o Lower administrative and development costs associated with maintaining minimally
defensible PLSS testing
o Lower costs for applicants who have taken and passed the national PLLS exam.

From the perspective of Washington State and BRPELS, the PLSS examination has direct 
financial and administrative implications that affect both applicants and the Board's regulatory 
efficiency: 
o Direct State Examination Costs: Washington currently charges a Professional Land Surveyor
(PLS) application fee, which explicitly includes the state specific land surveying exam
administered by the Board. In addition, applicants must pay separate fees directly to NCEES for
national examinations, creating multiple cost points for candidates.
o Recurring Administrative Expenses: State specific exams require ongoing expenditures for
exam development, updating, security, grading, staff administration, and periodic rescheduling
including the struggles to find volunteers to serve as Subject Matter Experts (SMEs).



Washington also assesses a state exam reschedule fee, reflecting the real administrative cost 
of managing limited exam offerings. These costs are coupled with BRPELS's high costs of the 
required contracting with national psychometrician experts for assisting the board in creating 
and maintaining reliable and defensible exams. 
o Economies of Scale Through National Exams: A nationally administered PLSS examination
allows Washington to rely on an exam developed, maintained, and psychometrically validated at
the national level. This reduces the need for state time and financial investment in exam
maintenance with assembling Subject Matter Experts while preserving the Board's authority
over licensure and discipline.
o Cost Containment for Applicants: By shifting PLSS specific competency testing to a national
examination, Washington can avoid layering additional or expanded state exams onto
applicants. This helps control total licensure costs while still ensuring PLSS competence in
Washington State.
o Predictable Fee Structure and Budgeting: Reliance on a national PLSS exam supports more
stable Board budgeting by limiting the frequency and scope of state exam updates. State fees
can remain focused on application processing, law review, and jurisdiction specific regulation
rather than technical exam redevelopment through infrequent gathering of Subject Matter
Experts.

In this context, the PLSS examination represents not only a technical improvement but a cost 
efficient regulatory tool that aligns Washington's public protection mandate with responsible 
financial stewardship. 

As a Certified Federal Surveyor and a Pro Tem Board member involved in disciplinary case 
management I am appalled at the lack of understanding I see from licensees with regard to the 
proper application of the PLSS system. 

As a member of the PLSS exam writing committee I can assure you that the exam will test 
minimum competency and be housed and administered by the NCEES in a secure and 
defensible environment. 

In conclusion, this Is Not "One More Exam" - It Is a Reallocation of testing. States currently test 
PLSS knowledge inconsistently through state specific exams. The result is clearer exam and 
evaluation roles, not layered complexity and a barrier to licensure. The PLSS examination 
delivers clear national benefits: enhanced public protection, regulatory efficiency, licensure 
mobility, and professional clarity. By testing PLSS competence where it is required-and only 
where it is required-the exam strengthens the overall licensure framework without increasing 
unnecessary barriers. From a national perspective, the PLSS exam is not merely an additional 
test; it is a strategic refinement of how the surveying profession safeguards land rights and the 
public interest in the United States. I urge you to support and approve this exam as an 
evaluation tool for applicants seeking licensure in Washington State. 

As the Board approaches its August 2026 decision, I am writing to support the formal adoption 
of the NCEES Public Land Survey System (PLSS) module. 

The upcoming removal of PLSS content from the national PS exam in October 2027 creates a 
critical competency gap. Washington, as a PLSS state, cannot risk licensing professionals 
without a verified, high level understanding of the BLM Manual of Surveying Instructions. 



Strategic Benefits of Adoption: 
-Ensures Minimum Competency: The 75-question, 5-hour PLSS module provides a rigorous,
psychometrically sound verification of federal land system knowledge that the truncated PS
exam will no longer provide.
-Streamlines the Washington State Exam: Adoption allows BRPELS to refine the state-specific
exam to focus exclusively on vital "local" subjects—such as Washington administrative rules
(WAC/RCW) and state-specific case law—without diluting it with general PLSS mechanics.
-Promotes Professional Mobility: Most Western states are moving to adopt this module. By
aligning with the NCEES standard, Washington ensures that our licensees remain competitive
and that comity applications from other PLSS states are handled with clear, equivalent
standards.

Key Considerations & Facts: 
-Critical Timing: With enrollment beginning October 2026 and the first test in October 2027, a
decision this August is vital to provide applicants with adequate preparation time.
-Fiscal Responsibility: While the $325 fee is an additional cost, it covers a nationally recognized
credential that enhances the surveyor’s professional standing and portability across the 30
PLSS states.
-Fixing a Looming Problem: Without this module, the Board would be forced to develop and
validate its own extensive PLSS testing at a significant administrative cost to the state.
Adopting the NCEES PLSS module is the most effective way to safeguard the public interest
while modernizing our licensure process. I recommend the Board vote for full adoption this
August to ensure Washington remains a leader in professional surveying standards.

Hello, 
Personally, I do not see how an additional exam benefits the profession. There are already 3 
exams to become a licensed surveyor, with exam fees totaling about $900. I could see the state 
exam bolstering their PLSS portion with the addition of some of the NCEES PLS questions but I 
think the additional test and expense are prohibitive. It is almost akin to the NCEES engineering 
exams where a surveyor now is tested in a competency of PLSS. 
If the PLSS exam module does become adopted, maybe there could be a possibility for waiver 
from the test if an individual has a CFedS. 
Another thing I am confused about is how comity will work from a state that does not require 
the PLSS module to a state that does require a PLSS module. Is the PLSS module tied to the PS 
exam or the state specific exam? 
Thank you for allowing an opportunity to provide input prior to adoption. 



Incidental Surveying



Chatting with you got me to dig back into some of the old files from previous (1980s-2000s) CRAB 
and WSACE conversations that I have access to this weekend and I found an AAG’s written memo 
(unpublished as far as I know) to BRPELS that seems to indicate that this particular AAG believed 
that County Road Engineers could do survey work.  I think the opinion is totally flawed and misses 
the whole change in the survey/engineering licensing laws that occurred in 1947, which then either 
required the County Road Engineer to be dual licensed (as many – if not all – became in 1947) or to 
have those duties performed by a licensed land surveyor, but I also think that this is what sent the 
board down the wrong path all those years ago.   

Hope this helps you guys in figuring out where things went wrong, and why engineers were told by 
BRPELS, CRAB, and WSACE for decades that they could do survey work without a survey 
license.  Again, I think knowing what happened and being transparent about the whole thing will 
help everyone understand and heal any old wounds that might still be there.   

Here is a published AGLO from 1980 that appears to indicate (to me anyway) that County Road 
Engineers cannot do Surveying work.  It doesn’t ask the question directly, but it seems to imply that 
when you read the whole thing (this is related to their responsibility to review survey plats): 
https://www.atg.wa.gov/ago-opinions/processing-and-recording-land-surveys 

I’ve attached an updated version of my memo with updates for the 1946 AGO, the 1980 AGLO, the 
1988 AAGM, and a LSAW white paper from 2011.  Let me know if I can do anything else to help you 
folks figure this all out.   

<Memo is in the committee folder – not included as it’s 63 pages> 

AGLO from 1980 that is linked above, is as follows: 

PROCESSING AND RECORDING OF LAND SURVEYS 

AGLO 1980 No. 31 - Nov 3 1980 
Attorney General Slade Gorton 

OFFICES AND OFFICERS -- COUNTY -- AUDITOR -- PLATS AND SUBDIVISIONS -- LAND 
SURVEYS -- PROCESSING AND RECORDING OF LAND SURVEYS 
(1) A county auditor is legally authorized to reject records of survey which do not meet the
requirements set forth in chapter 332-130 WAC, chapter 58.09 RCW and chapter 58.17
RCW.
(2) A county auditor is required by RCW 58.17.190--prior to approval by the appropriate
local legislative body--to refuse to accept for recordation any maps or representations
which in fact constitute a "plat" of a "subdivision" required to be filed under chapter 58.17
RCW, and which otherwise contain a survey of such a subdivision.

This document is a compilation of emails and information exchanged between BRPELS Deputy Director and a 
County Surveyor that has does extensive research on the history of the County Engineer and Surveyor. The 
discussion came out of what originally was a discussion about survey monument preservation. 

There appears to still be some confusion across the state about the role of County Engineer (and City Engineer) 
regarding surveying. Does the Survey Committee want to recommend to the Board that a letter or some other 
means of communication for bout this issue be prepared and sent out to affected agencies, jurisdictions, others? 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.atg.wa.gov%2Fago-opinions%2Fprocessing-and-recording-land-surveys&data=05%7C02%7Ckristina.horton%40brpels.wa.gov%7C59cec7e034f54844023c08deaf9e5786%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639141292559075956%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CeDeekphJXKWia4wwv%2Fgz8%2BkKML1CjGs%2FCsXNBILJMw%3D&reserved=0


(3) The duties imposed by RCW 58.17.160 on a county engineer involve the performance of 
the governmental function of approval of data to enable the appropriate legislative body to 
pass on a proffered plat or replat--and not the conduct of such survey activities as are 
involved in the platting; accordingly, in carrying out such review functions and granting 
approval, the county engineer is not engaging in the practice of land surveying. 
                                                                  - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
                                                                November 3, 1980 
Honorable James E. Carty 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Clark County 
P.O. Box 5000 
Vancouver, Washington 98660                                                                                                               Cite 
as:  AGLO 1980 No. 31 
Dear Sir: 
            By letter previously acknowledged, you requested our opinion on several questions 
relating to surveys and plats.  We paraphrase those questions as follows: 
            (1) Does a county auditor have the authority to reject records of survey which do not 
meet the requirements set forth in chapter 332-130 WAC, chapter 58.09 RCW and chapter 
58.17 RCW? 
             [[Orig. Op. Page 2]] 
            (2) Is a county auditor required by RCW 58.17.190 to reject records of survey which 
divide property where the parcels created are of such a size as to necessitate plat approval 
and recording prior to offering such parcels for sale or lease; and if not, may he be 
authorized or required to do so by local ordinance? 
            (3) When a county engineer approves a plat pursuant to RCW 58.17.150 and 
58.17.160, what is the nature of his approval? 
            (4) Is a county engineer required to be a dual registrant under the provisions of RCW 
18.43.070? 
            We answer question (1) in the affirmative and your remaining questions as set forth in 
our analysis. 
                                                                     ANALYSIS 
            Question (1): 
            Chapter 58.09 RCW, which is referred to in your first question, is known as the 
"Survey Recording Act."1/   RCW 58.09.010 sets forth the purpose of this law as follows: 
            "The purpose of this chapter is to provide a method for preserving evidence of land 
surveys by establishing standards and procedures for monumenting and for recording a 
public record of the surveys.  Its provision shall be deemed supplementary to existing laws 
relating to surveys, subdivisions, platting and boundaries." 
            A "survey" is defined in RCW 58.09.020(3) to mean: 
            ". . . the locating and monumenting in accordance with sound principles of land 
surveying by or under the supervision of a licensed land surveyor, of points or lines which 
define the exterior boundary or boundaries common to two or more ownerships or which 
reestablish or restore general land office corners." 
             [[Orig. Op. Page 3]] 



        RCW 58.09.030 then provides that every map, plat, report, description or other 
document issued by a licensed land surveyor must comply with the provisions of the act 
when those documents are filed as public records.  Not all surveys, however, are required 
to be recorded.  Thus, RCW 58.09.090 provides that a record of survey is not required when 
the survey has been made by a public officer under certain described 
circumstances.  Also, under the same statute, a record of survey is not required if it is of a 
preliminary nature, is being prepared for recording or has been recorded under a local 
subdivision or platting law ordinance.  In those cases, however, certain corner 
information is required by the statute to be filed within 90 days of an establishment, 
reestablishment or restoration of a corner on a boundary of two or more ownerships or 
general land office corners.  See, RCW 58.09.040(1). 

        In the event a survey is recorded, the law then sets out a number of survey 
requirements applicable to such recording.  Thus, RCW 58.09.040 begins by providing that: 

        "After making a surveyin conformity with sound principles of land surveying, a land 
surveyor may file a record of survey with the county auditor . . ."  (Emphasis supplied) 

        RCW 58.09.040(1),supra, then requires certain disclosures relating to the filing of 
mandatory corner information.  Specifically, RCW 58.09.040(1)(a) through (d) require 
disclosure of (a) the establishment of corners materially varying from the description of 
record, (b) the establishment of one or more property corners not previously existing, (c) 
any evidence that reasonable analysis might result in alternate positions of lines or points 
as a result of an ambiguity in the description and (d) the reestablishment of lost 
government land office corners.  And RCW 58.09.060(1) and (2) contain further 
requirements and standards concerning records of survey which relate to corner 
information and the ascertainment and establishment of such corners. 

        In addition, RCW 58.09.070 prohibits a survey map from being recorded unless it also 
shows (or is accompanied by a map showing) the control scheme through which were 
determined the coordinates that were used from points of known coordinates when the 
coordinate system is shown for points on a record of survey map.  And RCW 58.09.050 sets 
forth standards relative to form and procedures. 

 [[Orig. Op. Page 4]] 
        We turn, next, to chapter 58.17 RCW which is also referred to in your first 

question.  That chapter relates to plats and subdivisions; and RCW 58.17.160(2) contains a 
specific requirement that every plat or replat filed for record with a county auditor must be 
accompanied by a survey of the section or sections in which the plat or replat is 
located.  This provision also requires the submission of certain information relative to the 
original or reestablished corners along with descriptions of such corners.  In addition, 
sketches must be included showing all distances, angles and calculations that are needed 
to determine the corners and distances of the plat.  The same provision also specifies an 
allowable error of closure of survey. 

        Also to be noted is RCW 58.17.160(1), quoted below at pp. 9-10, which requires that 
the applicable city or county engineer or a licensed engineer, acting on behalf of the public, 
review and approve the survey data.2/ 

         Finally, we turn to chapter 332-130 WAC, as promulgated by the Department of 
Natural Resources pursuant to RCW 58.24.040(1) which authorizes that agency to set up 



standards of accuracy and methods of procedure for surveys.  These regulations set forth 
land subdivisions survey standards,3/ land description requirements,4/ survey map 
requirements,5/ field traverse standards6/ and geodetic control survey standards.7/   The 
regulations apply to both land boundary surveys and geodetic control surveys, the former 
being surveys made for the specific purpose of establishing or reestablishing the boundary 
of any lot, tract or parcel of real property in the state.8/ 
             [[Orig. Op. Page 5]] 
            We believe that all of these statutes and regulations set forth standards for surveys 
which are reviewable by appropriate public officers.  Clearly, RCW 58.17.160 permits a 
county auditor to refuse for filing those plats or replats which have not been approved by 
the appropriate county or city engineer as to survey data.  And inherent in any review and 
approval by a city, town or county engineer is a determination of whether the survey related 
to the particular plat or replat complies with the standards in chapter 332-130 WAC, 
chapter 58.09 RCW and RCW 58.17.160.9/   We are also of the opinion that a county 
auditor may refuse to accept for filing those surveys and corner information which are 
determined not to be in compliance with the provisions of chapter 58.09 RCW or chapter 
332-130 WAC.  Both RCW 58.09.040 and 58.09.060 condition a record of survey by 
imposing standards and requirements which necessitate that the auditor examine the 
accompanying records and data to determine whether the proferred information meets 
those standards--and contemplate that such requirements must be met. 
            We believe the reasoning employed in Fischnaller v. Thurston County, 21 Wn.App. 
280, 584 P.2d 483 (1978) is applicable to this situation.  There the Court of Appeals upheld 
a refusal by a county auditor to accept a filing for a declaration of candidacy for office 
where a defect of residency readily appeared on the face of declaration.  In so ruling, the 
Court cited and relied on the earlier case of Eggert v. Ford, 21 Wn.2d 152, 150 P.2d 719 
(1944), in which a county auditor was held to have a right to refuse to accept an instrument 
affecting title which was not acknowledged as required by law.10/ 
             [[Orig. Op. Page 6]] 
            These cases illustrate to us that an auditor's authority under chapter 58.09 RCW 
permits him (or her) to examine a record of survey and determine from at least the face of 
such documents as are involved whether the survey criteria and standards contained both 
in that act and under chapter 332-130 WAC have been met.  In the event the record of 
survey does not meet those requirements, we believe the auditor can then refuse the 
proferred survey for recording.11/ 
            Question (2): 
            This question, once again, asks: 
            Is a county auditor required by RCW 58.17.190 to reject records of survey which 
divide property where the parcels created are of such a size as to necessitate plat approval 
and recording prior to offering such parcels for sale or lease; and if not, may he be 
authorized or required to do so by local ordinance? 
            RCW 58.17.190 provides that: 
            "The county auditor shall refuse to accept any plat for filing until approval of the plat 
has been given by the appropriate legislative body.  Should a plat or dedication be filed 
without such approval, the prosecuting attorney of the county in which the plat is filed shall 



apply for a writ of mandate in the name of and on behalf of the legislative body required to 
approve same, directing the auditor and assessor to remove from their files or records the 
unapproved plat, or dedication of record." 

 [[Orig. Op. Page 7]] 
        We believe that a county auditor is required by this statute--prior to approval by the 

appropriate local legislative body--to refuse to accept for recordation any maps or 
representations which in fact constitute a "plat" of a "subdivision" required to be filed under 
chapter 58.17 RCW, and which otherwise contain a survey of such a subdivision.12/ 

         The auditor must determine whether the map or representation containing a survey 
also constitutes a "plat" as defined in RCW 58.17.020(2); i.e., 

        ". . . a map or representation of a subdivision, showing thereon the division of a tract 
or parcel of land into lots, blocks, streets and alleys or other divisions and 
dedications."  (Emphasis supplied) 

 A "subdivision," in turn, is defined in RCW 58.17.020(1) as: 
        ". . . the division of land into five or more lots, tracts, parcels, sites or divisionsfor the 

purpose of sale or lease and shall include all resubdivision of land."  (Emphasis supplied) 
 It is recognized that the survey on which the plat is used may be separate from the 

plat.  Also, there may be instances where the subdivision of land into parcels has not been 
for the purpose of sale or lease.  In those instances, the auditor may not refuse the survey 
for recordation under chapter 58.09 RCW.  It is only those instances where the survey, 
sought to be recorded, also is determined to be a "plat" that a filing may be refused. 

 [[Orig. Op. Page 8]] 
        The Survey Recording Act, under RCW 58.09.010, supra, is supplementary to existing 

laws relating to surveys, subdivisions, platting and boundaries.  Hence, the Survey 
Recording Act was not intended to obviate the necessity for complying with the provisions 
of chapter 58.17 RCW in filing plats.  Where plats may not be filed with a county auditor 
under chapter 58.17 RCW, the record of survey which otherwise constitutes a plat cannot 
be filed if it has not met the requirements of that chapter.13/ 

         The second part of this question concerns the authority of a county or other local 
legislative body to enact an ordinance prohibiting the recording of a survey which divides 
property when the auditor otherwise determines that it would not have to be filed under 
chapter 58.17 RCW.  We do not believe that such a local legislative body would have such 
authority. 

 Article XI, § 11 of our state constitution provides that: 
        "Any county, city, town or township may make and enforce within its limits all such 

local policy, sanitary and other regulations as are not in conflict with general 
laws."  (Emphasis supplied) 

        The test concerning the validity of a local ordinance under this provision is whether 
the ordinance conflicts with general laws or whether the state has preempted local 
regulation.  State x rel. Schillberg v. Everett District Justice Court, 92 Wn.2d 106, 594 P.2d 
448 (1979);Clallam County Deputy Sheriff's Guild, et al. v. The Board of Clallam County 
Commissioners, 92 Wn.2d 844, 601 P.2d 943 (1979). 

 Here, chapter 58.09 RCW constitutes a general law with which a local ordinance may 
not conflict.  Its provisions are intended to apply to all surveys as defined therein.  It is a 



recording act which has state-wide applicability.  It contains specific requirements and 
standards that, if altered by local regulation, would defeat the purpose of the act.  We 
therefore do not believe a city, town or county has the power to authorize a county auditor 
to refuse for recordation a survey otherwise legally recordable under that state law on the 
basis of a  [[Orig. Op. Page 9]] local ordinance.  The only exception would be where the 
survey was subject to the requirements of a local short subdivision ordinance enacted 
under chapter 58.17 RCW.14/ 
             Furthermore, we believe that chapter 58.09 RCW contains a legislative program 
which is intended to be comprehensive in its application, evidencing an intent to occupy 
the field as to the recordation of surveys. 
            Questions (3) and (4): 
            These questions, also repeated for ease of reference, ask: 
            When a county engineer approves a plat pursuant to RCW 58.17.150 and 58.17.160 
what is the nature of his approval? 
            Is a county engineer required to be a dual registrant under the provisions of RCW 
18.43.070? 
            RCW 58.17.160 provides that: 
            "Each and every plat, or replat, of any property filed for record shall: 
            "(1) Contain a statement of approval from the city, town or county licensed road 
engineer or by a licensed engineer acting on behalf of the city, town or county as to the 
survey data, the layout of streets, alleys and other rights of way, design of bridges, sewage 
and water systems, and other structures; 
            "(2) Be accompanied by a complete survey of the section or sections in which the plat 
or replat is located, or as much thereof as may be necessary to properly orient the plat 
within such section or sections.  The plat and section survey shall be submitted with 
complete field and computation notes showing the original or reestablished corners with 
descriptions of the same and the actual traverse showing error of closure 
and  [[Orig. Op. Page 10]] method of balancing.  A sketch showing all distances, angles and 
calculations required to determine corners and distances of the plat shall accompany this 
data.  The allowable error of closure shall not exceed one foot in five thousand feet. 
            ". . ." 
            Inherent in the answers to your third and fourth questions is a determination of 
whether a county engineer is carrying out the "practice of land surveying" as defined in 
RCW 18.43.020 which provides, in part: 
            ". . . 
            "Practice of land surveying:  The term 'practice of land surveying' within the meaning 
and intent of this chapter, shall mean assuming responsible charge of the surveying of land 
for the establishment of corners, lines, boundaries, and monuments, the lying out and 
subdivision of land, the defining and locating of corners, lines, boundaries and monuments 
of land after they have been established, the survey of land areas for the purpose of 
determining the topography thereof, the making of topographical delineations and the 
preparing of maps and accurate records thereof, when the proper performance of such 
services requires technical knowledge and skill. 
            ". . ." 



        We do not believe the function of a county engineer in approving survey data and the 
layout of streets, alleys and rights of way in proposed plats constitutes the practice of land 
surveying.  The duties imposed by RCW 58.17.160,supra, on the county engineer involve 
the performance of a governmental function of approval of data to enable the appropriate 
legislative body to pass on a proffered plat or replat--and not the conduct of such survey 
activities as are involved in the platting. 

 [[Orig. Op. Page 11]] 
        The survey function is provided for in RCW 58.17.250 which requires the survey of a 

plat to be made by or under the supervision of a registered land surveyor who must certify 
the survey.  This is a function to be performed by the person seeking to plat the land and 
not by the county engineer who is merely to review and approve the survey data as 
submitted by the land surveyor. 

        It is also significant that the legislature did not require approval of the survey data or 
right-of-way information by a registered land surveyor.  Nor is there any evidence of any 
legislative intent that a county engineer is required to be a dual registrant under the 
provisions of RCW 18.43.070. 

        The legislature is assumed to have knowledge of other laws including the provisions 
of RCW 36.80.020 which require the county engineer to be only a licensed professional civil 
engineer.  Department of Fisheries v. PUD, 91 Wn.2d 378, 588 P.2d 1146 (1979).  RCW 
58.17.160 is a delegation of a specific governmental function to the county engineer.  That 
function is unlike the function of actually surveying lands within the county; a function 
which, as contemplated by the provisions of RCW 36.32.370, is to be performed by a 
surveyor.  Conversely, as we have pointed out, the approval function does not constitute 
the practice of land surveying.  The engineer is not in charge of the actual surveying of the 
land nor is he involved in the preparation of maps or the location of monuments.  His only 
function is to review the survey data to determine whether it is acceptable for the purpose 
of approving a proposed plat or replat.15/ 

         In short, we do not believe that, in carrying out such review functions and granting 
approval, the county engineer is engaging in the practice of land surveying.  Nor is he 
required to be a dual registrant under RCW 18.43.070.  As above noted, we do believe, 
however, that the county engineer must, in determining whether to give approval, review 
the data to determine if it complies with all applicable standards and laws.  This includes 
the applicable requirements under chapter 58.17 RCW as well as chapter 332-130 WAC 
and chapter  [[Orig. Op. Page 12]] 58.09 RCW.  We further believe that due to the nature of 
the specific survey data required to be submitted under RCW 58.17.160, the engineer must 
review such data as to its mathematical accuracy. 

        We trust that the foregoing will be of assistance to you. 
Very truly yours, 
SLADE GORTON 
Attorney General 
THEODORE O. TORVE 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 

        ***   FOOTNOTES   *** 
1/Chapter 50, Laws of 1973. 



2/RCW 58.17.160 relates to plats and replats.  These terms do not include short 
plats.   However, RCW 58.17.060 would authorize the appropriate legislative body to adopt 
filing requirements for acceptable surveys of land included in short plats.  See, AGLO 1979 
No. 29. 
3/WAC 332-130-030. 
4/WAC 332-130-040 and 332-130-050. 
5/WAC 332-130-060. 
6/WAC 332-130-070. 
7/WAC 332-130-080. 
8/See, WAC 332-130-020(1). 
9/As above noted, maps being prepared or recorded under local ordinances relating to 
subdivisions or platting laws are exempt from the Survey Recording Act.   RCW 
58.09.090(1)(c),supra.  But RCW 58.09.090(2) requires corner information provided for in 
RCW 58.09.040(2) to be filed on all surveys which are otherwise exempt for filing. 
10/The Court in the Fischnaller case also distinguished the case of State ex rel. McCaffrey 
v. Superior Court, 20 Wn.2d 704, 149 P.2d 156 (1944), where the Supreme Court held that
the auditor could not refuse a declaration of candidacy on the basis that the candidate
failed to satisfy the residency requirement.  The Court inFischnaller indicated that if the
defect appears on the fact of the record, the auditor can refuse such a request for
filing.  However, if extrinsic evidence is needed to determine the existence of a defect, the
auditor may not make such a decision.
11/Similarly, we believe that a city, town or county engineer or a licensed engineer acting
on behalf of such municipality may refuse to issue an approval of survey data when
examining a plat or replat of property proposed to be filed for record with the county auditor
when such data fails to meet the standards contained both in chapter 58.09 RCW, chapter
332-130 WAC and the provisions in chapter 58.17 RCW.
12/An exception to this requirement, however, involves the filing of corner information
under RCW 58.09.040, supra.  This latter provision requires certain information to be
submitted within 90 days after the establishment, reestablishment or restoration of certain
corners.  This provision carries a possible revocation of a land surveyor's license in the
event there is noncompliance.  Where a plat containing a survey is rightfully refused for
filing by the auditor, he can require the mandatory survey information to be filed in another
form or require deletion of the impermissible subdivision from the survey, maps or
documents.
13/RCW 58.17.190 requires the auditor to refuse to accept any plat for filing until approval
of the plat has been given by the appropriate legislative body.   RCW 58.17.160 requires
approval of the city, town or county engineer.
14/See, RCW 58.17.060.
15/Accord, letter opinion to Honorable Jay Roy Jones, Prosecuting Attorney, Asotin County,
dated January 30, 1978.

Pertaining to a White Paper created by CRAB in 2004: 



This is what they’ve been telling their engineers for at least the past two decades.  See attached 
(below).  Again – those RCWs were created pre-1947, when engineers had the authority to do 
survey work on their own projects (or at least that’s what I believe from the research I have so far). 
 

Duties of the County Road Engineer 
A White Paper Summary in Regard to Surveying 

January 7, 2004 
by 

Al King, P.E. 
Intergovernmental Policy Manager 
County Road Administration Board 

History 
The County Engineer holds a unique position and responsibilities under state law.  Not only 
is that position the “Chief Engineer” for the largest set of assets in any county, the county 
road system, it is also given a number of other responsibilities to assure that roads and 
other engineering assets are properly constructed and maintained. 
It should be noted that the County Engineer position evolved from a County Surveyor 
position.  It was recognized many years ago that the principal responsibilities had evolved 
much more in the engineering area than in surveying.  However, surveying is, and has 
remained, a notable part of those responsibilities in that a significant amount of ‘surveying’ 
is required to properly lay out, engineer and construct roads in particular.  Civil engineering 
training in every college or university includes courses in surveying, notably cadastral and 
aerial surveying, in that civil projects by their very nature involve significant impacts to land 
areas, and thus typically to multiple ownerships. 
In addition, the Office of the County Engineer is one of the few “offices of record”, 
responsible for keeping various records, again notably survey records, in perpetuity.  That 
added responsibility places a unique burden on those who hold that office to adequately 
understand not only the requirement, but with sufficient knowledge to assure that such 
records are appropriate. 

Current Practice 
County engineers in particular, but municipal engineers and consultants who work in this 
area as well, by necessity must understand, and to some degree, practice various aspects 
of surveying.  Laying out and constructing civil projects requires knowing where property 
boundaries are, what the impacts to the terrain and surrounding natural and man made 
features will be, and how to fit those together to obtain results satisfactory not only to the 
community but that fit within fiscal and constructability constraints as well. 
County Engineers across the state address these issues in a variety of ways.  First, they 
recognize well their historical and legal responsibilities under state law.  Extracts from 
those laws follow.  In doing so, where practical and necessary, most often in complex 



urban areas, but in other areas as well, it is a common practice to engage a licensed Land 
Surveyor, either on staff or by consulting contract, to perform those surveys where 
property boundaries are the primary element.  At the same time, simple reconstructions 
and rights-of-way elements by necessity are dealt with by the Engineer.  Even more 
important are the elements that the Fall 2003 Washington Board Journal addresses, 
including topographic surveys.  Not only are Civil Engineers typically uniquely qualified, but 
of necessity practice these surveys on a regular basis.  Particularly where staffing is 
limited, it is essential that they retain the clear rights to continue those practices, while 
maintaining the flexibility and responsibility to acquire Land Surveyor assistance where 
appropriate. 
Any questions of inappropriate practice have, and should continue to be, resolved through 
the formal complaint process to the Board, and any civil liability imposed on the Engineer 
under law. 
The questions raised in the Journal may be resolved from the perspective of the County 
Engineer simply by the Board recognizing the Legislative intent of existing laws. 
Perhaps a better solution that the Board may wish to entertain, is to request the Legislature 
reinstate the “incidental practice” of surveying that existed before 1947.  That solution 
would benefit not only County Engineers, but also Municipal Engineers and Consulting 
Engineers engaging in those areas.  It would clarify not only a long standing, but also 
practical solution to the issue raised in the Journal 

Summary of RCW’s affecting County Engineers 

RCW 36.75.050 

• The powers and duties vested in or imposed upon the boards (of county
commissioners) with respect to establishing, examining, surveying, constructing,
altering, repairing, improving, and maintaining county roads, shall be exercised
under the supervision and direction of the county road engineer.

RCW 36.77.010 

• prepare such maps, plans, and specifications as shall be necessary and
sufficient (for) any county road (to be) laid out and established and altered,
widened, or otherwise constructed or improved

RCW 36.80.030 

• have supervision, under the direction of the board (for all county roads), of
o establishing
o laying out
o constructing
o altering
o improving



o repairing 
o maintaining. 

RCW 36.80.040 

• record and file in his or her office 
• all matters concerning the public roads, highways, bridges, ditches, or other 

surveys of the county 
o with the original papers, documents, petitions, surveys, repairs, and other 

papers 
o to have the complete history of any such road, highway, bridge, ditch, or 

other survey 
• and shall number each construction or improvement project. 

RCW 36.80.050 
• keep a highway plat book in his office … accurately platted all public roads and 

highways established by the board 

RCW 36.80.070 
• All road construction work, except minor construction work, contract or day labor, 

shall be in accordance with plans and specifications prepared therefore by or 
under direct supervision of the county road engineer. 

RCW 36.81.060 
• The county road engineer shall file with his report a correctly prepared map of the 

road as surveyed, which map must show the tracts of land over which the road 
passes, with the names, if known, of the several owners thereof, and he shall file 
therewith his field notes and profiles of such survey. 

RCW 36.86.050 
• … the road engineer, at the time of establishing, constructing, improving, or 

paving any county road, shall fix permanent monuments at the original positions 
of all United States government monuments at township corners, section 
corners, quarter section corners, meander corners, and witness markers, as 
originally established by the United States government survey, whenever any 
such original monuments or markers fall within the right-of-way of any county 
road, and shall aid in the reestablishment of any such corners, monuments, or 
markers destroyed or obliterated by the construction of any county road 
heretofore established, by permitting inspection of the records in the office of the 
board and the county engineering office. 

 
 
 



And here is the 2010 update (after BRPELS policy 42 came out). <SEE NEXP PAGE>

It seems like a reasonable argument on its surface, until one digs deeper.  Its no wonder to me 
though that engineers are still confused, since they had CRAB, BRPELS, and WSDOT all telling 
them that surveying without a license was fine up until just a couple years ago.  Policy 42 was still 
there until 2021.  WSDOT just eliminated their MOU with the Board a couple years ago.   

I don’t blame most current engineers one bit for the confusion.  But it needs to be handled at this 
point.   
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Here is an excerpt from “Professional Engineering in Washington – the First Fifty Years”, from 
BRPELS website: https://brpels.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2025-
10/Professional%20Engineering%20in%20Washington-The%20First%20Fifty%20Years.pdf 

This seems to match with my understanding of the law after 1947.  The 1946 AGO said the only 
exception was for Engineers working on their own projects “Incidental Surveying” under the 1935 
licensing law.  After 1947, that exception no longer applied, so his assertion that “land surveying 
was a separate profession from engineering and that anyone in the State of Washington who 
practiced any type of land surveying and land subdivision must be registered as a professional land 
surveyor” must be because of that law change the next year, that he was undoubtably aware of.  I 
wish he would have said the full thing out loud though. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbrpels.wa.gov%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F2025-10%2FProfessional%2520Engineering%2520in%2520Washington-The%2520First%2520Fifty%2520Years.pdf&data=05%7C02%7Ckristina.horton%40brpels.wa.gov%7Cbe62b5629f444bc5d2e408deb515ba0f%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639147302231234902%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ve5O5GcQL3BBISDH8VM7TxAU70aK3enf7zHVQxQlAfk%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbrpels.wa.gov%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F2025-10%2FProfessional%2520Engineering%2520in%2520Washington-The%2520First%2520Fifty%2520Years.pdf&data=05%7C02%7Ckristina.horton%40brpels.wa.gov%7Cbe62b5629f444bc5d2e408deb515ba0f%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C639147302231234902%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ve5O5GcQL3BBISDH8VM7TxAU70aK3enf7zHVQxQlAfk%3D&reserved=0
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