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December 19, 2016 Draft #2 (edits provided by Tim K., Bruce D., and Pat B.) 

 

Survey Advisory Board Meeting Minutes (Draft) 
December 8, 2016  

8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

Radisson  
18118 International Blvd., Seattle, WA 98188 

 

 

Board Members Present: 

Bruce Dodds, PE/PLS, Multi-Discipline (Substitute Chair) 

Walt Dale, PLS, Urban 

Jon Purnell, PLS, Government  

Tim Kent, PLS, Rural  

Not Present: Martin Paquette, PLS, Education, Chair 

 

Staff Present: 
Pat Beehler, PLS 

Kris Horton, PLS 

John Gasche, LSIT 

 

Guests: 
Casey Kaul, Auditors Recording Committee Liaison (Pierce Co.) 

Jill Munns, Auditors Recording Committee Liaison (Pierce Co.) 

Mel Garland, PLS, LSAW liaison (Apex Eng.) 

Paul Galli, PLS, WCCS liaison (Cowlitz Co.) 

Richard Dickman, PLS, IRWA liaison (Pierce Co.) 

Justin Turnbull, PLS, Kittitas Co. - guest 

 

  

 

 Substitute Chair Bruce Dodds called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. (Agenda item #1) 

 

The minutes of the August 11, 2016 meeting were unanimously approved. (Agenda item #2) 

 

Monument Protection (Agenda item #3) 

   

John G. presented two reports showing the Permit Applications processed from August 11, 2016 to 

December 7, 2016. It showed that 70 were processed which included 460 monuments. John stated that 

usually the same people send in Permits – not many new applicants. One of the Board Members asked 

John if the applications are being filled out properly. John said that most of them are, and if there is any 

missing information or not legible information then he calls or emails the applicant and works with them 

to make sure the information submitted complies with WAC 332-120 and acceptable 

formatting/legibility.  

Walt D. asked in what formats the Permit and LCR were available on the PLSO website. Kris H. said 

.pdf, .docx, and .dwg (PDF, Word, CAD).  Walt asked if a blank third page – formatted correctly – 

could be added to the LCR form. Kris H. said she would do that.   
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Kris H. gave a report on the chip seal Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the counties. She 

presented a list showing that 29 counties have submitted an MOU and 2016 reports. Two (2) more 

counties have recently contacted her stating that they are sending in an MOU and their 2017 proposed 

project report. Kris will be contacting the county engineer of the remaining eight (8) counties to see if 

they want to participate in an MOU, or would they rather do Permit Applications for chip-seal projects.  

 

Report from Auditor’s Recording Committee liaison to the SAB (Agenda item #4) 

 

Casey K. said there was nothing to report from the recording offices. She did mention that the Auditor’s 

offices were busy learning about some changes the Dept. of Licensing are making on their website so 

have not had time to get to other duties.  

Walt D. reported that a city plat was rejected for recording because it didn’t have the Assessor’s 

signature on it. He noted that the Assessor’s signature was not a requirement by that city code, but was 

by that county code.  

Kris H. mentioned that she receives many calls from the recording offices about colored notary stamps 

and colored signatures. She asked the SAB members their opinion on rejecting/accepting a map with a 

colored (therefore possibly not legible when scanned) or smeared notary stamps. It was agreed that as 

long as the notary certificate is legible then the stamp is not an issue. Walt D. did bring up that it would 

be helpful if all counties accepted paper – that paper was the requirement and not mylar. There was 

discussion about scanning legibility of different mediums. Kris H. said that as long as drafting is done 

correctly for paper (since it absorbs ink and has a tendency to “bleed” the ink) then the PLSO can 

usually get good images. Casey K. said that it also depends on the scanning equipment the counties use, 

for the counties that scan the maps themselves.  

Kris H. also reported that most of the counties are now putting the barcode sticker in the 2” margin and 

filling out the Auditor’s Certificate. Despite the multiple notices that have been sent to the recording 

offices about it some, including Asotin County, still are using the barcode in lieu of the certificate or 

keep putting the barcode sticker inside the border on the map – sometimes obscuring information.  

 

No report.  

 

 

LSAW Liaison to the SAB –  Mel Garland (Agenda Item #6) 

 

Mel G. said that there was work being done on the State Plane Coordinate changes that will be presented 

at the upcoming legilative session. Pat B. said he would be reporting on this later in the meeting. Mel 

said there are still questions/comments about the Affidavit Of Minor Correction no longer being 

accepted. He talked about the new management firm for LSAW. He reported that the upcoming LSAW 

annual conference is March 8-10 at the Hilton in SeaTac. They expect a large attendance. He talked 

about the shortage of surveyors in the world, the USA, and Washington State. Walt D. opined that until 

surveyors charge fairly for their services and quit undercutting/underbidding each other and start to act 

like a “profession” then the pay scale can’t be raised and therefore no one will want to enter the 

profession. There was some discussion about this problem and an agreement that there needs to be an 

understanding within the profession that surveying is a skilled profession and as such surveyors should 

not sell themselves short.  

Pat B. talked about the Monument Preservation Task Force and their progress. He asked the SAB 

member’s input on the proposed “Standards for Replacing or Setting a Monument” that he handed out. 

Walt D. asked what mons the standards would apply to. Pat B. said the task force intends that it would 
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apply to all monuments included in the preservation plan. Kris H. asked if the Task Force was concerned 

about making sure the monuments were set adequately and suggested that photos of the monument and 

surrounding area be required. Tim K. talked about the difference between witness and reference corners 

and making sure they are labeled clearly as such. The SAB members agreed unanimously to not have 

standards set in WAC 332-130, but that they should be required to be durable, findable, and well 

documented – what should be happening with all monuments anyway.   

 

Washington Council of County Surveyors Liaison to the SAB – Paul Galli (Agenda item #7) 

 

Paul G. reported that the yearly WCCS conference (geared towards technicians) is scheduled for January 

17-20, 2017 at the Quinault Casino in Ocean Shores. He said that there is a shortage of technicians for 

hire.  

 

 Paul G. asked everyone’s thoughts on a peer review committee for the state. He referenced the survey 

map checklist that Clark County uses. Tim K. and Walt D. both mentioned that when this had been done 

in the past at local LSAW chapter meetings it was not well received by some surveyors. Benefits and 

flaws of having any type of review committee was discussed. Mel G. said that non-compliance with 

survey map requirements has been an ongoing issue. He said that he believes that peer pressure within 

the profession has to happen to bring about any change. He also said that when the BOR proposed 

anonymous complaints it was shot down by the State Attorney General’s office. Jon P. noted that there 

is no feedback loop in place. Mel G. suggested positive feedback, such as a “Survey Map of the Month” 

that Kris H. could present on their website or send out through their Listserv and that could be posted in 

the BOR Journal. Tim K. talked about the loss of true mentorship within the profession. All agreed that 

there is a problem and no easy solution.  

 

 

Reports (Agenda items #7) 

 

Public Land Survey Office 

 

Pat B. reported on the status of the 02A account (Surveys and Maps Account) which is the account that 

supports the PLSO and Resource Mapping. The fund is now healthy enough to enable RM to add one 

full time photogrammetric technician to scan the photo film that DNR has and that DNR got from 

WSDOT.  

 

Kris H. reported that the PLSO has some changes in personnel. Dennis Studeman was hired in 

September 2016 as an Engineering Aide 3 (Indexing & Research Specialist) to replace an employee that 

left in July 2016. Long time PLSO employee, Mary Zuris, is retiring at the end of December 2016. 

Recruitment to fill her position has been posted on the www.governmentjobs.com website and is open 

until December 18, 2016, unless Kris decides to extend the date due to lack of qualified applicants.  

 

John G. will be going to pick up some unrecorded surveys from Boundary Water, Inc. out of Friday 

Harbor. The records are on Lopez Island. The owner passed away and the employees contacted the 

PLSO about some unrecorded map – most in San Juan County.  

 

Kris H. said that a link to the Historical Indexes are now on the PLSO website. There is also a link to the 

SAB website page on the PLSO webpage and vice versa.  
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Kris H. was contacted by the Franklin County Surveyor in November 2016. He said that the county had 

a Resolution (76-62) that allowed for minor corrections to a plat or short plat. He asked Kris if the 

procedure was valid. Kris H. had forwarded the email to the SAB members for comment. The replies 

from the SAB resulted in Kris H. sending a reply email to the county surveyor stating that “The county 

resolution does not supersede WAC 332-130-050(3). In fact, Franklin County’s ordinance Chapter 

16.287.100-A states that if there is a conflict between county and state standards (rules/laws, etc.) then 

the more restrictive shall apply. Clearly the WAC is more restrictive than the county Resolution.”  As of 

the date of this meeting, Kris H. had not heard back from the county surveyor.  

After Meeting Note: On 12/13/16 Kris H. received the following from the county surveyor…  

“Sorry, I was out of the office last week and not checking my email.  I appreciate your follow up 

and all comments received by the Survey Advisory Board.  

Rescinding the Resolution has been discussed in our department but no further action has been 

taken, as we have lost our Planning Director and Assistant Planning Director.  As pointed out, the 

WAC is more restrictive than the Resolution.  However, we know this will need to be addressed 

and will follow through.  I appreciate everyone’s time regarding our situation.” 

 

    Pat B. asked the SAB members for input on whether an ROS, in addition to an LCR, should be     

required for a particular instance of a GLO corner recovery. Pat B. handed out a copy of the LCR that 

was recorded. Based on the information provided in the LCR, it was agreed by the SAB members that an 

ROS wasn’t required in this instance.  

 

Kris H. passed around a folder of 40+ survey maps with errors that require her to contact the surveyor 

to provide the correct information so that the map can be indexed correctly into the PLSO database 

(WebXtender). Some of the maps have indexing information discrepancies, or missing information. All 

of the maps have some sort of noncompliance with the Survey Recording Act (RCW 58.09 and WAC 

332-130-050). The maps are brought to her by the indexing staff, as part of the LEAN process the PLSO 

now uses. Instead of staff researching and figuring out the “correct’ information, the surveyor is 

contacted to provide it. Mel G. suggested posting on the PLSO website or via Listserv the amount (%) of 

maps per month that had known errors. Casey K. suggested mailing a copy of the errors maps back to 

the surveyor. Their office has had success in doing that.  

 

There have been continued questions about clarifying the description of “readily accessible” in 

regards to a survey monument (see WAC 332-120). The SAB members unanimously agree that a 

survey monument is not readily accessible if it is buried under an impervious surface area such as any 

type of pavement or concrete. The SAB members agree that surveyors should use their best 

(professional) judgement when determining if a “buried” monument is (or would not be) “readily 

accessible”.  

 

Kris was contacted by the Inland Empire LSAW chapter that has concerns that the city of Spokane is 

destroying monuments and not replacing them. The chapter president did end up talking to one of the 

SAB members also, and decided to verify the monument destruction circumstances before proceeding 

with a complaint to the BORELS.  The SAB members unanimously agree to have Kris send a letter to 

the chapter president advising him to document the instances and then file a complaint.  

 

Several examples were presented about planning departments requiring items/notes to be shown on a 

final short plat/subdivision that is beyond the scope of the survey map and what the surveyor should be 

attesting to when signing the map. Surveyors are being required to show/note items that are part of 

environmental, landscaping design, and engineering design, on the survey map. The SAB members 
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agree that this will likely be detrimental to the (future) property owners when they apply for 

development permits. It was suggested that Kris reach out to the County/City Planning Association; to 

do outreach to the counties; to meet with local surveyors so that they don’t just blindly agree to whatever 

is requested by planning departments. Walt D. suggested showing examples (good & bad) from 

whatever county/city we do outreach to.  

 

Accuracy Standards for a Traverse (Field Traverse Standards) (WAC 332-130-090):  

 Jon P. went over “why’ the DNR is looking at updating these standards. He, Walt D. and Martin P. have 

looked at standards from other states and Jon P. applied them to examples he had of using the proposed 

new standards. After the small group break out at this meeting, Jon P. and Walt D. said they will put 

together the proposed changes to the WAC before the next meeting. They will likely leave the existing 

standards in place and just add to it for the new technology. They will maybe ask Gavin Schrock and/or 

Larry Signani to provide input on VRS analysis.    

 

 

Topographic Standards RCW 58.24.040(1): 

 

The draft of the proposed Vertical Standards WAC was reviewed by the BORELS survey committee 

and they responded in a letter. The contents of the letter were discussed with the following comments 

noted: 

Bruce D. doesn’t want to see standards set that will apply to surveyors if they can’t also be applicable to 

other professions, such as photogrammetry. Walt D. said that each job has different requirements and 

doesn’t want to be locked into anything. Jon P. said that the proposed WAC (checklist) was good and 

covered the necessary items; he also said he had the same concerns as Walt D. and Bruce D. Mel G. said 

that a statement on the map that the map contours meet a certain accuracy is one item commonly 

missing. The SAB members do not agree with the BORELS response, and don’t think that standards can 

be set in the way they are requesting since there are too many different “needs” in regards to topographic 

maps.  

The SAB members feel they did what was asked and want to reply with a letter outlining the intentions 

of the draft WAC (checklist). Pat B. and Bruce D. worked together in the small group break out session 

to compose what to include in a draft reply letter to the BORELS. Pat B. will compose a draft and send 

it out to the SAB for comment, then send it to the BORELS. The next step is to follow the steps to get 

the checklist into the WAC. Pat B. will follow up with DNR to start the WAC process.  

 

 

Revisions to WAC 332-130 

SAB members unanimously agreed to set this aside for now.  

 

 

 “Did you know?” articles  

 

Kris H. said she is still working on getting two of the completed articles ready to send out via Listserv. 

Paul G. asked for additional input on his “Basis of Bearings” article. All at the meeting agreed to send 

him examples for item #3 of his article examples. Kris went over the assignments. Casey K. and Tim K. 

worked together during the small group break out session and created drafts for two articles. Kris H. 

asked for additional article ideas. Richard D. said he would do one on “Physical Description of a 

Monument & Chain of History”.  
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 Amendment to RCW 58.20 (The Washington Coordinate System) 

 

Pat B. presented the proposed RCW changes and a handout from the NOAA website. The new WCS 

will be based on NSRS 2022. He noted the change will include an added “one zone” for GIS use. He is 

looking to get approval from DNR to run it through the next legislative session. Jon P. asked if this 

affected any other WACs. Pat B. said it does and those will be changed also.  

 

At this point the following small groups were created to work on specific items during this time: 

 Jon. P., Walt D. & Paul G. = Field Traverse Accuracy Standards 

 Pat B. & Bruce D. = Vertical Accuracy Standards reply letter to BORELS 

 Tim K. & Casey K. = “Did you know?” articles 

 Kris H., Richard D., Justin T. = Short Plat/Plat map requirements 

 

Small group work was reviewed and discussed.  

 

New Items (Agenda item #13) 

Walt D. reported that there is nothing to report on the City of Spokane monument specifications.  

 

 

Good of the Order (Agenda items #14 & 15) 

 Kris suggested that the meeting in December be moved to January so that the education member of the 

board would be able to attend. After some discussion it was agreed that for 2017 the meetings would be 

in April, July and October and likely on a Wednesday or Thursday.  

 

Kris reminded the SAB members to fill out their travel reinbursement forms.  

 

Suggestions 

 

None given.  

 

Meeting adjourned at 2:05 pm. 

 

Assignments 
 

 SAB Members: 

o Walt will work with Kris on reaching out to Title Company organizations/associations – 

concerning changes such as the AMC no longer being used.  

o Walt, Martin, and Jon will work together to submit proposed changes to WAC 332-130by 

the next meeting. 

o Send examples of Basis of Bearings to Paul G. (Item #3 of his draft article) 

             

 Kris will: 

o Send out notification concerning surveyor’s certificates on short plats/plats 

o Add an additional blank page to the LCR form – formatted with correct borders 

o Send out notification about BLA processes: approval and then recording of map & deeds 

o Contact Idaho & Oregon surveying associations for outreach/education purposes 

o Reach out to county/city planning associations about plat/short plat map requirements 
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 Pat will: 

o Compose letter to the Board of Registration regarding vertical standards WAC 

o Start the WAC process for vertical map standards.  

 

 

 Did you know? Article assignments: 

o Kris: Scanning (map legibility) 

o Kris & Casey: Notary ink and signature color and any other recording issues 

o Tim & Casey: Transfer of Death Deed 

o Mel: Local Jurisdiction control of mapping 

o Bruce & Martin: Certificate on all recorded documents 

o John Gasche: Getting verbal approval for a Permit – common errors 

o Pat: Survey records  -- donate/loan to PLSO 

o Paul G. and Ken Paul: Basis of Bearings 

o Richard D.: Physical Description of a Monument & Chain of History”.  

 

 

 


