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[ PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE ]

Providing clear direction

As this is my last message as PEO 
president, I would like to thank the council 
of 2013-2014 for their support during my 
term and our licence holders for bestowing 
on me the privilege of leading the profession. 

My tenure as PEO president came with 
an unexpected challenge. As I mentioned in 
the last issue of Engineering Dimensions, a 
search for a new registrar wasn’t something 
I expected during my term; however, I am 
glad I was able to participate in what I think 
is one of the most important duties of coun-
cil or of any board of governance. Hiring the 

right person to lead PEO sets the tone of our association for years to 
come and, undoubtedly, has a lasting impact on the success we have in 
carrying out our mandate. Some of you may have already met Gerard 
McDonald, MBA, P.Eng., who joined PEO as registrar on January 6 
and brings to the association a proven record of high-level regulation 
development and expertise, along with a commitment to focus PEO on 
its core mandate.

You may recall that my election platform in 2012 promised just 
that: a clear focus on regulatory activities. I am proud of council’s focus 
on regulation this term as we have had to deal with some critical regu-
latory issues. 

When I assumed the presidency in April 2013, we were at the height 
of our efforts to ensure proclamation of the repeal of section 12(3)(a) 
of the Professional Engineers Act, an exception that, regrettably, allows 
certain acts of engineering in a manufacturing setting to be performed 
by unlicensed employees. Although proclamation of this important leg-
islation was ultimately postponed, it remains on the government books 
until 2020. Undeterred, PEO has continued to press for its implemen-
tation. I have been meeting with MPPs, industry stakeholders and the 
media to raise awareness of the repeal and summon the facts. This issue 
is one of protecting safety in workplace environments and I remain 
concerned every time I read about another manufacturing accident 
where life has been lost or a worker has been harmed. So our resolve to 
see the repeal proclaimed remains steadfast. 

As president, I’m grateful to have had the expertise and support 
of five structural engineers on council and staff who, as a task force, 
addressed the issues and questions presented to PEO by the Elliot 
Lake Commission of Inquiry during its examination into the partial 
collapse of the roof-top parking deck of the Algo Centre Mall. I am 
very proud of the association’s contributions to the commission, 
which included participation in expert roundtable sessions and recom-
mendations intended to strengthen PEO’s regulation of engineering 
practice, and to help prevent similar tragedies from occurring again. 
I look forward to the commission’s final report in October 2014 and 

anticipate that we, as a profession, may have addi-
tional regulatory work ahead of us as a result. In 
anticipation of that report, and knowing what the 
inquiry has already asked PEO, council recently 
requested terms of reference for a task force to 
explore what PEO currently has in place for licence 
holder professional development, and whether it is 
sufficient to assure quality, competence and, ulti-
mately, public safety.

During the 2013-2014 council term, I remained 
true to my promise to carry on Past President Dix-
on’s [P.Eng., FEC] work with the Ontario Society 
of Professional Engineers (OSPE). I increased the 
frequency of our Joint Relations Committee meet-
ings to almost one a month (there were years in the 
past where the committee never met) to leverage our 
distinct roles in the profession. As I’ve stated previ-
ously, we have two engineering bodies in Ontario, 
leaving PEO the luxury of focusing on regulation, 
and OSPE on advocacy and member services. The 
distinction is obviously an important one but often 
gets overlooked, even in our best efforts to serve 
the profession. This continuous dialogue helps to 
provide clarity for the leadership groups of both 
organizations and makes us stronger in the process.

While significant work has been accomplished 
this year to improve the governance of our profes-
sion, there is still much to be done. A presidential 
term of one year is short by governance standards. 
Fortunately, our new registrar will be formulating 
a forward-looking corporate and strategic plan for 
council’s consideration that should assist in keeping 
PEO focused on its mandate.

With the 2014-2015 council being introduced 
at PEO’s 92nd annual general meeting in April, I 
would like to thank all of the candidates who put 
their names forward to serve the profession. PEO 
made a concerted effort to engage licence hold-
ers in the recent election (I hope you noticed the 
improved communications) and all those who 
placed their name on the ballot as candidates deserve 
our praise. I look forward to welcoming the new 
council next month in Niagara Falls and encourage 
you to join us to participate in the governance of 
your profession. Please visit www.peo.on.ca/index.
php?&ci_id=26496&event_id=27374&la_id=1 for 
all the details.

Annette Bergeron, P.Eng., 
FEC, President
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THIS ISSUE: : The ungrammatical expression, “if it ain’t broke, 
don’t fix it,” might apply to Ontario’s Professional Engineers Act. 
However, as the latest iteration of the act is now 30 years old, PEO 
is open to finding opportunities for its enabling legislation to be 
tuned up to accommodate a steadily changing regulatory landscape.
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dent Annette Bergeron, P.Eng., FEC, to keep the aforementioned 
repeal alive in the minds of government representatives, despite 
the premier’s decision last year to scrap the previously approved 
September 1 proclamation date. In that spirit, McDonald and 
Bergeron met with opposition party attorney general critic Julia 
Munro in January to reiterate PEO’s case (p. 8).

McDonald has also been hard at work getting to know how the 
organization’s many moving parts–volunteers, council and staff–
work together. He recently sat down with Michael Mastromatteo 
for a Q&A. The result, “PEO role no soft landing for new registrar” 
on page 30, will give members more insight into our new registrar’s 
initial impressions of PEO, his leadership style and his thoughts for 
improving PEO’s operations. Spoiler alert: He intends to build an 
even more efficient, member-focused organization.

In this issue we also announce the new inductees into PEO’s 
Order of Honour (p. 8), an honorary society that recognizes 
members who have demonstrated extraordinary service to the pro-
fession. In 2014, PEO will induct three new Companions to the 
order: David Euler, P.Eng., FEC, PMP, Diane Freeman, P.Eng., 
FEC, and Colin Moore, P.Eng., FEC. Three Officers and four 
Members will also be inducted. All will be recognized at a gala 
in their honour on April 25 in Niagara Falls, the evening before 
PEO’s annual general meeting April 26 (www.peo.on.ca/index.
php/ci_id/27696/la_id/1.htm). PEO’s G. Gordon M. Sterling 
Engineering Intern Award will also be presented at the gala to 
this year’s recipient, Heather Murdock, EIT (p. 10). The Sterling 
Award was introduced in 2010 and is awarded annually to an 
engineering intern to promote his or her leadership development 
(www.peo.on.ca/index.php/ci_id/2090/la_id/1.htm).

See you all in Niagara Falls!

A work in progress

[ EDITOR’S NOTE ]

To the casual observer, there may be 
a tendency to think that once a piece of 
legislation like the Professional Engineers 
Act (PEA) is put in place, it gathers dust 
from then on. But, in fact, there have been 
numerous revisions to the act since the last 
major version became law in 1984. 

One thing is clear. In the 1980s, the 
regulatory landscape was considerably 
different than it is today. Back in the 
day, the top issues were putting in place 

professional liability insurance, figuring out which profession-
als–architects or engineers–were responsible for which work, and 
expanding the Certificate of Authorization to sole practitioners 
offering engineering services. Fast forward a few decades and, 
without a doubt, the most high-profile issue today is repealing 
the industrial exception (section 12(3)(a) of the PEA)–a concept 
introduced in the 1984 act that still rankles and an issue PEO 
remains determined to resolve (see below and p. 8).

In “Ontario’s engineering act then & now: reflections on 
the past 30 years” (p. 24), we take the occasion of the 30th 
anniversary of this version of the PEA to shine a spotlight on 
the self-regulated engineering profession’s enabling legislation 
and discuss how it got to its current form, what it means for 
the profession today, and the fine tuning that could bring it 
more in line with current needs. 

Gerard McDonald, MBA, P.Eng., is still settling into his role 
as PEO registrar, having joined the organization just two months 
ago, but that doesn’t mean he hasn’t hit the ground running. 
One of McDonald’s first tasks has been to work with PEO Presi-

Jennifer Coombes 
Editor
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[ NEWS ]

PEO recommendations could find  
their way into Elliot Lake report

 
By Michael Mastromatteo

Members of PEO’s Elliot Lake Advisory 
Committee (ELAC) expect key recom-
mendations advanced by the regulator 

at the Bélanger inquiry into the partial collapse of 
the roof-top parking deck at a shopping mall in 
Elliot Lake will be incorporated into the inquiry’s 
final report.

The Elliot Lake Commission of Inquiry, led 
by the Hon. Paul Bélanger, commissioner, was 
established in July 2012, by the Ontario govern-
ment to look into events surrounding the June 
23, 2012 collapse at the Algo Centre Mall. The 
collapse resulted in the deaths of two Elliot Lake 
residents and injuries to several others.

PEO was granted standing at Part I of 
the commission, looking into events prior to 
the collapse. In August 2013, it presented 11 
recommendations aimed at establishing safer 
performance standards and building inspection 
routines in Ontario. The regulator established 
ELAC to develop its recommendations and final 
submission to the commission.

Chris Roney, P.Eng., FEC, BDS, chair of 
ELAC, represented PEO in November at a 
policy roundtable organized by the inquiry. 
PEO was invited as an expert to participate in 
the roundtable on the role of professionals and 
other building consultants. Each roundtable 
responded to a series of questions developed 
by commission counsel based on testimony at 

the hearings and submissions by participants. PEO’s submission and its 
response to the policy questions put by the commission are available from 
the Elliot Lake Inquiry page on PEO’s website at http://peo.on.ca/index.
php?ci_id=2289&la_id=1.

“Ministry staff anticipate that the report from the inquiry will call for 
changes to the building code and Building Code Act,” Roney told Engineer-
ing Dimensions January 
28. “Changes will likely 
be required to deal with 
maintenance of exist-
ing buildings, and the 
ability to enforce such 
maintenance. There 
may also be a call for 
a central registry of 
engineering reports 
on existing build-
ings, and an expansion 
of the powers of the 
chief building official to inspect and issue orders associated with unsafe 
conditions at existing buildings. The role and responsibilities of a prime 
consultant may also be written into regulation.”

Roney, a member of the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing’s 
Building Advisory Council, says the ministry is interested in coordinat-
ing any such changes with PEO’s recommendations to the inquiry. He 
cautioned, however, that while PEO can recommend regulations and the 
creation of new building standards, it remains up to the province to put 
them into effect.

Meanwhile David Adams, P.Eng., FEC, PEO president-elect and a 
member of ELAC, has recommended the inquiry consider incorporating an 
“engineer of record” protocol into its final report, to establish clear lines of 
authority and responsibility for engineering works. The concept was stud-
ied by PEO council in 2011. 

“By this I mean applying the engineer of record concept to bridges, 
overpasses, airplane design and manufacture, dust extraction systems, 
complex manufacturing cells, to name a few applications in Ontario 
not presently covered under engineering regulations in the act,” Adams 
says. “This will require amendments to the Professional Engineers Act, the 
Ontario and municipal building codes and professional practice in all areas 
of our housing, infrastructure and industrial factories in Ontario.”

The Bélanger commission is expected to deliver its final report by Octo-
ber 2014. The commission plans to share the contents of the report with 
residents of Elliot Lake prior to making it available to the public.

[      ]”Ministry staff  
anticipate that the  

report from the  
inquiry will call  
for changes to  

the building code  
and Building Code Act.”

Chris Roney, P.Eng., FEC, BDS, chair of ELAC
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[ NEWS ]

PEO continues to urge the province to proceed with plans to 
repeal section 12(3)(a) of the Professional Engineers Act, the so-called 
industrial, or machinery, exception.

In January, new PEO Registrar Gerard McDonald, MBA, P.Eng., 
and President Annette Bergeron, P.Eng., FEC, met with opposition party 
attorney general critic Julia Munro to present the regulator’s case on why 
the previously approved repeal of the exception needs to move forward.

The exception, which exists only in Ontario, permits some acts 
of engineering in a manufacturing setting to be undertaken by unli-
censed employees.

The Ontario government had initially announced the repeal, 
approved by the legislature as part of the Open for Business Act, 2010, 
would be proclaimed effective on March 1, 2013, but in late February 
postponed proclamation until September 1. In June, it surprised PEO 
by announcing that the September proclamation had been cancelled. 
The government has yet to set a new proclamation date, although the 
repeal provision can remain on the books as approved until 2020.

Over the months since the government’s abrupt proclamation 
cancellation, Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters and other manu-
facturing associations have spearheaded a campaign to make sure the 
repeal of the industrial exception is never proclaimed, suggesting that it 
would place unnecessary cost and logistical burdens on manufacturers.

In a January 17, 2014 letter to MPP Munro, Bergeron encouraged 
the attorney general critic to bring PEO’s concerns to the attention of 
her Progressive Conservative party colleagues.

“We invite you to encourage your caucus colleagues to further learn 
about how the repeal can protect employee safety and facilitate innova-
tion,” the letter states. “Your offer to continue the discussion and, if 
nothing else, soften the ground for a more receptive discussion with 
manufacturers, is greatly appreciated.”

Bergeron recognizes that there is “a long way to go” before consensus 
is reached on the repeal issue, but she and McDonald intend to keep the 
dialogue going so the regulator can present its full argument for repeal.

PEO, through its Government Liaison Program Committee and its 
Repeal of the Industrial Exception Task Force, has been making the 
case that the industrial exception represents a regulatory gap that makes 
it difficult for PEO to regulate any engineering practice in industry, 
is potentially putting workers at risk, and is out of step with the rest 
of the country, potentially impeding engineering labour force mobil-
ity. They also argue that eliminating the exception would not only not 
cause undue hardship for Ontario’s manufacturing sector, but would be 
a cost saver in lessening plant downtime and rework costs.

PEO working to 
keep repeal issue  
front and centre
By Michael Mastromatteo

This year, PEO will induct three Companions, 
three Officers and four Members into the Pro-
fessional Engineers Ontario Order of Honour 

(OOH). The OOH is an honorary society of PEO. 
Its purpose is to recognize professional engineers and 
others who have rendered outstanding service to the 
engineering profession in Ontario, primarily through 
the association. The honorees will be recognized at 
a ceremony on Friday, April 25, held in conjunc-
tion with PEO’s annual general meeting (AGM) in 
Niagara Falls. 

David W. Euler, P.Eng., FEC, PMP, who will be 
inducted as a Companion–the OOH’s highest dis-
tinction–has been involved in PEO’s North Bay 
Chapter for three decades, including 11 years on its 
executive. Euler was elected to PEO council in 2006 
as a Northern Region councillor. His volunteer 
commitments to PEO also included service on the 
Executive, Human Resources and Compensation, 
Discipline and Regional Councillors committees, as 
well as the Joint Relations Committee of PEO and 
the Ontario Society of Professional Engineers. Fol-
lowing his retirement from council in May 2012, 
Euler has continued to work for the profession as 
vice chair of PEO’s Ontario Centre for Engineering 
and Public Policy’s inaugural advisory board.

Diane Freeman, P.Eng., FEC, also a new Compan-
ion, has been involved in the Kitchener-Waterloo 
Chapter since receiving her P.Eng. licence in 1994. 
She was first elected to PEO council in 2003, rep-
resenting the Western Region. During her tenure as 
PEO president in 2010, she oversaw implementation 
of significant changes to the Professional Engineers 
Act. Despite the heavy demands of her consulting 
engineering career and, later, an additional position 
as an elected Waterloo City councillor, she has been 
a member of PEO’s Executive, Human Resources, 
Regional Councillors, Education and Discipline 
committees. Since 2011, Freeman has also provided 
valuable leadership as one of Ontario’s representa-
tives on the board of directors of Engineers Canada. 

10 engineers 
inducted into PEO’s 

Order of Honour
By Nicole Axworthy

Repealing section 12(3)(a) of the  

Professional Engineers Act:

An Issue of sAfety

And nAtIonAl stAndArds

Safety | Profit | One Standard

>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>

October 25, 2010–Section 12(3)(a) licence exception repealed  

from the Professional Engineers Act by Royal Assent of Bill 68,  

Open for Business ActAwaiting Proclamation
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Engineers

2014 Companions of the Order of 
Honour are (from top) David Euler, 
P.Eng., FEC, PMP, Diane Freeman, 
P.Eng., FEC, and Colin Moore, P.Eng., 
FEC.

New Companion Colin Moore, P.Eng., FEC, was first recognized for his service to PEO 
in 1996 when he was inducted as a Member of the order. In 2002, he was elected to his 
first of five consecutive, two-year terms as a West Central Region councillor. During these 
10 years, Moore was a member of several committees, including the Regional Councillors 
Committee, Discipline Committee, Audit Committee and Professional Standards Com-
mittee, which he chaired for four years. He has continued to be an active member of the 
Mississauga Chapter executive, on which he has now served continuously for 30 years with 
terms as chapter chair, vice chair, secretary and treasurer. He was also a driving force in 
bringing PEO’s AGM to Mississauga in 2003.

Robert Hindle, P.Eng., FEC, who is being inducted as an Officer, has been a member of 
PEO’s Complaints Committee since 1993. Respected for his careful, reasonable and sen-
sible judgment, Hindle took it upon himself to serve as lead reviewer on some of the more 
difficult complaint files, and to lead the committee through some challenging transitions 
in the way it conducts business. Under his leadership as chair from 2009 to 2012, the han-
dling and consideration of complaints was significantly improved, which has reduced the 
time taken to review cases, present the lead reviewer’s assessment, and reach decisions.

Ross L. Judd, MEng, PhD, P.Eng., FEC, has, for the last 35 years, been a leading advocate 
for the fair assessment of international engineering graduates seeking licensure in Ontario. 
First inducted into the OOH as a Member in 2002, Judd’s status will be upgraded to the 
level of Officer this year. He is recognized for his service on PEO’s Academic Require-
ments Committee. Also noteworthy are Judd’s ongoing contributions to the development 
of national standards. In 2009, he was appointed by PEO council to the National Frame-
work for Licensure Task Force. His input on the task force has enabled PEO to take a 
leadership role in the development of national admissions principles.

Glenn Richardson, P.Eng., FEC, who is being inducted as an Officer, has been a member 
of PEO’s Discipline Committee for 17 years, and a leading contributor to improving one 
of PEO’s vital regulatory responsibilities. During the time he chaired the committee from 
2011 to 2013, Richardson guided the committee through revised rules and procedures, 
terms of reference, and work and human resources plans, all aimed at expediting the work 
of discipline panels while ensuring the process is clear and fair to all parties. He has also 
served as a panelist for more than 20 matters referred to discipline. He chaired the panels 
in eight of the 13 matters he adjudicated between 2007 and 2011.

New Member Amanda J. Froese, P.Eng., FEC, has been a model volunteer and leader 
in both her chapter and community for 12 years. Her time on the Grand River Chapter 
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executive was preceded by active participation in a PEO task force on 
engineering interns (EITs) that resulted in increased influence and 
prominence for EITs in the chapter system by permitting their service 
on chapter executives. As chair in 2007 and 2008, Froese advocated 
for increasing the chapter’s role in the community by promoting chap-
ter events and initiatives. She also promotes volunteerism within the 
chapter, and can be credited for inspiring and recruiting newly licensed 
engineers and established professionals to become involved in the gov-
ernance of the association. 

Wanda Juricic, P.Eng., who will be inducted as a Member, has 
immersed herself in nearly all aspects of the Windsor-Essex Chapter’s 
operations, despite only joining its executive in 2006 when she received 
her P.Eng. licence. She has never hesitated to take on new roles with 
the executive, serving as education coordinator, certificate coordinator 
and two years as chapter chair. She successfully completed one of the 
Education Subcommittee’s most significant projects–an outreach video, 
entitled Take a Look at Engineering–and almost singlehandedly coor-
dinated the chapter’s winning bid to host PEO’s 2008 annual general 
meeting. Juricic has transferred her chapter experience to PEO’s wider 
education outreach activities through her 2010 appointment to the 
association’s Education Committee.

Vasilj Petrovic, P.Eng., PgMP, PMP, FEC, who will be inducted as a 
Member, has been chair, past chair or vice chair of the Kingsway Chap-
ter for the past 18 years. As chair from 2004 to 2005 and again from 
2010 to 2012, Petrovic led an initiative to host at least one major event 
each month and, as a result, directed one of the most active chapters 
in the province. He also built co-operation and collaboration among 
neighbouring Toronto-area chapters to stage larger, joint events, such 
as licence certificate presentations and seminars, and was instrumen-
tal in Kingsway Chapter’s development of scholarships for deserving 
high school students who plan on studying engineering in university. 
Perhaps his crowning achievement was organizing the play Tesla: An 
Evening with Genius, an event that attracted hundreds of people over 
three sold-out performances. 

New Member Dennis B. Pupulin, P.Eng., FEC, a member of the 
Windsor-Essex Chapter executive since 2004, has made a positive 
impact on its operations in such capacities as treasurer, vice chair and 
chair. As chair, Pupulin implemented measures of accountability within 
the chapter executive to ensure clarity of roles and responsible financial 
management. He also revitalized the executive by directly recruiting 
professional engineers from new fields and industries. A strong advocate 
for PEO’s outreach efforts to government, Pupulin has been a valued 
contributor to his chapter’s Government Liaison Program Subcommittee. 
He has also provided valuable guidance to PEO’s Professional Standards 
Committee as a member of its Forensic Engineering Subcommittee.

Heather Murdock, EIT, 
has been named the 
recipient of this 
year’s G. Gordon 
M. Sterling Engi-
neering Intern 
Award.

For Murdock, enroll-
ing in PEO’s Engineering Intern 
(EIT) program was the logical next 
step after graduating in civil engineering from 
Queen’s University. Murdock is now working 
with engineering consulting firm Hatch Mott 
MacDonald, where all engineering graduates are 
strongly encouraged to obtain their P.Eng. As 
an EIT, she has gained experience with a wide 
range of water management and transportation 
related projects, including inflow and infiltration 
analysis for a new wastewater collection tunnel, 
and looking at the impact of high-intensity rain 
events on the team’s designs. She has also been 
involved in implementing low-impact develop-
ment storm water features for a section of the 
Toronto subway system, storm water master 
planning for a small town, and environmental 
approvals work for Durham Region. 

Murdock’s leadership skills and commit-
ment to the engineering profession are further 
demonstrated through her extensive volunteer 
experience. She has been volunteering with 
Engineers Without Borders since 2008 and is 
co-director for its 2014 Global Engineering Sym-
posium. She leads communications initiatives 
and the scholarship subcommittee of the Water 
Environment Association of Ontario Young Pro-
fessionals, and also serves on the Hatch Mott 
MacDonald diversity committee as secretary 
and leader of a communications task force to 
improve visibility and bilingualism. Murdock has 
also become increasingly involved in PEO’s West 
Toronto Chapter.

The G. Gordon M. Sterling Engineering Intern 
Award promotes leadership development and 
is available to engineering interns who are in 
good standing with PEO’s EIT program.

“I am very optimistic about the future of the profession 

and the future of PEO. I look forward to a future where 

graduates of engineering schools see acquiring their P.Eng. 

as being as natural next step in their quest to achieve 

professional status as an engineer....Engineers need to 

be recognized as being engineers, and responsible to the 

profession, regardless of where their pursuit of innovation 

takes them.”G. Gordon M. Sterling, P.Eng. 

2001 PEO Annual General Meeting Incoming President’s Speech

Sterling6.3 x6.3 fa2.indd   2

5/7/09   2:32:32 PM

PEO announces recipient of 2014 
G. Gordon M. Sterling Engineering 

Intern Award
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A proposed new piece of legislation concerning infrastructure 
planning in Ontario that singles out architects but omits 
specific mention of PEO licence holders left PEO asking the 

government to explain its public policy rationale. However, it appears 
the oversight will be rectified with the infrastructure minister offering 
to amend the bill to account for PEO’s concerns. 

The Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act (Bill 141), which 
received first reading in the legislature November 26, 2013, and second 
reading on December 5, is designed, according to Infrastructure Min-
ister Glen Murray, to “promote strategic infrastructure planning and 
investment in Ontario.” If approved, it would see $35 billion invested 
in the construction of schools, hospitals, highways and transit in 
Ontario over the next three years–all with a view to supporting jobs.

As introduced, the bill failed to specifically mention PEO licence 
holders as among those who would need to be involved in the design 
of specific infrastructure, much of it clearly within the practice of 
professional engineering, although architects are cited specifically. 
The omission prompted President Annette Bergeron, P.Eng., FEC, 
to write the minister on January 20, saying PEO is “curious as to the 
public policy rationale for not citing holders of PEO licences along 
with architects in section 7(1) of the proposed act, defining who must 
be involved ‘in the preparation of a design for the construction of 
every infrastructure asset described in subsection (2).’” She noted that 
mentioned specifically in the subsection “are government-owned infra-
structure relating to transportation, including highways, bridges and 

Minister offers to fix 
infrastructure bill’s engineering omission

By Jennifer Coombes

Gerard McDonald, MBA, P.Eng., PEO registrar (left); Annette Bergeron, P.Eng., 
FEC, PEO president; Barry Steinberg, P.Eng., CEO, Consulting Engineers of 
Ontario (centre); and Mark Dietrich, CEO, Ontario Society of Professional 
Engineers (right) joined Glen Murray, minister of transportation and 
infrastructure, at the Residential & Civil Construction Alliance of Ontario’s Pre-
Budget Roundtable February 13.

transit stations, the design of which is clearly the 
practice of professional engineering.”

Acknowledging the omission, Minister Murray 
publicly offered on February 13 at the Residential 
& Civil Construction Alliance of Ontario’s Pre-
Budget Roundtable to amend the bill. A follow-up 
letter from President Bergeron suggests adding a new 
paragraph 2. to the bill’s current subsection 7(1) 
that reads: “A holder of a licence, temporary licence, 
limited licence or provisional licence as defined in 
section 1 of the Professional Engineers Act,” which 
mirrors the way architects are cited. Her letter says 
such an addition would provide “necessary regula-
tory clarity” and be “a step toward ensuring adequate 
engineering oversight is maintained in large, complex 
public infrastructure projects, such as Windsor’s Rt. 
Hon. Herb Gray Parkway, so that the end result is 
infrastructure that is beautiful, cost effective, and, 
most important, safe for use.”

The Ontario Professional Engineers Foundation for 

Education provides scholarships to encourage engineering 

students to pursue careers in the profession. Our aim is 

to reinforce high standards of professional competence 

through rewarding achievement and giving students an 

understanding of the traditional values of the profession so 

that they can accept the responsibilities of becoming pro-

fessional engineers.  

We are a non-profit, charitable organization governed by an 

elected Board of Directors. The scholarships are financed 

through donations from Ontario professional engineers.

Through the Benevolent Fund, the Foundation provides 

financial assistance to professional engineers in extenu-

ating circumstances.  

The Foundation also supports an Engineer-In-Residence ini-

tiative that provides volunteer engineers to support science 

and mathematics curriculum in schools across Ontario.

Please include the Foundation in your arrangements for 

planned giving this year. Just think of the difference a 

$35 donation could make.

101-40 Sheppard Ave. W., Toronto, ON  M2N 6K9   

Tel: 416.224.1100 or 1.800.339.3716    

Fax: 416.224.9527 or 1.800.268.0496  

www.engineersfoundation.ca

Building for the future	  

Ontario Professional Engineers
Foundation for Education
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GO FURTHER
Go beyond the BEng for the knowledge  
and skills needed to develop tomorrow’s 
solutions. 

Explore more than 40 areas of study  
in Carleton’s graduate programs in  
engineering, applied science and design  
(offered through the Ottawa-Carleton 
Joint Institutes). 

carleton.ca/engineering-design

graduate.carleton.ca

Employers must 
prepare for generational 

shifts in engineering 
workforce: survey

By Chrisy Wilson

Over the next five to 10 years, approximately 
17 per cent of Ontario’s engineers will have reached 
the age of retirement. These employees are primarily 
part of the baby boom generation, with an average 
of 18 years of service with their current employers. 

These observations stem from the most recent 
employer compensation survey conducted by Mer-
cer (Canada) Limited for the Ontario Society of 
Professional Engineers (OSPE). Compensation and 
workforce metrics data for more than 15,000 engi-
neers across six engineering responsibility levels and 
14 job types were collected from 212 organizations 
in both the private and public sectors. The 2013 
survey reflects data for engineers working in organi-
zations of all sizes, across a broad array of industries, 
located in 17 metropolitan areas across Ontario.

Need for a workforce plan
Canada’s population is aging, and a significant num-
ber of baby boomers are expected to retire in the 

coming years. As a result, many organizations will experience a loss of 
intellectual capital, causing critical skills gaps. Already, many compa-
nies are experiencing a shortage of highly skilled workers. While many 
employers are looking to hire, they are facing difficulty finding the 
right skills to meet their needs. Employers are also experiencing chal-
lenges finding employees with enough experience to fill their roles, with 
many looking for engineers with five or more years of experience.

This is a catch-22 situation as, on the flip side, new graduates often 
struggle to find work in their chosen profession and are not able to 
obtain the valuable experience that employers are looking for. With 
baby boomers exiting the workforce and generation X employees begin-
ning to fill their shoes, it will be increasingly important that generation 
Y employees (also referred to as millennials) are provided opportunities 
to gain the right experience to help fill resulting gaps in the workforce. 

Traditionalist
Born 1928-1945

1%

Baby boomer
Born 1946-1964

31%

Generation X
Born 1965-1979

37%

Generation Y
Born 1980-2000

31%

Figure 1: Distribution of the OSPE Employer Compensation Survey database by 
generation

Of all incumbents reported 
in the 2013 OSPE Employer 
Compensation Survey data-
base, generation X represents 
the largest proportion (37 per 
cent), followed closely by baby 
boomers and generation Y (at 
31 per cent each). Traditional-
ists represent only 1 per cent of 
survey incumbents, as shown in 
Figure 1.

These proportions may not 
seem alarming or create cause for 
concern. They may even make 
sense for many organizations, as 
their employees gain skills and 
experience and move up through 
the organizational structure. 
However, this distribution varies 
by industry, as shown in Figure 2. 
With approximately half of baby 
boomers set to retire within the next 
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five to 10 years, this demographic picture could have a tremendous impact on industries cur-
rently dominated by baby boomers. 

Based on data from the 2013 OSPE Employer Compensation Survey, at least two 
industries may need to address workforce planning issues sooner rather than later. 
Both the public sector and not-for-profit industry are heavily populated by baby 
boomers, with 46 per cent of engineers falling into that generation, as shown in 
Figure 2. Even if this sector is able to transition a large portion of generation X 
employees into the roles currently filled by baby boomers, organizations may strug-
gle to fill resulting gaps, as only 13 per cent of their current workforce comprises 
generation Y engineers. The high-tech/electrical products/telecom industry may also 
find itself in a similar situation, due to the lower proportion of generation Y engi-
neers (19 per cent); however, this industry is already dominated by generation X, so 
the impact may not be as great.

In terms of differences by industry for each generation, industries that have 
higher or lower compensation within the OSPE Employer Compensation Survey 
also represent the high and low end of the scale within each of the generations. The 
non-durable manufacturing industry has higher base salaries for each generation, 
while the durable manufacturing industry is at the low end of the spectrum for each 
generation, as shown in Figure 3.

Not only does the large-scale exit of baby boomers from the workforce present 
a potential loss of knowledge and experience, but it will also influence the work-
force dynamic. The needs of a generation Y employee differ from generation X 
and baby boomers. For example, younger employees are significantly less likely to 
remain with the same employer for the majority of their working life. Generation 
Y employees, in particular, often show little hesitation in moving on when they are 
dissatisfied. This may mean retention will be a primary area of focus for many orga-
nizations in the coming years. However, the traditional mechanisms for retaining 
employees might not be successful. Understanding the factors that drive and engage 
this generation will be paramount.

--Indicates insufficient data to report the statistic

Figure 2: Generation distribution by industry

Consulting  
services

Durable  
manufacturing

High-tech/
Electrical products/

Telecom

Non-durable 
manufacturing

Public sector &  
Not-for-profit

Transportation/ 
Utilities

n Generation Y    n Generation X     n Baby boomer    n Traditionalist  

41% 35% 22% 1%

24% 36% 36% .5%

19% 44% 37% .5%

33% 41% 26%

13% 39% 46% 3%

30% 34% 35% 1%

Figure 3: Average base pay by generation and industry

Generation Consulting 
services

Durable  
manufacturing

High tech/ 
Electrical prod-
ucts/Telecom

Non-durable 
manufacturing

Public sector & 
Not-for-profit

Transportation/
Utilities

Traditionalist $132,252 $104,121 $109,538 -- $105,172 $115,188

Baby boomer $121,725 $93,912 $109,382 $131,582 $105,853 $117,082

Generation X $98,432 $87,040 $95,155 $120,138 $98,469 $109,033

Generation Y $67,602 $66,528 $70,480 $97,728 $80,612 $85,321

Overall, engineering employers will 
need to review the current and future 
state of their workforce to prepare 
for the generational shift before it is 
too late. Organizations that have not 
addressed these inevitable changes and 
implemented a succession plan will 
likely suffer most from the loss of intel-
lectual capital and loyalty of the baby 
boomers. 

Now in its 60th year, the OSPE 
Employer Compensation Survey helps 
establish meaningful criteria for levels of 
engineering responsibility for the ben-
efit of both engineers and employers of 
engineers by providing current data on 
actual compensation levels for engineer-
ing work. 

The survey results are available in 
PDF format for both employers and 
OSPE members. In addition to the 
PDF, the survey results are presented in 
an online format through Mercer Pay-
Monitor, allowing employers to assess 
their organization’s competitive position 
and analyze market data. 

The design and implementation of 
the survey was overseen by an OSPE 
advisory committee comprising repre-
sentatives from industry, as well as the 
engineering and human resources com-
munities. The committee ensures the 
survey remains a current and reliable 
resource on compensation for engineers. 

To order the 2013 OSPE Employer 
Compensation Survey, contact Mercer 
at www.imercer.ca/ospe, call 800-
333-3070, or send an email to info.
services@mercer.com. OSPE members 
can access a complimentary copy of the 
member market compensation summary 
at www.ospe.on.ca.

If you are an employer of engineers 
and would like to take part in the sur-
vey, participation will begin in May. 
Stay tuned to ospe.on.ca for details.

Chrisy Wilson is with Mercer  
(Canada) Limited.
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APEGA’s priority now is to focus  

on its appeal. “I can say that  

APEGA’s plan is to request a stay 

on the requirements assigned 

APEGA by the Alberta Human Rights 

Commission tribunal while the 

appeal is in process.” 
Carol Moen, P.Eng., registrar, APEGA.

[       ]

New fee invoice shows 
Engineers Canada 
assessment
By Michael Mastromatteo

PEO has made a change to its annual licence fee invoice, 
which provides more information about how the total 
amount owing is derived.

The document now includes a line showing the $10.21 
assessment PEO and all other Canadian engineering regula-
tors pay for each of their members in support of Engineers 
Canada, the national association of engineering regulators. 
The change to the invoice was approved by PEO’s Finance 
Committee to bring greater clarity and transparency.

PEO pays the same assessment to Engineers Canada for 
its reduced fee and retired members, as it does for its full-
fee members. 

Previous invoices did not break out the Engineers Canada 
assessment as part of the $220 PEO annual P.Eng. licence fee. 

PEO’s revised invoice, introduced in December, shows 
the PEO annual fee of $209.79, plus the $10.21 Engineers 
Canada assessment, for a total of $220. The addition of HST 
($28.60) brings the final figure to $248.60. 

PEO accounting staff believe some members, in particular 
those eligible for fee reductions, may be mistakenly assuming 
the new $10.21 assessment line on the revised invoice repre-
sents an increase in fees over 2013, which is not the case. In 
fact, PEO’s annual member fees have been frozen for several 
years, while the Engineers Canada assessment has remained 
unchanged since 2005.

A lberta’s engineering regulator is appealing an 
Alberta Human Rights Commission ruling that the 
regulator discriminated against a licence applicant 

based on the applicant’s place of origin.
In a February 6 decision, commission chair Moosa Jiwaji, 

ruled the Association of Professional Engineers and Geosci-
entists of Alberta (APEGA) discriminated against a Czech 
Republic-born applicant by failing to take full note of the 
applicant’s educational credentials, and by failing to provide 
more opportunities for assessment and evaluation.

The commission ordered the regulator to pay $10,000 
in damages to the applicant, and to reassess the applicant’s 
educational background, transcripts and experience. APEGA 
is also to establish a new committee of internationally edu-
cated licensees to examine ways of dispensing with certain 
qualifying examinations for applicants from unaccredited 
engineering programs.

“I am cognizant of the statutory framework of APEGA and 
its statutory and public responsibility to satisfy itself as to the 
fitness and competency of applicants, especially in the context 
of foreign engineering graduates who apply for registration,” 
Jiwaji said in his decision. “However, this role must take into 
consideration the effects of the processes and standards on 
new immigrants who come to Canada with so much hope 
and promise and who, upon arrival, have serious difficulty 
meeting requirements imposed by professional bodies.”

APEGA to appeal
human rights 

tribunal ruling
By Michael Mastromatteo
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Jiwaji also said that while his rem-
edy addresses this applicant’s particular 
situation, the decision might also be an 
opportunity for APEGA to develop a 
comprehensive approach to ensure for-
eign engineers have an opportunity to 
have their skills assessed based on “their 
actual knowledge and experience.”

APEGA says that while it respects 
the work of the human rights commis-
sion, an appeal of its ruling in this case 
is clearly in the public interest. It also 
contends its registration and evaluation 
system is working properly and does 
not discriminate against internationally 
educated applicants.

“I remain convinced that the appli-
cation process is fair and equitable,” 
APEGA’s registrar, Carol Moen, 
P.Eng., said in a statement. “Regardless 
of where applicants for licensure have 
studied, the same rigorous standards 
apply and ought to apply.”

According to the tribunal record, the 
applicant, Ladislav Mihaly, attempted to 
register with APEGA in 1999 and was 
told he would be required to pass the 
national professional practice exam, three 
confirmatory exams, plus a course or 
exam in engineering economics. Despite 
not passing any of the exams, Mihaly 
re-activated his application at least twice 
over the next nine years, only to be told 
he would still need to write the exams. 
He then filed suit with the human rights 
commission in 2008.

Mihaly is a graduate of the Slovak 
University of Technology in Bratislava 
and the Institute of Chemical Technol-
ogy in Prague, both of which are on 
Engineers Canada’s Foreign Degree 
List (FDL). The FDL is a list of schools 
whose degree holders require confirma-
tory exams to ensure their engineering 
education matches Canadian standards.

Applicants from engineering pro-
grams not accredited by the Canadian 
Engineering Accreditation Board 
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(CEAB) are generally required to pass 
equivalency exams. They must also 
gain one year of experience in Canada 
under the supervision of a licensed 
engineer and pass the professional 
practice exam. These requirements are 
common to all applicants. 

On its website, APEGA notes that in 
cases where an applicant’s engineering 
degree is not accredited by the CAEB, or 
covered by a mutual recognition agree-
ment (MRA), the Accreditation Board for 
Engineering and Technology (ABET), or 
Engineers Canada’s international degree 
list, the regulator assigns a series of tech-
nical confirmatory exams. Some exams 
may be waived in cases where an appli-
cant has a master’s degree or PhD from 
an accredited university, or is covered by 
an MRA. Exams can also be waived if an 
applicant has at least 12 years of refer-
enced, acceptable, high-level engineering 
experience showing increasing technical 
competency and responsibility.

In an interview with Engineering 
Dimensions Moen said APEGA’s priority 
now is to focus on its appeal. “I can say 
that APEGA’s plan is to request a stay 
on the requirements assigned APEGA by 
the Alberta Human Rights Commission 
tribunal while the appeal is in process,” 
Moen said.

Alberta’s human rights legislation 
allows appeals to proceed through the 
province’s Court of Queen’s Bench, the 
Court of Appeal and, if necessary, go to 
the Supreme Court of Canada. If the 
human rights decision is not overturned 
through this appeal process, APEGA, in 
addition to paying the fine and estab-
lishing the review committee, will be 
required to match Mihaly with a men-
tor of similar background, and to direct 
him to any networks of internationally 
educated engineers in the province.

The case has caught the media’s 
attention, with articles published in 
both national and provincial media. 
To read the Human Right Commis-
sion decision and media articles, join 
the Professional Engineers Ontario 
group on LinkedIn at www.linkedin.
com and look for the discussions on 
Human Rights and Human Rights 
Continued.
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Pilot program offers new mobility 
options for Ontario and BC geoscientists

By Jennifer Coombes 

The Association of Pro-
fessional Engineers and 
Geoscientists of BC 

(APEGBC) and the Association 
of Professional Geoscientists of 
Ontario (APGO) have entered 
into an agreement that will permit 
geoscientists from either Ontario 
or British Columbia to work in 
each other’s provinces on a tempo-
rary basis.

As of January 1, 2014, the 
Professional Geoscience Mobility 
Agreement, implemented as a two-

year pilot program, allows geoscientists licensed or registered with APEGBC or APGO to 
take advantage of short-term practice referred to as “incidental practice” in one province 
on the basis of licensure in the other. 

Under the agreement, geoscientists must:
•	 meet all practice and ethics requirements of the host regulator (the province in which 

they are practising temporarily);
•	 record and report to the host regulator the number of days spent providing profes-

sional geoscience services, if called upon to do so;
•	 be free of conditions or restrictions on their practice or membership in any juris-

diction, imposed by their governing body pursuant to or pending a discipline 
proceeding; and 

•	 not have previously been refused professional membership or licensure by the host 
province.

The agreement also states that practitioners who hold a professional geoscientist 
(P.Geo.), geoscience licensee (Geo.L.) or a Limited Member (P.Geo. (Limited)/G.P. 
(membre restraint)) licence or registration in good standing may provide professional 
geoscience services in the other province for a total of no more than 45 days in a calendar 
year without being licensed in that province. Geoscience professionals with an economic 
nexus in the host province will not be eligible for unlicensed short-term practice and must 
become registered or licensed in that province.

Currently, APEGBC and APGO are the only geoscience regulators in Canada whose leg-
islation permits them to enter into this type of agreement.

The program has a scheduled end date of December 31, 2015, when both APEGBC and 
APGO will assess the merits and efficacy of the agreement.
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Is it time to do away with engineering’s 
Canadian experience requirement?

By Izumi Sakamoto, PhD, and Daphne Jeyapal

As regular readers of Engineering Dimen-
sions know, on July 15, 2013, the Ontario Human 
Rights Commission (OHRC) released a policy on 
removing the “Canadian experience” barrier.

This is the first provincial position stating that 
the use of Canadian experience is discrimina-
tory as a standard for immigrant employment and 
accreditation. However, this has been controversial 
for PEO, eliciting questions on how and why this 
policy could and should affect the well-established 
professional licensing requirement of one year of 
Canadian work experience. To ponder this ques-
tion, we must first consider what the Canadian 
experience requirement offers candidates pursuing a 
professional engineering licence in Canada. As many 
proponents have argued, in addition to ensuring 
sufficient exposure to Canadian engineering codes, 
legislation, technical standards and regulations, this 
year also allows candidates to learn so-called “Cana-
dian” communication skills and workplace culture. 
However, according to the OHRC policy, “a strict 
requirement for ‘Canadian experience’ is discrimi-
natory on its face and can only be used in limited 
circumstances” and “the onus will be on employers 
and regulatory bodies to show that a requirement 
for Canadian experience is a bona fide (legitimate) 

requirement.” This policy places the onus on PEO to justify its use. 
Our article explores some of the tensions surrounding the implementa-
tion and elimination of the Canadian experience requirement.

OHRC policy is an interpretation of the Ontario Human Rights 
Code that “recognizes dignity and worth of every person and provides 
for equal rights and opportunities.” It prohibits discrimination in 
employment (section 5) as well as discrimination with respect to mem-
bership in regulatory bodies (section 6).

While debates on the requirement of Canadian experience have 
circulated for decades, the release of this policy will undoubtedly raise 
the profile and awareness of this issue more broadly among employers, 
accreditation bodies and the general public.

As researchers, we are happy to have been part of the process of cre-
ating this policy. For several years, we have been leading research on 
Canadian experience. Our work has focused on understanding the com-
monly asked question, “What is really meant by Canadian experience?” 
Based on the findings of our research, our recommendation is simple: We 
must look deeper into our employment and accreditation practices and 
ourselves to tease apart the many components constituting this elusive 
and complex term.

The practice of using the Canadian experience requirement 
to reject newcomer professionals in the hiring, promotion and 
accreditation process is not new. Based on an analysis of over 1000 
print newspaper articles related to Canadian experience and skilled 
immigration, we realize that the paradox of this requirement has 
permeated public discourse for a long time–if you don’t have Cana-
dian experience, you can’t get a job; if you don’t have a job, you 
can’t get Canadian experience.

As early as 1978, there was a letter to the editor printed in the Globe 
and Mail: “I am a recent immigrant to this country who is undergoing 
the pain of obtaining permanent employment here. I have applied for 
and called in response to many job advertisements, but I am confronted 
with only one question, ‘What is your Canadian experience?’ I wish 
someone would be kind enough to tell me what this Canadian experience 
is, and how I get it without being given the chance.” Sadly, we hear the 
same refrain some 35 years later. Arguably, the requirement of Canadian 
experience is more complex in regard to engineering licensing require-
ments; however, many of the limitations and critiques remain the same.

While there continues to be a sentiment that newcomer profession-
als need to be in Canada and practising for one year before they are 
deemed competent, there are cultural aspects to this requirement. Cul-
tural dimensions to any social construct mask myriad cultural values, 
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beliefs and practices. In the case of Canadian experience, it blurs the 
lines between technical requirements and potential discrimination.

While candidates work to achieve standards on application of 
theory, practical experience, management of engineering, communica-
tion skills, and social implications of engineering, it remains unclear 
how one can tell whether candidates meet these standards, particularly 
communication skills. To generalize, there is no clear, measurable out-
come of what communication skills candidates are supposed to obtain 
during their year of Canadian work experience. How can their learning 
be effectively evaluated, and how can it be assumed that candidates did 
not previously have, or could not acquire, these requirements with-
out their Canadian work experience? In what way does the Canadian 
experience requirement assume that educational and professional insti-
tutions from other countries operate with standards and codes that are 
not comparable or up to par with our own?

Employers and human resources professionals across fields struggle 
with the notion of Canadian experience, too–they use the term as a 
proxy for trust and risk aversion in hiring, to see if the job applicant 
will fit into the organization and can hit the ground running.

As employers, we can relate to the temptation to hire somebody with 
familiar experience and backgrounds when working under time and 
workload constraints. It is easy to fall back on known skills and comfort-
able practices. However, there are other ways of hiring and assessing job 
candidates’ competencies. It is critical for employers to tease out what is 
really at the core of these job requirements. OHRC is preparing learning 
resources in this regard, and the university-community coalition, Beyond 
Canadian Experience Project, will be aiding the initiative.

In our research, job-seeking immigrants argue that, in many cases, 
Canadian experience is a euphemism for a lack of trust in immigrants–
somehow immigrants are less than Canadian-borns and need to prove 
their value by assuming volunteer work or lower-skilled jobs than what 
their credentials deserve.

In our arts-based focus group, one Indian-trained teacher created a 
mask to represent her response to this popular belief–she painted half the 
mask with a blue eye and blond hair, and the other half with a bindi, a 
black eye and black hair. She said she would have to wear a mask with 
blue eyes and blond hair to be accepted into a job, and by extension, into 
Canadian society because, without a job, you don’t really belong. This 
and other similar stories are consequences of using the term “Canadian 
experience” as a criterion for immigrant hiring. Listening to story after 
story like this is heartbreaking. They also speak to the injustice of exclud-
ing the full participation of skilled immigrants in Canada. 

Our research concludes that the Canadian experience required by 
employers is often not about professional standards but rather social 
and cultural ones: immigrant workers are seen as having no experience 
at “being Canadian” and don’t fit in in the workplace. Often people 
use Canadian experience to mean soft skills (as opposed to hard skills 
such as education and credentials), the ability to work seamlessly in a 
given Canadian workplace culture. These “skills” are ill-defined. Yet, 
this requirement is pervasive and widely believed to be an important 

criterion in assessing an immigrant’s suitability to a 
given job.

Instead of embracing an attitude (and reflect-
ing this position through policy) that everybody 
needs to learn the particularities of evolving cultural 
environments to some degree, and adapt to new 
workplace contexts, we cannot justify our cultural 
discomfort by simply excluding newcomer profes-
sionals from our workplaces. 

As an industry or an employer, the onus is on us to 
support their transition and to negotiate cultural differ-
ences alongside them, whether it’s a new graduate or a 
highly experienced newcomer professional. Or else, the 
simple reliance on Canadian experience as a require-
ment is discrimination in a multicultural Canada.

As the OHRC reminds us, “even where employ-
ers and regulatory bodies may be acting in good 
faith, a candidate’s Canadian experience, or lack 
thereof, is not a reliable way to assess a person’s 
skills or abilities. And, imposing requirements of 
this nature may contravene the [human rights] 
code. Employers and regulatory bodies should 
be clear about the specific qualifications they are 
seeking, rather than using ‘catch-all’ terms like 
Canadian experience.”

In the face of Canada’s skills shortage, the logi-
cal move is for professional regulatory bodies and 
workplaces to open their doors and their minds to 
the vast knowledge and expertise skilled immigrants 
have to offer. However, the reality is that while 
some internationally educated engineers are lucky to 
obtain 12 months of paid internships upon arrival, 
many others are not that lucky and end up working 
in fields other than engineering to make ends meet. 
This is a waste of international talents. Further-
more, many immigrants chose to come to Canada 
for its inclusive social values, ourselves included. As 
such, using the criterion of experience in Canada to 
exclude immigrants is truly ironic.

OHRC’s new policy is a much needed official step 
in the right direction–the job rests with all of us to 
make the best use of the policy and make our society 
truly inclusive to all of us who strive to be part of the 
mix. In our opinion, as PEO evaluates their policies 
regarding the Canadian experience requirement, sev-
eral things must be addressed. PEO should: 
1.	 Spell out the specific competencies and desired 

outcomes measured under the catch-all term, 
Canadian experience:

	 (a)	� The criteria of whether an internationally 
educated engineering graduate (IEG) has 
met the requirements for these various 
components should not be left to subjec-
tive judgment, and
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	 (b)	� The current effort by Engineers Canada 
to move toward competency-based assess-
ment instead of the time-bound one (i.e. 
12 months of Canadian experience) is 
commendable–this is a step in the right 
direction;

2.	 Demonstrate flexibility in assessing a candi-
date’s competency and prior work experience, 
without relying on the requirement of Cana-
dian experience; and

3.	 Pursue an “aggressive outreach effort” (Asif 
Khan, P.Eng., cited in Engineering Dimensions, 
January/February 2014, p. 34) not only to edu-
cate IEGs through existing programs such as the 
Engineering Intern Program and PEO’s licens-
ing preparedness programs, but also increased 
availabilities in support and resources for IEGs, 
such as more paid internships, bridging pro-
grams and mentoring to ease the transition.

Lastly, the rest of us–PEO members, engineers, 
supervisors, and the general public–must ask our-
selves why specific competencies have evolved into 
the notion of Canadian experience, and how we can 
refrain from evoking this term while continuing to 

seek measurable outcomes from work experience to ensure a transpar-
ent, accessible licensing procedure for all.

According to the Ontario Fairness Commissioner’s report, in 
2011, engineers constituted the second largest number of internation-
ally trained members among the regulated professions, after teachers. 
PEO has historically led the way among other professional regulatory 
organizations in Ontario (and perhaps in Canada) to work toward 
seamless recruitment and integration of IEGs. In 2008, we acknowl-
edged PEO’s contributions to accrediting IEGs in our academic 
article published in the American Journal of Community Psychology. 
We look forward to seeing how PEO’s current Canadian experience 
requirement will be re-examined and made into specific competen-
cies that would both retain high professional standards and maximum 
utilization of IEGs. 

Izumi Sakamoto, PhD, is associate professor, Factor-Inwentash 
faculty of social work, University of Toronto. She has led 
three federally funded projects on Canadian experience 
(www.beyondcanadianexperience.com), and contributed to 
the Ontario Human Rights Commission’s policy statement on 
removing the Canadian experience requirement. 

Daphne Jeyapal is research coordinator for the Canadian Experi-
ence Media Project led by Sakamoto, and is a PhD candidate at 
the Factor-Inwentash faculty of social work.
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It was like a betrayal on June 12, 2013, when the Ontario gov-
ernment reversed its three-year legislative commitment to the repeal of 
section 12(3)(a) of the Professional Engineers Act (PEA) by stalling it for 
proclamation. The current PEA allows a non-engineer to do professional 
engineering work for machinery or equipment used to produce products 
at his or her employer’s facility.

My analysis shows that the current minority Liberal government decided 
to drop this political hot potato, among other things, for the following 
three main reasons:
1.	 The Ministry of Labour did not believe the repeal would increase the 

health and safety of the workers in Ontario.
2.	 The attorney general noted in his letter to PEO that: “under the Ontario 

Occupational Health and Safety Act, professional engineers already 
conduct review and inspection on new machinery or modified equip-
ment before it is used.” He added that there is “no clear evidence of a 
causal link between the continuation of the industrial exception and an 
increased risk of workplace accidents.”

3.	 The Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters and the current opposition, 
Progressive Conservative MPPs, such as Bill Walker, claimed: “This 
repeal would have a detrimental impact on our manufacturing sector, 
resulting in increased production costs and delays and even more job 
losses.” Walker stated: “This could have caused another major blow 
to our economy” and added: “At a time when 600,000 people are 
unemployed, we should be focusing on stimulating the economy and 
creating jobs, not burdening the manufacturing sector with more cost 
and red tape.”

We have seen the following reactions to the above issues: 
1.	 Letters of support for PEO’s repeal have been delivered to the attorney 

general by the Ontario Society of Professional Engineers, Engineers 
Canada and several of its engineering constituent associations across 
the country.

2.	 PEO has met with a number of cabinet ministers and MPPs, includ-
ing the attorney general, the minister of labour, and the Ministry 
of Economic Development, Trade and Employment, to explain the 
importance of the repeal.

3.	 PEO chapters organized four all-candidates debates in the recent 
Ontario by-elections to bring to the attention of the candidates and 
the public the importance of the repeal.

I would recommend PEO continue to fight for the repeal. In addi-
tion to stressing the safety issue, I think we should expand our position 
to include the positive impact on the provincial economy and jobs. I sug-

Don’t give up on  
winning the repeal
By Thomas Chong, MSc, P.Eng., FEC, PMP

gest PEO take the 
following further 
actions and mobi-
lize the chapter 
GLP committees 
to deliver the 
outcome to the 
MPPs:
1.	 In addition to 

the aggregated statistics, 
obtain the detailed, evidence-based data 
on workers’ accidents related to working on 
machinery in manufacturing facilities and 
the costs of related accident claims, from 
the Ministry of Labour, and Workplace 
Safety and Insurance Board (WSIB) via the 
Freedom of Information and Protection of 
Privacy Act.

2.	 Prepare a business case, with the evidence-
based statistics, to focus on addressing the 
positive impact on the Ontario economy. It 
should look at job creation, cost of manu-
facturing and worker safety, if the repeal 
receives proclamation. 

3.	 Share the above business case information 
directly with all the MPPs, in individual 
meetings and in separate political party 
caucus meetings, utilizing the chapter GLP 
committees’ resources.

4.	 Continue to share the statistics on work-
place accidents from the Ministry of Labour 
and the WSIB with the public.

5.	 Continue to focus on the benefits of reduc-
ing workplace injuries and engineering 
innovation with our stakeholders.

We must realize that the Ontario manufac-
turing industry is also in direct competition 
with the United States, and if we can prove to 
Ontario MPPs that there is a positive impact 
on the provincial economy, jobs and workers’ 
safety with the repeal, we will eventually win 
this battle.

For detailed documentation on the status of 
the repeal, please refer to the PEO website at 
www.peo.on.ca/index.php?ci_id=2259&la_id=1.

Thomas Chong, MSc, P.Eng., FEC, PMP, is 
PEO’s elected vice president.
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Ralph Haas, PhD, P.Eng., civil and environmental 
engineering distinguished emeritus professor,  
University of Waterloo, received the US National 
Academies Transportation Research Board’s highest 
honour, the Roy W. Crum Award, to recognize  
“outstanding achievement in transportation 
research.” This is only the second time a Canadian 
has received the award in its 66-year history. 

Stephen Carpenter, P.Eng., was recently named 
a member of the Order of Canada for his “vision-
ary leadership in the development and stewardship 
of Canada’s green building industry.” Carpenter 
founded Enermodal Engineering (now MMM 
Group) in 1981, which focused on developing 
sophisticated computer modeling tools to use in the 
design of energy-efficient buildings and which even-
tually became the dominant LEED/green building 
consultant in Canada. Carpenter was also involved 
in creating the Canadian version of the LEED 
green building rating system and was co-author of 
the LEED Canada manual. The Order of Canada, 
established by the Queen in 1967 as Canada’s highest 
honour, is awarded annually for a lifetime of distin-
guished service to a particular field or community.

The winners of the 2014 Canada’s Top 100 
Employers project include nine PEO Certificate of 
Authorization (C of A) holders. Now in its 15th 
year, the Canada’s Top 100 Employers project is a 
national competition to determine which employers 
lead their industries in offering exceptional work-
places for their employees. Cementation Canada 
Inc. manages a structured Engineer-in-Training 
program for employees in pursuit of their P.Eng.; 
allows employees to share in the company’s suc-
cess with profit-sharing and year-end bonuses; 
and helps employees stay fit with organized sports 
teams and access to an onsite fitness facility (with 
free membership). EllisDon Corporation encour-
ages employees to balance work and personal life 
with such alternative work arrangements as flexible 
work hours, a shortened work week option and 
telecommuting; provides maternity and parental 
leave top-up payments (up to 100 per cent of sal-

p.engs included in top canadian awards
By Nicole Axworthy

The winners of Wood Design Awards include CUCCO engineering + design 
(Residential Wood Design Award) for the Kennisis Lake House in Haliburton,  
Smith + Andersen (Institutional-Commercial <$10M Wood Design Award) for the 
Oak Ridges Community Centre in Richmond Hill, and Adjeleian Allen Robeli Ltd. 
(Green Building Wood Design Award) for Algonquin College, Perth Campus.
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ary for six weeks); manages an extensive in-house training program 
called EllisDon University; and provides employees with paid time off 
to volunteer with local charitable organizations. General Electric Canada 
(GE) provides an extensive in-house training initiative as well as tuition 
subsidies (up to $1,500 a year) for courses outside; offers subsidized 
memberships to an onsite fitness facility; and gives financial benefits 
for employees planning for the future, including a defined contribu-
tion pension plan and a share purchase plan. Golder Associates Ltd. 
offers a share purchase plan and rewards hard work with profit sharing 
and year-end bonuses; manages an international employee exchange 
program that allows employees to work at company locations around 
the world; offers a range of alternative work arrangements, including 
flexible hours and telecommuting; and helps employees plan for life 
after work with retirement planning assistance, a phased-in retirement 
work option and contributions to a defined contribution pension plan. 
Knight Piésold Ltd. offers employees tuition subsidies for job-related 
courses, in-house and online training programs, formal mentoring and 
subsidies for professional accreditation; gives maternity and parental 
leave top-up payments; and is conveniently located in downtown Van-
couver. Manitoba Hydro encourages employees to give to the Manitoba 
Hydro Employee Fund Board, used to help employees and retirees in 
need; offers new employees three weeks of paid vacation allowance, 
working toward a maximum of seven weeks paid vacation; manages a 
social committee to organize numerous fun events and helps to man-
age a number of sport leagues; has a centrally located head office that 
features quiet rooms available for napping or religious observance, 
roof-top terraces, six-storey glass atrium and a 24-metre waterfall that 
moderates humidity; and offers retirement planning workshops and 
a defined benefit pension plan. Siemens Canada Limited maintains a 
flexible health benefit plan that allows employees to customize levels of 
coverage to suit their personal needs; operates an employee suggestion 
program that encourages feedback; and supports employee education 
with subsidies for tuition and professional accreditation as well as a 
variety of in-house and online training programs. Union Gas Limited 
provides maternity leave top-up payments (up to 100 per cent of salary 
for eight weeks) as well as a generous subsidy for in vitro fertilization 
when needed (up to $15,000); maintains a retiree social club that 
organizes social events for its retirees; offers job seekers experience 
through co-op programs, summer student positions and paid internship 
opportunities; and maintains employee-led green teams that oversee 
in-house environmental initiatives. WorleyParsons Canada Services 
Ltd. offers all employees a share purchase plan; provides financial 
rewards, including signing, year-end and referral bonuses; offers in-
house apprenticeships and skilled trades programs, formal mentoring 
and in-house and online training programs; and manages an academic 
scholarship program for children of employees who attend post-
secondary institutions. 

PEO C of A holders were recently honoured with Wood Design 
Awards at the 13th annual Wood WORKS! celebration. The awards 
program recognizes people and organizations that are advancing the use 

of wood in all types of construction across Ontario 
through design excellence, advocacy and innova-
tion. Winning projects include Adjeleian Allen 
Rubeli Ltd. for Algonquin College, Perth Campus 
in Perth, ON (Green Building Wood Design Award 
winner); CUCCO engineering + design for the Ken-
nisis Lake House in Haliburton, ON (Residential 
Wood Design Award winner); Stantec for the 
Holy Spirit Church in Barrie, ON (Institutional-
Commercial <$10M Wood Design Award winner); 
Smith + Andersen for the Oak Ridges Community 
Centre in Richmond Hill, ON (Institutional-
Commercial <$10M Wood Design Award winner); 
STEM Engineering Group Inc. for the Batchewana 
First Nations Health Facility on the Rankin 
Reserve, ON (Northern Ontario Excellence Award 
winner); and Blackwell Structural Engineers 
for the Local Church of Saints in Toronto, ON 
(Jury’s Choice Award winner). Wood WORKS! is 
a national, industry-led initiative of the Canadian 
Wood Council that promotes and supports the use 
of wood in all types of construction. 

Call for entries
The ET foundation and the Aluminum Extruders 
Council are inviting professional designers, engi-
neers, manufacturers and students to enter the 
2014 International Aluminum Extrusion Design 
Competition. Winning designs will be awarded 
cash prizes or student scholarships. Entry deadline 
is March 31, 2014. For more information, go to 
www.etfoundation.org.

Stantec is a Wood Design Award winner (Institutional-
Commercial <$10M Wood Design) for the Holy Spirit 
Church in Barrie. 
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The year 2014 is expected to be an exciting one when it 
comes to life on the campaign trail. 

Many municipalities across the province have already entered 
campaign mode as they work toward Ontario municipal election 
day on October 27. Provincially, the date is less certain but it is 
widely expected there will be a spring or fall election. 

For the more than 77,000 professional engineers across the 
province, the election will mean ample opportunity to build 
relationships, while putting engineering regulatory issues on 
the provincial agenda.

All-candidate debates are a common way for specific issues 
to be discussed among those seeking public office. They have 
also proven to be a good way for engineers to increase PEO’s 
profile in the community and ensure that issues important to 
the practice of engineering are discussed. 

Last summer, PEO worked with its GLP chairs to hold 
all-candidate debates in four of the five ridings that held 
byelections, including London-West, Windsor Tecumseh, 
Ottawa South, and Scarborough-Guildwood.

It was through these events that PEO compiled the following 
suggestions for chapters or Government Liaison Program chairs 
who might be interested in holding an all-candidate debate in 
the coming year. Provincially, these often have to be organized 
quickly due to the uncertainty of when an election will be called 
and the short campaign window before election day. 
1.	 Get in the door: If you’re trying to organize an all- 

candidate debate or similar event, the best way to get the 
ball rolling is to get in the door. Go to the campaign or 
constituency office and introduce yourself. Tell the staff 
what you are trying to achieve and who is behind the 
event. Remember that, often, the decision to attend will 
not be made by the candidate.

2.	 Secure the incumbent first: Confirming candidates can 
often be a case of the chicken or the egg. Everyone wants 
to know who else is participating. Focus on confirming 
the incumbent first. If they are participating, the likelihood 
that others will follow suit is higher. 

3.	 Captivate the crowd: There is nothing worse than a 
room with empty chairs. Don’t wait until you have a 
slate full of candidates to start inviting the community. 
It is common practice to create an invitation with the 
names of the candidates who have been invited. Just be 

Calling all candidates! How  
engineers can play a role in  
Ontario’s upcoming elections
By Howard Brown and Kaitlynn Dodge
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sure to note that they haven’t confirmed yet by adding 
the word “invited” beside the names. 

4.	 Think of a theme: Think of an overarching idea that can 
pull together the questions under a common umbrella. 
Consider tying the theme into engineering. Some sugges-
tions are:  “governing in the public interest” or “public 
safety in the community.”

5.	 Prepare questions and answers in advance: Just as no 
one wants to attend an all-candidate debate in an empty 
room, people also don’t want to wait awkwardly for the 
first question to be asked. Write two to three questions 
in advance for the candidates to answer and get the con-
versation going. 

6.	 Focus on food: Refreshments are important to have–jugs 
of water, fruit, muffins, cookies, etc. Good food is often 
the thing that people remember most about an event. 

7.	 Use a neutral moderator: It’s important that those 
participating in the event and those who are spectators 
know the organizers are objective and hosting the event 
to create public debate, not to benefit one candidate 
over another. Consider asking a neutral media person-
ality or a community leader, who has experience with 
crowds, to moderate. 

8.	 Use a good sound system: What?! Make sure attendees 
can hear what’s said in all corners of the room. Test the 
sound system at the venue in advance. Remember that 
sound is different in a room full of people.

9.	 Have good sightlines: Have you ever been the person 
sitting behind the pillar in the middle of the room? If 
so, you’ll know it isn’t fun. Set up the room so that 
there is no bad seat. Also, don’t pack the room full of 
chairs. If you have to add more once people start arriv-
ing, that’s better than having 30 people sitting in a 
room set up for 60. 

10.	 Have PEO-branded materials on hand: Ask PEO head 
office to provide some handouts for attendees. This pro-
vides added value! It is also a good idea to have a PEO 
banner at the front of the room to remind attendees and 
participants who organized the event.

“Remember that PEO staff are here to help you organize 
your next event,” says Jeannette Chau, P.Eng., manager,  
Government Liaison Program. “We have experience with 
events such as all-candidate meetings that make a big dif-
ference in raising the profile of PEO and making sure key 
engineering regulation issues are on the agenda.”

Howard Brown is president, and Kaitlynn Dodge is 
account director, at Brown & Cohen Communications & 
Public Affairs Inc.
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Pearls are the traditional gift marking the 30th anniversary of a wedding 
or other significant life-changing event.

But when it comes to marking the 30th anniversary of Ontario’s  
latest engineering act, the jury is out on what sort of celebration might  
be in order.

Thirty years ago, the engineering community in Ontario was abuzz 
with anticipation about imminent changes to the province’s Professional 
Engineers Act (PEA).

The anticipation flowed from the wide-ranging work of the Ontario 
attorney general’s Professional Organizations Committee (POC), which, 
since 1976 and under the direction of the Law Reform Commission, had 
been examining several of Ontario’s self-regulated professions with a view  
to modernizing their enabling statutes.

The POC’s work had, in turn, been influenced by civil rights stud-
ies undertaken in the 1960s by Ontario Justice James McRuer (McRuer 
report), which argued, in part, that self-regulated professions (among oth-
ers) should become more subject to due process and legislative oversight in 
exchange for their self-regulating privileges.

PEO was naturally curious about how the revised engineering act would 
change regulation of the profession. Among the pressing concerns for 

the regulator at the time were the delineation 
between the work of engineers and architects; the 
need for mandatory professional liability insur-
ance for Certificate of Authorization (C of A) 
holders; and an extension of the existing C of A 
for those offering or providing engineering  
services to the public to sole practitioners.

Retired lawyer Donald Smith, LLB, of the law 
firm McCarthy & McCarthy (now McCarthy 
Tétrault), had been retained by PEO in the early 
1980s to provide legal opinions of existing engi-
neering legislation and to help the regulator spell 
out its expectations for a new engineering act. As 
an engineering graduate and a member of PEO 
since 1956 (now resigned), Smith had good 
insight as to how proposed legislative amend-
ments might translate into professional practice 
and regulatory issues.

In a February 6 interview with Engineering 
Dimensions, Smith recalled that, at the time, 

Ontario’s  
engineering act 
then & now:  
reflections on the  
past 30 years

Updating the decades-old professional engineering act might not be easy. But with 

a markedly different regulatory landscape today, PEO remains alert to finding ways 

to make the act more in tune with the times. By Michael Mastromatteo
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PEO was especially concerned about clearly delineating the 
scopes of practice between engineers and architects, redefining 
the core objects of engineering regulation, and determining 
whether some administrative procedures should be ascribed to 
regulation or left under the overarching act.

“I recall that the previous act had a long laundry list of 
what constituted engineering and what didn’t, and that it led 
to a lot of arguments between engineers and architects as to 
who was supposed to do what,” Smith said. 

In fact, a professional practice agreement, some three years 
in the making and covering a number of areas that had been 
in dispute between PEO and the Ontario Association of Archi-
tects (OAA), was jointly announced in early 1980 by then 
PEO President J.E. (Tim) Benson, P.Eng., FEC, and then 
OAA President Irving Rayman, BArch, MRAIC. Included 
in the agreement were principles covering overlap of areas of 
practice (basically, that architects should do architecture and 
engineers should do engineering), the selection of a consultant, 
and joint corporate practice. The agreement also envisioned 
establishing a Joint Practice Board, with equal representation 

from both bodies, to settle ongoing practice issues that might 
arise. This PEO-OAA joint agreement was endorsed by the 
POC, and eventually incorporated into both the new Profes-
sional Engineers and Architects acts.

Finally, after years of consultation and give and take, the 
province introduced the new act (Bill 123) for first reading in 
the legislature on November 17, 1983. It received third and 
final reading on April 26, 1984 and royal assent on May 1.

When introducing the bill for first reading, then Attorney 
General Roy McMurtry said the new act was directed “to meet 
the particular needs of PEO [and the Ontario Association of 
Architects] in governing their members,” as well as contain-
ing “new and important mechanisms for demonstrating to the 
public that the organizations are there for public protection 
and not for private gain.”

The new act was new in many ways. Chief among the 
changes was a revised definition of professional engineering 
and a restructuring of council to include up to 12 councillors 
to be appointed by the lieutenant governor-in-council. It also 
established several new committees and processes in both the 
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Chapter 26
An Act to reduce red tape, to promote good 
government through better management of 

Ministries and agencies and to improve customer 
service by amending or repealing certain Acts  

and by enacting two new Acts

Chapter 9
An Act to promote government efficiency and  
to improve services to taxpayers by amending  

or repealing certain Acts

REGULATION 260 1

Definitions
1. In this Regulation,

“building” means a building as defined in the Building
Code Act, 1992;
“building code” means Ontario Regulation 350/06 (Build-
ing Code) made under the Building Code Act, 1992.

Construction of a Building
2.(1) In this section,

“construct” and “construction” have the same meaning
as in the Building Code Act, 1992;
“plans and specifications” means a plan or other docu-
ment which formed the basis for the issuance of a
building permit and includes any changes to the plan or
other document that are authorized by the chief build-
ing official as defined in the Building Code Act, 1992.

(2) The following are prescribed as performance standards
with respect to the general review of the construction of
a building by a professional engineer as provided for in
the building code: 
1. The professional engineer, with respect to the mat-

ters that are governed by the building code, shall,
i. make periodic visits to the construction site to

determine, on a rational sampling basis,
whether the work is in general conformity with
the plans and specifications for the building,

ii. record deficiencies found during site visits and
provide the client, the contractor and the
owner with written reports of the deficiencies

and the actions that must be taken to rectify
the deficiencies,

iii. review the reports of independent inspection
and testing companies called for in the plans
and specifications and which pertain directly to
the work being reviewed,

iv. interpret plans and specifications in writing
when requested to do so by the client, the con-
tractor or the owner, and

v. review shop drawings and samples submitted by
the contractor for consistency with the intent
of the plans and specifications.

2. The professional engineer may delegate one or
more of the functions or requirements described in
paragraph 1 to another person if it is consistent
with prudent engineering practice to do so and the
functions or requirements are performed under the
supervision of the professional engineer.

(3) Subsection (2) applies with necessary modifications to a
limited licence holder, if the holder undertakes a general
review of the construction of a building.

Demolition
3.(1) In this section,

“demolish” means to do anything in the removal of a
building or structure, as the case may be, or of any
material part of a building or structure;
“demolition plan” means a plan or other document pre-
pared by a professional engineer, limited licence holder

Professional Engineers Act

Ontario Regulation 260/08
This Regulation is made in English only.
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licensing and complaints and discipline areas: the 
Registration Committee to hear licensing matters 
not related to academic or experience qualifica-
tions with provision of appeal to the divisional 
court; the Academic Requirements Committee 
to make determinations of academic qualifica-
tions; the Experience Requirements Committee 
to make determinations of  experience qualifica-
tions; the Complaints Committee to investigate 
complaints against licence and Certificate of 
Authorization (C of A) holders with power  
to refer matters to a Discipline Committee;  
the Discipline Committee to 
hear and determine specific 
allegations of professional mis-
conduct or incompetence with 
power to impose a wide range 
of penalties and provision for 
appeal to divisional court; the 
Fees Mediation Committee 
to mediate complaints about 
fees; and the office of complaints review council-
lor with power to examine the procedures for the 
treatment of complaints by PEO and to review 
the treatment of specific complaints. The new 
act also made a distinction between the practice 
of professional engineering, for which licences 
would be issued, and the business of providing 
engineering services, for which Cs of A would be 
issued; provided for the issuance of a new lim-
ited licence; enunciated new, expanded objects 
for PEO; and gave authority to PEO council to 
make regulations subject to the approval of the 
lieutenant governor-in-council with prior review 
of the attorney general, who also would be per-
mitted to advise council on implementing the  
act and regulations.

Regulations and bylaws
Following royal assent, the government unex-
pectedly scheduled proclamation of the new act 
into force for September 1, 1984, prompting 
a “crash program on preparing the Regula-
tions and By-laws as there are many significant 
changes to the present legislation,” according 
to a “Stop the Press” notice in the July/August 
1984 issue of Engineering Dimensions. Accord-
ingly, PEO council met in a special session on 
August 10 to review the latest draft of the regu-
lation. The government had provided this draft 

to PEO just three days prior to the council session, and had scheduled the 
regulation to go to the Standing Committee on Regulations for govern-
ment approval on August 14. 

At the August 10 meeting, lawyer Smith led council through the few 
substantial changes in the draft and assured council he and then Registrar 
Art Wardell, P.Eng., were satisfied most of the government’s changes were 
cosmetic, involving grammar and tense adjustments with no change in 
meaning. The two areas of substantial change in the government’s draft 
dealt with temporary licences for engineers who were not members of the 
association, and the removal from the registrar of any discretionary powers 
regarding granting of licences or assigning exams. Smith told council that 
as the regulation was written, the procedures governing the areas were not 

substantially different than those under the present legislation, and that, 
given the lack of time for review, he and the registrar thought it better to 
go with procedures that had been tested than to try for something new 
that might prove unworkable. In fact, he told council, it really had no 
choice but to approve the regulation as provided, because the new act 
without the regulation is “a carriage without a horse in front. It won’t 
go” and the August 14 meeting of the regulation committee was the only 
opportunity for government approval prior to September 1.

“The regulations are 99 ½ per cent what you people [council] have 
studied at great length and approved,” he added. “It still gives you the 
ability to operate on September 1.” 

Along with its approval, council also sent the government a letter 
advising that it would be studying the regulations further and would be 
proposing future changes to them.

Regulation 538/84 as PEO’s regulation was filed (now 941/90) pro-
vided the details for implementing the act. It also prescribes the code  
of ethics to which PEO practitioners subscribe, and defines incompetence 
and professional misconduct for discipline purposes. PEO’s By-Law  
No. 1, speedily approved by member letter ballot over that same  
summer, was concerned with PEO’s administrative and domestic details,  
including specifying the annual licence fee, establishing chapters, govern-
ing meetings of council and of members, and dealing with officials  
and employees.

In writing about the new act and regulation in the July/August 1984 
issue of Engineering Dimensions, then PEO Executive Director Alan Cagney, 
P.Eng., stated: “The new act and regulations are far from perfect in that 
they will not satisfy all professional engineers, and they will be much 
more difficult to administer than was the case in the past. But from a 
public perspective, the new act reflects the social realities of this decade 

”The new act reflects the social realities of this 
decade and embraces the principles which must 
underlie reservation of occupations to, and  
self-governance by, professionals.”
Alan Cagney, P.Eng., PEO executive Director, 1984
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and embraces the principles which must underlie 
reservation of occupations to, and self-governance 
by, professionals.”

Nevertheless, PEO was generally onside with the 
new legislation, especially its sections 7 and 8, which 
define the areas in which PEO council may make 
regulations and bylaws, seeing them as an opportu-
nity to bring more flexibility and responsiveness to 
regulation of engineering.

Number of revisions
The changes of 1983-1984 were by no means the 
first time the engineering act had been amended. In 
fact, the act has been revised many times between 
1937, when it became necessary to be a member of 
the association to practise professional engineering, 
and 2010–each amendment aimed at strengthening 
PEO’s ability to regulate the profession in a number 
of ways, and expanding the scope of engineer-
ing practice to account for new developments and 
emerging disciplines. 

There have also been significant changes to the 
regulation since 1984, beginning in 1985 and con-
tinuing today. A recent major change came in July 
2008 when PEO created a new Regulation 260, to 
consolidate performance standards for practitioners. 
The first two performance standards cover general 
review of construction of a building as provided for 
in the building code (which was previously part of 
Regulation 941/90) and demolition (created as a con-
sequence of the Uptown Theatre collapse). 

Additional changes to Regulation 941, some 
dating from 2005, are still being finalized to both 
PEO’s and the legislative drafters’ satisfaction. Key is 
to ensure the changes are, in fact, authorized by the 
PEA, and will not create unintended consequences 
when implemented.

The most recent changes to the PEA are the result 
of the Ontario government’s Open for Business Act, 
2010 (Bill 68/10), which sought to increase the clarity 
and efficiency of a number of pieces of legislation, 
while decreasing “red tape.” Upon the invitation of 
the government, PEO used the bill to make many 
long-desired changes, in particular a new definition 
of professional engineering (in tune with the national 
definition) and the elimination of the requirement 
to be a Canadian citizen or have the status of a per-
manent resident to become licensed. The bill also 

afforded an opportunity to repeal the so-called “industrial exception,” 
which since 1984 had been a thorn in the side of engineering regula-
tion in Ontario.

Enacted as section 12(3)(a) of the PEA, the exception allows 
non-licensed people to practise professional engineering in relation 
to machinery or equipment, other than equipment of a structural 
nature, for use in their employer’s facilities in the production of prod-
ucts by their employers. 

It was understood in 1984 that the industrial (or machinery) 
exception would allow a narrow and well-defined exception to the 
requirement that professional engineers take responsibility for all 
work falling within the practice of professional engineering as defined 
in the act.

In its review of self-regulated professions, the POC staff study had 
initially proposed a full industrial and government exemption from 
the requirement to be licensed for engineering practice, similar to 
the exemptions that exist in the United States. PEO argued strenu-
ously against such a full exemption, a position with which the POC 
ultimately agreed. When PEO’s new act was eventually introduced, 
however, important checks and balances to enable the exception to 
function as intended were not also put in place, making regulation in 
industry difficult ever since (see “How we got the industrial excep-
tion,” Engineering Dimensions, November/December 2013, p. 30).

To close this regulatory gap, the government included the repeal 
in the Open for Business Act amendments to the PEA, but put off 
proclamation of the repeal into effect to a future date, to enable PEO 
to alert stakeholders to the implications of a repeal and work with 
them to lessen potential for disruption to their operations. In Janu-
ary 2013, however, the government announced a March 1 date for 
proclamation, which it postponed in late February, changing the date 
to September 1. In June, the province backed away from its Septem-
ber 1 date and has yet to set a new date. PEO is continuing to work 
with the government and other stakeholders to have the amendment–
which remains on the books until 2020–proclaimed.

Today’s PEA
Kim Allen, P.Eng., FEC, CEO of Engineers Canada, is in a unique 
position to evaluate the significance of the engineering act as it has 
matured. PEO’s CEO/registrar for 10 years prior to moving to Engi-
neers Canada in September 2012, Allen was a key player in working 
with PEO council to seize Bill 68 as an opportunity to spearhead 
important changes to the PEA.

“The PEA has been an effective instrument to protect the public 
interest,” Allen said February 3. “However, the structure of the act 
has been a cumbersome tool for PEO to excel as a regulator. The 
time has come to replace the current act with a less prescriptive act 
that gives PEO all the tools it needs to regulate the practice of profes-
sional engineering and govern its registrants in the global economy.”
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He suggests PEO council should have broader powers to create 
certain regulations and administrative bylaws to regulate the practice 
and govern licence and certificate holders. He also notes that PEO has 
sought several legal interpretations of the act since 1984, and established 
various task forces to examine the act’s limitations.

“For example,” Allen says, “the act was designed when the vast 
majority of applicants graduated from an accredited Canadian engineer-
ing school and got their experience in Canada. However, today, a large 
number of applicants are internationally trained. The act is [also] silent 
on trade agreements and mutual recognition agreements that are also 
in the public interest. A modern act would provide council with the 
authority to deal effectively and efficiently with today’s realities.”

Allen describes the amendments enabled by the 2010 Open for 
Business Act as “a tune-up” for a sluggishly performing 1984 engineering 
act. “Unfortunately, three years later the tune-up is not complete as not 
all amendments have been proclaimed, especially the repeal of the so-
called industrial exception.”

In addition, he says, he would like to see further act changes to 
give PEO and its members more flexibility in determining the size 
and composition of council, as well as the authority to create new 
classes of licence.

Ultimately, Allen says, he would prefer to see act changes that 
harmonize Ontario’s engineering regulatory practices with national 
or even international standards: “A more enabling act would make 
it easier for council to achieve consistency with Canadian and inter-
national regulatory standards and practices to protect and serve the 
public interest. All Canadians, regardless of where they live in the 
country, deserve the same level of safety (see “Consistent approaches 
to regulation–a better way to serve public interest?,” Engineering 
Dimensions, January/February 2014, p. 28).

Assessing the act’s effectiveness
PEO’s Legislation Committee, chaired by Bob Dony, PhD, P.Eng., is 
involved in assessing the effectiveness and challenges imposed by the 
current engineering act.

In a February 7 interview, Dony said the committee is chiefly con-
cerned at present with the progress of regulation changes proposed 
over the years to improve and enhance the regulatory landscape, but 
not yet implemented. However, providing the attorney general’s 
office with a detailed outline of PEO’s concerns with the current leg-
islation, emphasizing the limitations or outdated sections, is also on 
the committee’s workplan.

“There are a large number of regulation changes that are in the 
pipeline that may be a consequence of wording in the (old) act,” Dony 
says, adding that it has been difficult for PEO to ensure any regula-
tion changes remain in accord with the act as written. “In other words, 

the act has to legitimize the power of the regulation 
[and] give us the power to pass that regulation.”

Dony notes that staff in the attorney general’s 
office have pointed out that other senior self-regulating 
professions in Ontario have much newer enabling 
legislation at their disposal. Accordingly, he says, the 
Legislation Committee remains alert to potential 
updates: “We would very much like the opportunity 
to take a look at the engineers act, considering that 
it’s 30 years old, and [to determine] if it’s effective 
for us now. Are there unintended consequences of 
some of the wording that the drafters 30 years ago 
did not anticipate?”

However, before PEO can press forward with addi-
tional act or even regulation changes, it will have to 
satisfy the attorney general that such changes are fully 
warranted, having been advised recently by the attorney 
general that requests to review legislation and regula-
tions must be accompanied by a full analysis of the 
impact or ramifications of what is being proposed. The 
same advice was given to Ontario’s other regulators.

Yet, despite some unfinished business, the most 
recent amendments to the PEA have opened the 
door to potential harmonization of engineering leg-
islation and regulation across Canada, toward the 
goal of full national mobility for all licence holders, 
although the delay in repealing section 12(3)(a) 
remains a barrier to achieving this goal, as Engineers 
Canada and several of its constituent associations 
have noted in letters to the attorney general. 

Jordan Max, PEO’s policy manager, says it’s 
important for the regulator to continually examine 
its act and regulations in the interest of smoother 
operations: “If we want to start pushing for a new 
act, we need to demonstrate that the tools no lon-
ger work, or that the operating environment has 
changed significantly.”

For his part, Dony suggests that while there 
may be opportunities to revisit the act with a view 
to updating it, PEO must carefully consider such 
action. “Opening the PEA is very much like Can-
ada opening up the constitution,” he says. “Once 
you open it up, you have to make sure you get it 
absolutely right.”
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Professional Engineers 
Ontario 

Notice of Annual General Meeting
In accordance with section 20 of By-Law No. 1, which relates 
to the administrative affairs of PEO, the 2014 Annual General 
Meeting (AGM) of the Association of Professional Engineers  
of Ontario will be held on Saturday, April 26, 2014, commenc-
ing at 8:30 a.m. at the Fallsview Casino Resort, 6380 Fallsview 
Blvd., Niagara Falls. No registration is required.

As noted in section 17 of By-Law No. 1, the AGM of PEO 
is held for the following purposes: to lay before members the 
reports of the council and committees of the association; to 
inform members of matters relating to the affairs of the as-
sociation; and to ascertain the views of the members present at 
the meeting on matters relating to the affairs of the association. 
Officers of PEO and other members of both the outgoing and 
incoming councils will be in attendance to hear such views  
and to answer questions. PEO President Annette Bergeron, 
P.Eng., FEC, will preside and present her annual report to 
the AGM. The president-elect, officers and councillors for the 
2014-2015 term will take office at the meeting.

Process for making submissions to the 2014 AGM
Submissions by members at PEO’s AGM are a vehicle for 
members in attendance to express their views on matters 
relating to the affairs of the association, but are not binding 
on council. A member submission should clearly describe the 

issue being addressed and indicate how it advances the objects 
of the Professional Engineers Act, which define the mandate 
and responsibilities of PEO. To ensure member submissions 
receive proper consideration at the AGM, members must sub-
mit typed submissions to Registrar Gerard McDonald, P.Eng., 
MBA, by no later than 4:00 p.m., Friday, April 11, 2014. 
Submissions must be signed by the mover and seconder, either 
of whom must be present at the meeting. Submissions may be 
sent by fax to 416-224-9527 or 800-268-0496, or by letter. A 
guidance document on the content and format of submissions 
is available from the AGM page of the PEO website at www.
peo.on.ca. Submissions received by the April 11, 2014 dead-
line will be published on the AGM page of the PEO website 
and included as part of the registration package.

Member submissions will be referred to the Executive 
Committee or council for consideration after the AGM. The 
mover and seconder of a member submission will be invited to 
address the submission at the meeting at which the submission 
is to be considered.

Gerard McDonald, P.Eng., MBA, Registrar

During the meeting
PEO’s 2014 AGM will be conducted on Saturday, April 26 
from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. and continue, if necessary, from 
2:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Consideration of member submissions 
will begin at approximately 9:30 a.m. Submissions will be 
published to PEO’s website before the meeting and included 
in members’ registration packages.

The president will chair the portion of the meeting dealing 
with member submissions and manage the discussion. Her 
direction must be respected.

The mover and/or seconder of a submission will be given 
up to 10 minutes to present their submission to the AGM. 
When time permits, members at the AGM may make com-
ments of up to two minutes on the submission. The mover 
and/or seconder of a submission will be allowed two minutes 
for a closing statement. Members will then vote on the submis-
sion as an expression of the views of those present at  
the meeting.

In circumstances where the overall time allocation will not 
permit the above timing, the total amount of available time for 
submissions will be divided evenly among the number of submis-
sions, and movers and seconders of submissions will be informed.

Following the meeting
Member submissions will be referred to the 2014-2015 Execu-
tive Committee or council to consider whether to initiate any 
action on them. The mover or seconder will be invited to 
address the submission in detail at the meeting at which the 
submission is to be considered.

All submissions to the 2014 AGM will be considered 
during the 2014-2015 year, and their disposition reported to 
council and at the 2015 AGM.

Disposition of submissions to the 2014 AGM will be 
published on the PEO website and updated periodically, if 
necessary. Progress on 2014 submissions will also be published 
in Engineering Dimensions following the 2015 AGM.

Procedures for addressing submissions at 2014 AGM
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Ontario’s engineers shouldn’t expect any immediate 
surprises or bold moves from new PEO Registrar 
Gerard McDonald, MBA, P.Eng. But that shouldn’t 

be taken to mean the regulator’s corporate leader has no irons 
in the fire.

In his first major interview since taking over the top admin-
istrative position January 6, McDonald says he plans to learn all 
about the engineering regulator as he settles into his new role. 

With more than 30 years’ experience in public service with 
the transportation ministry, the Privy Council and other fed-
eral departments, the 55-year-old father of five is keen to get 
back to the profession where he began his career in 1982.

It’s likely to be a steep learning curve for McDonald, 
especially as he divides his time between the family home in 
suburban Ottawa, and his Monday-to-Friday residence in 
Toronto. Nonetheless, it’s a challenge McDonald appears 
eager to take on.

In a January 8 meeting with PEO employees, McDonald 
outlined his vision and objectives for the regulator. At the 
outset, he asked staff and senior management to lend their 
expertise in moving PEO forward as an organization. He also 
hopes to maintain licence holders’ and the public’s trust in 
PEO’s ability to regulate the profession. In addition, McDon-
ald hopes to make the organization as efficient as possible, in 
both the regulatory and service sides of the business.

PEO role is no  
soft landing  

for new registrar

McDonald sat down with Engineering Dimensions January 16 
to offer additional insights about himself and his hopes for 
the organization.

Mastromatteo: What are some of your impressions after 
two weeks at PEO?

McDonald: I’m really impressed with the dedication and 
hard work of the staff and that of the various volunteers that 
I’ve been fortunate enough to meet thus far–volunteers and 
councillors, I would say. It’s evident to me that this is a very 
passionate organization and one with a proud tradition that 
we want to uphold and enhance as we move forward.

Mastromatteo: Did you seek out the registrar position or 
was it brought to your attention?

McDonald: It was kind of a double-barreled recruitment. I did 
notice the [opportunity]. I recall it was June [2013] and I had just 
undergone back surgery. I picked up the Globe and Mail one day 
and noticed the job ad, and I thought, “that’s interesting.” I started 
considering whether this was something I should apply for or not, 
because I was at a point in my career where I was about to obtain 
all my years of [service] to collect my public service pension, so it 
gave me the luxury to consider other career alternatives. But before 
I had a chance to give much more thought to the idea of submit-
ting my candidature, I got a call from the recruiting agency PEO 
had hired–a bit serendipitous in a way–and the more we talked, 
the more it just seemed to be a very good fit for me.

Drive for continuous improvement and administrative efficiency  

are prime motivators for Gerard McDonald, MBA, P.Eng.,  

as he takes over PEO’s top administrative role.
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By Michael Mastromatteo



Gerard McDonald, MBA, P.Eng., attended his first PEO council meeting 
February 7. The new registrar looks to involve licence holders, staff and 
volunteers to build a more efficient, member-focused organization.
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Gerard McDonald, MBA, P.Eng., prepares to deliver his first-ever 
registrar’s report to PEO council. PEO president Annette Bergeron, 
P.Eng., FEC, is seated to his left.

Mastromatteo: What did you know about PEO and its 
way of doing business?

McDonald: Those who were on the recruitment commit-
tee, I would have to say, were very upfront about some of the 
challenges of the organization. That being said, I accept that 
no organization is going to be perfect. And, I think PEO has 
some good points. It has some points I think we can improve 
on, so I come in with my eyes open. I’ve heard from various 
licence holders, council members and staff, their impressions 
about the organization and some of the challenges that we 
have, but I do look at them as just that–challenges, rather 
than obstacles that might prevent us from moving forward. 
When I considered taking this job or changing careers, for 
that matter, I wasn’t looking for a so-called “soft landing” or 
something where you get into a cushy job and just while away 
the hours. I wanted something that was challenging. I wanted 
something that pushed me. I wanted something where I felt I 
could make a positive difference. 

Mastromatteo: Other than maintaining your licence and 
membership in PEO, how much contact did you have with 
the profession in your years with the public service?

McDonald: I always maintained my membership. I always 
tried to keep abreast of issues that were before the organiza-
tion but, to be honest, I didn’t follow it that closely and the 
more I got into senior management, the more engineering 
issues became less top-of-mind for me. That being said, I’ve 
always been largely in the transportation industry, so engi-
neering was never too far from my scope of interests.

Mastromatteo: What would you say is PEO’s biggest 
challenge?

McDonald: In my discussions with people, I think 
everybody is willing to do whatever it takes to improve the 
organization and really, I guess, what I see as my biggest chal-
lenge is coming up with a consensus on what it is we should 
be doing. There are only so many things you can do within 
a certain period of time, so to say we’re going to be all things 
to all people immediately is just not realistic. I really see my 
role as being the coach or the leader who can help us organize 
our priorities, agree on what they are, and then monitor our 
performance on what we feel those goals should be.

Mastromatteo: How do you plan to get along with PEO 
council?

McDonald: Certainly, as registrar, I take direction from 
council. They have given me a great vote of confidence in 
picking me to run the organization and I take that very seri-
ously. That being said, I also feel it’s my role to provide 
fearless advice to council and to be upfront and honest with 
them on the implications of decisions they might be making. 
But in the same light, I also see my role as one of providing 
solutions and options to council.

Mastromatteo: How can PEO stay focused in its core work?
McDonald: Something I like to say often, and I think it 

applies to this organization, is I think we really have to con-
centrate as an organization on sticking to our “knitting”…
what it is that PEO is supposed to be doing, and make sure 
that we’re doing the best we can, as opposed to trying to 
invent new objectives for the organization that really aren’t 
part of what its core mandate is. That’s really what I see. Let’s 
get a good agreement on what our core mandate is and make 
sure we’re really good at that.

Mastromatteo: There has been some confusion about 
regulatory versus advocacy work at PEO. With that in mind, 
what are your thoughts on working with the Ontario Society 
of Professional Engineers (OSPE)?

McDonald: It’s been a number of years since OSPE was 
formed. I certainly want to work very closely with OSPE and 
help them in their mandate, but also to get a clear under-
standing of what the delineation is between them and us. 
It’s not productive to be working at cross purposes with that 
organization. Let’s come to an understanding–we do this, and 
you do that–and let’s make sure we’re working together.

Mastromatteo: PEO seemed to become more politicized 
when it appeared the provincial government was stepping over 
the line in some aspects of engineering regulation. Do you have 
any concerns about government incursion on PEO’s turf?

McDonald: I think with any provincial government and 
any self-regulated body, there is always going to be a wax 
and a wane, on where do our responsibilities start and where 
do yours end. And that’s always an area for healthy debate. 
But it’s very clear professional engineers have been given the 
responsibility to self-regulate their profession, and it’s some-
thing we have to take seriously. I would also say we have to 
make sure that we justify the responsibility that has been 
placed on our organization, and preserve the public confi-
dence in what we do.
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[ DATEPAD ]

march 2014

March 16-19 
4th International 
Conference on Stem Cell 
Engineering,  
Coronado, CA 
www.aiche.org

March 19-21  
48th Annual Conference 
on Information Sciences  
& Systems, Princeton, NJ 
ee-ciss.princeton.edu

March 19-21  
Green Energy Expo, 
Toronto, ON 
www.mchewel.com

March 20-21 
Writing & Winning 
Proposals: A  
Simulation Workshop,  
Toronto, ON 
www.ospe.on.ca

March 23-26 
ACM/SPEC International 
Conference on 
Performance Engineering, 
Dublin, Ireland 
icpe2014.ipd.kit.edu

March 25-27 
Symposium on Elevated 
Temperature Application  
of Materials,  
Seattle, WA 
events.asme.org/Elevated 
TempSymposium2014

March 25-28 
Offshore Technology 
Conference,  
Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia 
www.otcasia.org/2014 
 
March 26-28 
GLOBE 2014 (conference), 
Vancouver, BC 
2014.globeseries.com

March 31-April 1 
9th International 
Conference on 
Computation in 
Electromagnetics,  
London, UK 
www.theiet.org/events

April 2014

April 2-4 
JRC 2014 Joint Rail 
Conference, Colorado 
Springs, CO 
www.asmeconferences.
org/JRC2014

April 6-9  
2014 Engineering & 
Operations Technical 
Conference,  
Oklahoma, OK 
www.publicpower.org/
EandO

April 7-8 
ASHRAE High Performance 
Building Conference,  
San Francisco, CA 
www.hpbmagazine.org/
hpb2014

April 7-9 
2014 International 
Congress on the Advances 
in Nuclear Power Plants, 
Charlotte, NC 
www.icapp.ans.org/
icapp14

April 7-9  
Nanomaterials for  
Industry (conference),  
San Diego, CA 
www.executive-
conference.com/
conferences/nano13.php

April 9-10  
The All-Energy Canadian 
Exhibition & Conference, 
Toronto, ON 
www.all-energy.ca

April 9-11 
Sustainable Nuclear 
Energy Conference 2014, 
Manchester, UK 
www.icheme.org/
events/conferences/
sustainable-nuclear-
energy-conference-2014.
aspx

April 13-16  
2nd International 
Conference on  
Clean Energy,  
Qingdao, China 
www.icces.cn

April 15-17 
ASME 2014 Small Modular 
Reactors Symposium, 
Washington, DC 
www.asmeconferences.
org/SMR2014

April 15-18  
IEEE 34th International 
Conference on Electronics 
& Nanotechnology,  
Kyiv, Ukraine 
www.elnano.kpi.ua

April 25-26  
PEO Annual General 
Meeting & Order of  
Honour Gala, 
Niagara Falls, ON 
www.peo.on.ca

April 26-27  
3rd USA Science & 
Engineering Festival, 
Washington, DC 
www.usasciencefestival.org

may 2014

May 5-8  
Canadian Conference on 
Electrical & Computer 
Engineering,  
Toronto, ON 
www.ccece2014.org

May 7-8 
CanSIA Solar Ontario  
2014 (conference),  
Ottawa, ON 
www.cansia.ca

May 12-16 
International Energy 
Agency Heat Pump 
Conference, Montreal, QC 
www.iea-hpc2014.org

May 28-31 
CSCE Annual Conference, 
Halifax, NS 
www.csce2014.ca
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The facts about community  
water fluoridation

By Pat Abbey, DDS, MSc, DDPH; Michael Finkelstein, MD, MHSc, FRCPC; and Dick Ito, DDS, MSc, FRCD(C)

This article has been written in response to 
“The role of professional engineers in maintain-
ing the policy of municipal water fluoridation 
in Ontario,” published in the September/October 
2013 issue of Engineering Dimensions. The 
information presented in the article by Cooper, 
Gagachev and Gupta may discredit community 
water fluoridation by putting forward only one 
view, and it may create a state of unease among 
municipal decision makers and the voting public. 
This article attempts to provide an alternative 
review of the scientific literature and, in the 
process, respond to the authors’ claims about 
community water fluoridation. 

Professional engineers in water departments 
and public health have always worked together 
on issues arising from drinking water. Profes-
sional engineers have provided their technical 
expertise and public health, the health outcomes. 

Research on community water 
fluoridation
The research on community water fluorida-
tion is extensive (more than 3000 studies or 
research papers by one estimate) and dates 
back to 1908. Researchers in many different 
countries have since published their findings in 
recognized, peer-reviewed professional journals. 
Numerous systematic reviews and reviews by 
governments–national, state/provincial and 
local–have been published in Europe, the 
United Kingdom, Ireland, Australia, the United 

States and Canada (Orillia Public Works). The overall conclusions from 
these reviews indicate:
•	 water fluoridation is still effective in reducing dental decay 

(McDonagh et al.);
•	 fluoridation benefits all residents, regardless of their age, education or 

social or economic status (Truman et al.);
•	 fluoridation is the most efficient method, in terms of overall cost and 

population coverage, for the prevention of dental decay (Levy et al.);
•	 the weight of evidence from all currently available studies does not 

support a link between exposure to fluoride in drinking water at the 
maximum allowable concentration (MAC) for fluoride of 1.5 mg/L 
and any adverse health effects, including those related to cancer, 
immunotoxicity, reproductive/developmental toxicity, genotoxicity 
and/or neurotoxicity (Health Canada–guideline); and

•	 the Canadian MAC of 1.5 mg/L for fluoride in drinking water has  
also been established by the World Health Organization (WHO),  
Australia and the European Union (naturally fluoridated water) 
(Health Canada–guideline).

The weight of the scientific evidence on the benefits of community water 
fluoridation has led to this preventive intervention being supported by a 
growing list of more than 100 North American and international orga-
nizations that recognize its public health benefits for preventing dental 
decay (American Dental Association). As seen in the table, among these 
organizations is the American Water Works Association (AWWA), whose 
50,000 members manage and treat drinking water. The AWWA policy, 
revised January 12, 2012, states: “The American Water Works Association 
(AWWA) supports the recommendations of the World Health Organiza-
tion (WHO), American Medical Association (AMA), Canadian Medical 
Association (CMA), Centers for Disease Control (CDC), American Dental 
Association (ADA), Canadian Dental Association (CDA), and other pro-
fessional organizations in the medical community, for the fluoridation of 
public water supplies as a public health benefit.”

Health Canada’s Federal-Provincial-Territorial Committee on Drinking 
Water is responsible for the Guidelines for Canadian Drinking Water  
Quality. These health-based guidelines provide the maximum allowable 
levels for almost 100 physical, chemical and radiological parameters for 
drinking water, both fluoridated and non-fluoridated, and are available on 
Health Canada’s website (Health Canada–water quality). These guidelines 
are updated regularly and the present guidelines replace ones that were 
published in 1996. The guideline for each physical, chemical and radiologi-
cal parameter, including fluoride, are “developed through a documented 
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process which includes a literature review, internal 
and external peer-reviews, public consultations and 
Federal-Provincial-Territorial approval processes” 
(Health Canada, guidelines–summary table). All 
drinking water is monitored to meet these guidelines. 
In 2010, Health Canada published Canadian drinking 
water quality: Guideline technical document–fluoride.

Hydrofluorosilicic acid
Hydrofluorosilicic acid (HFSA) is the chemical 
used by the majority of water treatment plants in 
North America due to its ease of use, accuracy of 
measurement, and the need for a minimum amount 
of equipment (American Dental Association). It is 
the most economical of the three available com-
pounds. The quality standard for HFSA, as with 
all additives to drinking water, is set by the NSF 
(National Sanitation Foundation)/ANSI (American 
National Standards Institute) Standard 60, which 
addresses the health effects of treatment chemicals 
in drinking water and is used by the Ministry of the 
Environment. NSF/ANSI 60 was developed using 
United States Environmental Protection Agency and 
Health Canada criteria to determine that fluorida-
tion products are safe at their maximum use level 
with respect to potential chemical and radioactive 
impurities (City of London). For additions to drink-
ing water systems, the NSF/ANSI 60 standard is 
even more stringent than the United States Pharma-
copeia-Sodium Fluoride Standard used to produce 
pharmaceuticals (Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention–fact sheet).

With regard to the levels of HFSA and arsenic, in 
February 2013, the NSF published data indicating 
that the levels of arsenic in 50 per cent of fluoridation 
products were non-detectable and if the product is 
added to drinking water at (or below) its maximum 
use level, all detections were at levels below the allow-
able concentration (National Sanitation Foundation). 
For lead, a number of reviews on community water 
fluoridation have studied the scientific literature and 
have concluded that water fluoridation has no effect 
on the solubility, bioavailability or bioaccumulation 
of any form of lead (Jackson, Harvey, and Young; 
Macek et al.; Urbansky and Shock). Health Canada’s 
website lists guidance for both arsenic and lead in 
drinking water (Health Canada–water quality).

Health and safety
Water plant operators and engineers with proper 
education, training and maintenance of equipment 
can safely use fluoride additives, such as HFSA, to 
fluoridate drinking water. Careful handling of HFSA 

is required as with a number of other chemicals/additives used in water 
treatment, such as hypochlorite, quicklime, aluminum sulfate, sodium 
hydroxide and ferrous sulfate. Guidelines on the safe use of additives 
to drinking water have been published by the AWWA and for fluoride 
additives, in particular, by the CDC (Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention–training). With the many water treatment systems in Ontario 
that use HSFA, it is interesting to note that the Workplace Safety and 
Insurance Board (WSIB) reports that there have been zero lost-time  
injuries of municipal water systems workers related to fluoridation 
chemicals in the last five years.

Legal
Section 19 of the Safe Drinking Water Act, subsection 5, explicitly 
states that no person will be considered to have failed in their duties if 
they relied in good faith on a report of a “person whose professional 
qualifications lend credibility to the report” (Government of Ontario). 
With respect to drinking water fluoridation, a professional engineer 
can recommend that a municipal council support fluoridation of its 
drinking water. This advice would be based upon recommendations by 
the medical officer of the health unit, Ontario’s chief medical officer 
of health, Health Canada, the WHO, the CDC and numerous other 
organizations. These individuals and organizations have indicated that 
drinking water fluoridation causes no harm and provides significant 
oral health benefits (City of London). 

On informed consent, the City of London Solicitors Office has 
stated: “The issue of informed consent has been raised in several 
Canadian cases. Generally the issue is framed as whether fluoridation 
of public water amounts to the administration of a drug without the 
informed consent of the people being medicated. In the 2003 BC case 
of Millership v. British Columbia, the plaintiff sought a declaration that 
public water fluoridation mass medicates and poisons Canadians by the 
drug fluoride without their informed consent. The court denied the 
declaration and stated that members of a community are able to obtain 
information about the fluoridation of water if they wish, and are given 
an opportunity to debate the issue and take steps to avoid fluoridated 
water if they wish” (City of London). 

“The court also referred to the case of Locke v. Calgary, where the 
court found that the bylaw did not violate the plaintiff’s rights to secu-
rity of the person and that, in any event, such a bylaw would be saved 
by principles of fundamental justice, which required a fair balance to be 
struck between the interests of a person whose claim to security had been 
violated and those of society” (City of London). 

Environment
A 2004 article in The International Journal of Occupational and Envi-
ronmental Health (Pollick) looked at the evidence of water fluoridation’s 
effects on plants, animals and humans, based on reviews by scientific 
groups and individual communities and concluded: “There appears to 
be no concern about the environmental aspects of water fluoridation 
among those experts who have investigated the matter.”
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In 2011, the European Commis-
sion’s Scientific Committee on Health 
and Environmental Risks (SCHER) 
published a report on fluoride and fluo-
ridating agents. Among the conclusions 
of the SCHER report is the following: 
“Based on three lines of evidence, a 
simplistic risk assessment, mass balance 
modeling and a modified EUSES (Euro-
pean Union System for Evaluation of 
Substances) analysis, SCHER is of the 
opinion that adding fluoride to drink-
ing water at concentrations between 
0.8 mg/L and the reference dose level of 
the WHO (1.5 mg/L) does not result in 
unacceptable risk to water organisms.”

Dental fluorosis
A review of the data from literature 
reviews does not find an elevation of 
dental fluorosis of aesthetic concern 
at the concentrations for community 
water fluoridation of 0.7 mg/L recom-
mended by Health Canada (Health 
Canada–guidelines). The Canadian 
Health Measures Survey, which surveyed 
1070 Canadian children ages 6 to 11 
years between 2007 and 2009, found 
no severe fluorosis, almost no moder-
ate fluorosis, and very little mild (4 per 
cent) or very mild fluorosis (12 per cent) 
(Health Canada–summary report).

Concern has been expressed about 
the perceived possibility of dental 
fluorosis in giving baby formula made 
with fluoridated water to infants. 
The following is stated with regard to 
fluoridated water and infant formula 
preparation (and hence use of fluo-
ridated water for children under 12 
months of age) by health organizations: 
“Current scientific literature does not 
support a link between consumption 
of infant formula reconstituted with 
drinking water containing fluoride and 
the risk of moderate/severe dental fluo-
rosis” (Health Canada–guidelines). 

Ethics
The ethical aspects of drinking 
water fluoridation were very recently 

addressed in a Province of Quebec report, which states: “In conclusion, the CESP 
(Comité d’éthique de santé publique) takes the view that the benefits of fluoridation 
outweigh its potential negative effects on health and the environment and that such 
benefits justify impinging on the freedom of choice of people who do not wish to 
have their water fluoridated” (Institut national de santé publique du Québec).

“Governments and health professionals have a responsibility to make decisions 
and implement public health strategies that balance community health outcomes 
with individual choices. Adjusting the level of fluoride in drinking water can be 
compared to practices, such as adding iodine to salt for thyroid health and adding 
folic acid to cereals to reduce neural tube defects” (City of London).

Conclusion
Credible scientific evidence supports the safety, effectiveness and cost efficiency  
of community water fluoridation. Community water fluoridation reduces health 
inequities and disparities for everyone in the population. 

Modified from the American Dental Association’s Fluoridation Facts, 2005, page 69.

Pat Abbey, DDS, MSc, DDPH, is president of the Ontario Association of Public 
Health Dentistry, and has worked in private practice, dental regulation and edu-
cation. He is director, oral health division, Durham Region Health Department. 

Michael Finkelstein, MD, MHSc, FRCPC, is an associate medical officer of health 
at Toronto Public Health, a member of the Royal College of Physicians of Canada 
and vice chair of the Council of Ontario Medical Officers of Health. 

Dick Ito, DDS, MSc, FRCD(C), is a public health dental specialist, a member of 
the Royal College of Dentists of Canada, a dental consultant for two health 
units in Ontario and a past president of the Ontario Association of Public 
Health Dentistry.

National and international 
organizations that support 
fluoridation

Provincial health organizations 
that support fluoridation

• American Cancer Society
• American Water Works Association 
• �Canadian Association of Public  

  Health Dentistry
• Canadian Cancer Society
• Canadian Dental Association
• Canadian Paediatric Society
• Canadian Public Health Association
• FDI World Dental Federation
• Health Canada
• Pan American Health Organization
• U.S. Public Health Service
• �U.S. Centers for Disease Control  

  and Prevention
• World Health Organization

• �Association of Local Public  
  Health Agencies

• �Chief Medical Officer of Health  
  of Ontario

• �Ontario Association of Public  
  Health Dentistry

• Ontario Dental Association
• �Ontario Dental Hygienists  

  Association
• Ontario Medical Association
• Ontario Public Health Association
• �Royal College of Dental Surgeons  

  of Ontario
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Poisoned politics of power plants
By Jatin Nathwani, PhD

With one ugly phase of Ontario politics about to recede into the fog of 
memory–prorogation of the legislature and the resignation of a premier–it 
would be false hope to assume the cost burdens of the cancelled gas power 
plants in Mississauga and Oakville would also fade. 

Within hours of congratulatory messages upon Kathleen Wynne’s 
selection as leader and premier, the opposition parties were calling for an 
inquiry into the cancellation of the gas plants. Such swift demands remind 
one of Banquo’s presence at Macbeth’s feast–unwelcome and unsightly–
with no respite for Premier Wynne to begin the difficult task of addressing 
Ontario’s broader fiscal challenges.

The energy file may well have turned into a ball and chain for the 
premier as shown by the loss of seats in the recent provincial byelections. 
Although this was a problem not of her making, the persistence of the 
controversy surrounding the cancellation of the gas plants has wider rami-
fications beyond Ontario and beyond concerns over the specific costs, high 
as they are, of cancelled contracts. 

A different lesson also emerges from the fiasco of the cancelled power 
plants. It is the role of citizen outrage and its unintended consequences on 
the public interest. When Dalton McGuinty resigned and the legislature 
was prorogued, self-righteous indignation against the way politics is prac-
tised had taken full-throated fulminations to new heights. I challenge this 
glum self-satisfaction we collectively indulge in by pointing fingers at our 
politicians. Do remember, when you point a finger there is also the thumb 
and three others pointing at you.

Yes, active citizen participation in shaping public policy is critical to the 
democratic process, but acceding to the demands of unbridled citizen out-
rage is a recipe for trouble unless circumscribed by responsible obligations. 
Good citizens of Oakville and Mississauga were particularly effective in 
organizing their protest against two natural gas power plants in their neigh-
borhoods. Going into the 2012 general election, two of the three major 
political parties were singing from the same song sheet: promises to cancel 
the plants. A principled stand by the government would most likely have 
alienated the voters. The politics of electoral calculus prevailed. Premier 
McGuinty ordered the plants to be cancelled and the immediate outcome 
was positive for the Liberals who won the seats that were at stake.
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Has this served Ontario well? And, if public outrage becomes the 
determinant of siting decisions for energy facilities, what lessons can be 
learned? Decisions made in haste invariably lead to waste and, in this 
case, the painfully high costs are becoming evident. 

As citizens, we insist politicians should respond to our demands and, 
when they do, criticize them for doing so. Even the most hardened cynic 
would have to concede that such a dysfunctional view is neither fair to 
politicians nor conducive to good governance. There is little comfort in 
stating that during the election campaign all the Ontario political parties 
sought to curry the voters’ favour and chose the path of least resistance 
with nary an explanation that there would be financial burdens that 
would have to be imposed on all the ratepayers. The idea that we all 
might have to share the pain was absent from the conversation. 

The downstream consequences of demands–whether cost, reliability 
or the risk of blackouts–are never a core consideration for any protest 
movement. If protest equals turning my problem into someone else’s 
problem, it is not responsible citizenship. The cost of cancellations is 
large and the pain will have to be distributed across the province upon 
all citizens and not just the somnambulant citizens of Oakville. Salutary 
would be the day when citizen groups that coalesce around opposi-
tion to pipelines, power plants or power lines are willing to engage in a 
meaningful conversation about costs and the unintended impacts that 
might arise from their specific demands.

The implications for governance are even more disturbing. One 
community’s outrage translated into no room for any of the political 
parties. The necessary “neutral white space” for a meaningful dialogue 
on how we plan for, build and pay for society’s critical energy infra-
structure disappeared. All that remained was the fixing of blame and 
acrimony that led to a paralysis of the legislature and prorogation. 
If such measures become the only effective way for a government to 
respond to intense pressures, the diminution of the democratic process 
is a far more serious threat than the cost of the cancelled power plants. 
We need to be wary of citizen outrage if it is a one-way path into a 
mud pit out of which there is no clean outcome for anyone. 

A way forward to address the governance challenge 
To contain and channel citizen discontent toward positive outcomes 
for the broader public good is a difficult task under the best of cir-
cumstances. As protests mount over the environmental footprint of 
pipelines or power lines, specific projects become prized targets for 
marshaling dissent around concerns for the environment and social 
acceptability. What options do we have to provide a quality space for 
debate but not allow the decision process to be hijacked by special 
interest constituencies? 

The balancing task of competing interests is best performed by our 
elected representatives in the legislatures and parliament. A further 
strengthening of the role of existing “arm’s-length” expert agencies and a 
commitment not to undermine their legitimacy is one important consid-
eration, whether it is the Ontario Power Authority, the National Energy 
Board or Environment Canada. Such academic institutions and august 

bodies as the Council of Canadian Academies also 
have the capacity to provide and augment evidence-
based independent advice to help governments wade 
through controversial issues. 

For “real-time” input into decision making, 
increasing the scope and extent of subject matter 
expertise and availability of expert resources to MPPs, 
MPs and parliamentary committees is a step in the 
right direction. Another fundamental change would 
be to create a path for the government’s expert agen-
cies to involve the legislative committees at an early 
stage in the development of recommendations.

The need is to de-fang controversy early. Parlia-
mentary committees ought to play a more effective 
role in owning decisions, thereby reducing partisan 
acrimony. If advice, as final recommendations, 
flows only one way from the expert agencies to the 
government through the minister, the tendency for 
opposition parties is to oppose, rather than devote 
efforts to building a consensus. However, with a 
change in the strategy for governance, if the recom-
mendations and advice flowed through an “all-party 
committee” of the legislature or parliament, there 
would be a better chance of early buy-in and accep-
tance of choices that may appear unpalatable at first.

Significant additional expert resources devoted to 
the legislative and parliamentary committees to help 
vet and evaluate recommendations from expert agen-
cies at an early stage in the planning and development 
of options can help deepen the civic dialogue, lower 
the decibel levels, and provide broader legitimacy 
to controversial decisions. Subsequent approval by 
parliament would then help remove the sting of 
partisanship associated with such decisions because 
parliament is the ultimate arbiter of public interest.

The key lesson from the Ontario experience–just 
as relevant for Canada and other provinces–is that 
rage and protest can seriously undermine our abil-
ity to develop a modern energy infrastructure. The 
ramifications of extreme protest go beyond Ontario 
and this will be true for the development of public 
infrastructure projects writ large–whether they are 
power plants, transmission lines, pipelines, shipping 
routes or transportation corridors. If citizen out-
rage remains decoupled from citizen responsibility, 
Canada’s ability to foster energy trade and national 
economic competitiveness will remain challenged.

Jatin Nathwani, PhD, is a professor and Ontario 
research chair in public policy for sustainable 
energy, and the executive director, Waterloo 
Institute for Sustainable Energy, University  
of Waterloo.



[ IN COUNCIL ]

At the February meeting, council once again discussed 
the future of a continuing professional development (CPD) 
program for PEO’s licence holders. The most recent round of 
discussions regarding CPD began at the September 2013 meet-
ing, at which council unanimously supported, in principle, the 
development of a PEO CPD program.

At the September 2013 meeting, council referred a  
June 2013 report by the Ontario Society of Professional 
Engineers’ (OSPE) Continuing Education Working Group 
(http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.ospe.on.ca/resource/resmgr/
doc_advocacy/2013-06-20_ospe_cpd_study_fi.pdf) to the 
Professional Standards Committee (PSC). The OSPE report 
proposes a mandatory program modeled on the one in place for 
Alberta’s engineers, which also aligns with the Canadian Frame-
work for Licensure. Council requested that the committee 
review and provide its comments on the report at the February 
council meeting, while also considering other recommendations 
for a CPD program and input from PEO’s membership.

In the briefing materials for the February meeting (http://
peo.on.ca/index.php/ci_id/27606/la_id/1.htm), PSC provided 
comments on the OSPE report and outlined steps it took to 
solicit feedback from PEO members via a stakeholder consulta-
tion held between November 12 and December 12, 2013. 

PSC’s comments about the OSPE report concerned:
(a) 	 the effectiveness of Alberta’s CPD plan–as the OSPE report 

doesn’t present evidence of how the program is effective 
(e.g. reduces the number of discipline cases), having evi-
dence-based data that supports the effectiveness of Alberta’s 
CPD plan would be valuable to council. In addition, what 
is the evidence that a similar program in Ontario would be 
effective in protecting the public interest?

(b) 	more experienced engineers require less CPD–this 
assumption is not proven by evidence in the OSPE report 
and since senior engineers tend to take responsibility for 
more difficult projects, they may need to be more up to 
date with technical issues than younger engineers. 

(c) 	 levels of CPD reporting needed to protect the public inter-
est–the OSPE report recommends CPD reporting and 
auditing requirements not be onerous, but PSC believes 
PEO should instead be asking what level of CPD reporting 
and auditing is needed to protect the public interest.

Council moves ahead with plans 
for continuing professional  
development

491st MEETING, February 7, 2014

By Jennifer Coombes

Feedback from PEO membership was grouped into categories:
1.	 opposed to mandatory CPD (39.5 per cent);
2.	 in favour of OSPE report (25.9 per cent);
3.	 opposed to OSPE proposal but not mandatory CPD  

in general (20.9 per cent);
4.	 members who commented but did not state an opinion 
	 for or against (14.7 per cent).

The top five concerns of members were (summarized):
1.	 No justification for implementation of a program  

(45 comments);
2.	 What about the expense?, i.e. who pays? (28 comments);
3.	 CPD will not improve public safety/public perception 

(21 comments);
4.	 Report lacks clarity and analysis/more research needed 

(20 comments);
5.	 Practising engineers must already remain current to stay 

employed/engineers know best how to ensure their own 
professional development (18 comments);

5.	 PEO will lose members if mandatory CPD is imple-
mented will discourage licensing (18 comments).

Although there is no consensus on what shape a CPD program 
might eventually take, council as a whole agreed that some 
CPD program should be in place for PEO’s licence holders. 

To move the process forward, council tasked PSC with 
preparing a problem definition statement to determine best 
practices for professional development and improvement as 
they apply to professional engineering in Ontario, and also 
to consider quality assurance, competence and the Certificate 
of Authorization in the process. PSC will provide input to the 
Executive Committee to help it set terms of reference for a Con-
tinuing Professional Development and Quality Assurance Task 
Force and a budget in time for the March council meeting. 

Ontario Professional Engineers Awards gala
A motion passed by council at the February meeting seeks 
to restore elements of the Ontario Professional Engineers 
Awards (OPEA) gala for 2014 that the PEO Awards Com-
mittee believe made it a more high-calibre event in years past, 
including the video vignettes of awardees. 

Council voted to have PEO again resume responsibility 
for the production of the awardee vignettes and accompany-
ing citations and approved additional funding, not to exceed 
$50,000, to cover their cost.

As well, council approved restoring the original intent 
of the gala to a partnership between PEO and OSPE, with 
shared co-hosting roles, and with the PEO/OSPE OPEA Gala 
Advisory Subcommittee (GAC) of the Awards Committee 
providing direction to and oversight of OSPE staff working 
on the gala and providing input on keynote speakers, themes, 
sponsorship sources and areas for improvement.

PEO’s proposals for enhancing the 2014 gala had yet to be 
approved by the OSPE board as of press time.
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Bernard Ennis, P.Eng.	 1079
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Catherine Shearer-Kudel	  416-224-1100 ext. 1204
Manager, tribunal office  
Salvatore Guerriero, P.Eng., LLM	 1080 
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Chief administrative officer 
Scott Clark, B.Comm, LLB, FEC (Hon)	 1126
Manager, government and student  
liaison programs 
Jeannette Chau, MBA, P.Eng.	 647-259-2262
Manager, EIT programs 
Manoj Choudary, P.Eng.	 1087
Director, people development 
Fern Gonçalves, CHRP	 1106
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Olivera Tosic, BEd	 416-224-1100 ext. 1210
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Viktoria Aleksandrova	 416-224-1100 ext. 1207
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Connie Mucklestone 	 1061
Editor, Engineering Dimensions 
Jennifer Coombes	 1062
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Is your contact info up to date?
Make sure you never miss important announcements or opportunities by keeping your contact information, 
including mailing address and phone numbers, up to date in PEO’s database. It’s especially important to 
make sure PEO has your current email address and that you add “@peo.on.ca” to your email’s white  
list or safe list so you don’t miss any messages. Visit the Licence Holder Services Area of PEO’s website  
(www.peo.on.ca) to update your information at any time.

Did You Know? You’re in 
charge of your subscription

Now that Engineering Dimensions 
has gone digital, you can manage 
your magazine subscription options 
with the click of a button. 

Want to update your email 
address or switch back to the  
print copy? Simply go to  
www.peo.on.ca and click on 
the licence holder services tab. 
Your subscription options can be 
changed in your online profile.
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Consulting Geotechnical & Environmental Engineering
Construction Materials Inspection & Testing

subsurface investigations, foundations, tunnels, erosion, slope stability studies,  
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[ LETTERS ]

Supporting evidence
In a letter in the November/December 2013  
edition of Engineering Dimensions (“A one-sided 
view of fluoridation,” p. 66), Susan Shaw, 
P.Eng., expresses concern with the article,  
“The role of professional engineers in maintain-

ing the policy of public water fluoridation in 
Ontario (Engineering Dimensions, September/ 

October 2013, p. 48). She, however, did not present any evidence to 
refute anything mentioned in said article other than the broad refer-
ence to Health Canada who, to this day, has not addressed any of the 
issues of concern with water fluoridation expressed in our fully refer-
enced article. This article points out correctly that engineering science 
avoids tautology for obvious reasons. Engineers don’t sign off on a 
bridge because they believe the bridge is safe or because bridges are said 
to be safe, but because the math, physics, metallurgy, etc., prove that 
it is safe. Our article showed that fluoridation is based on tautology. 
Shaw, along with Health Canada and those who support this practice 
are, yet again, demonstrating another perfect example of fluoridation 
tautology with no empirical science to support their opinion.

Perhaps Shaw can show from Health Canada literature why hydro-
fluorosilicic acid (HFSA), the chemical used for water fluoridation 
along with pharmaceutical grade fluoride, are not approved as natural 
health products. In fact, they cannot be sold in health food stores–it 
is only available by prescription. And why is it illegal to use HFSA by 
dentists, or to add to toothpastes and dispose of in the environment?

It is very troubling to see so many experts, especially engineers, place 
their trust in the status quo instead of doing their own due diligence in 
technical matters such as this, especially when, as in this example, the 

inconsistencies have already been pointed out. This 
casts doubt on other areas of engineering practice 
and gives a black mark to our profession!

The Professional Engineers Act defines practice 
of professional engineering as “any act of plan-
ning, designing, composing, evaluating, advising, 
reporting, directing or supervising that requires the 
application of engineering principles and concerns 
the safeguarding of life, health, property, economic 
interests, the public welfare or the environment, or 
the managing of any such act.”

Given the above, it should serve well for PEO 
to have a position statement stating why it does not 
support water fluoridation.

As for the October 12 London Free Press published 
letter, I should like to point out that my original let-
ter was sent to the London city council. It included 
the water fluoridation article for supporting infor-
mation only, as it so clearly expressed the concerns 
of many constituents. It was intended to provide a 
better understanding for future deliberations on this 
issue and in no way represents the opinion or policy 
of Engineering Dimensions or PEO. The letter was 
copied to the London Free Press, who changed the 
intent of my original letter and published it without 
my consultation or permission.
Chris Gupta, P.Eng., London, ON

Correction

In the news article, “PEO court decision reflected in Ontario Building Code 
update” (January/February 2014, p. 16), we incorrectly stated that the new 
building code no longer includes a table describing rules for design and gen-
eral review of buildings by professional engineers and architects. In fact, the 
table still exists but it now includes only rules for general review. The rules  
for design were removed as a result of a 2007 divisional court decision, since 
PEO has jurisdiction over matters of design but not general review. 

Letters to the editor are welcomed, but must be kept to no more than 500  

words, and are subject to editing for length, clarity and style. Publication is  

at the editor’s discretion; unsigned letters will not be published. The ideas 

expressed do not necessarily reflect the opinions and policies of the association, 

nor does the association assume responsibility for the opinions expressed.  

Emailed letters should be sent with “Letter to the editor” in the subject line.  

All letters pertaining to a current PEO issue are also forwarded to the  

appropriate committee for information. Address letters to jcoombes@peo.on.ca.
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A closer look at health and disability insurance
How coverage can help the self-employed, contractual and underinsured

ADVERTORIAL

PEO Members can learn more and apply for:
Health and Dental Care 

Disability Income Replacement
Sponsored by Engineers Canada

www.manulife.com/OSPE/DI

1-877-598-2273
(Monday-Friday, 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. ET)

With no supplementary health coverage, you would have to pay
out of your own pocket for common expenses like prescriptions,
dental care, vision care, therapeutic services and more. 

If your spouse doesn’t have coverage at work, your out-of-
pocket medical expenses can get even bigger, especially if you
have children. 

Private health insurance can be more affordable than you think.
Plus, if you’re self-employed, you may be able to deduct the cost
of your health insurance premiums from your business income.2

Disability insurance
Disability insurance helps to replace a portion of your income
if you become ill or injured and can’t work. These plans
provide monthly benefit payments, based on a percentage of
your monthly earnings, while you are disabled and unable to
perform your occupation.

Unlike employee disability plans that end when you change
jobs, some association-sponsored disability plans can provide
continuation of coverage between jobs so you are not left without

coverage while unemployed. If you become disabled within 
12 months of your last job, you remain eligible for a monthly
benefit payment.

Look for a disability plan that offers coverage for different
types of disability, such as total disability, partial disability,
residual disability (you are able to return to your regular
occupation but in a limited capacity), and catastrophic loss.

And if you pay your own premiums (not your partnership),
your monthly disability benefits may be tax free.2

Are you among those with protection?
Across Ontario, many residents have chosen to protect
themselves with supplementary health and disability coverage.
Make sure you’re protected as well. 

Cost is a common reason offered by those who are not covered
by any plans to explain the lack of coverage.

Affordable coverage is available for professional engineers
through the Engineers Canada-sponsored plans. This allows
you to enjoy many of the benefits of a group plan (e.g., lower
cost) so you can focus on your recovery, not on the bills.

1 Average household annual spending (Source: Statistics Canada, 2010 Survey of
Household Spending, April 2012).

2 Contact your financial advisor or the Canada Revenue Agency for details.
3 Percentages are based on persons covered at end of 2011 (Source: Canadian Life and

Health Insurance Association, Facts & Figures, Life and Health Insurance, 2012 Edition)
and 2011 provincial population figures (Source: Statistics Canada).

Being ill or injured can be challenging enough without
worrying about being driven into debt.

With health and living costs rising steadily, those who are self-
employed or don’t have coverage at work could face financial
hardships. Without an employer’s group insurance benefits,
you are left to your own means when it comes to protecting
yourself and your family.

You don’t hesitate to insure your home, car and other valuable
possessions, so why wouldn’t you insure those that are much
more valuable than all those things — your health and your
ability to earn an income?

Health insurance
Supplementary health insurance starts where government
coverage ends.

80%
of Ontario residents 
have supplementary 

health coverage3

34%
of Ontario residents 

have disability 
income protection3

Ontario household health spending1

(Annual, excluding health insurance premiums)

$401 $353 $161 $113

Dental Vision Practitioners†Prescribed
Drugs

†Other than physicians, dental and vision care professionals

Underwritten by The Manufacturers Life Insurance Company. Manulife, Manulife Financial, the Manulife Financial For Your Future logo 
and the Block Design are trademarks of The Manufacturers Life Insurance Company and are used by it, and by its affiliates under license.
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Due to provincial legislation, our auto insurance program is not offered in British Columbia, Manitoba or Saskatchewan. 

*No purchase is required. There is one (1) prize to be won. The winner may choose between an amount of $60,000 CAD to build a dream kitchen of his/her choosing or $60,000 CAD cash. The winner will be responsible for choosing a supplier and for coordinating 
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You’ve paid your dues. 
Start paying less with TD Insurance.

Professionals can save more.
At TD Insurance, we recognize all the time and effort you put into  

getting where you are. That’s why, as a professional engineer in 

Ontario, you have access to our TD Insurance Meloche Monnex program 

which offers preferred group rates and various additional discounts.  

You’ll also benefit from our highly personalized service and great 

protection that suits your needs. Get a quote today and see how  

much you could save.

Request a quote today 

1-866-269-1371 
melochemonnex.com/ope
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