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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 Veterinary Board of Governors (board) is proposing an amendment to WAC 246-933-250, 
to remove the requirement for the Clinical Competency Test (CCT). 
 
Per WAC 246-933-250, licensees must “successfully complete either the North American 
Veterinary Licensing Examination (NAVLE), or the National Board Examination for Veterinary 
Medical Licensing (NBE) with the CCT”. However, the CCT was required starting in 1979 and 
discontinued in 2000 along with the NBE. They were both replaced by the NAVLE. Applicants 
applying in Washington who took the licensure exam prior without the CCT have gained skills 
and abilities over their careers that far surpass what the CCT would have assessed. 
 
Applicants who have not taken the CCT may apply by reciprocity per RCW 18.92.130. 
However, the reciprocity statute requires the applicant to provide proof that: 

• Their license is in good standing.   
• They have held an active license in another state for at least the previous two years; and 
• The state would extend a like privilege to a Washington applicant without requiring an 

examination. This must be done through a letter addressed to the board. 
 
This is often an onerous process, and in some cases the applicant is not able to get another state 
to provide such a letter. In these cases, the applicant’s only recourse is to appeal the board’s 
decision or pass the NAVLE (the current examination). 
 
The board finds that the CCT requirement is no longer relevant and can create unnecessary 
barriers to licensure. This change must be made through rule in order to change the licensing 
requirements and process. 
 

 
 
SECTION 2: 
Is a Significant Analysis required for this rule? 
Yes, as defined in RCW 34.05.328, the agency must prepare a significant analysis on the 
proposed rule because it alters the requirements for licensure. 
 

 
 
SECTION 3: 
Clearly state in detail the general goals and specific objectives of the statute that 
the rule implements. 
The Veterinary Board of Governors (board) has the authority to adopt rules necessary to carry 
out the purposes of chapter 18.92 RCW related to the practice of veterinary medicine and 
surgery.  RCW 18.92.030(1) authorizes the board to develop and administer or approve licensure 
examination in the subjects determined by the board to be essential to the practice of  veterinary 
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medicine. The proposed rule seeks to remove an examination requirement to establish functional 
and effective exam requirements. 
 

 
 
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. 
WAC 246-933-250 requires licensees to successfully complete either the NAVLE, or the NBE 
with the CCT. Amending this rule to eliminate the CCT requirement will authorize the board to 
approve applicants who were initially licensed before 1979, when the CCT was unavailable. If 
the board were not to adopt this rule, the CCT requirement would be enforced and could cost 
applicants unnecessary time and money to pursue other pathways to licensure. Therefore, there is 
no effective alternative to rule making.  
 

 
 
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. 
Description of the proposed rule: 
The board is proposing an amendment to WAC 246-933-250, to remove the requirement for the 
CCT. 

Cost/Benefit Analysis  
There are no known costs associated with removing the requirement for the CCT. 
 
Veterinarians applying to Washington from other states who were originally licensed before the 
CCT was available will save the time and expense of applying through reciprocity, appealing a 
denial of an application, or taking the NAVLE to meet examination requirements. The cost of the 
current exam is $635. 
 
The benefits of this rule outweigh the costs because it saves the applicant and staff time in 
pursuing and administering application via reciprocity. There are no additional costs with this 
proposal. 
 

 

 
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 
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alternative for those required to comply with it that will achieve the general goals 
and specific objectives state previously. 
The board considered not adopting this rule; however, not adopting the rule would leave 
unnecessary barriers to licensure.  
 
This option is least burdensome, as it saves the applicant time and costs when applying through 
reciprocity, appealing the denial of an application, or taking the current exam to meet 
examination requirements. 
 

 

 
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 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 rule does not impose more stringent performance requirements on private entities than on 
public entities. 
 

 
 
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 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. 
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The rule has been coordinated to the maximum extent practicable with other applicable laws. 
 
 


