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Michael J. Conzett, P.E., Chair
ABSTRACT
The Engineering Education Task Force was formed by NCEES leadership to address issues related to
implementation of the master’s or equivalent requirement for engineering licensure.
The task force comprises 10 members from NCEES and seven society resources (ACEC, AIChE, ASCE,
ASME, ASHRAE, NSPE, and IEEE–USA). It also has three consultants: a past president of ABET, the chair of
the Committee on Uniform Procedures and Legislative Guidelines (UPLG), and a Member Board
administrator.
The task force addressed its charges via an October conference call and two face‐to‐face meetings, the
first in December and the second in February. It also communicated extensively through e‐mail. It has one
motion for Council action at the Annual Meeting.
TEXT
Charge 1
Develop a written analysis addressing issues noted in the Southern Zone resolution as adopted at the 2008
Annual Meeting. Distribute completed report to Member Boards prior to the 2009 interim zone meetings.
The task force spent most of its time developing a written analysis that addressed the Southern Zone
resolution. It created a report that analyzes the potential educational, professional, regulatory, and
economic impacts of the additional education requirement. It also addresses alternative solutions to the
concept of additional education.
The written analysis was posted on the NCEES Web site on March 19, 2009, along with a message from
the NCEES executive director. All Member Board administrators received notification that it had been
posted and were asked to distribute it to their board members prior to their respective zone meetings.
Hard copies of the analysis were also available at all of the zone meetings.
Appendix A of this report includes the message from the executive director, the written analysis, and the
Southern Zone resolution.
Charge 2
Explore the creation of a national clearinghouse that would carry out the activities needed to implement the
requirements of the bachelor’s plus 30 requirement for engineering licensure as recommended by the 2008
Bachelor’s Plus 30 Task Force. Provide recommendations as appropriate.
In addressing this charge, the task force discussed what it means to “explore the creation” of a
clearinghouse. It quickly became obvious to the members that it did not mean to give a few general
statements, nor did it mean to have a complete structure in place with all the details and procedures
developed. Rather, the members thought it should be something in between.
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Last year’s Bachelor’s Plus 30 Task Force report described a list of services (not exhaustive) that should
be provided on behalf of certain stakeholder groups in order to implement the additional education
requirement. The task force identified three major groups as stakeholders who would benefit the most
from the clearinghouse.
These groups include (1) P.E. licensure applicants, (2) providers of approved coursework, and (3) NCEES
Member Boards. Perhaps to the largest extent, the clearinghouse should exist to greatly reduce the
amount of work that Member Board administrators and their staffs would have to do to document the
additional education requirements of P.E. applicants. Ideally, the clearinghouse would provide a
transcript to Member Boards stating whether or not a candidate has fulfilled the requirements. Except for
special cases (i.e., the “or equivalent” part of the requirement), a Member Board would need to do no
independent work.
The task force decided to develop a conceptual model to show the relationships between the needs of the
stakeholder groups and the services of a clearinghouse. The model is presented as a logic flow diagram
and is found as Appendix B of this report. The clearinghouse would function as a repository of records
and would also provide service in three different roles: advisement, assessment, and evaluation. While
not claiming that the model is perfect, the task force believes it has gone a long way to begin to flesh out
the principal responsibilities of a national clearinghouse.
The task force also believes that going much further than developing a model will require concentrated
effort by a group with expertise in many areas. To continue the process, the task force will present a
motion for an ad hoc committee or task force to be charged with further developing the clearinghouse.
Charges 3 and 4
Develop a program to effectively communicate the Council’s position on the need for additional education
beyond a bachelor’s degree in engineering, using current NCEES communications vehicles and other
resources deemed appropriate.
Develop a white paper on the bachelor’s plus 30 initiative to include a rationale and implementation
schedule.
The task force addressed these charges together because they both deal with communicating the
Council’s position on the need for additional education beyond a bachelor’s degree in engineering. The
task force discussed that this initiative needs to be communicated to different audiences both inside and
outside NCEES. It developed a list of target audiences (Member Boards, engineering students, national
and state engineering societies, etc.) and brainstormed what the messages need to be and how to get
them across.
One way to communicate all of this is through the creation of the white paper, and a task force
subcommittee was charged with writing such a paper. The white paper, which is included in Appendix C,
provides an overview of the history of the additional education initiative within NCEES, including Council
votes on it at the Annual Meeting.
The white paper will also help give new Member Board members a picture of what has already happened
and how the Council arrived at its current position. It will be posted on the NCEES Web site and
distributed to new Council members when they receive their new member packet from NCEES.
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Charge 5
Provide input to the UPLG Committee on revisions to the Model Law and/or Model Rules to incorporate the
definitions of acceptable coursework and approved course providers as recommended by the 2007–08
Bachelor’s Plus 30 Task Force.
At the 2008 Annual Meeting, the Council approved a motion to charge the appropriate committee with
incorporating into the Model Law and Model Rules language defining acceptable coursework and
approved course providers. This year’s UPLG Committee was charged to do that with input from the
Engineering Education Task Force. The task force reviewed and refined the language it developed last
year (as the B+30 Task Force) and sent it to the UPLG Committee to address at its face‐to‐face meeting in
January. The UPLG Committee worked on it at its meeting and shared the final revisions with the task
force for review at the task force’s second face‐to‐face meeting. The task force agreed on the language,
and the UPLG Committee is presenting the resulting motion with its committee report.
Last year, the task force (as the B+30 Task Force) also developed proposed language related to the
M‐ABET concept. It did not include this language in the task force report but gave it to the UPLG
Committee this year after the Council passed a motion concerning the M‐ABET concept at the 2008
Annual Meeting. The task force worked closely with the UPLG Committee to review that language and
propose additional changes as needed. The UPLG Committee is presenting resulting motions as part of its
report.
Respectfully submitted, the Engineering Education Task Force:
Michael J. Conzett, P.E., Chair
Members
Carmine C. Balascio, Ph.D., P.E.
Dale Beebe Farrow, P.E.
Craig D. Fredeen, P.E.
Kathy Gustin Williams, P.E.
Howard C. Harclerode II, P.E.
Roger Helgoth, DEE, P.E.
Patty Mamola, P.E.
James H. Milligan, Ph.D., P.E.
Jon D. Nelson, P.E.
Monte L. Phillips, Ph.D., P.E.

Society Resources
Kenneth J. Fridley, Ph.D., P.E. (ASCE)
Richard B. Hayter, Ph.D., P.E. (ASHRAE)
Robert E. Luna, Ph.D., P.E. (ASME)
Craig N. Musselman, P.E. (NSPE)
William R. Parrish, Ph.D., P.E. (AIChE)
William M. Stout, P.E. (ACEC)
Gregg L. Vaughn, Ph.D., P.E. (IEEE–USA)

Consultants
Henry V. Liles Jr., P.E.
Andrew L. Ritter
William S. Clark, P.E. (ABET)

Staff Liaison
Keri B. Anderson

Board Liaison
Dale A. Jans, P.E.

MOTION
Mr. President, I request the privilege of the floor to make the following motion on behalf of the
Engineering Education Task Force.
1. Move that the appropriate committee or task force be charged with further developing a national
clearinghouse that would carry out the activities associated with implementing the master’s or
equivalent education requirement for engineering licensure.
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News
Release: 3‐19‐2009
Contact: Jerry T. Carter
jcarter@ncees.org
Executive Director’s Update on Education Requirement for Engineering Licensure
The issue of higher education requirements for engineering licensure candidates continues to be the focus
of the Council’s deliberations as we move toward this spring’s zone meetings. The Engineering Education
Task Force has completed an analysis of the impacts of the master’s or equivalent requirement and will be
distributing this document to attendees of the zone meetings.
This document is a response to the resolution passed by the Council at last year’s Annual Meeting which
asks the task force to analyze the professional, economic, educational, and regulatory impacts of the
master’s or equivalent requirement set to go into effect in 2020. It also provides a list of several
alternatives to the requirement that do not involve raising the minimum level of academic coursework.
The Council’s decision to introduce stricter education requirements has a long history of deliberation.
Various committees and task forces have been involved in the consideration of the education
requirements for licensure going back to 2001. In 2006, NCEES delegates passed a motion to draft Model
Law language requiring candidates to complete 30 academic credits beyond an accredited bachelor’s
degree (or earn a master’s degree) as a prerequisite for engineering licensure. Since then, members of the
Council have wrestled with the specifics involved in implementing this requirement at the state level;
they concluded that a stronger emphasis on requiring a master’s degree or its equivalent would be more
practical for licensure candidates and the licensing boards.
While the Council is nearly unanimous in its desire to strengthen the education requirements for
engineering licensure, many within the organization and throughout the engineering profession have
expressed concern with the specifics of the master’s or equivalent requirement. The Engineering
Education Task Force exists to address these concerns through consensus building and consideration of
many opinions from across the engineering community. I encourage everyone with a stake in these
decisions to remain aware of the ongoing developments regarding this requirement.
Jerry T. Carter
NCEES Executive Director
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Analysis of the Potential Impact of Requiring Additional Education
for Engineering Licensure
Prepared by the NCEES Engineering Education Task Force
March 2009

Introduction
At its 2008 Annual Meeting in Minneapolis, NCEES passed a resolution to investigate the potential impact
of the requirement for additional education prior to engineering licensure. The Council adopted this
requirement in the Model Law and Model Rules in 2006. The 2008 resolution describes a number of
concerns held by some NCEES Member Boards and others in the engineering profession that related to
implementation of the requirement. This resolution is known as the Southern Zone Resolution. As a result
of this action, President Henn Rebane, P.E., charged the Engineering Education Task Force (formerly
known as the Bachelor’s Plus 30 Task Force) with providing a written analysis of the following:
 The potential educational, professional, regulatory, and economic impact of the B+30 requirement;
and
 Any alternative solutions to the additional education concept that have been or might be identified
(including items such as additional experience before licensure in lieu of additional education).
This charge to the task force was to be completed prior to the interim zone meetings in 2009.
The task force conducted a conference call in October 2008 and held two face‐to‐face meetings (one in
December 2008 and the other in February 2009). This written analysis provides the results of the task
force deliberations.
Terms and Concepts in the Analysis
It is important to note a few key terms and concepts used throughout the analysis. First, the term
“master’s or equivalent” is used to refer to the additional education requirement for engineering
licensure. This is a departure from the terms “bachelor’s plus 30” and “B+30” that were used by NCEES
after passage of this requirement in 2006. Since then, members of NCEES have wrestled with the specifics
of implementing it at the state level. A number of state boards indicated that it would be easier to pass
legislation if the requirement were called a master’s degree in engineering or equivalent. Therefore, after
the 2008 Annual Meeting NCEES began referring to this requirement as simply “master’s or equivalent,”
with one of the primary “equivalents” being B+30.
Second, the concept of a clearinghouse is mentioned throughout the analysis. The purpose of a national
clearinghouse would be to perform additional education‐related services for Member Boards,
organizations and institutions, and individual applicants. The clearinghouse would be designed to make
the master’s or equivalent requirement easier for Member Boards to implement. In response to a separate
charge—one that is outside the scope of this analysis—the Engineering Education Task Force has
developed a conceptual model of such a clearinghouse, which will be included in the task force’s 2009
Annual Meeting report.
Finally, in all discussion of master’s or equivalent, it is important to recognize that a degree earned from a
master’s program accredited by EAC/ABET (known as an M‐ABET degree) should satisfy the future
requirement for additional education. ABET has recently lifted its prohibition of dual‐level bachelor’s and
master’s accreditation for the same engineering program at a college or university. This could, in the
future, increase the number of M‐ABET degree programs and add another pathway to satisfying the
master’s or equivalent.
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Structure of the Analysis
The impact analysis in this paper is presented in a question/answer style. The task force felt that this
style was most appropriate considering the number of individuals who contributed to writing the content.
The information presented is based on the experience and expertise of the individual task force members.
The Engineering Education Task Force membership is made up of the following:
 11 voting members from NCEES, including the chair
 3 consultants, including a past president of ABET and the chair of the NCEES Committee on Uniform
Procedures and Legislative Guidelines
 7 society resources, representing ACEC, AIChE, ASCE, ASHRAE, ASME, IEEE–USA, and NSPE
 1 Board of Directors liaison and 1 NCEES staff liaison
During the course of the task force meetings, the group discussed conducting original research to address
the various issues. It was quickly decided that there was not enough time or funding available to conduct
any serious research. Therefore, this analysis is the best effort task force members could accomplish in
the few months available with the information readily available to them.
The full text of the Southern Zone Resolution is included at the end of this analysis. One of the directives
of the resolution is to develop a written analysis of the 10 Whereas statements, as appropriate. After
developing the analysis of the various impacts, the task force members felt that most of the Whereas
statements were addressed within the context of the analysis of each impact. Therefore, a separate
analysis of each individual Whereas is not presented.
The following sections analyze the potential impact of the additional education requirements in
educational, professional, regulatory, and economic areas. The paper concludes with a listing of
alternatives to the master’s or equivalent requirement.
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Educational Impact
The task force studied the potential educational impact by forming answers to the following questions.
 What are the pathways by which a candidate can obtain the required additional education?
 How long will it take for a candidate to obtain the needed education by these pathways?
 What other educational factors should be considered?
The task force considered six pathways by which a candidate could obtain the education needed for
licensure in 2020, as shown in the table below.
Table 1: Pathways to meeting additional education requirements in 2020
Bachelor’s
Path
Education

Additional Education









Engineering master’s degree
Full‐time student
Engineering master’s degree
Part‐time student
Full‐time employee
Engineering master’s degree
Executive format or “weekend” format
Full‐time employee

1

EAC/ABET

2

EAC/ABET

3

EAC/ABET

4**

EAC/ABET  Full‐time student

5**

EAC/ABET

6

Non‐
EAC/ABET

 Part‐time student
 Full‐time employee
 EAC/ABET engineering master’s
degree (M‐ABET)

Years of
Education
(B.S. = 4
years)
B.S. + 1–2
years

Additional
Total
Years of
Years
Experience
3

8–9

B.S. + 4–6
years

0*

8–10

B.S. + 2 years

2*

8

4

9–10

0*

8–10

3

8–10

B.S. + 1–2
years
B.S. + 4–6
years
B.S. + 1–3
years

*Accrues all or part of the experience requirement while completing the additional education
requirement
**B+30 option
In the table, it is assumed that all full‐time employment is acceptable for engineering experience and that
experience credit for graduate education cannot be counted if it is concurrent with employment
experience. The number of years of experience required prior to licensure varies depending on the type
and length of education. Candidates with a master’s degree are allowed to waive a year of the four years
of progressive experience required for licensure. Candidates who earned the additional education as an
alternative to a master’s degree (the “or equivalent” part of the requirement) are not allowed to waive the
year of experience.
In its discussions about the possible educational impact, the task force also addressed the following
questions.
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Will there be a problem if it takes a long time to earn a master’s degree?
Some universities have a time limit on how old a course can be and still be counted toward a master’s
degree. Usually, older courses in engineering can be validated by some procedure because the underlying
theory has not changed.
Will engineering classrooms have room for the additional students who will be taking courses because of the
master’s or equivalent requirement?
It is very likely that there will be room since the majority of engineering programs currently have
available capacity at the graduate level.
Will requiring more education increase the number of courses engineering faculty will have to teach?
An increase in the faculty‐teaching load is unlikely at the present time because most programs have
excess capacity for students. Many factors influence the number of courses that are assigned to each
faculty member to teach. It is the responsibility of the university administration, starting with the chair of
the department, to make these assignments. Each institution will make these teaching assignments
according to its own needs and requirements.
Would an engineering dean be concerned about another accreditation visit for a master’s program?
Typically, a dean would be concerned about another accreditation visit because that visit would require
additional work on the part of faculty and staff. The additional education requirements outlined in Table 1
would not require that any additional programs be accredited. An existing EAC/ABET‐accredited
bachelor’s program is all that is needed. The dean may elect to have a master’s program accredited, but
M‐ABET accreditation is not required to fulfill the additional education requirement for licensure.
What is the difference between an accredited program and an approved course?
To ABET, a program includes the ability to change courses and create new courses. The concept of a
program includes the procedures to evaluate courses and their contribution to overall objectives. An
approved course for the additional education requirement is a standalone item. Any changes in the course
and all new courses would have to be approved by the same authority that approved the course
originally. It is expected that non‐university institutions will not set up the procedures needed to
establish a program. Thus, there needs to be a way for companies, laboratories, and professional societies
to get their courses approved on an individual basis. For these institutions, the expense of setting up a full
program may not be justified.
Will bachelor’sdegree recipients with low grade point averages (GPA) have a problem becoming licensed
because their GPAs prevent them from being admitted to a master’s program?
Applicants to an engineering master’s program are generally evaluated on several criteria, including
overall undergraduate GPA, GPA over the last 60 hours, Graduate Record Examination (GRE) scores,
original essays, etc. Students are routinely admitted on probation if they meet most, but maybe not all, of
the entrance requirements. Probation generally means that the student must have a B average after the
first 12 hours of graduate work; if the student does not earn that B average, then he or she will no longer
be in the program. There is sometimes an ability to waive an entrance requirement because the candidate
has an alternative criterion that can be used (such as using a passing score on the FE or PE exam instead
of the GRE). It is not necessary that a candidate be admitted into a graduate program in order to take
graduate courses as a non‐degree‐seeking student; such candidates would not be earning a master’s
degree but would be able to earn credit for coursework that would qualify for the “or equivalent” portion
of the master’s or equivalent.
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Will graduatelevel engineering courses be available by distance education or in an executive or “weekend”
format?
Such courses and engineering master’s degree programs are already available by distance education and
in executive format. Two examples of these courses and programs are North Carolina State University
(engineeringonline.ncsu.edu) and Iowa State University (www.ede.iastate.edu/Grad‐Pro/). It is expected
that the number of engineering master’s degrees available by distance education or in executive format
will increase with the demand for flexible locations and times.
Will the increase in educational requirements for engineering licensure result in bachelor’s education reform
in engineering programs?
While it cannot be stated that undergraduate programs will change as a direct result of the additional
educational requirements for licensure, the opportunity to reform undergraduate engineering programs
will be available. Currently, many undergraduate engineering programs have eliminated “breadth”
courses because of credit‐hour limits and university core‐curriculum requirements. If a master’s degree
increasingly becomes viewed as a degree required for practice, it is more likely that programs will shift
senior elective courses in very specific subjects to the graduate level. If this were done, it could open up
room in the undergraduate programs to put back the breadth courses that have been removed.
Professional Impact
In its discussions about the potential professional impact, the task force addressed the following
questions.
Will the master’s or equivalent requirement affect the number of individuals who will consider engineering
as a career in the future? Will the requirement affect the number of licensed engineers who might be
available in the future?
The answers to these questions differ for three different groups of individuals:
 PreCollege Individuals: For individuals who are considering an engineering career, the effects will
probably be minimal. They will be able to understand the requirements well in advance of their
decision and properly prepare for them. It is anticipated that their response will depend more on
their impression of the profession, their level of interest in the profession, the efforts by the
professional societies to promote the profession, and economic factors. For individuals with career
plans that include licensed practice, the effect of the change would likely be similar to the effect for
college students discussed under the next bullet.
 College Students: For individuals who have decided on an engineering career that requires a license
and who will continue with their education to satisfy the additional education requirements, the
proposal adds a significant amount of additional educational time (a minimum of 1 to 2 years beyond
the bachelor’s degree) and cost (addressed in this paper’s section on Economic Impact). These factors
could reduce the number of these individuals who pursue licensure.
 PostCollege Engineers: Those who decide to pursue licensure after graduation with a bachelor’s
degree will also be affected by the time (an estimated 4 to 6 years) and cost to complete the additional
education requirements. In addition, there may be significant non‐economic costs while they fulfill the
requirements, such as the impact on an individual’s personal and family life. These factors could
reduce the number of these individuals who pursue licensure. This is not a completely new situation
in licensure. It is fairly common for state boards to address individuals who did not decide on a career
in licensed engineering practice until after college. Depending on the individual circumstances, some
of them have to make significant additions to their education and experience to qualify.
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In the Economic Impact section, the task force considered it likely that the value of lifelong earnings
would offset the cost for pursuing the proposed additional education requirements. Some task force
members believe that individuals may not value such a long‐term return in such a quantitative way. If that
is the case, there could be a negative effect on those who choose a career as a licensed engineer. Other
members said that the need for licensed engineers will not diminish and that as the demand for licensed
engineers exceeds the supply, market forces will adjust and the shortage would be addressed.
What effect will the master’s or equivalent requirement and the potential reduction of numbers of
individuals that pursue licensure have on NCEES exam usage?
If the number of individuals pursuing licensure drops, it would result in a corresponding drop in the
number of both Group I and Group II PE examinations administered. This would have a financial impact
on NCEES that would have to be addressed. Perhaps of more concern would be the effect on the Group II
exams. The Group II exams are supported by lower numbers than the Group I exams. Consequently, a
drop in numbers for certain Group II exams could result in the exams being placed on probationary
status.
If the additional education requirement results in fewer engineers becoming licensed, would this have a
negative effect on the ability of licensed engineers to properly exert responsible charge?
The task force noted that a reduction in the number of licensed engineers could result in licensed
engineers having to be in responsible charge of more projects. This may or may not have an effect on their
ability to properly exert responsible charge.
Would the master’s or equivalent requirement result in better P.E.’s?
The task force agreed that raising the educational standard should eventually result in a more
knowledgeable, capable, and better‐educated engineering workforce, which could be reflected in an
improved quality of services by licensed engineers.
Will the new requirement increase the perceived stature of the engineering profession?
The task force decided that although this is not a primary driver of the initiative, the stature of the
profession might improve as a result of the master’s or equivalent requirement.
What have other learned professions recently done relative to educational requirements?
Many of the learned professions, including architecture and accounting, have increased their educational
requirements. This fact does not necessarily mean that engineering should follow suit, but it is an
indication that the concern currently being considered in our learned profession has also occurred in
others. Since part of the definition of a learned profession includes “specialized knowledge gained
through formal training or education,” this fact should not be ignored. In addition, it may be of value to
look at the lessons learned by the other professions.
Regulatory Impact
The task force interprets the regulatory impact of the master’s or equivalent requirement to mean the
effect it will have on Member Boards as they license professional engineers beginning in 2020 and
thereafter.
One of the primary concerns of Member Boards is the perceived difficulty in implementing the Model
Law/Model Rules additional education language and the associated clearinghouse in their jurisdictions.
State legislators may have an easier time passing additional education legislation that looks like a master’s
degree, or equivalent, than legislation that looks like the B+30 requirement. Under the bachelor’s‐plus‐a‐
master’s‐or‐equivalent scenario, the B+30 pathway is one of the equivalents (see pathways 4 and 5 in
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Table 1 in the Educational Impact section); therefore a jurisdiction could bypass the B+30 requirements
and enact just the master’s requirement if it felt the former was too difficult to implement.
How will the additional education requirement affect comity?
Like everything else in the NCEES Model Law and Model Rules, the master’s or equivalent concept
becomes a national guideline once the effective date is reached. The Model Law and Model Rules, however,
are simply that—a model. They exist for the use of individual jurisdictions to the extent a jurisdiction
wishes to use them. It follows that the master’s or equivalent requirement will have no regulatory impact
if no jurisdictions choose to adopt the Model Law and Model Rules in their statutes.
The regulatory impact will occur after a jurisdiction adopts the additional education requirement in its
statute. The most obvious impact is that individuals will not be able to obtain their first license in that
jurisdiction without meeting the requirement. This could initially decrease the number of first‐time
licensed engineers in that jurisdiction if individuals choose not to fulfill the new education requirement. If
individuals desire to practice in that jurisdiction, the impact will be less because they will choose to fulfill
the requirement.
Additionally, comity will be affected for non‐Model Law Engineers properly licensed in other jurisdictions
but only if the jurisdiction with the master’s or equivalent requirement will not “grandfather” the
engineer for being licensed prior to the effective date.
The number of engineers who meet the Model Law Engineer 2020 designation could increase as a result
of a desire to receive national comity through the Council Records program.
It should be noted that comity issues between jurisdictions currently exist. With regard to the additional
education requirement, comity will be affected if an individual Member Board has different requirements
for the credit split between technical and nontechnical courses or different interpretations relative to
what is considered a technical course versus a nontechnical course or if individual Member Boards accept
different equivalents. Jurisdictional differences in the definitions of acceptable coursework and providers
as well as the percentage of engineering and non‐engineering coursework could also affect comity. In
another case, comity could be affected if a Member Board accepts only the master’s degree while not
accepting the “or equivalent” portion of the master’s or equivalent requirement.
Another potential impact of the master’s or equivalent requirement could be comity affected by the
equivalency of master’s degrees. If, in the future, only a small percentage of master’s programs are
accredited by ABET, some NCEES Member Boards may not deem all master’s degrees equivalent, thus
affecting comity.
How will enforcement be affected by implementation of the additional education requirement?
Another regulatory impact could be an increase in unlicensed practice. This could occur if the master’s or
equivalent requirement results in fewer licensed engineers. There could be instances where more
unlicensed engineers are performing the work, which could result in more plan stamping.
In the above case, the regulatory impact is assumed to be the result of fewer individuals becoming
licensed because of increased education requirements for licensure. If the number of individuals who
become licensed after the master’s or equivalent goes into effect does not significantly decrease over
time, then the impact will not be more significant than it currently is.
The number of complaints/disciplinary actions resulting from incompetence could decrease if the
additional education requirement produces a population of more highly educated, competent
professional engineers.
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Will the master’s or equivalent requirement increase the workload of Member Boards?
A potential Member Board impact is an increased workload. This could result if a particular Member
Board chooses to review applications individually rather than relying on the clearinghouse. In addition, a
Member Board administrator and his or her staff could spend more time answering questions from
individuals seeking clarification on clearinghouse issues. This impact is expected to occur mainly during
the initial stages of a jurisdiction adopting the master’s or equivalent requirement and is not expected to
be a long‐term impact.
How could the clearinghouse potentially diminish the regulatory impact?
In all the examples cited above, it is critical that a highly functioning clearinghouse be in place to facilitate
greater national uniformity in the application of the new requirement. The clearinghouse will also need to
create a level of trust so that Member Boards will not feel compelled to exhaustively review the record of
every individual applying for licensure. With a clearinghouse in place, the regulatory impact could be
minimized.
Economic Impact
The implementation of the Model Law provisions requiring a master’s or equivalent will have an
economic impact on applicants and their employers due to the cost of the additional education borne by
those engineers who otherwise would not obtain a master’s degree. Some engineers’ salaries will likely
increase. There will be an economic impact on the public in that the cost of engineering services may
increase to cover the cost of additional education and increased salaries.
What percentage of current engineers would potentially meet the master’s or equivalent requirement for
licensure if it were in effect today?
The task force reviewed data from several sources in addressing this question.
 The task force looked at responses from an NCEES survey of 19,100 examinees who sat for the FE, PE,
FS, and PS exams in ELSES states in October 2008. There were 8,231 respondents, of whom 3,395
took the PE exam. When asked to indicate the highest engineering degree they had completed, 70
percent said a bachelor’s, 26 percent a master’s, and 4 percent a Ph.D.
 Data from the American Society for Engineering Education for the United States in 2006–07, the latest
year for which statistics were available, indicate that the number of master’s degrees awarded in
engineering was roughly half (50.4 percent) the number of engineering bachelor’s degrees awarded.
This percentage has increased in recent decades. Some of those who receive master’s degrees are
foreign born, and some of them return to their native countries. The percentage of graduates with M.S.
degrees varies widely by discipline; it is 40 percent for civil and environmental engineers, most of
whom are licensed, and 64 percent for electrical and computer engineers, most of whom are not
licensed. The percentage is lower for chemical and mechanical engineers: 23 and 27 percent,
respectively.
 Data from several exam administrations in Texas indicate that about 40 percent of PE examinees had
an advanced degree at the time of examination. Some of these advanced degrees were in business.
 Based on the available information, the estimated portion of current engineers who would have been
required to attain additional education for initial licensure if the requirement were already in effect is
about 60 percent or somewhat higher.
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Will P.E. salaries be affected?
Salary survey information and an analysis of the survey data was provided by the National Society of
Professional Engineers Licensure and Qualifications for Practice Committee. The salary survey data from
a sample of about 12,000 professional engineers indicate that the median career‐long salary differential
between P.E.’s with a master’s degree and P.E.’s with only a bachelor’s degree is 5.5 percent over the
course of a 30‐year career. This translates to a 30‐year increase in compensation of a present value of
$75,000 if the spread between salaries does not increase over time with inflation and of $125,000 if the
spread does increase with inflation.
Some engineers receive a compensation increase when they receive a P.E. license. In cases where the
additional engineering education requirements delay the time of licensure for one or more years, this
additional compensation might be received later. After completing the additional engineering education
and becoming licensed, engineers may have improved prospects of advancing to positions of greater
responsibility and higher compensation, and they may have increased long‐term employment security
due to increased skills. Future salary differentials may or may not be consistent with historic data.
What does it cost to earn a master’s degree in engineering?
The cost of obtaining a master’s degree in engineering varies widely based on the institution, delivery
method, and program. Many conventional master’s engineering programs that require a thesis may take
an average of 18 months as full‐time students in residence at a university. Project and course‐only
master’s degrees, as well as accelerated “executive” M.S. degrees, are becoming more common; full‐time
students can typically complete them in one year. High‐quality graduate engineering distance‐learning
options are now available in most engineering disciplines, allowing an engineer intern to take one course
at a time and obtain a master’s degree while working full time. Costs for tuition, fees, and books for 30
credits of graduate engineering education by distance learning are currently in the range of $18,000 and
up. Costs for attendance at a university with living expenses included are in the range of $20,000–25,000+
per year.
Who will bear the cost of the additional education?
The cost of additional engineering education may be borne by engineers early in their careers, when
earning power and available assets are limited. The cost may be partially offset by scholarship grants for
some engineers or by contributions from some employers.
Engineers’ employers will also experience an economic impact, either through higher salaries or through
employers’ partial contributions to employees’ cost of education, or both. Many employers currently
share in the cost of tuition for some employees. These contributions may continue at current levels or
may be reduced as demand increases, perhaps placing more of the burden on the individual. Engineering
employers will have to adopt appropriate policies to deal with the possibility of losing an engineer to a
competitor or other employment following the employer’s sharing in the investment in additional
engineering education costs.
In some engineering disciplines, compensation for engineers with master’s degrees is significantly higher
in industry than is the case in the “built environment.” Some perceive there to be an associated risk that
engineers with master’s degrees will move away from the built environment to industry.
Accurately estimating the national economic impact of this change in the engineering profession would
require far more resources than are available to the Engineering Education Task Force. Taking a
simplistic approach with the information and resources currently available, one might estimate based on
historical data that salary levels for 60 percent of engineers might increase an average of 5.5 percent over
the course of their careers, resulting in a ballpark estimate of the overall impact on the cost of engineering
services in a range of 3 to 4 percent. This is the cost to be weighed against the subjective benefit of a more
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qualified professional engineering workforce and improved protection of public health, safety, and
welfare resulting from engineers’ increased knowledge and skills.
Alternatives to the Master’s or Equivalent Requirement
As mentioned in the introduction to this paper, this section addresses the Southern Zone resolution’s
request for alternatives to the current additional education requirement. Two things to note are that an
EAC/ABET engineering bachelor’s degree is assumed to be a prerequisite in all of the alternatives and
that the amount of hours and years mentioned below are merely suggestions and would need to be
analyzed if the Council decides to move in one of these directions.
During the discussions about what alternatives to present in this analysis, the task force deliberated on
whether to include rescission of language about the additional education requirement that the Council
voted to add in the Model Law and Model Rules in 2006. A motion was made to accept all of the
alternatives listed below, including one about rescinding the current definition. A motion was then made
to amend the original motion by removing “rescission” as an alternative. The amendment passed by a 6:5
vote of the task force members; the nonvoting society resources took a straw poll vote and were equally
split. The task force then voted on the amended motion to present the following alternatives as shown
below. The amended motion passed by a 7:2 vote.
What the task force presents here is a list and not an analysis of the viability or equivalency of the items in
the list. Just as the master’s or equivalent has been researched and developed over a number of years,
these alternatives would need to be further studied and defined in the future.
A. Continuing education between the FE and PE exams
Similar to the continuing education required in the Model Law for a P.E. to maintain a license,
individuals who are beginning their engineering career should also be expected to continue their
education. During the period in between taking the FE and PE exams, the candidate would be required
to take courses totaling 150 contact hours (approximately 10 college credit hours) in areas germane
to the applicant’s area of practice. As with the present additional education requirement, criteria
should be developed that would allow either credit or noncredit courses to be accepted. In its
discussions, the task force envisioned that the contact hours were to have more rigor and assessment
than most jurisdictions’ requirements for a professional development hour. The clearinghouse
function in this alternative would be to ensure that the provider and the coursework were of the rigor
and assessment appropriate in advancing the applicant’s ability to practice as a professional. The
hours taken by the applicant should supplement the professional experiences gained during 4 years of
professional practice.
B. Continuing education between the FE and PE exams with mentoring
This alternative includes all of Alternative A described above, plus the implementation of a structured
mentoring program that would assure the quality of the professional experience. This could be a
program similar to Canadian, Australian, and architecture programs.
For example, the architects have developed an intern development program that requires an
architectural intern to have two mentors who are registered architects; one is the intern’s supervisor
and the other is selected by the intern. Specific professional categories that apply to the work
environment are identified. The intern is mentored for 700 hours over 3 years and must submit
documentation along the way on what he or she has covered.
C. Continuing education between the FE and PE exams with 6 years’ experience
This alternative includes all of Alternative A described above, except that the hours taken by the
applicant should supplement the professional experiences gained during 6 years of professional
practice.
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D. Master professional engineer
This alternative is a market‐driven approach where an individual’s knowledge in a specific discipline
would be enhanced by additional education. The idea of a master professional engineer is consistent
with what is done in the United Kingdom with the chartered engineer designation. In the United
States, the master professional engineer concept is similar to that of the structural engineer in
discipline‐specific title act states. Most individuals who pursue the discipline of structural engineering
will major in civil engineering with an emphasis in structural engineering. They then go on to
graduate school to specialize in structural and get a master’s degree either in structural or civil
engineering. The master professional engineer license would be available only to those choosing the
additional education path, but it could be broadened to any engineering discipline offering a master’s
program.
In this alternative, the P.E. licensing requirements with regard to education would revert to those in
effect prior to the 2006 change to the Model Law, i.e., an EAC/ABET bachelor’s degree and 4 years of
experience.
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Southern Zone Resolution Passed by NCEES at the 2008 Annual Meeting
Concerning the bachelor of engineering degree plus thirty credit hours (B+30) as a requirement for
engineering licensure
WHEREAS,
Some have expressed support of the concept of additional engineering education for all
engineers (not just those who choose the path to professional licensure); and
WHEREAS,
Some believe that the educational community will adapt to teaching students the
fundamental body of knowledge needed to be entry‐level engineers in the profession; and
WHEREAS,
Some believe that technology allows for greater efficiency in analyzing and solving
technical problems, using less classroom and study time than at previous times; and
WHEREAS,
The B+30 concept, as currently constructed, only impacts the engineers who become
licensed; and
WHEREAS,
Some contend that the engineering licensure process should not be compared to other
professions; and
WHEREAS,
Some question the strength of the correlation between credit hours required for the
bachelor’s degree and the competency of entry‐level engineers via items such as lower
FE/PE pass rates, the production of less competent practicing engineers, or other
measures; and
WHEREAS,
Some are concerned that placing additional curriculum requirements would adversely
affect meeting a perceived shortage of licensed professional engineers in this country; and
WHEREAS,
The B+30 concept has been opposed by some professional engineering organizations; and
WHEREAS,
The B+30 concept may not be easily adopted into individual state statutes and, where
adopted, some are concerned that comity between states will be put into jeopardy; and
WHEREAS,
The 2007 NCEES resolution regarding a greater effort to include ABET in the goal of
additional education has led to discussions between these organizations’ leadership;
therefore, be it
RESOLVED,
That the NCEES president charge a committee/task force (and it is recommended that this
committee/task force be the current B+30 Task Force) with the development of a written
analysis of 1) the above listed points as appropriate; 2) the potential educational,
professional, regulatory, and economic impact of B+30; and 3) any alternative solutions to
the concept of additional education that have been or might be identified (including items
such as additional experience before licensure in lieu of additional education, etc.). The
purpose of these reports would be to allow NCEES jurisdictions to make better‐informed
decisions regarding B+30. It would be expected that this analysis could be completed by
the time of the 2009 Interim Zone Meetings.
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Background on the NCEES Additional Education Initiative
Prepared by the NCEES Engineering Education Task Force
May 2009
In 2000, NCEES President Richard Cottingham, P.E., P.S., assembled the Engineering Licensure
Qualifications Task Force (ELQTF). The task force was made up of 12 NCEES members (later reaching 15
in 2002), including representation from all four NCEES zones and four past presidents. In addition,
several engineering organizations (Member Organizations) agreed to participate directly on the task force
by sending delegates. Each had voting rights on the task force and participated in the development of the
report. The Member Organizations were as follows:
 American Academy of Environmental Engineers
 ABET
 American Council of Engineering Companies
 American Society for Engineering Education
 ASEE Engineering Deans Council
 American Society of Civil Engineers
 American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air‐Conditioning Engineers
 American Society of Mechanical Engineers
 Canadian Engineering Qualifications Board
 Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers–USA
 National Society of Professional Engineers
Approximately 10 other engineering organizations agreed to be Consulting Organizations. These
organizations were provided information from the ELQTF deliberations and were requested to comment
as appropriate.
ELQTF’s charge was to perform a baseline review of the engineering licensure system, consider the
various stakeholder perspectives in licensure, identify issues and concerns, develop alternatives to the
current system, and make recommendations for improvement. The task force focused on the three
qualifications for licensure—education, experience, and examination—and considered other related
issues such as the industrial exemption and continuing education. The full task force met for the first time
in April 2001. NCEES President Ted Fairfield, P.E., reconstituted ELQTF for Council‐year 2001–02 to
complete its work. During the two‐year period, the task force held six face‐to‐face meetings.
Relative to the educational qualification for licensure, ELQTF noted several concerns. These included the
following:
 Engineering has fallen behind other learned professions in preparing students for practice;
 Credit requirements for undergraduate engineering degrees have steadily declined;
 The depth of education in core subjects has declined;
 The knowledge base required for competent practice is expanding;
 Greater specialized technical competence is needed than required in previous generations; and
 ABET criteria reflect an increase in the requirements for nontechnical training. This, coupled with the
decline in the total credit hour requirements, resulted in a reduction of the available hours for
technical training.
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Based on these concerns, ELQTF concluded that “additional education beyond the current 128 +/– credit
hour programs is necessary in the future to prepare students for engineering practice” and recommended
that the Model Law be revised to require a bachelor’s degree plus additional coursework. The task force
did not prescribe the amount of additional education that should be required.
The ELQTF report was issued in March 2003 and presented to NCEES at each zone meeting in the spring
of 2003 and at the Annual Meeting in August 2003. At the 2003 NCEES Annual Meeting in Baltimore, the
report was presented and accepted, and the Council approved the following motion:
Move that the President consider charging LQOG [the Licensure Qualifications Oversight Group] with
researching the conclusions and recommendations contained in the ELQTF report and preparing
appropriate recommendations for NCEES consideration.
NCEES President Robert Krebs, P.E., L.S., formed the Licensure Qualifications Oversight Group (LQOG) in
late 2002. LQOG was made up exclusively of NCEES members. It included representatives from all zones
and the full range of NCEES membership—including engineering members, public members, emeritus
members, and administrators. Its charge was to review the ELQTF recommendations from the regulatory
perspective and to bring specific recommendations forward for consideration by NCEES. The group had
been formed before ELQTF completed its report so that LQOG members could observe ELQTF at its last
meeting in January 2003. NCEES President Donald Hiatte, P.E., reconstituted LQOG during Council‐year
2003–04 following the approval of the ELQTF motion.
LQOG reported its progress to the Council at the 2004 NCEES Annual Meeting in Cleveland. After
considerable discussion, the group agreed with the ELQTF recommendations on engineering education
and unanimously passed a supporting motion as follows:
Move that the President consider initiating a process to determine specific recommendations regarding
additional engineering education for the purpose of licensure and prepare an implementation plan.
The motion passed. NCEES President Jon Nelson, P.E., reconstituted LQOG for Council‐year 2004–05,
providing a second year of deliberation.
At the 2005 NCEES Annual Meeting in Memphis, LQOG made a motion to add specific language to the
Model Law relative to additional education. The motion was based on several arguments similar to those
of ELQTF:
 Other professions have increased their educational requirements, while engineering has effectively
decreased its requirements through the reduction in credit hour requirements;
 The curriculum emphasis has shifted, resulting in an increase in general studies and decrease in core
engineering subjects and subjects relating to technical breadth and depth;
 At the same time, “the practice of engineering is becoming more complicated” and “the body of
knowledge required for the practice of engineering in the future and for the continued adequate
protection of the public health, safety, and welfare is beyond the scope” of the “traditional four‐year
engineering curricula in the U.S.”
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The motion resulted in significant discussion, and it was amended on the floor as shown below (double
strikethrough and double underlines show amendments to the motion made at the Annual Meeting):
Move that the Uniform Procedures and Legislative Guidelines Committee be charged with incorporating
the following language requiring additional engineering education into the Model Law and Model Rules
no sooner than 2010 unless recommended otherwise by UPLG in 2006.
Graduation with a bachelor of science degree from an engineering program of four years or more
accredited by EAC/ABET, or equivalent, plus 30 additional credits from an approved course provider(s)
in upperlevel undergraduate or graduatelevel coursework in professional practice and/or technical
topic areas. The additional education requirements would be implemented no sooner than 2010.
The motion passed by a narrow margin (35 in favor, 26 against, 9 not voting). Some of the arguments
against included the following:
 There is no evidence that there is a problem, e.g., the level of disciplinary actions for incompetence is
not on the rise;
 The recommendation in the motion is not well defined and could result in variable requirements from
state to state, leading to comity problems; and
 The problem should be addressed by ABET through accreditation.
Following the meeting, NCEES President Martin Pederson, L.S., charged the 2005–06 Committee on
Uniform Procedures and Legislative Guidelines (UPLG) to modify the Model Law to require additional
education as a base requirement for licensure and to consider the language recommended by LQOG.
At the 2006 NCEES Annual Meeting in Anchorage, UPLG brought forth two motions. They addressed the
proposed language of the LQOG motion in the Model Law (Motion 3) and added another requirement to
the Model Rules that was not specifically raised by LQOG (Motion 4). They also revised the phrase “no
sooner than 2010” in the LQOG motion by adding a phrase in both the Model Law and Model Rules stating
that the requirements would be effective January 1, 2015.
UPLG Motion 3 addressed the Model Law and LQOG language requiring the “additional 30 credits of
acceptable upper‐level or graduate‐level coursework from approved course providers.” The UPLG
language dropped the reference to coursework being “in professional practice and/or technical topic
areas.” After lengthy debate, the motion passed (39 in favor, 27 against, 4 not voting) and the Model Law
was thus amended.
Arguments for the motion included the following:
 The same and similar arguments raised at past meetings;
 The proposed change emanated from a high level of study and deliberation not only in UPLG but also
LQOG and ELQTF, and ELQTF was a task force that included representation from a significant cross‐
section of the profession;
 NCEES represents engineering licensure in the United States and should be the leader on this issue;
and
 Adding the proposed language to the Model Law should help to engage in the debate other
engineering societies that represent the profession.
Arguments against the motion included the following:
 The same and similar arguments raised at past meetings;
 Additional data is needed to support the concept before the Model Law is changed;
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Because the issue is not favored by a significant number of licensure jurisdictions, adoption into the
Model Law could result in serious comity problems;
Several terms in the proposed Model Law language need additional definition, and the changes should
not be adopted until they are completed; and
While the additional credit hour approach may be appropriate for civil engineering, it will not
necessarily be appropriate for other disciplines.

UPLG offered another motion to change the Model Rules to allow individuals who complete five‐year
engineering programs to request that some of their credits, earned as part of their undergraduate work,
be applied to the 30 additional credit‐hour requirement. This motion was amended on the floor to allow
individuals who complete engineering degrees “requiring more than 120 credits” to request credit for
hours “in excess of 120 credits” be applied to the 30 additional credit requirement. This motion passed
with little discussion, but it created some concern later when it was interpreted by some as establishing a
minimum standard of 120 hours for bachelor’s degrees. Establishing such a standard was not the intent of
the clause. The intent was to recognize that not all engineering programs carry the same credit‐hour
requirements and to provide a means to accommodate the differences.
At the 2006 Annual Meeting, UPLG also recommended in its report that approved credits and approved
course providers needed to be defined. NCEES President Louis Raimondi, P.E., P.S., charged UPLG to
address this recommendation during Council‐year 2006–07, and UPLG brought back recommendations.
However, upon review of the recommendations and based on the discussion of the recommendations at
the 2007 interim zone meetings, the NCEES Board of Directors requested that these recommendations
not be presented in the form of motions at the 2007 Annual Meeting. Instead, the Board suggested that
UPLG report its progress and recommendations and pass them on to a separate task force for specific
deliberation during Council‐year 2007–08. UPLG agreed to the board’s request, and no motions relative to
the additional education requirements were offered at the 2007 NCEES Annual Meeting in Philadelphia.
While there were no committee‐generated motions on the initiative in Philadelphia, the Nevada Board
presented a motion from the floor to rescind UPLG Motion 3 (the addition of the bachelor’s plus 30
requirement to the Model Law) passed by NCEES at the 2006 Annual Meeting.
Nevada raised several points in presenting the rationale for its motion, including the following:
 The board acknowledged and commended ASCE’s effort to “raise the bar” in engineering education,
but pointed out that NCEES is made up of state‐appointed licensing boards and is not the proper body
to bring about such change;
 It noted that the additional 30 credit hours only address the education of those pursuing licensure
(approximately 20 percent of all graduates) and thereby leave out the larger issues facing engineering
education;
 It suggested that implementation will be very difficult; and
 It noted the divisive nature of the debate within the Council.
Proponents of the initiative cited the following:
 The change is proposed for the future, and adequate time can be provided to work out the difficulties
in implementation;
 The additional educational requirements are necessary toward fulfilling the Council’s mission to
protect the health, safety, and welfare of the public; and
 More time is needed to develop the definitions of acceptable coursework and approved course
providers before the Council makes a final decision.
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After lengthy discussion, NCEES voted down the motion to rescind (19 in favor, 40 opposed, 11 not
voting), thus upholding the 2006 decision.
In a related matter at the 2007 Annual Meeting, the Western Zone presented a resolution resolving:
That NCEES strongly urges ABET to institute a set of minimum number of credits that shall be required
to graduate with a bachelor’s degree in engineering; that a set percentage of the total required credits
shall be courses defined by ABET as “engineering topics, consisting of engineering sciences and
engineering design appropriate to the student’s field of study”; and that the professional societies that
oversee the ABET accreditation of each engineering program shall determine these parameters.
This resolution passed (41 in favor, 24 opposed, 3 not voting).
Following the 2007 NCEES Annual Meeting, NCEES President Gene Corley, Ph.D., P.E., S.E., sent a letter to
ABET outlining the Western Zone resolution. The resolution was discussed at a leadership meeting
between both organizations in the fall of 2007 and was part of a presentation of the additional education
initiative that was made by NCEES to the ABET Board of Directors in March 2008. As of the spring of
2009, ABET had not formally responded to the resolution, but indications from ABET are that the
organization is not in a position to implement such requirements.
In 2007, President Corley also constituted a new task force, the Bachelor’s Plus 30 Task Force, and
charged it with addressing the UPLG recommendations as well as devising a strategy to assist Member
Boards with implementing the additional education requirements. The task force was also charged with
addressing potential barriers to mobility that could result from implementing the requirement and with
developing definitions for approved coursework and approved course providers.
At the 2008 NCEES Annual Meeting in Minneapolis, NCEES passed several UPLG and Bachelor’s Plus 30
Task Force motions relating to the additional education initiative. One UPLG motion amended the
previously approved Model Law and Model Rules language that added the additional 30 credits as a
requirement for licensure. It moved the earliest effective date of implementation for the new
requirements from 2015, as originally passed, to the year 2020 and footnoted the effective date for
clarification as follows:
The implementation of these provisions in all jurisdictions is anticipated to take a number of years, so the
actual effective date will vary by jurisdiction. A minimum 8year transition period subsequent to
adoption by a jurisdiction is recommended to allow jurisdictions and prospective licensees to prepare for
the new requirements. The 2020 date was selected as the earliest reasonable date for adoption by a
jurisdiction based on a 4year implementation period plus an 8year transition period for firsttime
licensure candidates.
Thus, the Council clarified that the effective date contained in the Model Law is intended to serve as an
example, not set a requirement or even a target at this point. This motion passed with no discussion.
Another UPLG motion proposed modified Model Rules language relative to the motion passed (as
amended on the floor) at the 2006 Annual Meeting allowing credits taken in excess of 120 hours to
potentially count toward the additional 30 credits requirement. The wording of the clause was revised
to state:
Effective January 1, 2020, a graduate of an EAC/ABETaccredited baccalaureate program may request
that credits earned in excess of the institution’s requirements for the acceptable degree be applied to
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satisfy the requirements for an additional 30 credits of acceptable upperlevel undergraduate and/or
graduatelevel coursework.
The new language removed the specific reference to 120 credits to eliminate the implication that
120 credit‐hour programs represent a minimum standard for bachelor’s degrees in engineering.
This motion also passed with no discussion.
The Bachelor’s Plus 30 Task Force offered three motions. One motion called for a committee to be
charged with exploring the idea of creating a clearinghouse to carry out activities needed to implement
the additional education requirements for licensure. This motion passed with no discussion on the floor.
A second motion recommended charging UPLG with incorporating the M‐ABET (a degree from an ABET‐
accredited master’s program) concept into the Model Law and Model Rules. This motion also passed with
no floor discussion.
The third motion presented conceptual language defining the acceptable coursework and approved
course providers acceptable in fulfilling the requirement. This motion created some debate. The Rhode
Island Board pointed out that it would be difficult to convince state legislatures to pass such language
since, in its opinion, the language is rather vague and would require significant judgment in its
assessment. The board also noted the possibility of eliminating the 30 additional credits in favor of simply
requiring a master’s degree as the educational requirement for licensure. Following floor debate, this
motion passed.
At the 2008 Annual Meeting, the Council adopted an important resolution initiated by the Western Zone,
which was subsequently modified by the Southern Zone and amended on the floor. The idea behind this
resolution was to reopen the debate on the merits of requiring additional education prior to licensure and
to identify possible alternative solutions to this concept. Proponents of the resolution felt that Member
Boards should have an opportunity to revisit the issues related to the future requirements for additional
education five years after its first introduction by NCEES.
In essence, the Southern Zone resolution called for a written analysis of the following:
 Various Whereas statements, as appropriate;
 The potential educational, professional, regulatory, and economic impact of the additional education
requirement; and
 Any “alternative solutions to the concept of additional education that might have been or might be
identified.”
After passage of this resolution, NCEES President Henn Rebane, P.E., constituted the Engineering
Education Task Force (formerly called the Bachelor’s Plus 30 Task Force) for Council‐year 2008–09 and
charged it to address the resolution as well as to continue the work of defining the additional educational
requirements. Another charge required the task force to prepare a white paper addressing the history
and issues involved in the initiative. This paper is the task force’s response to that charge.
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