[

GAZETTE

]

DECISION AND REASONS
In the matter of a hearing under the Professional Engineers Act and in the matter of a
complaint regarding the conduct of CHUNG-WAI CHAN, P.ENG., a member of the Association
of Professional Engineers of Ontario, and M.V. SHORE ASSOCIATES (1993) LTD., a holder of a
Certificate of Authorization.

This matter came on for hearing before a panel of
the Discipline Committee on February 2, 2009 at
the Association of Professional Engineers of Ontario
(PEO or association) in Toronto. The association
was represented by Neil J. Perrier. Chung-Wai Chan,
P.Eng. (Chan or member), and M.V. Shore Associates (1993) Ltd. (MVS), were represented by Gary
W. Gibbs. David P. Jacobs acted as independent
legal counsel (ILC).
THE ALLEGATIONS
Counsel for the association filed a Statement of Allegations signed by the chair of PEO’s Complaints
Committee and dated June 20, 2008.
The panel was advised of certain corrections to
the original document. The corrected allegations
against Chan and MVS are as follows:
1. Chan was, at all material times, a member of the
Association of Professional Engineers of Ontario.
2. MVS was, at all material times, the holder of a
Certificate of Authorization (C of A) to offer and
provide to the public services that are within the
practice of professional engineering, and was
responsible for supervising the conduct of its
employees and taking all reasonable steps to
ensure that its employees, including Chan, carried on the practice of professional engineering
in a proper and lawful manner. Chan was one of
the professional engineers responsible for the
services provided by MVS.
3. MVS was retained to review and comment on
reports and testing performed by Bowser Techni-
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cal Inc. on the heating, air conditioning and ventilation (HVAC) systems of two single-family
residences in Oakville, Ontario. The residences
were production townhouses/units built by a
local builder, Fernbrook Homes. The engineering
comments and verification services provided were
for 2346 Woodfield Road and 2350 Woodfield
Road, Oakville, Ontario, but were applicable to
the other homes in the townhouse development
to resolve the heating and cooling situations.
4. On or about November 18, 2004, MVS provided a report to Tarion Warranty Corporation
(Tarion) that was signed by Rudy Zugec
(Zugec), a principal of MVS, but not a professional engineer. The November 18, 2004 report
included the following as the professional opinion of MVS:
(a) The existing/installed HVAC equipment
would deliver air flow of 1100 cubic feet per
minute (cfm);
(b) The Bradford White eF Series model water
heater recommended (to replace existing equipment) was capable of providing a 180-degree
water supply and that 130 degrees would suffice
to produce the required BTUs; and
(c) If, after these alterations were completed, the
required cfm was not achieved, then another
Energy Product A/C coil model RM would be
required to satisfy the heating and cooling for
this dwelling.
5. On or about February 21, 2005, MVS provided
a report to Tarion signed by Zugec and sealed by
Chan. The February 21, 2005 sealed report
included the following:
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(a) Based on calculations performed by Air Deflections,
it was determined a velocity of 903 cfm was produced through the air handler;
(b) Based on the water temperature and availability
from the tank, it was calculated there was more
than adequate heating for 2350 Woodfield Road;
(c) Downsview Heating (Downsview or contractor)
conducted temperature readings in each room
and it was determined that the temperature in
each room was in close relation to that set on the
thermostat; and
(d) Based on alterations/recommended unit(s) to the
residential units, it was their professional opinion
that repairs of this nature be conducted on other
Tarion-warranted homes to resolve the heating and
cooling situations.
6. Concerns regarding the work of MVS and Chan,
and deficiencies in the prescribed HVAC remediation included the following:
(a) They prescribed remediation measures to the HVAC
systems with no scientific basis;
(b) They provided services deficient and devoid of
mechanical engineering expertise;
(c) They advised that proposed remediation prescribed
would be similarly applicable to all affected properties without evidence of heating and cooling
sufficiency and proven insufficiency to achieve projected air flows;
(d) They provided engineering reports that lacked the
required professional engineering input;
(e) They provided professional opinions without the
authorship, stamp and signed confirmation of a
qualified professional engineer;
(f) They provided erroneous conclusions with no
apparent independent analysis or measurement; and
(g) They provided engineering services that failed
to maintain the standards that a reasonable
and prudent practitioner would maintain in
the circumstances.
7. PEO obtained an independent third-party
report from Greg Allen, P.Eng. (Allen), of Sustainable Edge Ltd., regarding the standard of
practice of Chan and MVS in relation to the
subject properties. Among other things, Allen
concluded that:
(a) MVS rendered engineering reports that did not
bear the seal of a licensed professional engineer;

32

ENGINEERING DIMENSIONS

(b) MVS reports, including a report sealed by Chan,
appeared to have no independent analysis or
measurement;
(c) MVS reports, including the report sealed by Chan,
were without supporting documentation;
(d) MVS reports, including the report sealed by
Chan, contained errors in that there was no scientific basis for contending that the prescribed
measures would correct air flow, heating and
cooling deficiencies;
(e) MVS and Chan provided an engineering opinion
that similar repairs be conducted on other Tarion
warranted homes to resolve the heating and cooling
situations without having conducted the required
investigations and engineering analysis;
(f ) The services provided by MVS were devoid of
mechanical engineering expertise; and
(g) The work performed by MVS and Chan failed
to maintain the standards that a reasonable
and prudent practitioner would maintain in
the circumstances.
8. It is alleged that Chan and MVS:
(a) provided engineering services that failed to maintain the standards that a reasonable and prudent
practitioner would maintain in the circumstances;
(b) failed to make responsible provision for the safeguarding of life, health and property regarding
prescribed remediation of the HVAC systems;
and
(c) failed to make reasonable provision for complying with applicable statutes, standards, codes and
rules in connection with the prescribed remediation of the HVAC systems.
9. It is alleged that Chan is incompetent as defined
in section 28(3)(a) of the Professional Engineers
Act, and that Chan and MVS are guilty of professional misconduct as defined in section
28(2)(b) of the Professional Engineers Act.
STATEMENT OF AGREED FACTS
Counsel for the association advised the panel that
agreement had been reached on the facts and introduced a Statement of Agreed Facts, which provides
as follows:
1. Chan was, at all material times, a member of the
Association of Professional Engineers of Ontario.
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2. MVS was, at all material times, the holder of a
C of A to offer and provide to the public services
that are within the practice of professional engineering, and was responsible for supervising the
conduct of its employees and taking all reasonable steps to ensure that its employees, including
Chan, carried on the practice of professional
engineering in a proper and lawful manner. Chan
was the professional engineer responsible for the
services provided by MVS.
3. MVS was retained by Downsview to review and
comment on a report and testing performed by
Bowser Technical Inc. on the HVAC systems of
two single-family residences in Oakville, Ontario.
The residences were production
townhouses/units built by a local builder, Fernbrook Homes. The engineering comments and
verification services provided were for 2346
Woodfield Road and 2350 Woodfield Road,
Oakville, Ontario, but one report was stated to
be applicable to the other homes in the townhouse development to resolve the heating and
cooling situations.
4. On or about November 18, 2004, MVS provided
a report addressed to Tarion that was signed by
Zugec, a principal of MVS, but not a professional engineer. The November 18, 2004 report
included the following as the professional opinion of MVS:
(a) The existing/installed HVAC equipment would
deliver air flow of 1100 cubic feet per minute
(cfm) if installed with the maximum required
heating outlets specified by the manufacturer;
(b) The Bradford White eF Series model water
heater recommended (to replace existing equipment) was capable of providing a 180-degree
water supply and that 130 degrees would suffice
to produce the required BTUs; and
(c) After these alterations were completed, an air
flow test would be conducted. If the required
cfm measurement was not achieved, then another
Energy Product A/C coil model RM would be
required to satisfy the heating and cooling for
this dwelling.
5. On or about February 21, 2005, MVS provided a
report to Tarion signed by Zugec and sealed by
Chan. The February 21, 2005 sealed report
included the following:
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(a) Based on calculations performed by Air Deflections, it was determined that a velocity of 903
cfm was being produced through the air handler;
(b) Based on the water temperature and availability
from the tank, it was calculated there was more
than adequate heating for 2350 Woodfield Road;
(c) Downsview conducted temperature readings in
each room and it was determined that the temperature in each room was in close relation to
that set on the thermostat; and
(d) Based on alterations to the two tested residential
units, it was their professional opinion that
repairs of this nature be conducted on other Tarion warranted homes to resolve the heating and
cooling situations.
6. It is agreed that the work of MVS and Chan was
deficient and failed to meet the standard of practice of the profession as follows:
(a) They prescribed remediation measures to the
HVAC systems without adequate investigation or
engineering analysis;
(b) They advised that proposed remediation prescribed would be similarly applicable to all
affected properties without evidence of heating
and cooling sufficiency and proven insufficiency
to achieve projected air flows without adequate
investigation or engineering analysis;
(c) They provided professional engineering reports that
lacked adequate professional engineering input;
(d) They provided a professional engineering report
without the authorship, stamp and signed confirmation of a qualified professional engineer;
(e) They provided conclusions with inadequate independent analysis or measurement; and
(f ) They provided engineering services that failed
to maintain the standards that a reasonable
and prudent practitioner would maintain in
the circumstances.
7. It is agreed that neither of the residences at 2346
or 2350 Woodfield Road received an HVAC system that delivered the expected volume of air of
1100 cfm, despite the implementation of the recommendations contained in the reports of MVS
and Chan.
8. It is agreed that Chan and MVS:
(a) provided engineering services that failed to maintain the standards that a reasonable and prudent
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practitioner would maintain in the circumstances; and
(b) failed to make responsible provision for the safeguarding of health and property regarding
prescribed remediation of the HVAC systems.
9. It is agreed that Chan and MVS are guilty of
professional misconduct as defined in section
28(2)(b) of the Professional Engineers Act.
Counsel for the member stated that there were
variations between the Statement of Allegations
and Statement of Agreed Facts, as follows:
(a) The word “life” appearing in item 8(b) of the
Statement of Allegations had been dropped in
the Statement of Agreed Facts; and
(b) Item 8(c) of the Statement of Allegations was not
included in the Statement of Agreed Facts.
Counsel for the association advised that the association was withdrawing the allegation of
incompetence and that he would call no evidence
relating to the allegations that were being withdrawn.
The member waived the necessity of the association
adducing evidence with respect to the allegations of
professional misconduct to which he pled guilty.
Counsel for the association further advised that the
complainants were made aware of this.
The ILC advised that, under the act, counsel for
the association may have no authority to withdraw
part of the allegations and that there may be a conflict between the act and the rules of procedure of
the Discipline Committee, which rules appear to
permit such withdrawal.
Counsel for the association argued that, until the
rules of procedure of the Discipline Committee were
revised, both parties were bound by the rules. The
counsel for the member concurred with the counsel
for the association and submitted that there were
precedents for this in Discipline Committee decisions for over a decade in this regard.
PLEA BY MEMBER AND/OR HOLDER
The member admitted guilt on his own behalf and
on behalf of MVS (holder) as the professional engineer responsible for the C of A for the holder, as
outlined in the Statement of Agreed Facts.
The panel conducted a plea inquiry of the member and the holder and was satisfied that the
admission was voluntary, informed and unequivocal.
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WITHDRAWAL OF PANEL MEMBER
ILC advised the panel and the parties that certain
information had been brought to his attention by
one of the panel members, Phil Maka, P.Eng., who
had been contacted via telephone by a member of
the association and presented with information relevant to a number of hearings ongoing in the
association prior to the start of the hearing. As Maka
had no knowledge of the facts relating to this hearing prior to the start of the hearing, he did not
initially believe that the conversation could be relevant to this particular hearing. The relevancy became
apparent to him after the hearing commenced and
he brought the information to the attention of ILC.
None of the facts or opinions expressed in the
telephone conversation had been shared with other
panel members.
Both parties agreed that Maka should not continue
as a member of the panel and should recuse himself.
Maka withdrew from the panel and the hearing continued with the remaining panel members.
DECISION
The panel considered the following:
1. Statement of Allegations;
2. Statement of Agreed Facts (SAF);
3. Statement by PEO counsel that no evidence will
be submitted to the panel as to the allegation of
incompetence; and
4. The plea by the member and the holder.
The panel, therefore:
(a) accepted the member’s plea and found Chan and
MVS guilty of professional misconduct as
defined in section 28(2)(b) of the act; and
(b) determined that the burden of proof with respect
to the balance of allegations against the member
had not been met. Hence, the panel dismissed
the remaining such allegations.
REASONS FOR DECISION
The panel accepted the SAF and was satisfied in
regard to the finding of guilt with respect to misconduct. There was no evidence before the panel for it to
base any finding of guilt on the other allegations,
including incompetence, made against the member.
The conflicting positions of counsels as to the
enabling authority to accept the withdrawal were not
reconcilable; however, as no evidence was presented
by counsel for the association as to the balance of the
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allegations, an order of dismissal was appropriate as
the burden of proof had not been satisfied.
SUBMISSIONS RELATING TO THE PENALTY
A Joint Submission on Penalty was made to the panel
indicating agreement on three items, as detailed in the
penalty decision (items 1, 2, 3).
Counsel for the association submitted that the Discipline Committee should impose publication of the
Decision and Reasons, with names, in the official publication of the association as part of the penalty. Counsel
for the association argued that the member and C of A
holder were in serious dereliction of duty and this warrants publication with names.
Counsel for the member argued that publication
with names was unnecessarily punitive. As mitigation,
it was argued that the member had not previously been
before the Discipline Committee, had admitted allegations of professional misconduct and had co-operated
with the association to avoid protracted proceedings. It
was submitted that the member is remorseful and the
impugned actions are unlikely to be repeated.
PENALTY DECISION
The panel accepts the Joint Submission as to Penalty
and has considered the arguments made by both parties regarding publication, with or without names.
The panel orders that:
1. The member and the holder shall be reprimanded and the fact of the reprimand recorded
on the register for a period of 12 months;
2. The member and the holder shall submit a professional practice management plan to the
satisfaction of the registrar within six months of
the date of the hearing, failing which the member’s designation as a consulting engineer and
the permission for the holder to use the consulting engineer title shall be suspended until such
time as the member and the holder submit a
professional practice management plan to the
satisfaction of the registrar;
3. The member shall write and pass the professional practice examination (PPE) within 12
months of the date of this hearing, failing
which his licence shall be suspended. If the
member does not pass the PPE within 24
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months of the date of this hearing, his licence
shall be revoked; and
4. This Decision and Reasons be published, with
names, in the official publication of the association.
REASONS FOR PENALTY DECISION
The panel considered the Joint Submission on
Penalty and concluded that the proposed penalty is
reasonable and in the public interest. Chan and the
holder have co-operated with the association and, by
agreeing to the facts and a proposed penalty, have
accepted responsibility for their actions and have
avoided unnecessary expense to the association.
In consideration of the penalty, the panel
employed the following guiding principles:
• protection of the public;
• maintenance of the image of the profession;
• general deterrence;
• specific deterrence; and
• rehabilitation.
The panel was satisfied that items 1, 2 and 3 of
the penalty decision satisfied the requirements relating to specific and general deterrence, as well as
rehabilitation of the member. The goal of rehabilitation should be addressed additionally by the efforts
of the member and holder in reviewing work practices to avoid recurrence.
There were no compelling reasons to exclude
names; publishing with names demonstrates openness as expected by the public. Also, the publication
of the decision with names serves as general deterrence to the other members of the profession,
reminding them of their specific responsibilities to
the profession and to the public. It also serves to
maintain a positive image of the profession in the
eyes of the public, indicating that such actions are
viewed seriously by the profession.
REPRIMAND
The member and the holder waived their right to
appeal, and the panel administered an oral reprimand following the hearing.
The written Decision and Reasons were dated
March 12, 2009, and were signed by Santosh Gupta,
PhD, P.Eng., as the chair on behalf of the other members of the discipline panel: Kam Elguindi, P.Eng.,
David Robinson, P.Eng., and Virendra Sahni, P.Eng.
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CALL FOR STANDING OFFERS–INDEPENDENT EXPERTS
FOR COMPLAINTS AND DISCIPLINE MATTERS
In 2007, PEO streamlined its process for identifying and
retaining the independent experts who may be used to support investigations. PEO established a cadre of prequalified
independent experts from a variety of engineering disciplines,
who could then be called upon to provide independent expert
services on an as-required basis and on pre-agreed terms. As
those agreements will expire at the end of this year, PEO is
issuing a new call for standing offers. Interested firms and
individuals who meet the qualifications described below are
invited to submit expressions of interest to PEO to enter into
standing offer agreements for the provision of independent
expert services.
From time to time in the course of its complaint investigation activities, PEO will retain an independent expert to
review the work of another practitioner and express an
opinion with respect to any errors, omissions and deficiencies in that work. Independent experts are also asked to
comment on the acceptable standard of practice for work of
the type in question. The independent expert may also be
asked to review and comment on a practitioner’s response to
the complaint.
In situations where a complaint leads to a hearing of the
Discipline Committee, the independent expert will likely be
asked to provide further services, including review and comment on expert reports produced for the defence, and expert
witness testimony during the discipline hearing.
In the absence of a formal complaint, the registrar has certain powers to appoint one or more people to investigate
whether an act of professional misconduct or incompetence
has occurred or whether there is cause to suspend or revoke a
licence or Certificate of Authorization. Such appointed people then report the result of the investigation to the registrar
(see section 33(1) of the Professional Engineers Act). While
PEO staff investigators are typically appointed in such matters, it is possible that an external expert will need to be
appointed to properly complete the investigation.
Minimum qualifications for independent experts

• P.Eng. status in Ontario;
• 15 years of experience in the designated engineering discipline;
• experience giving testimony as an expert witness (in a court
or before a tribunal); and
• clean discipline history (i.e. no findings of professional misconduct or incompetence in any engineering jurisdiction).
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Additional desirable characteristics

• consulting engineer designation by PEO; and
• membership in Consulting Engineers of Ontario.
Proposals for standing offers are sought in relation to
the following engineering disciplines

• civil–structural (wood/concrete/steel/other);
• civil–municipal;
• civil–geotechnical;
• civil–transportation/traffic;
• electrical–power engineering (generation/distribution/
commercial-industrial use);
• electrical–control systems;
• environmental–soil and groundwater (including environmental site assessments);
• environmental–water supply and wastewater treatment;
• environmental–drainage;
• geological–mining/resources;
• industrial–safety and health;
• mechanical–HVAC (residential/commercial/industrial);
• mechanical–machine design.
Note: This list reflects PEO’s most frequent demand for independent expert services. PEO will gladly consider expressions
of interest from qualified firms and individuals for services
related to engineering disciplines not on this list.
To maximize flexibility, PEO anticipates entering into
multiple standing offer agreements for each discipline listed.

RESPONDING TO THIS CALL FOR STANDING OFFERS
Individuals and firms wishing to respond to this call for standing
offers should direct their expressions of interest to the attention of
the deputy registrar, regulatory compliance, at PEO via mail, fax
(416-224-9974) or email (bmatthews@peo.on.ca). While a formal
proposal is not required, the expression of interest should include
information demonstrating compliance with the minimum
qualifications noted above, a current CV for the identified individual,
and a clear indication of the discipline or disciplines for which the
identified individual is being proffered.
Individuals and firms responding to this call for standing offers
must hold a valid Certificate of Authorization issued by PEO.
Expressions of interest are due at PEO no later than Monday,
October 19, 2009 at 4:30 p.m.
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ENFORCEMENT
EXPLAINED
This Q & A column aims to educate
members about some of the issues
PEO faces in protecting the public
against unlicensed individuals who
engage in the practice of professional
engineering, and in enforcing the title
protection provisions of the
Professional Engineers Act.

By Steven Haddock

Q. I am a limited licence holder. Which designations am I allowed to use to identify my status
with PEO?
A. The general regulation to the Professional
Engineers Act was amended, effective July 1, 2009,
to introduce new designations for limited licence
holders, formalize the common abbreviations for
“professional engineer,” and introduce other new
titles as “classes of persons” who are not members, but whose interests are related to those
of PEO.
Prior to these amendments, the only allowable
designation for limited licence holders was “limited licence holder.” In one case, PEO took
disciplinary action against a limited licence
holder who used the abbreviation “L.L.Eng.,” a
designation that is prohibited under the act as
limited licence holders cannot refer to themselves
as “engineer” or use an abbreviation of “engineer.” “Engineer” is, and remains, restricted to
holders of a full licence and those who hold a
temporary licence.

The amendments now introduce two new abbreviations–“Limited Engineering Licensee,” which may be abbreviated “LEL,” or
the French alternative “titulaire de permis restreint d’ingénieur,”
which may be abbreviated “PRI.” It is an offence for anyone without a licence to use either the title or the abbreviation pursuant to
the provisions of s. 40(2)(b) of the act, and other types of licence
holders (such as provisional licence holders) may be disciplined for
using the title without holding the necessary qualifications.
In addition, the regulations formalize the abbreviations
“P.Eng.” and “ing.” for “professional engineer” and “ingénieur,”
respectively. This is the first time these abbreviations have been
included in either the act or regulations. The new amendments
also make it clear that the use of either “engineer” alone or “professional engineer” is acceptable. Other abbreviations, most
commonly “P.E.,” are still protected titles, but should be avoided
in favour of the preferred abbreviation. However, the provisions in
s. 40(2)(a.1) and s. 40(2.1) of the act concerning the use of “engineer” by unlicensed people are still in force. This allows the use of
“engineer” combined with another word where it will not lead to
the belief a person is licensed or where using the title is allowed
under another Ontario statute, such as “operating engineer.” The
use of “engineering” in a title is still largely acceptable for unlicensed people.
In addition, “engineering intern” has been added as a class of
person, marking the first time this term has appeared in the act or
regulations. This is now clearly the preferred usage and largely
replaces “engineer-in-training” or “EIT.” “Engineering intern” is
not a prohibited title, although PEO will review on a case-by-case
basis anyone claiming intern status who isn’t registered with the
intern program, to determine if enforcement action or legal proceedings are necessary to protect the public.
The amendments do not deal with provisional licence holders,
who must continue to identify themselves as “provisional licence
holders” and who are not permitted to use any abbreviation, particularly any containing “engineer” or “eng.” For example, the use
of “P.Eng. (Prov.)” is clearly not allowed and the use of such titles
could result in loss of the provisional licence or a refusal by PEO
to issue a full licence.
The new amendments do not deal with title use by members
paying a reduced fee, i.e. members on fee remission may use titles
such as “P.Eng.” without restriction, although they may not
engage in any act of professional engineering.

Please report any person or company you suspect is violating the act. Call the PEO enforcement hotline at
416-224-9528, ext. 1444 or 800-339-3716, ext. 1444. Or email your questions or concerns to enforcement@peo.on.ca.
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Order form is online
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Publications Order Form

$

The Professional Engineers Act, R.S.O. 1990, Chapter P.28 ....................................................................................
Ontario Regulation 941/90 ........................................................................................................................................
Ontario Regulation 260/08 ........................................................................................................................................
By-law No. 1 ..............................................................................................................................................................

No.

Total

N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C

Practice Guidelines
Acting as Contract Employees (2001) ......................................................................................................................
Acting as Independent Contractors (2001) ..............................................................................................................
Acting Under the Drainage Act (1988) ....................................................................................................................
Acoustical Engineering Services in Land-Use Planning (1998) ..............................................................................
Building Projects Using Manufacturer-Designed Systems & Components (1999) ................................................
Commissioning Work in Buildings (1992) ................................................................................................................
Communications Services (1993) ..............................................................................................................................
Engineering Services to Municipalities (1986) ........................................................................................................
Environmental Site Assessment, Remediation & Management (1996)..................................................................
General Review of Construction as Required by Ontario Building Code (2008) ..................................................
Geotechnical Engineering Services (1993) ..............................................................................................................
Guideline to Professional Practice (1998) ................................................................................................................
Human Rights in Professional Practice (2009)..........................................................................................................
Land Development/Redevelopment Engineering Services (1994) ........................................................................
Mechanical & Electrical Engineering Services in Buildings (1997)..........................................................................
Professional Engineer as an Expert Witness (1997) ................................................................................................
Professional Engineer’s Duty to Report (1991) ........................................................................................................
Project Management Services (1991)........................................................................................................................
Reports on Mineral Properties (2002) ......................................................................................................................
Reports for Pre-Start Health and Safety Reviews (2001)........................................................................................
Roads, Bridges & Associated Facilities (1995) ..........................................................................................................
Selection of Engineering Services (1998) ................................................................................................................
Solid Waste Management (1993) ..............................................................................................................................
Structural Engineering Services in Buildings (1995)................................................................................................
Temporary Works (1993)............................................................................................................................................
Transportation & Traffic Engineering (1994) ............................................................................................................
Use of Agreements Between Clients & Engineers (2000) (including sample agreement) ......................................
Use of Computer Software Tools Affecting Public Safety & Welfare (1993) ........................................................
Use of the Professional Engineer’s Seal (2008) ......................................................................................................

10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
N/C
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00
10.00

Business Publications
Agreement Between Prime Consultant & Sub-Consultant (1993) per package of 10 ............................................
Licensing Guide & Application for Licence (2007) ..................................................................................................
Required Experience for Licensing in Ontario (2007)..............................................................................................
Schedule of Fees for Engineering Services (2001) ..................................................................................................

Fax to: 416-224-8168 or 800-268-0496
Phone: 416-224-1100 or 800-339-3716
Mail to: Professional Engineers Ontario
25 Sheppard Ave. W., Suite 1000
Toronto, ON M2N 6S9

10.00
N/C
N/C
10.00

Subtotal
Shipping and handling is included.
Please allow 10 days for delivery. 5% GST
Total

o Please charge to VISA number

Name
(please list all numbers on card)

Expiry Date

City

Signature

Province

o I have enclosed a cheque or money order made

Postal Code
Tel
Fax

payable to Professional Engineers Ontario.
Membership #

September 2009

Shipping Address

