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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 Dental Quality Assurance Commission (commission) proposed rule amendments 
clarifies a complete clinical examination must be passed through one testing agency. Each 
testing agency creates their examination as a whole examination, identifying each content 
section. The successful completion of a whole examination demonstrates the minimum 
competency necessary for licensure. Completing portions of examinations from multiple 
examination organizations may not provide a true assessment of minimum dentist 
competency. Additionally, the proposed amendment to change “consider acceptance of” to 
“accept” the Canada clinical examination. 

 
 

 
SECTION 2: 
Is a Significant Analysis required for this rule? 
 

Yes, as defined in RCW 34.05.328 the proposed rule requires a significant analysis. The 
proposed rule amendments clarifies the examination requirement for issuance of a dentist 
license. 

 
 

 
SECTION 3: 
Clearly state in detail the general goals and specific objectives of the statute that 
the rule implements. 
 
 RCW 18.32.002, in part, establishes qualifications for licensure as part of the commission’s 

purpose. Additionally, RCW 18.32.040 requires that the commission approve examinations. 
As allowed by RCW 18.32.0365, the commission has established acceptable practical 
examinations in WAC 246-817-120. The rule amendments may be necessary to provide 
clarity to dentist applicants and enforce minimum licensing standards. 
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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. 
 
The commission has identified the need to provide clarity for acceptable clinical examinations.  
 
Rules are necessary to clarify the current examination requirements. The commission has 
determined that there are no feasible alternatives to rulemaking because in order to be 
enforceable, approved examinations must be in rule. If the proposed rules are not adopted, the 
commission will be hampered in its ability to provide clear requirements for acceptable 
examinations for initial licensure. 
 

 
 
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. 
 
Rule Overview – WAC 246-817-120 Examination content 
 

The proposed rule amendments clarifies a complete clinical examination must be passed 
through one testing agency. Completing portions of examinations from multiple examination 
organizations may not provide a true assessment of minimum dentist licensing standards. 
Additionally, the commission proposed amendment to change “consider acceptance of” to 
“accept” the Canadian clinical examination. 
 

 
Rule Cost/Benefit Analysis 
 

There is no cost for licensed dentists to comply with this proposed rule.  The proposed rule 
applies to dentists whom apply for dentist license in Washington State by examination. Clear 
examination requirements are necessary to inform potential applicants of Washington State 
dentist license requirements. A benefit of the proposed rule is reduced licensure barrier for 
dentists whom passed the National Dental Examining Board of Canada clinical examination. 

 
Cost Benefit Summary 
 

There are costs to take the clinical examination. Testing agencies charge a fee to take their 
examination. If an applicant fails a section of the examination, the testing agency allows the 
applicant to retake that portion for a reduce fee. Each testing agency operates with 
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examination fees and re-take fees. The proposed rule does not impose any new costs for these 
examinations.  

 

 

 
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. 
 
WAC 246-817-120 Examination content 

 
Descriptions of alternatives considered 
 
1. An alternative considered included education remediation after three failed examination 

attempts. The commission determined not to include as testing agencies already their own 
specific educational remediation requirements after specific number of failed 
examination attempts. 

2. An alternative considered did not include change “consider acceptance of” to “accept” for 
the Canadian clinical examination. The commission agreed the Canadian clinical 
examination should be accepted without individual applicant consideration. 

 
 

Least burdensome determination 
 
The commission determined testing agencies already have educational remediation 
requirements after specific number of failed examination attempts. The proposed rule is the 
least burdensome option as it provides dentists applying for Washington State dentist license 
clear requirements of which examinations are acceptable for licensure.  

 

 

 
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. 
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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. 
 
There are no other applicable laws. 
 


