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SECTON 1:   
Describe the proposed rule, including a brief history of the issue, and explain why 
the proposed rule is needed. 
The Board of Naturopathy (board) is proposing to amend the rule that addresses the process by 
which naturopathic medical schools maintain board approval. The proposed rule would 
streamline the process for renewal of approval by exempting Council on Naturopathic Medical 
Education (CNME)-accredited schools from approval renewal so long as they maintain 
accreditation status. If a school fails to maintain CNME accreditation, that school becomes 
unapproved and must re-apply to the board for formal approval. 
 
Background: 
RCW 18.36A.100 requires the board to establish standards by rule for approval of educational 
programs. 
 
The CNME is a national organization established in 1978 that has a set of standards and policies 
for naturopathic educational institutes to attain and maintain to ensure students achieve the 
required competence, knowledge, and skills to practice naturopathic medicine. 
 
Initial school accreditation by CNME involves an assessment of curriculum, faculty, and 
administrative governance; verification of the institute’s financial stability; and an external 
review, which includes on-site inspections to ensure facility and equipment safety, sanitation, 
safekeeping of valuable records, and the suitability of the physical grounds and buildings to the 
instruction of students. Re-accreditation is required every seven years and involves the same 
criteria as that for initial accreditation. 
 
The board reviewed the CNME standards and policies in 2011, determined them to be 
substantially similar to those of the board, and revised the rules regarding initial board approval 
by recognizing accreditation by the CNME as fulfilling the board’s requirement for approval. All 
other provisions of rule continued to apply to these schools. 
 
RCW 43.70.041 requires the Department of Health, along with boards and commissions, to 
perform a review of existing rules every five years. During the most recent review process, the 
board reviewed the existing rule language that requires approved naturopathic medical schools to 
renew board approval every five years. The board felt this to be redundant to the review process 
for CNME and places an added burden on the current approved naturopathic medical schools and 
the board. 
 
For these reasons, the board has determined it is appropriate to amend the rule and exempt 
schools that maintain CNME accreditation from the requirement to renew board approval every 
five years and to simply require them to maintain CNME accreditation. 
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SECTION 2: 
Is a Significant Analysis required for this rule? 
Yes, a significant analysis is required. RCW 34.05.328 requires a significant analysis whenever a 
rule imposes a requirement that subjects a violator to a penalty or sanction, or when setting a 
requirement for the issuance of a license or credential. The proposed rules meet both criteria. 
 

 
 
SECTION 3: 
Clearly state in detail the general goals and specific objectives of the statute that 
the rule implements. 
The objectives of the statute being implemented (RCW 18.36A.100) are to ensure naturopathic 
physicians receive appropriate education in order to practice naturopathic medicine with 
reasonable skill and safety. 
 
The proposal continues to meet the statute’s intent by holding naturopathic medical schools to 
substantially similar standards established by the board in rule. 
 
In addition, RCW 43.70.041 requires the department to review all of its existing rules every five 
years to identify ways to clarify or simplify existing rules. The proposed rules respond to the 
statute’s mandate by amending the requirement to have approved naturopathic medical schools 
renew board approval every five years deleted because of its redundancy and burden on currently 
approved naturopathic medical schools and the board. 
 

 
 
SECTION 4: 
Explain how the department determined that the rule is needed to achieve these 
general goals and specific objectives.  Analyze alternatives to rulemaking and the 
consequences of not adopting the rule. 
RCW 18.36A.160 and 18.36A.100 provides authority to the board to adopt rules to establish the 
approval process for educational programs. 
 
There is no alternative to rulemaking because the requirements need to be enforceable. 
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SECTION 5: 
Explain how the department determined that the probable benefits of the rule are 
greater than the probable costs, taking into account both the qualitative and 
quantitative benefits and costs and the specific directives of the statute being 
implemented. 
There are no costs to naturopathic medical schools because recognition of re-accreditation by the 
CNME eliminates redundancies for both the schools and the board. The benefits of the proposed 
rule are the reduction of redundant processes in the renewal of approval. 
 

 
 
SECTION 6: 
Identify alternative versions of the rule that were considered, and explain how the 
department determined that the rule being adopted is the least burdensome 
alternative for those required to comply with it that will achieve the general goals 
and specific objectives state previously. 
Alternative version: The board considered making no changes to the rules regarding renewal of 
approval for naturopathic medical schools. 
 
The proposed rule is less burdensome than the alternative because the changes reduce 
redundancies while preserving the board’s re-approval standards. 
 

 

 
SECTION 7: 
Determine that the rule does not require those to whom it applies to take an 
action that violates requirements of another federal or state law.   
The proposed rule does not require those to whom it applies to take an action that violates 
requirements of federal or state law. 
 

 
 
SECTION 8: 
Determine that the rule does not impose more stringent performance 
requirements on private entities than on public entities unless required to do so 
by federal or state law. 
The proposed rule does not impose more stringent performance requirements on private entities 
than on public entities. 
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SECTION 9: 
Determine if the rule differs from any federal regulation or statute applicable to 
the same activity or subject matter and, if so, determine that the difference is 
justified by an explicit state statute or by substantial evidence that the difference 
is necessary. 
The proposed rule does not differ from any applicable federal regulation or statute. 
 

 
 
SECTION 10: 
Demonstrate that the rule has been coordinated, to the maximum extent 
practicable, with other federal, state, and local laws applicable to the same 
activity or subject matter. 
The proposed rule aligns with identified statutes. There are no other applicable laws. 

 


