APPENDIX 1
Full Survey Results

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey

Q1 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to expressly require that the Registrar
make public, including the names of
Members and Permit Holders, the: •
discipline decisions of the Discipline
Committee and the Appeal Board •
accepted recommended discipline orders •
decisions of the Registrar or investigative
panel to suspend or restrict licences on an
interim basis in emergent situations
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Somewhat disagree
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Strongly disagree
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I have no opinion on this matter

3.39%

48

Total

1,414

#

Comments:

Date

1

This action would make disciplined member's life miserable and difficult.

12/18/2015 3:49 PM

2

The decisions of the panel should be made public, but not until all appeals have been completed. Reputations can be
damaged by unfounded or frivolous complaints.

12/18/2015 3:40 PM

3

Current Act is acceptable and allows for notification. "The Discipline Committee or the Appeal Board may direct that

12/18/2015 2:59 PM

reports of disciplinary investigations be published."
4

Should not include persons in investigations that have not concluded

12/18/2015 2:37 PM

5

Decision to publish names should be on a case-specific basis.

12/18/2015 2:11 PM
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6

The publishing names should be enough.

12/18/2015 1:30 PM

7

I do not agree with publicly releasing the information on a database viewed by anyone; however if a possible employer

12/18/2015 1:25 PM

is performing a background check the information should be made available
8

Discipline problems issue from lack of ethics and responsible social dignity. A professional organization needs to
concentrate on the source of problems as a preventative agent.

12/18/2015 10:07 AM

9

I disagree with making it public prior to the decision being made.

12/18/2015 9:53 AM

10

informing of discipline decisions, not during investigations.

12/18/2015 9:43 AM

11

This is necessary in the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:28 AM

12

Suggest that the Registrar be able to publish names in the case of decisions ONLY, not investigations. The collective
power accrued to the registrar is too great: the registrar could initiate a complaint and publish the names of those being

12/17/2015 10:11 PM

investigated - all at the registrars discretion. That's how the briefings read. This looks like a registrar centered power
grab.
13

It should depend on the nature of misconduct. Not a blanket disclosure.

12/17/2015 8:06 PM

14

The Registrar should only make public this information once a verdict is reached. Emergent situations should be
handled internally until a verdict is reached.

12/17/2015 12:59 PM

15

It isn't clear to me whether someone who is found innocent by APEGA in a "decision" by the committee would have
their name published which I don't think it should be. I do believe that all 'guilty' verdicts should be published and that

12/17/2015 12:40 PM

you shouldn't be able to negotiate anonymity.
16

I do not agree that in emergent situations this information should be published. I think that when the panel has made a
decision, it should be published.

12/17/2015 11:14 AM

17

this indicates transparency to public. however regarding publicly releasing names, APEGA should have proof that the
offender is guilty.

12/17/2015 9:28 AM

18

if we are to remain a trusted self regulating body then transparency in all areas especially disciplinary matters is vital

12/17/2015 5:41 AM

19

What are other associations doing? Should be consistent. Suggest giving the Registrar some discretion on publication.

12/16/2015 5:45 PM

Way it is worded indicates it MUST be done. There may be situations that warrant not publishing.
20

limiting the recommendation to the first two bullet points would preferred

12/16/2015 5:30 PM

21

I think this makes sense on the surface. I don't know what Doctors/Laywer associations are required to do, but
something similar would be my expectation. If the other professional associations are not requiring it/electing not to

12/16/2015 4:22 PM

post all the same information then I think APEGA should maintain the act as it is.
22

Before implementing this recommendation a clear defination of "emergent situation". should be mentioned.

12/16/2015 2:36 PM

23

A brief summary of the offense and disciplinary action, wouldn't be all that bad.

12/16/2015 10:42 AM

24

There are many reasons why one can fail to meet regulations and has resulted in one being discipline but such failure
does not necessarily mean a criminal act and should be publicly humiliated - we all make mistake

12/16/2015 10:29 AM

25

This can be used punitively and is open to abuse. It looks like the only way to prevent its abuse is by way of a hearing
process, which is by definition costly and also punitive. If this is the case I think the Registrar should also be compelled

12/16/2015 9:44 AM

to publish some commentary that the member chooses to publish and that commentary should be given equal or
greater weight than what the discipline committee publishes. The member should have unlimited editorial power, that
is, they are provided unlimited power of revising their own published response to say whatever they want.
26

Leave the decision to commitee on whether to make public decisions to suspend or restrict licences on an interim
basis in emergent situations.

12/16/2015 9:32 AM

27

Some discretion maybe required as each case has its own merits.

12/15/2015 9:54 PM

28

The registrar shall have no part in the decision to suspend or restrict licenses. The decision(s) are to be made by the

12/15/2015 8:50 PM

investigative panel after the receipt of a written complaint as per the current regulations and procedures. The 'policy' to
be followed in making such decisions public shall be discussed by APEGA members before the Registrar is permitted
to make such decisions public.
29

Public transparency is important, but frivolous claims should not be disseminated even with a clear finding of no fault
unless agreed by the innocent party.

12/15/2015 8:25 PM

30

Many matters may best be suitable for licenced, paying members only

12/15/2015 8:25 PM

31

This could have a negative consequence in that the member in question may resist accepting a discipline order that is

12/15/2015 5:09 PM

educational in nature.
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32

Make Public, after (and only after) the completion of a through and fair discipline process. Some form of process must
also be in place for "emergent" situations.

12/15/2015 4:46 PM

33

The emergent situation should use discretion to not discredit a professional member while and investigation is
ongoing.

12/15/2015 4:19 PM

34

This information, particularly member names, should only be released in egregious cases to avoid long-term harm to
reputation or potential career advancement. The majority of police disciplinary procedures, for example, are kept

12/15/2015 4:05 PM

private. Why should we be held to a higher standard? This lends itself to undue retaliation and public shaming.
35

The history should be time limited in some way such as 7 or 10 years.

12/15/2015 3:04 PM

36

There are times when the Registrar should use his or her discretion in the matter of publication.

12/15/2015 3:01 PM

37

This is the only way to maintain transparency and public trust.

12/15/2015 3:01 PM

38

Only in the case if there has been found misconduct and only after all avenues of appeal have been exhausted.

12/15/2015 2:09 PM

39

The emergent situations need to be more clearly defined (i.e. based on impact - death, $100 Million...) as if the person
is found innocent, this could tarnish their name for a long time.

12/15/2015 1:49 PM

40

That will affect negatively on the confidence in the eyes of the public in the profession. In the meanwhile it does not

12/15/2015 1:13 PM

have any impact in improving or developing the profession. It is more than enough to publish in APEGA Magazine.
41

not until all apealing processes are completed

12/15/2015 12:22 PM

42

Finalized decisions only, not interim investigations

12/15/2015 12:10 PM

43

For a first time disciplined member, maybe we should give him the benefit od the doubt and keep the issue internal, for

12/15/2015 11:54 AM

a 2nd time offender the discipline shall be made public.
44

Flexibility should be preserved as an option for marginal cases.

12/15/2015 11:54 AM

45

The suspension or restriction of licenses prior to proof of guilt or wrong doing implies guilty. This contradicts our laws
in Canada. This is a dangerous road to travel down as I have seen this in action in other countries... disgraceful to say

12/15/2015 11:50 AM

the least.
46

Provided the names are NOT MADE PUBLIC PRIOR to finding guilty.

12/15/2015 11:37 AM

47

The information should be made available to the engineering community registered with APEGA rather than general

12/15/2015 11:07 AM

public.
48

Isn't this already a practice in other jurisdictions?

12/15/2015 10:56 AM

49

a minor infraction being publicized could drastically affect a business/individual - magnitude of scope is usually not
understood by the public

12/15/2015 10:31 AM

50

Names only be made public, rest of the disciplinary order, decisions details can be accessible to members only

12/15/2015 10:27 AM

51

I would expect this will bring out reciprocity by the other professions governed under the Alberta Professions Act.

12/15/2015 10:04 AM

Unfortunately it is the last resort to cleaning up the reputation of the professional organizations.
52

In the case of a Permit Holder where there may be several other employee engineers not involved in the disciplinary
decision, this public sanctioning would affect their ability to carry on with their own professional activities. How is an

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

innocent professional member of the sanctioned permit holder protected?
53

On serious offences yes.

12/15/2015 9:10 AM

54

I totally Agree that the results of an investigations get public, however, when the investigation starts the results may be
favorable to the engineer subject to the investigation, but you already destroy the good name of the person.

12/15/2015 9:07 AM

55

Wow, when did Apega get taken over by the gestapo? Someone has a dictator mentality within the hierarchy of Apega

12/15/2015 8:50 AM

56

The #1 purpose of APEGA is to protect the public, not Members.

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

57

I disagree that it should be a requirement. Currently, names of investigated members may be published in accordance

12/15/2015 8:41 AM

with the Regulations. Names should only be permitted to be made public only once the decision/investigation is final.
58

I am against the publishing of names in the case of an interim licence suspension or restriction. In this case, proof of
fault in said emergent situation has not been fairly established. If there is any possibility an individual may be found to
be innocent of involvement, their names should not be published. In the court of public opinion, this would mean being
declared guilty until proven innocent. That situation could ruin an innocent practitioner's career and livelihood. I am fine
with publishing names of discipline decisions of the Discipline committee and appeal board, as well as accepted
recommended discipline orders.
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59

The combination of a REQUIREMENT to inform and the inclusion of the "interim basis in emergent situations" will
inevitably lead to members being publicly shamed and later being found 'not guilty.'

12/15/2015 8:30 AM

60

I do not think emergent situation should reported to the public, the pubic is largely emotional in judging, this can be
very damaging to the permit holder in the event of wrongful claim.

12/15/2015 8:26 AM

61

I would strongly agree if the members conduct affects the public. for example if the member forgot to fill in the
mandatory personal development hours and loses the membership, then they shouldn't be because it doesn't affect

12/15/2015 8:22 AM

the public in large.
62

I know that the Federal Privacy Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. P-21) last amended on 2015-07-30 and the Alberta Personal
Information Protection Act (PIPA) should not be cercunveted by special interst groups. I am aslo not prepared to give

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

up my rights as expressed in these acts.
63

I wholeheartedly agree with the complete intent of what is listed on this in the briefing note attached. That said, if

12/15/2015 8:14 AM

APEGA is to go to these "extra efforts," not only "the bad", but also "the good" should also be explicitly stated. My
larger concern is "public perception." If a company was found to have slightly strayed from APEGA compliance and
then made every effort to come back into compliance and was there forever after a good corporate citizen, my concern
is that, with these new regulations, it may make it that much more difficult for said company to come out from under
the more "heavy-handed" APEGA "information blitz" these new regulations will entail. It may even actually defeat
APEGA's primary purpose, where, in some instances, companies will just decide to "shutdown" and then "restart" with
another corporate name, etc, which then potentially defeats part of the intent and purpose of these new regulations
(which I believe are to help others "track" a company's (good & bad) history). So, noting all of this, please just be
careful with what is being suggested here, as unintended consequences may result.
64

First bullet - If a discipline decision is under appeal, that should be made public as well. Third bullet - lacks clarity with

12/15/2015 8:06 AM

respect to "interim basis" and "emergent situations". You are either guilty, or you are not.
65

I agree that these decisions be made public and available if requested but not specifically published.

12/15/2015 8:02 AM

66

There should then be a list that is maintained such that members or the public can search current and past decisions.

12/15/2015 7:58 AM

67

Unfortunately, the mass of society follows sensationalized media, with little consideration to obtain all facts before

12/15/2015 7:50 AM

making judgement. This has the potential to damage APEGA and our ability to self-regulate. For example, should an
engineer receive discipline, headlines would likely have negative connotations, without thoroughly explaining the
disciplinary action. Stories like these could lead to public perception that APEGA no longer be self-regulated. A similar
example is the negative media towards the former provincial and federal governments in recent elections, while
bolstering incoming parties. Many acquaintances were swayed by this at the time, and are now unimpressed with the
change they desired. Luckily, they can vote again in several years. If self-regulation is removed, it is likely to never
return.
68

I agree with all but need clarification on the third point, in this situation only once the person has been found guilty of

12/15/2015 7:46 AM

wrongdoing should this be published
69

I feel the current process is adequate.

12/15/2015 7:46 AM

70

Discretion is removed, which in a case by case situation may unjustly label a member negatively.

12/15/2015 7:39 AM

71

I agree that licence suspensions should be reported but not discipline orders.

12/15/2015 7:23 AM

72

I agree with the first two, but think the interim notifications should be withheld until a final decision is made. It should

12/15/2015 6:36 AM

be the Member's obligation to inform clients of the status as part of his/her cooperation and would be considered in the
final decision.
73

Only after such decisions are made, pending investigations should not be made public nor on an interim basis of

12/15/2015 6:34 AM

investigations and suspensions, You should not bundle the last point of order with the other two , because it might
give rise to litigation in cases of loss of business due to reputation ....etc.
74

I believe the public should be able to verify that members/organizations are licensed and in good standing. However, I

12/15/2015 6:30 AM

don't think that the general public should be provided discipline decisions, discipline recommendations nor license
suspensions/restrictions (i.e. the details and the basis for decisions). I don't believe that the average public layman has
any understanding on the applicable codes, acts, regulations, etc. to make much (if any) sense of these decisions and
that it opens it up to misunderstanding, misinterpretation and incorrect opinions on the profession, individuals and
organizations. It can be made available upon request, but I don't fully support it being a requirement.
75

Emergent situations to be clearly defined.

12/15/2015 6:29 AM

76

Agree with the first 2 bullets - third bullet is problematic without clear guidelines.

12/15/2015 5:23 AM

77

perhaps for Engineering but not for Geoscience

12/15/2015 2:50 AM
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78

If your going to go public and potentially ruin a member's career you better be right and be prepared to hire some

12/14/2015 11:11 PM

expensive lawyers. The public does not need to hear why APEGA has decided to discipline a member. Have you not
learned anything from your decision to go public regarding TCPL engineers supposedly not doing there job regarding
pipeline maintenance issues. I have no vested interest other than being shocked that APEGA would make such a
public statement with out being able to obtain all the required facts, amateurish to say the least !!!
79

While this would be great if the appeal has been rejected or through appeal a license was revoked (due to negligence

12/14/2015 11:09 PM

for instance) it could potentially cause bad reputation for members that their license was reinstated after a successful
appeal
80

Based on what I am doing, I don't see the needs.

12/14/2015 10:53 PM

81

The decisions should be made public under APEGA forum, NOT the name of the member. It is important to know the

12/14/2015 10:16 PM

case and consequence but "WHO" is NOT important.
82

I would strongly agree for the first two but the last one could damage a personal reputation and may open the

12/14/2015 10:00 PM

association up to possible lawsuits I would ease off on that last one in this regard until there is a determination on
where the issue is progressing either a misunderstanding or a full blown incident that requires the names to be
published.
83

The innocent until proven guilty principle should apply. Temporary suspension during an investigation should NOT be

12/14/2015 9:49 PM

allowed.
84

If every member of the public had a full and complete understanding of each case that would be fine. Not so. There

12/14/2015 9:28 PM

must be some discretion somewhere in the system to allow discipline decisions in relatively minor situations or
mistakes of youthful members to be publicized without names.
85

A person should just not be listed as a member when under discipline

12/14/2015 9:11 PM

86

There is no need to publicly name an engineer.

12/14/2015 8:58 PM

87

discipline decisions would amount to a public criminal record with these changes and requiring by law to list these
decisions could be overly punitive to discipline issues of minor consequence. the current practice of leaving it up to the

12/14/2015 8:54 PM

discipline committee discretion to publish names depending on incident severity is sufficient. Most large companies I've
worked at understand creating a safe atmosphere to report incidents is better for the collective learning of the company
to be more important then explicitly punishing the individuals.
88

Although I agree with APEGA establishing a high standard for professional practice, this action has significant

12/14/2015 8:14 PM

consequences to a members ability to earn a living, even if the discipline order is relatively minor in nature and
continuing practice does not constitute a concern for public safety. APEGA has not done a good job in communicating
the reasons why this change is required.
89

people are guilty only when proven guilty in law and not before. Making this change would allow people to accuse
people of things randomly and the person is guilty until proven innocent. I can imagine all sorts of grudges and hate

12/14/2015 7:58 PM

creating false cases. Not right!!
90

If the Registrar believes in its right that there may be a discipline order, it ought to communicate the issue with the
Member or Permit Holder prior to any publication. The Discipline Committee and Appeal Board are a collective of

12/14/2015 7:07 PM

humans with equal vulnerability. As such, decisions which do not fully represent the depth of understanding necessary
associated with a particular member or actions / behaviors may falsely represent the matter. Some actions / behaviors
may be in relation / response to a Government representative actions / assumed rights which may actually contribute
to inappropriate behavior of a Member or Permit Holder.
91

Funds are better used elsewhere.

12/14/2015 6:25 PM

92

If a Member or Permit Holder is the subject of libel, slander, malicious intent, etc. and found to be innocent, publishing

12/14/2015 5:15 PM

their identities would do harm to the innocent parties and is of no material public interest. All decisions should be
reported publicly, but innocent parties should remain completely annonymous whereas identities of guilty parties could
be published. Furthermore, there are conceivably situations of negligible wrongdoing where identifying guilty parties
publicly would be a disciplinary action that is disproportionately severe given the infraction.
93

The public is probably not interested in this much information.

12/14/2015 4:58 PM

94

once the decisions is final and no appeal is possible, I beleive the decisions can be made public.

12/14/2015 4:33 PM

95

Only allegations proven out where the APEGA member is guilty should be publicized to avoid slander

12/14/2015 2:52 PM

96

Made public should only be part of the discipline order on a case by case basis - it may not be necessary to apply in

12/14/2015 12:11 PM

all cases and could do damage to reputations of corporations and individuals
97

only final decision should be made public

12/13/2015 9:49 PM
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98

The policies and procedures that govern the Registrar's ability to do this must be extreme clear and developed by

12/11/2015 4:49 PM

members.
99

Provided that "emergent" is defined as highly public and highly impactful. The actual definition of "emergent" is much

12/10/2015 8:19 AM

looser, and technically speaking, the Registrar or investigative panel could release decisions on an interim basis
because they just found out the accused drives a Toyota.
100

Recommendation is in line with other professional organizations and transparency is essential.

12/9/2015 4:04 PM

101

Current Act is acceptable and allows for notification. "The Discipline Committee or the Appeal Board may direct that

12/9/2015 2:30 PM

reports of disciplinary investigations be published."
102

Only need to see major stuff and the Registrar and Investigative Panel should stay out of it. Innocent until proven

12/9/2015 11:12 AM

guilty. Should only be posted if no Appeal is being done.
103

The duty to protect the public must be balanced with duty to protect our member. What about falsely accused

12/9/2015 8:03 AM

members? What about members who deserve a reprimand but are willing to improve/ change. Maybe a three strike
system?
104

Current Act is acceptable and allows for notification. "The Discipline Committee or the Appeal Board may direct that

12/8/2015 9:55 PM

reports of disciplinary investigations be published.
105

The only problem I see with this is in the event of any 'falsified' or unjustly represented claims. If we are going to be

12/8/2015 3:23 PM

open about those under review, there should be equally stringent consequences (public notice) of anyone who falsifies
a claim.
106

Concerned how fairly and objectively could registrar make this call.

12/8/2015 1:27 PM

107

Some discretion needs to be applied. Minor infractions, especially for first time offenders or students/MITs, probably

12/8/2015 12:35 PM

shouldn't be made public.
108

.. as circumstances specific to the case allows.

12/7/2015 10:11 AM

109

It is extremely important that any public disclosure is made only after all possible avenues of appeal are exhausted

12/5/2015 12:10 PM

and that the member or permit holder is made aware of the disclosure to the public.
110

Transparency is a good thing

12/5/2015 10:57 AM

111

This needs to be toned down I think. Release of names needs to be tied to whether the offending party knowingly did

12/3/2015 10:17 AM

something wrong and to the extent of the possible harm done.
112

Discipline decision should be only made public if part of decision by Discipline Committee.

12/2/2015 9:08 PM

113

Only if the circumstances of the order(s) have been proven true.

11/30/2015 4:30 PM

114

I don't agree that suspensions should be published in emergent situations - rather the discipline committee needs to

11/30/2015 3:10 PM

have a final ruling before a matter is made public.
115

However, I am not sure that a discipline history should be made public without request.

11/30/2015 11:03 AM

116

Agree for serious breeches

11/30/2015 9:06 AM

117

Creates transparency and greater consequences for those who do not comply with requirements.

11/30/2015 8:42 AM

118

To expressly require is not required. This information is already made available to the public

11/30/2015 8:40 AM

119

Transparency gives credibility.

11/30/2015 7:52 AM

120

With the additional public transparency (especially in emergent situations), it will be imperative to ensure that the

11/30/2015 1:07 AM

discipline decision process is explicitly governed by an assurance process.
121

Depends on whether publicizing the information will cause additional risk or harm to those named publicly.

11/29/2015 5:55 PM

122

Requires all records to be available and current.

11/29/2015 10:27 AM

123

Protecting the public is our primary role. This also protects our reputation by demonstrating that our professionals are

11/29/2015 9:27 AM

held accountable.
124

Only decisions to suspend, restrict, or revoke licences. To what end does publicly writing up someone up benefit the

11/29/2015 7:33 AM

Association, the member or society? If it is an egregious infraction, maybe.
125

Named persons may lose jobs or few persons use their service. Is this fair and still be a professional member?

11/28/2015 5:43 PM

126

protection of the public requires transparency. need to be careful what is truly disciplinary vs. minor administrative

11/28/2015 11:16 AM

errors, oversights type of thing that are innocent or insignifiant. Don't want to damage someone's business or
reputation for trivial items
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127

Full details should be made public without name.

11/27/2015 10:54 PM

128

Current Act is acceptable and allows for notification. "The Discipline Committee or the Appeal Board may direct that

11/27/2015 10:45 PM

reports of disciplinary investigations be published."
129

I suspect most engineering firms are foul & the entire industry would be exposed for poor oversight, using

11/27/2015 10:16 PM

technologists that do not report to engineers, or worse merely high school grads! Indeed, my entire instrumentation
discipline is practically governed by technologists because there are no proper engineering degrees in Canada for it!!
130

Isn't this already being done? Or is it just in the APEGA newsletter?

11/27/2015 9:19 PM

131

Only people conducting business with that particular engineer should have access to his/her personal information.

11/27/2015 8:43 PM

132

The registrar should inform that there is an investigation going on but the Names should not be disclosed until

11/27/2015 8:00 PM

investigation is finished
133

This question is misleading and worded in a manner to obtain a positive answer For members providing engineering
services reputation is critical. Mistakes made by improper releasing names can cause loss of lively hood. This

11/27/2015 7:43 PM

question needs to considered in terms of the privacy ACT. If names are going to be disclosed this needs to be done
only after APEGA has fully ensured that the discipline and appeal process has been exhausted. If this process is
permitted I suggest that there needs to be check to ensure that it does not occur. To me this mistake would be as
serious as an APEGA member's action hurting the public.
134

I think that the publication should wait until all appeals are finalized or the professional agrees / accepts the

11/27/2015 6:31 PM

recommendations. Decision of Discipline Committee isn't final and could damage a reputation and in this electronic
world, an apology isn't enough.
135

While this information should be made available under some conditions, this will only serve to harm the profession as a

11/27/2015 4:08 PM

whole as well as the individual.
136

Maybe there should be a registry held by APEGA, but I see no value in publicizing this. The purpose of a disciplinary

11/27/2015 3:57 PM

system should be to ensure the situation does not occur again, not to ostracize.
137

This should not be a requirement and should be left to the discretion of the discipline committee.

11/27/2015 3:51 PM

138

Not sure what the purpose of this recommendation is. An APEGA flogging is not enough, you want a public flogging?

11/27/2015 3:42 PM

139

Doesn't the current legislation allow this already? I don't see why the legislation needs to be changed, and this change

11/26/2015 8:38 AM

could have negative effects in the future as it ties the Registrars hands on the matter.
140

This will inform decisions of those who might use engineering services from a member or permit holder. Not having

11/25/2015 8:30 AM

access to this information may result in material harm to member of the public.
141

Data can be used by others, even with no interest in engineering issues. Eg. Marketers, people finders, etc.

11/24/2015 8:27 PM

142

This should be a matter of discretion, and not "expressly required".

11/24/2015 7:53 PM

143

APEGA is going to find itself and its investigative processes continually being abused by -mischief makers

11/24/2015 7:11 PM

144

Based on 7 years experience on the Investigative Committee, the majority of the complaints are not related to anything

11/23/2015 11:31 AM

that jeopardizes the safety of the public. Many are the result of miscommunication or misunderstanding. Yes we must
publish when the offense warrants it, but not for all. An analogy would be traffic offenses, which range from vehicular
homicide to jaywalking. It is appropriate that the public is aware of the names of those convicted of serious offenses,
but not the minor ones.
145

RDO's should maintain the option to be published without name, otherwise they will serve no purpose and will not

11/23/2015 10:08 AM

deter people from taking their chance with discipline com.
146

If a member is investigated and an order is made against them, once the duration of a suspension or the like has

11/21/2015 5:38 PM

expired, that should no longer be relevant.
147

If someone is suspended while being investigated, and then cleared, the damage to their reputation and their ability to

11/17/2015 8:12 AM

garner work will already be done
148

Though Alberta's Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FOIP) does not apply to professional

11/14/2015 10:38 AM

regulatory organizations, Alberta's Personal Information Protection Act (PIPA) may apply. Would this change be
considered disclosure without consent?
149

Need to determine how member can expunge their name

11/13/2015 10:11 PM
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150

As we all understand under our Canadian justice system, one is presumed innocent until proven otherwise beyond any

11/13/2015 4:52 PM

reasonable doubt. This justice system is the same for a common criminal also professional who might ultimately be
judged to be guilty of the charge. If the discipline committee decision is subject to appeal, I feel that the professional
involved should be presumed innocent until the decision is final with no further appeal. Hence, the name should not be
made public until any verdict is final. I do agree with the revised regulation in high profile cases which may already be
in the media. Also, I agree with the interim restriction of licence and limited practice in all cases under concern, but
should not be public since the member or the permit holder should be aware of the consequences of any violation of
the conditions of restricted permit to practice. This should not compromise public safety.
151

There may be value to retaining the flexibility to maintain confidentiality.

11/13/2015 2:48 PM

152

Transparency

11/13/2015 12:52 PM

153

I agree but only to an extent. In the case were there is an emergent situation the disclosure needs to be made if there

11/13/2015 8:02 AM

is imminent public danger. The concern for me is that too often public disclosure when made prematurely leads to
unwarranted reputational damage. The public does not quickly retract a false accusation only remember the
accusation. Clear and complete decisions are a different matter and the public needs to be made aware.
154

Not all issues are as equally serious (i.e. jaywalking versus hit and run). Posting names for minor issues does not

11/13/2015 7:12 AM

protect the public, it muddies the water. Discrestion/policy is required to manage this.
155

While I agree that all discipline decisions should be made public, I think that publishing names isn't always warranted.

11/13/2015 6:54 AM

That decision should be left to the Discipline Committee, depending on the severity of the "infraction".
156

Names should only be published after any and all appeal processes have run their course.

11/13/2015 5:29 AM

157

Special attention has to be paid to the retroactive nature of the applicability of the law. How far back does the law go,

11/12/2015 9:35 PM

if it does.
158

Transparency is a good aspect of this change. A challenge is the Registrar acting on emergent situations proactively

11/12/2015 8:02 PM

and then publicizing this decision prior to a full investigation. This represents a lack of due process and undue
punishment, as public naming will cause damage regardless of future exoneration.
159

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:53 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
160

Case by case basis more aligns with the criminal judiciary system

11/12/2015 7:37 PM

161

Can get behind making public a list of currently suspended/restricted Members and Permit Holders but that's all.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

162

The wording of this recommendation does not state explicitly that a discipline decision is one where there are findings

11/11/2015 11:04 PM

against a defendant. I would interpret the dismissal of a complaint as a decision for which names should not be
published.
163

I agree with the first two bullet points, but I don't believe names should be published until an investigation is complete.

11/9/2015 3:38 PM

164

There should be discretion given to the Discipline Committee and Appeal Board in the case of first and minor offences

11/9/2015 1:17 PM

for privacy of the involved members. For grievous infractions, the committee should be obligated to disclose the
names of involved members. In the case of licence suspensions or restrictions, the information should be made public.
165

Under certain circumstances such as multiple infractions, major offenses, etc.

11/9/2015 1:03 PM

166

Suspension and/or restriction of licences, by the Registrar or the Investigative Committee, on a interim basis should

11/9/2015 7:35 AM

not be permitted at any time.
167

Having their membership suspended during review should be enough.

11/7/2015 5:58 AM

168

the decision should be balanced between the need to assure safety of the public and the future of the
engineer/company and whether they will ever earn the trust of the public again.

11/5/2015 10:50 AM

169

If this is an amendment, then which Section or Part of the Act is being amended? Please cite the original text of the

11/5/2015 7:17 AM

Section / Part of the Act that this amendment applies as well as the rational to which why this amendment is necessary.
With respect to informing public, how is this information dissemination is going to be carried out? - Through APEGA
website? (APEGA members seldom go there let alone general public). - The PEG Magazine? (Again, PEG is for
APEGA members only, general public know nothing about it. - Other focus groups (trade / professional) publications?
(These focus groups are hardly considered as general public) - Newspaper, radio or TV? ( May as well hire Town crier
to yell, Hear ye, Hear ye) Did not mean to be cynical, but very little specific are given.
170

Where or how are they going to be published? Is this only after a final decision has been reached?
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171

The Registrar and investigative panels already have that option available. I disagree with the three proposals

11/4/2015 8:06 PM

especially because of the last one covering so called “emergent situations”. I attended the organized legislative review
in Calgary and no one in attendance, members and facilitators was able to explain or give an example of an emergent
situation.
172

Agree that RDOs and Discipline Orders, as decided by the Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline

11/4/2015 12:33 PM

Committee and Appeal Board (Members) should be published however it should be the purview of the Permit Holder
or Member whether they want disciplinary findings published if they are found to have not committed an offense. Do
not agree with publication of emergent situations where the Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline
Committee have not ruled on a matter. Believe the Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline
Committee should retain oversight of Registrar.
173

The process needs to be transparent to ensure public and regulatory trust.

11/4/2015 9:26 AM

174

My only concern is the potential damage done to a Member or Permit Holder if they are named prior completion of an

11/2/2015 4:29 PM

investigation - even if they are cleared of any wrongdoing, they may be perceived poorly by the public community. I
agree with making the names public following discipline decisions, but perhaps not always in cases of interim
suspension. Would it be feasible to name Members to their Employer, or Permit Holders to their client, such that any
risk of ongoing harm is mitigated while an investigation is underway?
175

Only agree with point one. Strongly disagree with points 2 and 3 particularly in emergent situations.

11/2/2015 3:29 PM

176

It is wise to make the public aware of this information once a decision has been made.

11/2/2015 12:20 PM

177

I agree but there needs to be some guidance regarding what other information is included in the public information. I

11/2/2015 10:32 AM

think that there should also be a corresponding public notification when sanctions or restrictions are lifted.
178

The Registrar shouldnt be given the express authority to decide on cases without the involvement of the investigative

11/2/2015 1:19 AM

panel. There are several potential conflict of interest situations that may arise from having the Registrar have those
powers.
179

Releasing a consultant's name can forever impact his/her livelihood. Definitely must not release the address (as is

11/1/2015 5:54 PM

done in Quebec and other jurisdictions), as this may endanger them.
180

Why should any of these decisions not be public in any and ALL self governing bodies

10/31/2015 5:58 PM

181

Only after decision made. Member shall disclose current and future client any investigation going on and recent

10/31/2015 2:15 PM

decision made on the case
182

Why should all Member names be made public, it should just be the Members who have been disciplined

10/30/2015 5:49 PM

183

Making public names and investigations while they are underway could be very damaging to a company's or

10/30/2015 3:24 PM

individual's reputation. There would be need to be very clear procedures on when and how this would apply. In the
event that APEGA has made public names under investigation, and there is no discipline/fault that is found, how would
APEGA compensate the potential damages?
184

This would result in a single mistake ruining a person's professional career. Decades of their life's work in engineering
down the toilet. They would be utterly unemployable. This is a one strike policy and not a good tone to set.

10/29/2015 4:50 PM

185

Need to ensure before publishing any names that all appeals have been exercised and the outcome is consistent with

10/29/2015 8:17 AM

the original decision.
186

What are we trying to achieve here? Flog our Engineers in public? Why don't we follow what other organizations do?

10/29/2015 3:54 AM

187

Once your name appears in the registrar with a black mark your career is over. You would be utterly unemployable as

10/28/2015 6:30 PM

an engineer and publicly disgraced. Minimum 4 years in university and 4 years on the job experience building your
career gone based on a one strike rule. Every member of APEGA is a human therefore every single member will make
a mistake at some point in their careers. You're literally putting someone's livelihood in the balance over a single
mistake. This will also make people far more hesitant to sign off work and take responsibility for things and will also
lead to greatly reduced productivity. Terrible terrible idea APEGA.
188

I think individual member names should not be included.

10/28/2015 7:15 AM

189

I agree that decisions of Discipline Committee and Appeal board should be made public. Decision of Registrar or

10/27/2015 8:17 PM

Investigative panel needs further discusion
190

How do other professional associations, such as lawyers, doctors and teachers, handle the communication of those
who are disciplined? we should be consistent with other professional organizations. I don't agree these names should
be made public; those who have been disciplined already have received consequences from the Discipline
Committee. Making the names public adds additional, unwarranted consequences.
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Q2 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act so that the APEGA Register will
include: • whether a Member or Permit
Holder is currently subject to a disciplinary
order • the details of any active disciplinary
order, including whether the Member’s or
Permit Holder’s licence or permit has been
cancelled, suspended, or restricted, or has
had other conditions placed on it • a record
of the discipline history of each Member
and Permit Holder
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Answer Choices

Strongly
disagree

I have no
opinion on
this matter

Responses

Strongly agree

33.80%

461

Somewhat agree

40.10%

547

Somewhat disagree

12.17%

166

Strongly disagree

10.63%

145

I have no opinion on this matter

3.30%

45

Total

1,364

#

Comments:

Date

1

Once licence or permit practice is revoked,the member's status as professional member is gone.Why propaganda of

12/18/2015 3:52 PM

making member's life difficult.Until member is completely proven guilty and her/his license is revoked keeping
information on web is not advisable.
2

Until appeals, etc. are complete the information should be confidential.

12/18/2015 3:42 PM

3

Will the discipline record be permanently available? Will the record include suspensions or restrictions due to Capacity

12/18/2015 2:51 PM

To Practice, and if not, how will those suspensions or restrictions be made public?
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4

Will this information be viewable online by the general? It should NOT be. Members of the public should have to

12/18/2015 2:11 PM

request this information in writing from APEGA. Only the most basic information should be viewable online, i.e.
disciplinary order Y/N, license valid Y/N, and date. No more details should be provided on the issue without a written
request to APEGA.
5

Once a penalty has been served the convicted person needs to move on. So does APEGA. Records of offence and

12/18/2015 10:07 AM

penalty and so forth sgould be limited to APEGA records.
6

This is necessary in the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:29 AM

7

Active disciplinary orders where a verdict has been reached should be included. Non-active or resolved disciplinary

12/17/2015 1:03 PM

orders should not.
8

I agree on the basis that this is publishing 'guilty' verdicts - if someone is exonerated then their record should be clean.

12/17/2015 12:40 PM

9

I would prefer that instead of publishing more information that APEGA increase the barriers to entry to reduce the

12/17/2015 11:17 AM

likelihood of unethical and/or incompetent practitioners becoming members.
10

I agree with the last two bullet points, but disagree with the first bullet point.

12/17/2015 10:32 AM

11

I think any active disciplinary action should be shown, but that past disciplinary history should be hidden, unless

12/17/2015 10:24 AM

perhaps a threshold number (2 or 3?) of disciplinary actions has been reached. In other words, I don't think the public
good is compromised unless the Member re-offends.
12

Is this retroactive for previous actions from the time of registration to today? Or only from when the changes are

12/16/2015 5:47 PM

adopted?
13

Active disciplinary orders only.

12/16/2015 5:47 PM

14

Agree, assuming that the discipline history only includes actual discipline orders, not if they have been under

12/16/2015 4:39 PM

investigation without action being required.
15

It seems reasonable, and straight forward, but my concern would be that any discipline action, regardless of finding
would be on public record, and may be damaging to professionals, regardless of nature of incident and the long term

12/16/2015 4:24 PM

pricing of that risk into our practices. Long term, and looking at past trends, I'm finding clients are generally less
inclined to pay higher prices for engineering services as our requirements are becoming more restrictive, let alone
prices having to go up due to increased risk (ie. decreased chance of future work). Again, I would defer to the other
professions; where, I think the only findings that become part of the public record are those that are taken through the
courts. I think our standard should be equivalent to those professions.
16

This should also include a method for record/register to disclose should the restriction(s) be removed and for what
reasons.

12/16/2015 12:16 PM

17

History could expire or be removed from public postings after X amount of time? Seems harsh to have that posted on

12/16/2015 10:44 AM

one's public record indefinitely.
18

Again, I think the member should have means to publish their own response within the Registry to whatever is

12/16/2015 9:46 AM

imposed on them.
19

No valid reason to include inactive data.

12/15/2015 9:14 PM

20

this level of information seems suitable to be publicly available, especially vs question #1

12/15/2015 8:26 PM

21

I have full agreement with cancellations & suspensions and restrictions being listed, but the question of what happens

12/15/2015 5:11 PM

when they are removed is not answered.
22

Post results only if a final decision is made. Don't post allegations that have not been proven.

12/15/2015 3:36 PM

23

History needs to be time limited such as 7 or 10 years. I strongly agree on active disciplinary orders.

12/15/2015 3:05 PM

24

Again, transparency.

12/15/2015 3:02 PM

25

There are times when this is inappropriately punitive.

12/15/2015 3:01 PM

26

Agree but this should expire after a period of time or given a clean record for a period of time.

12/15/2015 2:10 PM

27

There should be a sunset clause on what stays in the register.

12/15/2015 1:50 PM

28

Details behind the cause that led to disciplinary needs to be clear. Otherwise it is an act of shaming the member,

12/15/2015 1:41 PM

rather than protecting the public.
29

Are people no longer innocent until proven guilty? There should be a limit of how much history is made public. If
something happened 20 years ago, there is a good chance it is no longer relevant.
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30

disciplinary order good, details of order good, but NOT the record of the discipline history - members of the public

12/15/2015 12:39 PM

should have to query APEGA for this information, there is also an aspect of how much or when this information should
be provided, making it readily available may not be acceptable
31

For a first time disciplined member we should give the person a break to adjust his/her records because making the

12/15/2015 12:13 PM

issue public internally will reduce the chances of the person being hired in any job !
32

Only if "convicted" of having acted improperly

12/15/2015 12:10 PM

33

A method of gaining clemency or pardon and sealing the record to remove inactive disciplinary orders should be

12/15/2015 12:00 PM

available in the act.
34

I am not in favor of discipline history of each member and permit holder.

12/15/2015 11:37 AM

35

The various decisions recorded on a members record should all have a stale date after which a decision disappears

12/15/2015 11:18 AM

from the record.
36

After a period of time, and depending on severity of the infraction, the discipline history should be cleared. I'm thinking

12/15/2015 11:01 AM

of a young person who makes a mistake early in his career. It should not plague him/her for the rest of their lives.
37

Record of the discipline history shall be kept but not published in the discipline decisions and Interim suspensions

12/15/2015 10:43 AM

38

past performance should not be made public if the member has taken remedial actions to correct the situation. if it is

12/15/2015 10:34 AM

an ongoing condition, then it should be made available.
39

I think APEGA should have the power to suspend a license if they believe the member is temporarily/permanently

12/15/2015 10:07 AM

incapable of responsible approval/stamping of designs and documentation. I don't think that APEGA should disclose
details on the matter, as the why doesn't have any impact on protecting the public.
40

We need to careful with the record of discipline history; e.g. look at the example of the problems of re-integration of

12/15/2015 9:53 AM

former criminals when we keep holding up their record/past - yes, it exists, but we also need to help the individual to
get on with their career. This point requires further discussion - and discretion.
41

Not clear how innocent employee engineers in sanctioned permit holder companies would be able to continue
practicing.

12/15/2015 9:29 AM

42

Maintaining a public record of discipline history negates the intended effect of the process to allow members to

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

improve their performance and saddles them with their past offences. Even the criminal justice system does not do
this.
43

I agree that the disciplinary records are available to the public, I disagree APEGA publish current disciplinary cases. If
the disciplinary case results in sanction then it should be publish

12/15/2015 9:13 AM

44

I am not a big fan of APEGA being a complete "conduit" of information. APEGA's primary function is to ensure

12/15/2015 8:51 AM

"compliance." What concerns me about where APEGA is going with some of what is suggested is that APEGA is now
going over and above this primary function, into the realm of "influence." I believe the way APEGA should handle the
information it has is to allow the decisions themselves to be made public for a prescribed period of time (the
information made publicly available can in my mind be as detailed as what APEGA is suggesting in this item). After
that prescribed period of time, APEGA should then "file/store" them, linking a given decision to the related given
APEGA member in the member's record. To me, this should be the extent of what APEGA would be charged to do
without the permission of the given APEGA member. If later on, the given APEGA member were to then want to go
into a contract with ABC Corp., it would only be then that, with a formal written request from both ABC Corp and also
the given APEGA member, that only then the given APEGA member's record (on any given disciplinary action) should
then be made available to ABC Corp.. In my opinion, it would be in the best interests of the given APEGA member to
release their APEGA record history to ABC Corp.. I believe if what is being suggested on these aspects is handled in
the above way, I believe all APEGA members would then be much more supportive as, I believe most members do
feel a certain amount of "ownership" of their own "record" with APEGA, good or bad, and so this aspect of APEGA's
relationship with it's members also needs to be respected. Thank you.
45

The #1 purpose of APEGA is to protect the public, not Members.

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

46

I feel there should be a time limit on how far back a record of discipline history goes. 10-15 years perhaps.

12/15/2015 8:32 AM

47

I think that names should be withheld until they are proven to have done something wrong. Otherwise their reputations
may be wrongfully damaged, which could open APEGA up to a civil lawsuit. "Innocent until proven guilty."

12/15/2015 8:27 AM

48

I would strongly agree if the members disciplinary order is due to a conduct which can affects the public. for example if
the member forgot to fill in the mandatory personal development hours and loses the membership, then they shouldn't
be because it doesn't affect the public in large. APEGA staff also should do their work by at least returning the phone

12/15/2015 8:26 AM

calls. Most of the times the staff is not helpful and just ignore the phone messages.
49

There should probably be a time limit on published discipline history.
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50

I know that the Federal Privacy Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. P-21) last amended on 2015-07-30 and the Alberta Personal
Information Protection Act (PIPA) should not be cercunveted by special interst groups. I am aslo not prepared to give

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

up my rights as expressed in these acts.
51

Innocent until proven guilty

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

52

Agree with the first two statements that current orders, suspensions, cancellations be published. Somewhat Disagree

12/15/2015 8:13 AM

with the record of the discipline history. This should be time limited so that if the member or permit holder can
demonstrate clean practice for a number of years the order doesn't track in perpetuity.
53

Second bullet - What kind of details would be provided? Third bullet - What kind of record would be provided? Would
this record be for the life of the Member or Permit Holder (i.e., a life sentence)?

12/15/2015 8:07 AM

54

I agree that such details be made available if requested, but not specifically published.

12/15/2015 8:05 AM

55

For a specified period only, say 5 years

12/15/2015 8:05 AM

56

I agree with all points but caution against pint 3. Although it needs to be recorded, if the person has made right

12/15/2015 7:50 AM

whatever put them in the situation then it should not be public. However, if the person then finds themselves in this
situation a second time then stronger action needs to be taken.
57

This will help prospective employers. I feel the current wording provides too many details, perhaps there is a middle

12/15/2015 7:48 AM

ground where the information is available but less detailed.
58

You either give them a clean bill of health or rescind their license pending amends, you dont need to trumpet about

12/15/2015 6:38 AM

ethics and morals of a member , this could give rise to litigation issues concerning reputation or affect the reputation of
members due to sometimes trivial issues
59

I agree to the extent that the orders are final and not interim decisions.

12/15/2015 6:38 AM

60

Making this information public feels like a 'guilty until proven innocent' approach, which I don't agree with. The public
should be able to verify that individuals and organizations are licensed and in good standing with APEGA, however this
information feels to detailed to be the standard level of disclosure. I think about the unfortunate engineering consultant

12/15/2015 6:35 AM

that had a contract with an unhappy and unrealistic client that filed a claim that was investigated and overturned. That
investigation record (and result) would be available to the public. Although the result would be not at fault, it would
raise 'question' to anyone looking at the record on the values and ethics of the engineering consultant firm.
61

a record of the discipline history of each Member and Permit Holder is not required for all time. Can we limit it to 5 year

12/15/2015 6:35 AM

62

feels like there is overlap with Q1

12/15/2015 5:23 AM

63

Agree with bullets 1 and 2, not bullet 3

12/15/2015 3:41 AM

64

I don't see the needs.

12/14/2015 10:54 PM

65

Record of individual should not be made public. However, it can initiate a system of having a * mark against such

12/14/2015 10:50 PM

individual. A special request from any organization or person who tend to use his service may be provided after a
confidentiality agreement with the individual and against some fees for such request.
66

Revealing such details even though they serve public interest should be on a need-to-know basis.

12/14/2015 10:07 PM

67

Again based on the first question comments - this is reserved response - only acceptable if the member is found to
have not committed any misdeed, etc. and their record is scrubbed of the interim or other notices. However the

12/14/2015 10:04 PM

damage may already have been done for them.
68

History should be restricted to Members who have at sometime been disciplined via licence cancellation, suspension

12/14/2015 10:02 PM

or restriction.
69

While I agree with providing information on a member being noted in the registrar once guilty of an offence has
occurred and the public should be aware of such restriction, the past history, once discipline action is served, should

12/14/2015 9:51 PM

not be posted.
70

I strongly disagree that the details of active disciplinary orders but it should for disciplinary orders that are finalized, i.e.

12/14/2015 9:37 PM

after the appeal time has passed
71

This should not be displayed publicly

12/14/2015 9:11 PM

72

see comment on question 1, this could be too punitive for minor indescretions

12/14/2015 8:55 PM

73

I agree with strong actions against a member or permit holder who has had a licence or permit cancelled, suspended
or restricted. I am more cautious about the discipline history, depending on the severity of the infraction.

12/14/2015 8:18 PM
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74

If there is a disciplinary order, the Member being questioned ought to be notified prior to the Registrar restricting that

12/14/2015 7:14 PM

members activities. The Member's actions may be justified by inappropriate actions of other practicing Members or
professionals (calling out for such discipline) or prior thereto where deeper divisions have been created in the
Professional's Life Practice.
75

Too much information being held on a member.

12/14/2015 5:00 PM

76

Once the punishment has been fulfilled, it would be wrong to continue to drag them through the mud.

12/14/2015 4:35 PM

77

Like a driver's abstract, the record should only include confirmed offences and only for a ten year period.

12/14/2015 2:54 PM

78

I agree with the status of the membership, if it is suspended, restricted, etc. there should be a time limit for a discipline

12/14/2015 12:12 PM

record and it should remain confidential between APEGA and the member
79

A pending disciplinary action should not be published. If there is a concern with this, then this should pressure APEGA
to complete investigations quickly

12/14/2015 11:41 AM

80

If that discipline history includes falsely accused actions that result in the investigative body clearing the member of all
wrong-doing, they should not be subject to having their discipline history "scarred". With the later clause to accept

12/10/2015 8:23 AM

anonymous complaints, this would severely tarnish the reputation of many engineers. (ie: Greenpeace doesn't like the
Oil Sands, therefore, they complain that all engineers working within the Oil Sands are not having proper regard for
the environment. Surface level, that may be true, in details, likely not. However, to determine that, APEGA would likely
have to investigate. Should each engineer in the Oil Sands be punished for that?)
81

Agree with active items, but not historical.

12/9/2015 3:00 PM

82

Only if "The Discipline Committee or the Appeal Board may direct that reports of disciplinary investigations be
published." as is currently in the act.

12/9/2015 2:30 PM

83

Seems fair so long as the discipline has been proven and isn't interim.

12/9/2015 11:13 AM

84

Only if "The Discipline Committee or the Appeal Board may direct that reports of disciplinary investigations be
published." as is currently in the act.

12/8/2015 9:56 PM

85

I agree on the first two points, but I feel that a historical record will create undue hardships for anyone who has

12/8/2015 3:24 PM

corrected any problems in the past.
86

The parameters are too wide. If applied incorrectly then damage done to the member in question would be irreversible.

12/8/2015 1:30 PM

87

Some discretion needs to be applied. Minor infractions, especially for first time offenders or students/MITs, probably

12/8/2015 12:35 PM

shouldn't be made public.
88

Not sure the history needs to be in the register, but definitely the current status.

12/7/2015 8:47 AM

89

Having more details on a member status should be a good thing

12/5/2015 10:58 AM

90

I'm in agreement with providing the current member information, just not sure about providing a complete history.

12/4/2015 9:27 AM

91

There should be a process whereby a member can apply to have their discipline record expunged from public view

12/3/2015 1:53 PM

after a certain period of good behavior (for example 10 years).
92

"a record of the discipline history of each Member and Permit Holder" it is not in public domain

12/2/2015 9:10 PM

93

Are there any unintended consequences of this? I'm presuming this wouldn't include complaints that hadn't been

12/2/2015 9:24 AM

investigated, so only once the member had been thoroughly investigated.
94

The discipline history must include statements of acceptance by APEGA of the actions taken by the disciplined
individual that satisfied APEGA that the individual or organization had been fully re-accepted as a regular member.

11/30/2015 10:42 PM

95

Only if the circumstances of the order(s) have been proven true.

11/30/2015 4:30 PM

96

This would depend on the severity of the discipline order. This should be at the discretion of the discipline committee.

11/30/2015 3:11 PM

97

I agree that current disciplinary orders and the details should be included. However, I don't agree that a history should

11/30/2015 11:05 AM

be included.
98

Accusations are not proof. Repeated accusations that have not resulted in disciplinary action could be held against a

11/30/2015 8:10 AM

member and that is what a witchhunt is for - the process becomes the punishment.
99

Give limited access - nonpublic. Provide details available only upon request. Be transparent on general information ie. number of disciplinary orders, trends, history, etc. To show effectiveness of APEGA regulations.

11/30/2015 7:57 AM

100

I think there should be a method for members to "clear" their history similar to a criminal pardon, so that if a member
has a suspension early in their career, but subsequently performs ethically and appropriately, that suspension is not

11/30/2015 5:20 AM

held against them indefinitely.
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101

This is equivalent to the Better Business Bureau rating but for the engineer. Would it be acceptable to only publicize
this for repeat offenders (> 1 offense occurrence)?

11/29/2015 5:58 PM

102

Records will need to be kept up to date.

11/29/2015 10:27 AM

103

The history record could cause hardship for the member if the member has resolved to change their way. Who would

11/28/2015 1:27 PM

be prepared to employ them first after a violation?
104

Discipline history ought to be time constrained in some way - 10 years, for example.

11/28/2015 1:06 PM

105

There are many levels of disciplinary order - explanatory notes are essential so that public and media do not black list

11/28/2015 9:42 AM

an individual for a minor offence.
106

without record of discipline history.

11/27/2015 10:55 PM

107

Only if "The Discipline Committee or the Appeal Board may direct that reports of disciplinary investigations be

11/27/2015 10:45 PM

published." as is currently in the act.
108

Yes, I think it's about time that charlatans were exposed. Sadly, it's too late to do much good as Alberta's economy is

11/27/2015 10:20 PM

not likely ever to be as robust again as it was in the run up to peak oil demand.
109

Innocent until proven guilty.

11/27/2015 8:43 PM

110

This amendments again should only include orders that have gone through the complete discipline and appeal

11/27/2015 7:49 PM

process. The requirement that orders be made public should be a requirement in the legislation and not in internal
regulations.
111

Publishing a record of the discipline history of each Member or Permit Holder could unduly harm the reputation of

11/27/2015 4:59 PM

Members or Permit Holders for transgressions committed in the distant past; if the transgression is so severe that the
public should be informed about the transgression indefinitely should the Member or Permit Holder even hold a
licence or permit? Should there be a mechanism to expunge the publication of the record after a suitable period of
time?
112

I do not think that the history of expired discipline orders should be readily available, but I do agree that active

11/27/2015 4:24 PM

discipline orders should be.
113

I disagree with: "a record of the discipline history of each Member and Permit Holder"

11/27/2015 4:13 PM

114

While I agree with the first and third point, providing details and specifics of the active disciplinary order to be freely
searched online is not in the best interest of the public nor the membership.

11/27/2015 4:10 PM

115

This is not necessary, the other penalties are sufficient. Should be a time limit i.e. 5 years

11/27/2015 3:42 PM

116

Discipline history should only include where the member or permit holder was found to be at fault. Events where the
member or permit holder is not at fault should not be listed.

11/26/2015 3:29 PM

117

The first two points are required for protection of the public interest. I think the third point may go too far legally, and

11/26/2015 8:41 AM

could seriously impact a members/permit holder's ability to find work due to even minor disciplinary issues.
118

As long as this is within the APEGA Register and not public. This all looks like APEGA is going on a witch hunt or

11/25/2015 5:06 PM

money grab which will disengage your members. APEGA is too inefficient to be such a regulatory and punitive
organization.
119

current restrictions, sanctions or similar would seem appropriate to be included in the Register. Would this be

11/24/2015 8:00 PM

available to all public? What about due process? Would "ancient history" be in the Register? Again, some measure of
discretion is warranted. Further, Members should have some recourse of rebuttal or similar
120

What has hapopened to "innocent until proven guilty"? If the issue is serious enough that the licence or permit is
suspended, practice should have ceased. If the member or permit holder fails to comply with the cancellation or

11/23/2015 11:35 AM

suspension, then publish. Discipline history should be available on request, but not widely published.
121

All except history. A mistake in the past should be redeemable. People learn from mistakes and change the way they
do business.

11/23/2015 10:10 AM

122

There should be a process for removing discipline actions from the record, similar to a pardon.

11/21/2015 2:28 PM

123

There should be a time limit after which past offences would be cleared from the record. Suggest 10 years.

11/16/2015 4:46 PM

124

Though Alberta's Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FOIP) does not apply to professional

11/14/2015 10:38 AM

regulatory organizations, Alberta's Personal Information Protection Act (PIPA) may apply. Would this change be
considered disclosure without consent?
125

My comment is the same as in item #1. Wait until the Final judgement.

11/13/2015 4:54 PM

126

Transparency, we owe it to the Public

11/13/2015 12:52 PM
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127

I agree but with some reservation interims of ensuring fair and equitable assessment and treatment of an case prior to
publishing this information.

11/13/2015 8:05 AM

128

Once again policy is needed to determine how far we go, especially on minor issues, and how long the record stays

11/13/2015 7:15 AM

public (i.e an entire career for something minor). I have no issues with the recommendations on serious issues, but
where is the dividing line.
129

See previous comment - I don't think it's warranted in all situations. I also don't know how that meshes with Canada's
privacy laws...

11/13/2015 6:55 AM

130

There is concern that a member's reputation and career could be unfairly negatively effected if disciplinary orders are

11/13/2015 5:38 AM

logged on the Register prior to the final outcome of an appeal process.
131

This is not clear with respect whether this information is publicly displayed. If is publicly displayed then it must be very

11/12/2015 8:43 PM

clear that a cancellation/ suspension is for administrative reasons or as a result of a disciplinary order. If it is not clear
then I would disagree.
132

A publicly available permanent history of disciplinary action may be overly punitive in cases where malpractice is less

11/12/2015 8:29 PM

than egregious.
133

How long will this information be maintained? Should there be a statute of limitations? Will the standing of all members

11/12/2015 8:04 PM

be listed i.e. if they are up to date with the PD etc?
134

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:53 PM

135

Would support if member has been found to be in violation only. Being investigated may restrict their business
unjustly, particularly when member review may be dismissed. This would be similar to potentially punishing innocent

11/12/2015 7:42 PM

members.
136

List of currently cancelled/ suspended/ restricted Members and Permit Holders would make sense.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

137

As per my response to the previous question, I would be concerned to have investigations of complaints that were

11/11/2015 11:12 PM

dismissed listed in the Register. I would however agree that a record of historical discipline findings should be included
in the Register.
138

Again, if an investigation occurred and a member was found "not guilty", there should be no permanent record of the

11/9/2015 3:40 PM

investigation.
139

Though it's possible for violations against the Code of Ethics to occur in many different areas, some violations are

11/9/2015 1:20 PM

much more egregious than others. In some instances, a technical Code of Ethics violation publishes in the PEG does
not seem to be nearly as serious as other allegations.
140

The final say in all matters is the Council of APEGA. The registrar may act on the above, but only with direction from

11/9/2015 7:37 AM

Council
141

Would there be an end to the posting in the registrar? I.e. A time period limit for such posting?

11/7/2015 6:01 AM

142

What need has driven this amendment? Has there been an increase in repeat offenders? What is the evidence that

11/4/2015 8:20 PM

supports this need?
143

The prerogatives asked for already exist.

11/4/2015 8:06 PM

144

Agree to the extent that all disciplinary actions should include Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline
Committee (Members) oversight; the Registrar should not have the authority to undertake disciplinary actions without
this oversight.

11/4/2015 12:33 PM

145

Current status only should be published.

11/2/2015 3:31 PM

146

Care must be taken that the discipline record does not live forever. People make mistakes but over time these become

11/2/2015 12:22 PM

less relevant and likewise the discipline record also becomes less relevant over time. Just like criminal records, there
needs to be a process to remove the record after an appropriate period.
147

Wow, when did Apega get taken over by the gestapo? Someone has a dictator mentality within the hierarchy of Apega

11/2/2015 9:15 AM

148

APEGA has not stated how long the record of discipline history will be. Even bankruptcies expire after 7 years. I will
hate that an engineer who has made a genuine mistake is penalized throughout their career if a mistake that he/she
made over 10 years ago may affect their ability to be able to get a job or function. There should be a limit to how far

11/2/2015 1:22 AM

back the record of discipline goes.
149

Without a process in place for a member to clear his/her name after a period of compliance, having their record
publicly accessible may endanger their livelihood.
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150

Yes! However, you must also record in the history when members are absolved of fault. Again this should be the case

10/31/2015 5:59 PM

for all self regulating bodies.
151

I believe information shall be available upon request.

10/31/2015 2:17 PM

152

Once a disciplinary order has been resolved and an engineer is accepted as a member of APEGA, the discipline

10/30/2015 5:29 PM

history should not be on a register available to the public.
153

I would not agree to this without some clear guidelines on when this would apply. What about MITs - this could hamper
their ability to get work or become P.Eng's (i.e. there may not be the opportunity to grow and learn from a past error.

10/30/2015 3:27 PM

This could apply to other members).
154

I agree with this up to the point of while the disciplinary order is active. But once it has expired the history should not

10/29/2015 4:53 PM

be retained in the public record. Again, this is taking away a person's livelihood for a single mistake. A one strike policy
does not work. Humans make mistakes.
155

Active orders can be shared. Past suspensions and orders should not.

10/29/2015 7:43 AM

156

See previous response. You would be essentially treating memebers like ex convicts.

10/28/2015 6:32 PM

157

will their history follow them from province to province?

10/28/2015 2:37 PM

158

HIstory for cases in which a member is found innocent should not show up in the discipline history.

10/28/2015 8:35 AM

159

I do not believe full details should be included.

10/28/2015 7:17 AM

160

Some issues (e.g. temporary incapacity) should be excluded

10/27/2015 8:20 PM

161

This whole issue of making discipline recommendations, etc. public suggests that APEGA can't police it's own

10/27/2015 5:02 PM

organization.
162

The person who refer to the register may misinterpret the information which may adversely affect the individual future
carrier.

17 / 228

10/27/2015 1:30 PM

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey

Q3 Recommendation: Based on the Alberta
Government’s request for more
transparency, the Engineering and
Geoscience Professions Act should be
amended to expressly authorize the
Registrar to inform the public that APEGA is
conducting an investigation, inquiry, or
practice review into a Member’s or Permit
Holder’s practice, even though a final
decision has not been made. Council will
make policy as to when this authority will
be used.
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Strongly agree

17.17%

229

Somewhat agree

28.49%

380

Somewhat disagree

21.06%

281

Strongly disagree

29.99%

400

I do not have an opinion on this matter

3.30%

44

Total

1,334

#

Comments:

Date

1

It's an extreme approach.Does any other profession practice such hard line?

12/18/2015 3:55 PM

2

Complete the process first.

12/18/2015 3:43 PM

3

This will affect the person's employability before the person is found guilty. It also affects the privacy laws which are in
place to protect members in cases of innocence. There is no clarity given for "The decision of whether to inform the

12/18/2015 2:59 PM

public of an ongoing investigation, inquiry, or practice review will be made according to criteria set in policy by
Council." This is not sufficient for a member to give approval to such a change.
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4

When an investigation has been announced, and no finding of discipline is made, what policy will be in place to

12/18/2015 2:53 PM

address the loss of reputation? Interim suspensions or restriction were stated as being used "only in rare cases", but
without understanding the final policy, it will be difficult to judge how rare that might be. Will these interim suspensions
and restrictions be permanently recorded on the discipline history?
5

innocent until proven guilty.

12/18/2015 2:18 PM

6

Have to be careful with this one, avoid tarnishing a reputation where no final decision has been reached, especially in

12/18/2015 2:12 PM

the online/digital world where it never goes away and can affect future employment.
7

Any such action has to be within long established tradition of the Canadian legal System. APEGA council and APEGA
are unqualied. unqualified

12/18/2015 10:08 AM

8

Disagree that names of individuals and/or firms should be released before decision is made. Need to protect members
against false or minor claims.

12/18/2015 8:37 AM

9

This is necessary for transparency and for the public interest. However this public disclosure must only be made in
major cases based on the criteria set in policy by Council.

12/18/2015 12:29 AM

10

Publishing before the investigation arrives at a conclusion carries an implication of 'guilty' as charged. Could lead to

12/17/2015 10:19 PM

large lawsuits against APEGA in the event that an investigation ultimately clears a member or Permit holder. The
proposed changes would seem to allow a registrar to initiate a complaint, assign an interim penalty, publish names,
enter premises, compel witnesses. Wow! Better not get cross threaded with the registrar! That's judge jury and
executioner rolled into one. Sieg Heil ! You might want to back off that a bit. If it gets pushed through, you might
expect some charter challenges.
11

Depends on the policy wording and conditions.

12/17/2015 8:09 PM

12

I do not think council should have any latitude - the application should be consistent

12/17/2015 6:48 PM

13

I believe that informing the public that an investigation is underway could adversely impact members under
investigation. I don't believe enough information will be released or in a form that the public can adequately assess
risk to the public. If the risk to the public is great enough, APEGA should restrict practice of that member pending the

12/17/2015 4:26 PM

outcome of the investigation.
14

I am aware of some members who have had to defend themselves against spurious claims. I think that until the public

12/17/2015 3:48 PM

should be informed when a disciplinary decision is made.
15

Strongly disagree. This could severely harm members or permit holders in the event of a vexatious claim.
Investigations should remain confidential until a final decision has been made.

12/17/2015 1:06 PM

16

This should be handled extremely carefully as you could potentially damage someone's reputation on a frivolous
hearing or investigation. Do members have the right to sue APEGA for damages should that occur?

12/17/2015 12:40 PM

17

Whereas complaints without merit can be made, and until the investigation is completed the member will be judged

12/17/2015 12:14 PM

unfavorably, the fact an investigation is taking place should not be public information.
18

This makes sense - notify the public that an investigation is taking place but that it is not complete. Unfounded, untrue,

12/17/2015 11:18 AM

and unproven allegations against a member should not be published.
19

I think disclosure of such information may be of public benefit, however it may also adversely affect said Member's
reputation and ability to earn a living as a Professional. I think the policy must be very clear that a tangible public

12/17/2015 10:28 AM

benefit must exist for investigative action to be disclosed to the public before a decision has been made.
20

We should be guided by principle not polls, pools and the press or the persuasion of often uniformed social media as

12/17/2015 10:24 AM

is becoming more prevalent in our electronic society..
21

I agree on informing the public of the investigation. But does not agree that names should be released unless the
investigation is complete.

12/17/2015 9:31 AM

22

Same principles as court of law - innocent until proven guilty. Publicizing in advance of determination not
recommended.

12/17/2015 7:54 AM

23

in the interest of fairness, only inform after a final documented decision has been made.

12/17/2015 5:43 AM

24

Members and Permit Holders' reputation is at risk if a final decision has not been reached. If the public is at risk, then
an investigation should be accelerated to final conclusion before publication. What happens if an inquiry is due to a

12/16/2015 4:40 PM

frivolous or malicious complaint?
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25

It might be worth posting on a permit or member note when you look them up, but I don't know that it makes sense to
post it in a public forum. An example is with ASET, they maintain that they do not have to post member information

12/16/2015 4:28 PM

publically or discipline status, I don't see why they should enjoy some of the benefits of professional practice, such as
authenticating designs and taking professional responsibility, without having to be as equally forward as APEGA
members.
26

Would prefer to wait until the review is complete before it becomes public.

12/16/2015 3:12 PM

27

If this information is made public only at this early stage, I would hope and expect a fair amount of rigour is applied to

12/16/2015 2:48 PM

the process of determining whether an investigation, inquiry or practice review is legitimately warranted.
28

Unless there is a realistic potential for harm, the Member or Permit Holder should be presumed innocent until proven
otherwise.

12/16/2015 2:22 PM

29

Innocent until proven guilty should apply. However investigations and decisions should be done on a timely basis.

12/16/2015 12:27 PM

30

I see where this could be of benefit to the public to know, but this can also cause irreparable damage to the engineer's

12/16/2015 12:18 PM

reputation if nothing comes of the investigation either.
31

Publicizing this information before a decision is made would tend to bias opinion against the investigated member and
unjustly tarnish a potentially good-standing member's reputation.

12/16/2015 10:48 AM

32

Informing the public could be simply posting it on the APEGA website. I do not think that specifically sending out
notifications for every review is necessary.

12/16/2015 10:46 AM

33

Each member should have a means to respond to whatever is published against them, and that response should be

12/16/2015 9:49 AM

published in the same place and given equal or greater weight as the registrar's notice, and the member should be
given the unlimited resource to edit or revise their response.
34

The public shall be informed once a final decision is made and not before to protect members from possible
reputational damage due to spurious, frivolous, or vexatious, investigations, inquiries, or practice reviews.

12/16/2015 9:37 AM

35

Innocent until proven guilty

12/16/2015 9:20 AM

36

I am a strong believer of getting the facts together before releasing things to the public.

12/16/2015 9:09 AM

37

Word the change to allow the Registrar to disclose that an investigation is being conducted without disclosing the
names of members and/or Permit Holders being investigated.

12/16/2015 8:59 AM

38

No information should be published until after a preliminary hearing is conducted to determine if there is a case or not.

12/16/2015 8:25 AM

39

May need to be considered on a case by case basis, as information is requested, not just publicly announced that an

12/16/2015 7:07 AM

investigation is underway.
40

There is No Way investigations or reviews in progress should be "informed" to the Public.

12/15/2015 11:02 PM

41

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:15 PM

42

What ever happened to innocent until proven guilty. This is a good way to ruin reputation

12/15/2015 9:05 PM

43

I believe this information should be available to the public upon request, but not appropriate to "advertise"
investigations that are ongoing. This practice may be more detrimental to the individual than of benefit to the public

12/15/2015 8:29 PM

when such an investigation concludes no wrongdoing on the account of the permit holder.
44

Without a final decision, such a public notice may be harmful to a professional's reputation which may result in

12/15/2015 8:28 PM

permanent damage without cause.
45

Investigation may end with no evidence of any discrepancy, and so the harm may not be recovered for that individual
under that investigation. Instead, the individual may be committed to suspend / put on hold his practice till reaching a

12/15/2015 5:44 PM

decision.
46

An initial inquiry should not be public, but a decision to move into an active investigation would be appropriate to flag.

12/15/2015 5:13 PM

47

Policy will need to ensure that there is a process by which such things are only made public once there is a

12/15/2015 4:52 PM

determination that the issue warrants a detailed investigation. some accusations may be unfounded and as a result
prematurely "informing the public" could cause real damage to a career.
48

This could lead to future lawsuit against Apega if the investigation lead to no issue due to the impact the news can
cause to the member.

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

49

However, after the review etc. has been completed then APEGA should publish the results, positive or negative, to

12/15/2015 4:17 PM

update the initial information.
50

Let's not jump to conclusions until allegations are proven.

12/15/2015 3:36 PM
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51

Until proven

12/15/2015 3:28 PM

52

Emergent situations per the first recommendation is sufficient.

12/15/2015 3:06 PM

53

Sounds like public defamation prior to investigation. Not good.

12/15/2015 2:50 PM

54

Innocent until proven guilty should be the underlying theme. Much damage can be done to an individual or company

12/15/2015 2:12 PM

who is accused wrongfully.
55

I think they should be able to indicate they are conducting an investigation but not specifically name the parties. Again,

12/15/2015 1:51 PM

if innocent, this could tarnish their name for a long time.
56

Only his work place needs to know to avoid further damage to the public. The plaintiff is innocent, until proven guilty.
No need to create noise around the member before full investigation and final decision is reached.

12/15/2015 1:44 PM

57

That will affect negatively on the confidence in the eyes of the public in the profession. In the meanwhile it does not
have any impact in improving or developing the profession. It is more than enough to publish in APEGA Magazine.

12/15/2015 1:16 PM

The damage of the reputation of the APEGA member will happen even if the investigation came up with no disciplinary
action.
58

Completely disagree. Until a final decision has been made, this information should not be public.

12/15/2015 1:05 PM

59

Too extreme. Will give the appearance of guilt even if the person is innocent. The Psychiatrists in Ontario don't do this

12/15/2015 12:44 PM

60

better that APEGA should keep this information private until a decision has been made - this survey is already asking
members to permit final decisions to be revealed to the public, go with that

12/15/2015 12:40 PM

61

Lets respect the law here for Gods sake! Please allow him to be Innocent until proven guilty. By making it public you
already have sentenced the party by giving him a bad name. Basically it is slander and libel.

12/15/2015 12:36 PM

62

In case the final decision be in favour of the member or permit holder, it should be mede sure they are satisfied the

12/15/2015 12:23 PM

way their names are cleared
63

Only when decision has been made

12/15/2015 12:11 PM

64

Even if demonstrably false public denouncement can have serious detrimental effects in a profession that relies on the
'sterling character and reputation' of its practitioners.

12/15/2015 12:04 PM

65

The government needs to practice "transparency"! APEGA has historically done a much better job than the

12/15/2015 11:52 AM

government in this matter.
66

Humans are naturally drawn to the negative and anything capable of destroying a members reputation should not be

12/15/2015 11:39 AM

thrown out there prematurely! What if the member is proved innocent? You cannot recall the potential negativity
associated with his/her name and person! I'd rather suggest this is not done. If eventually a member is proved guilty of
a matter and such a process is transparent, then the offender will be in position to take any consequences with grace.
Until that point is reached an ongoing investigation should not be disclosed to the government or the public. APEGA
shouldn't feel apprehensive about non-disclosure of an ongoing investigation for this or other important reason, being
a self-governing body. Remember that even members of APEGA are also a part of the public whose interests must be
protected as well!
67

If the member is found not guilty, the action of making the fact that he/she is under investigation will taint his/her
reputation.

12/15/2015 11:39 AM

68

This unfairly punishes members and/or permit holders who have not been found guilty of any wrongdoing, and who

12/15/2015 11:32 AM

may be completely innocent.
69

However if there is a potential of a false accusation or dubious evidence then I wouldn't agree.

12/15/2015 11:23 AM

70

Too open ended. What criteria will Council use to make such decisions? Even if it turns out there is no issue, the

12/15/2015 11:22 AM

individual has already been tried and found guilty in the court of public opinion.
71

Making information public that an individual is under investigation could blacklist that individual even if it is eventually

12/15/2015 11:16 AM

found that the investigated individual has not committed any wrongdoings.
72

With discretion. Depends on impact to the public, number of people involved.

12/15/2015 11:08 AM

73

If the investigation is not critical to safety or the public interest - then no, I disagree.

12/15/2015 10:58 AM

74

If the Member's or the Permit Holder's name is disclosed it may lead to prejudgements in detriment of the Member's
or the Permit Holder's reputation.

12/15/2015 10:56 AM

75

This information could be made public, if an inquiry into the member is made, but should not be published just for the

12/15/2015 10:36 AM

sake of publishing information.
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76

A wrongly accused member or permit holder's long-term professional career could be adversely influenced by making
a false accusation public.

12/15/2015 10:35 AM

77

How will council make the decision one when this authority will be used?

12/15/2015 10:34 AM

78

authority to be exercised only in the case of gross offence

12/15/2015 10:29 AM

79

When the decision is not made for the investigation, public should not be informed.

12/15/2015 10:22 AM

80

During the investigative phase the member(s) or permittee(s) if there is evidence at preliminary hearing/inquiry
pointing towards punitive action by APEGA then APEGA must inform the public .

12/15/2015 10:08 AM

81

Notice is alright, as long as there aren't any private details involved. Companies/clients/the public should be told if

12/15/2015 10:08 AM

someone that might be working on anything impacting them may be considered unfit.
82

OK - please also refer to my comment on question 2. I believe discretion is warranted here. We need to be careful that

12/15/2015 9:55 AM

there is not the impression that "someone is guilty until he/she proves their innocence".
83

Actual Investigation should be made public but not the member name till a decision is made

12/15/2015 9:51 AM

84

Member privacy should be maintained until wrongdoing is proven.

12/15/2015 9:50 AM

85

It should not be made public until a final investigation decision has been made by APEGA.

12/15/2015 9:46 AM

86

This proposal can be abused to the detriment of members. Imagine a situation where a reputable and competent
member has an unreasonable client who maliciously launches a complaint. If APEGA blindly publishes that there is an

12/15/2015 9:44 AM

ongoing investigation, it'd tarnish the member's reputation unjustifiably. There has to be a balance between the Public
interest and the rights of members.
87

The public should be informed that APEGA is also conducting an investigation.

12/15/2015 9:33 AM

88

Innocent until proven guilty

12/15/2015 9:32 AM

89

I would agree if public safety is a concern.

12/15/2015 9:25 AM

90

All parties involved in an investigation should be mad aware, however making it public or allowing the registrar to
make it public will result in the process becoming a political grandstand for other issues (i.e. fracking, GHG, First
Nations, etc) and subvert the intended purpose of the process.

12/15/2015 9:20 AM

91

I could not agree until I see the policy that will be implemented.

12/15/2015 9:17 AM

92

Again, this goes back to my earlier comments regarding "influence." Just mentioning that there is an investigation of a

12/15/2015 9:07 AM

member or APEGA permit holding company can be enough at times to damage that entity's reputation. How does that
entity recover damage to it's reputation if after APEGA's review is completed, that APEGA finds no wrong-doing has
occurred? This is not a good thing. In addition, APEGA could potentially expose itself to lawsuits from members or
permit holders if what I note in the above occurs, where that member or permit holder makes a valid case in a court of
law that in fact, APEGA has damaged the reputation of said permit holder or member. As a member of APEGA, I am
not AT ALL interested in paying membership dues to then have that money paid out to a lawsuit judgement that could
have been seen a mile away, just due to what APEGA requires as their new "standard operating procedure." The
better alternative in my mind is that, if APEGA really and truly determines there is very real and serious potential harm
to the public at a certain point, that APEGA be given th epower to at that point command the given entity under review
to modify how the entity conducts it's current day-to-day business practice, and that it prove explicitly to APEGA as to
how the entity is going about complying with APEGA's order(s) during the interim review time period.
93

The #1 purpose of APEGA is to protect the public, not Members.

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

94

The briefing note references 'high-profile cases'. What are the requirements for a case to be 'high-profile'? If there are
none, I disagree with this change. 'Low profile' member's names could be given to the public even if the investigation

12/15/2015 8:41 AM

finds nothing wrong.
95

Further to my innocent until proven guilty comment; in a case where an obvious engineering failure has occurred, such
as a bridge failure, it would be acceptable to say that an investigation is underway, but it still may not be necessary to

12/15/2015 8:38 AM

release the names of the companies or people being investigated. Newspapers can draw their own speculative
conclusions and sometimes it may be obvious, but the official position of APEGA should be not to comment on an
ongoing investigation, and not release information on an investigation until a judgement has been made. E.g. "We are
investigating the collapse of the bridge and the public will be informed when a judgement has been released." In the
case of a bridge, the fault may lie with the design, or the construction methods or the way that it was used,
maintained or sabotaged, but commenting on an investigation and naming names before culpability can be assigned
is reckless and potentially career ending.
96

Again, guilty before proven to be. Seems unfair

12/15/2015 8:35 AM

22 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
97

This is fine as long as names are not published before guilt is established. APEGA can say they are looking into an
"incident", but until proof is established that the Member or Permit Holder is responsible for any damages, their names
should not be published. Innocent until proven guilty.

12/15/2015 8:34 AM

98

This is a horrible idea. If APEGA is conducting an investigation and has concerns with the parties under investigation,
then expedite the decision rather than publicly shame and accuse potentially innocent parties. I honestly can't believe

12/15/2015 8:34 AM

this is a legitimate suggestion.
99

I don't think a member should be 'punished' before a final decision has been made.

12/15/2015 8:30 AM

100

see comment 1

12/15/2015 8:27 AM

101

Depending on the method by which the public will be informed. I am in favour of this idea, however, it's execution
should be carefully considered. The reputation of a firm or an individual is at risk, even if it is only in the preliminary or
investigative phase.

12/15/2015 8:25 AM

102

During the investigation time licence must be in sate of suspension.

12/15/2015 8:21 AM

103

Innocent until proven guilty

12/15/2015 8:17 AM

104

I know that the Federal Privacy Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. P-21) last amended on 2015-07-30 and the Alberta Personal

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

Information Protection Act (PIPA) should not be cercunveted by special interst groups. I am aslo not prepared to give
up my rights as expressed in these acts.
105

I think this would be good, however, as the recommendation is conditioned to the Council policy making as to when
this would be enforced, makes me hesitate on accepting this proposal right now

12/15/2015 8:14 AM

106

I think this disclose would make Member or Permit Holder's guilty in the eyes of the public before any formal decision

12/15/2015 8:09 AM

is rendered. This would affect a Member or Permit Holder's ability to practice while awaiting a decision.
107

We must tread carefully here as a premature release may tarnish an individuals reputation regardless of innocence.

12/15/2015 8:01 AM

Release the overview of the situation not the details of the investigation (and not the names involved) until a decision
has been made.
108

Have a concern that the members reputation will be irreparably damaged even if they are found not guilty of any wrong

12/15/2015 7:54 AM

doing. However if they are found to be guilty the public needs to know that they are under investigation.
109

I believe that investigations can be spurred by self serving complaints and do not feel that a person or company should

12/15/2015 7:53 AM

be under public scrutiny in this situation. I would take a look back at all investigations and see how many were found
not guilty to see if this is a real concern. I personally know people that did not deserve to be under investigation in the
first place and of course were found not guilty so I wonder what public knowledge of this may have done to disrupt the
firm?
110

Depending on the severity and risk to the public, this may be a valid recommendation

12/15/2015 7:41 AM

111

A tenet of our judicial process is that one is innocent until proven guilty. Unless it is warranted (ie, the party is guilty)
the action described herein will cause unwarranted damage to reputation.

12/15/2015 7:38 AM

112

Innocent until proven guilty.

12/15/2015 7:25 AM

113

only when it is in the publics best interests. fundamentally everyone is innocent until proven guilty. Public disclosure
has the same effect as a public guilty notice, without the process or investigation.

12/15/2015 7:20 AM

114

Innocent until proven guilty, however this means that APEGA needs to expedite its investigation, review and decision

12/15/2015 7:09 AM

process to limit future exposure.
115

I don't think inquiries or investigations need to be made public until a decision on the merits of the process have been

12/15/2015 6:40 AM

determined.
116

Only after final decision and if criminality is involved

12/15/2015 6:39 AM

117

I support transparency, however there needs to be a considered approach on when to use this authority. An

12/15/2015 6:38 AM

investigation can often imply some level of guilt and that needs to be avoided.
118

On, if applicable, after final decision.

12/15/2015 6:31 AM

119

Unless used with a remarkable degree of discretion, this feels like a problem. Let us first see the policy.

12/15/2015 5:23 AM

120

"innocent until proven guilty" please

12/15/2015 3:43 AM

121

It is important If public has a clear and present danger then action is necessary and I agree because the public is
paramount. But if the situation does not then no, the public should not be informed of any unmade decisions. The

12/15/2015 3:09 AM

video defined a list of criteria, before I can sign off I would like to review the criteria
122

Too many variables. What constitutes an investigation and what will the use policy look like?
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123

I think that the present functions of the PEGG is enough.

12/14/2015 10:58 PM

124

The case of inquiry can be made public whereas the Member or permit holder's name shall be omitted (otherwise

12/14/2015 10:52 PM

individual will be penalized before it is proven).
125

Only final investigation results should be released to the public. If this type of information is released before the

12/14/2015 10:31 PM

investigation results are available, it could represent patrimonial damage for the person/entity being investigated
126

The public should be informed only in circumstances where they make such a request. Inquiries should be conducted
in a manner that not to derail the committee.

12/14/2015 10:13 PM

127

Public should be informed only post decision and/or judgement to suspend Member from practice.

12/14/2015 10:07 PM

128

Same reservation as before.

12/14/2015 10:04 PM

129

Having already been through an investigative process whereby I was guilty until proven innocent over a 3 month time
frame (the case was completely thrown out as it had no merit) this would be bad policy. Not only is it stressful to go

12/14/2015 9:55 PM

through the process, but work could be affected and client relations strained throughout the process even if ultimately
the case is determined to have no merit. Extremely poor policy to deem guilty and provide information to the public
before a thorough investigation is completed. This does happen in the criminal justice system and should NOT happen
here.
130

Some investigations might not be resulted in disciplinary actions, as they might be found not to have a ground. But

12/14/2015 9:42 PM

making this public record prior to investigations results might inadversibly negatively impact member or permit holder.
131

if it extreme/high handed conduct that is under investigation then it should be disclosed but it the case is unclear at all
then it should not be required disclosure

12/14/2015 9:40 PM

132

Notices should be make only when the investigation is complete and has been finalized, unless there is immediate or
ongoing danger to the public.

12/14/2015 9:39 PM

133

I struggle with this only because I don't know the details of Council's proposed policy.

12/14/2015 9:30 PM

134

This should not be public knowledge until a decision has been reached. Innocent until proven guilty should uphold.

12/14/2015 9:12 PM

135

The police do not announce who they are actively investigating why should APEG?. As seen in the paper accusations
can be just as damning to individuals as investigations, inquiries and practice reviews imply wrong doing to the public.

12/14/2015 8:59 PM

136

Innocent until proven guilty.

12/14/2015 8:59 PM

137

Not sure the merit of publishing an allegation to the public without a full investigation. Depending on what details are

12/14/2015 8:21 PM

being proposed to be issued to the public, my opinion on this may change.
138

Same reason as question 1. Lots of gamers out there playing with peoples lives! If he is found guilty or innocent only
then is it public. otherwise e risk moving towards the litigious environment that exists in the USA where people just sue
(accuse) and then people pay (if you decide yes to this they pay) if they are guilty or not!

12/14/2015 8:01 PM

139

Due process, and presumption of innocence until proven guilty must be preserved. Media "need to know" does not

12/14/2015 7:33 PM

trump our laws.
140

Again, Professionals actions may be influenced by those holding stronger cards (politically or financially). In an
electronic world, Government or Industry have the potential to retrieve electronic information / disrupt phone systems
and cause other psychological disturbances to humans which may impact their personal and professional behaviors.

12/14/2015 7:19 PM

141

I have concerns about the liability that a release of information may have if the accused is found innocent. If approved,

12/14/2015 7:06 PM

it should only be used in extreme cases where the public is placed in danger.
142

Funds are better invested elsewhere.

12/14/2015 6:25 PM

143

Limits should be placed to ensure this is not applied in a manner that allows unfounded online shaming of a member
or permit holder for unfounded accusations - it should only apply where the action is founded on facts that the public
should be aware of (and the investigation is now only limited to determination of the extent of the violation).

12/14/2015 6:19 PM

144

What happens if they turn out to be innocent? This will have damaged their reputation without justification.

12/14/2015 5:56 PM

145

If a Member or Permit Holder is the subject of libel, slander, malicious intent, etc. and found to be innocent, publishing
their identities would do harm to the innocent parties and is of no material public interest. All decisions should be
reported publicly, but innocent parties should remain completely annonymous whereas identities of guilty parties could
be published. Furthermore, there are conceivably situations of negligible wrongdoing where identifying guilty parties

12/14/2015 5:30 PM

publicly would be a disciplinary action that is disproportionately severe given the infraction.
146

Innocent until proven guilty

12/14/2015 5:08 PM
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147

The public only needs to know if a member is suspended...they really don't have time to involve themselves in reviews
and things that are waiting to be done.

12/14/2015 5:01 PM

148

Early disclosure of a member's name and subsequent dismissal of the complaint could result in serious hardship for
the member and perhaps a lawsuit against APEGA.

12/14/2015 4:44 PM

149

I believe in innocent until proven guilty. There could be members that are not under review who have issues with their
practice. We can't highlight those cases either.

12/14/2015 4:42 PM

150

Be very weary over the defimation of character that will come from slandering someone when they have done nothing
wrong.

12/14/2015 4:36 PM

151

Only cases that have been proven out where the APEGA member was at fault should be made public to avoid slander

12/14/2015 2:55 PM

152

Again, until there is a committee decision, all aspects of the investigation, including the fact of an ongoing investigation
should remain confidential, if the investigation does not result in discipline, then APEGA by releasing that there was an
investigation, could damage reputations, etc. and might be held liable?

12/14/2015 12:14 PM

153

Very much depends on "when this authority will be used". An investigation is a long way from determination of
violation of the Act, yet publicly disclosing using Member(s)' names could cause financial issues

12/12/2015 10:18 AM

154

The release of the specific Member's details should be limited to what is already on the public record.

12/11/2015 4:50 PM

155

Need to keep the presumption of innocence....

12/10/2015 3:19 PM

156

Provided that this is only done in extreme cases.

12/10/2015 8:23 AM

157

Confidentiality needs to be maintained until a decision is made or else a members reputation could be needlessly
ruined where the investigation shows no incompetency.

12/9/2015 4:08 PM

158

Alberta recommendation. Will allow for more transparency and, if used correctly, may deter bad workmanship.

12/9/2015 4:06 PM

159

This will affect the person's employability before the person is found guilty. It also affects the privacy laws which are in
place to protect members in cases of innocence. There is no clarity given for "The decision of whether to inform the
public of an ongoing investigation, inquiry, or practice review will be made according to criteria set in policy by
Council." This is not sufficient for a member to give approval to such a change.

12/9/2015 2:31 PM

160

The bad 'press' from having an investigation made public can be damaging to business reputation. Let's keep the

12/9/2015 11:15 AM

stigma out except for those that have been proven to have done something wrong.
161

Innocent until proven guilty. What about falsely accused. If you publish ongoing investigations the public and
stakeholders minds are already made up.

12/9/2015 8:05 AM

162

This will affect the person's employability before the person is found guilty. It also affects the privacy laws which are in
place to protect members in cases of innocence. There is no clarity given for "The decision of whether to inform the

12/8/2015 9:57 PM

public of an ongoing investigation, inquiry, or practice review will be made according to criteria set in policy by
Council." This is not sufficient for a member to give approval to such a change.
163

This should be done only for major cases such as the cited roof collapse or corruption charges such as in Quebec.

12/8/2015 12:35 PM

164

Public needs to be aware action is being taken.

12/7/2015 8:47 AM

165

Not sure the public should know before a decision is made. An innocent party may not get their reputation back.

12/6/2015 4:27 PM

166

At the beginning of an investigation, a judgement should be made based on preliminary evidence as to whether the

12/5/2015 5:10 PM

public should be informed or not. i.e. the seriousness of the accusations must be of a significant nature and must not
be frivolous. The registrar should then be informed if they should inform the public or not, but no disclosure should
occur before this point.
167

not guilty until proven so

12/5/2015 4:40 PM

168

Again we just have to be sure that when this information is shared that it is completely accurate and that the member

12/5/2015 12:15 PM

or permit holder is fully aware there is a public disclosure going to be made about an investigation, inquiry or practice
review. I also assume that practice reviews that are currently done at random would not be subject to public disclosure
unless something untoward is found and that would generally mean investigation or inquiry.
169

The policy would need to be carefully applied.

12/5/2015 10:59 AM

170

I agree with the principle, my concern is how it will be administered as far as public notification about inquiries related

12/4/2015 9:29 AM

to possibly frivolous complaints.
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171

I don't believe that there are any situations where the public needs to know whether an investigation is underway by
APEGA into a Member or Permit Holder. There are far too many factors in most accidents / events to have it make

12/3/2015 1:55 PM

sense to immediately say that you are investigating a member after something occurs. The investigation needs to be
completed FIRST.
172

Only in very serious circumstances should a name be released before the investigation is complete. What if it's found
out that the party has done nothing wrong? It could be very harmful to that persons reputation.

12/3/2015 10:21 AM

173

Police is not providing this information to public, so why APEGA would?

12/2/2015 9:11 PM

174

Wouldn't want frivolous complaints to appear - if the policy was set so that was at least some investigation to see

12/2/2015 9:26 AM

whether the complaint had merit first, would be more supportive.
175

I have heard of a case where someone was under investigation after a former boss brought a complaint against them
under false pretense (he was upset that she quit and moved to another company so he decided to drag her name
through the mud). I understand the need for this in some cases, but this could falsely hurt someone's career.

12/1/2015 9:23 AM

176

The terms for such 'release' need to be clear and be consistently applied, no selective application.

11/30/2015 10:44 PM

177

This should be at the discretion of someone - maybe APEGA's representative. A case by case evaluation should be
made depending on the severity of the accusation.

11/30/2015 3:12 PM

178

Decision must be carefully weighed on a case-by-case basis. Inappropriate use of this ability could irreparably harm a
Member or Permit Holder (i.e. disgruntled employee lodges a complaint, another firm trying to use it to discredit their
competition).

11/30/2015 1:35 PM

179

This recommendation can be damaging to the member/permit holder's reputation as "no final decision has been made"
to the inquiry. The public may have already made judgement against such member/permit holder due to the
knowledge that an inquiry is in progress even though no outcome from the inquiry has been made.

11/30/2015 1:11 PM

180

innocent until proven guilty

11/30/2015 1:09 PM

181

Need to see the specific council policy on when authority will be used to make an informed decision on this question

11/30/2015 9:12 AM

182

Need to establish some criteria before publishing to avoid punishing members before due process is completed.

11/30/2015 9:10 AM

183

This would allow for people to make an unjustified claim against a party and create serious consequences when it was
not validated/appropriate.

11/30/2015 8:44 AM

184

General investigations or review are not indicative of a problem. Advertising as such will tarnish the reputation of those
undergoing 'normal' reviews.

11/30/2015 7:37 AM

185

I would be concerned that if the final findings were inconclusive or the member was found to be competent, the "bad

11/30/2015 5:23 AM

press" would negatively impact the individual. Also, I would be concerned that hearing details of possible misconduct
by individuals would give an overall negative view of engineers in practice.
186

This may have a business impact to the defendant if this is public before guilt is confirmed. There are fraudulent
people out there who just want to get rid of their competition so they may fraudulent claims. I don't think it would be

11/29/2015 6:00 PM

fair to tarnish one's reputation based on an accusation that hasn't been confirmed yet.
187

Need to be careful here, lingering investigations that prove to be unfounded could severely damage someone's
career.

11/29/2015 10:27 AM

188

Innocent until proven guilty. We need to protect our members. A mistake could ruin a member's career and subject
APEGA and others to libel and slander lawsuits.

11/29/2015 9:29 AM

189

You should not be branded by a witch hunt. Only if you have been found at fault.

11/29/2015 8:57 AM

190

Only after a final decision has been made. How would it be made public? In many peoples' minds, being investigated
taints a person, even if they are eventually exonerated.

11/29/2015 7:37 AM

191

What provisions will be included to make the Member or Permit Holder whole from possible damage to reputation
should the investigation find no wrong doing? I disagree with this recommendation without such provisions.

11/28/2015 4:39 PM

192

Not guilty until proven so

11/28/2015 4:25 PM

193

The Council policy will have to be very clear to avoid the possibility of defaming a person who has a difference of
opinion rather than a breach of conduct.

11/28/2015 1:30 PM

194

I think we have to be careful with this. I think it's easy to assume guilt before anything has been proven.

11/28/2015 11:20 AM

195

We should look to the balance seen in common law. Names of person charged, but not convicted, under the Criminal
Code are published, but names of individual charged under the Highway Traffic Act or similar statutes are not

11/28/2015 9:46 AM

generally published but can be determined with concerted effort.
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196

For cases where the investigation result shows no malpractice, this could adversely affect a member's reputation

11/28/2015 9:22 AM

before exoneration.
197

Should be dependent on risk to the public.

11/28/2015 8:39 AM

198

This may mislead the users of this information. An investigation should not create a negative impression.

11/28/2015 7:14 AM

199

Please advise under what circumstances this information would be released. The statements here are too vague

11/28/2015 3:26 AM

200

This will affect the person's employability before the person is found guilty. It also affects the privacy laws which are in
place to protect members in cases of innocence. There is no clarity given for "The decision of whether to inform the

11/27/2015 10:45 PM

public of an ongoing investigation, inquiry, or practice review will be made according to criteria set in policy by
Council." This is not sufficient for a member to give approval to such a change. This change is trying to punish without
trial, instead of innocent until proven guilty.
201

Presumption of innocence is the cornerstone of our British-based legal justice system. Publicizing investigations before

11/27/2015 9:25 PM

final decisions presumes too much trust in the public's view being untainted in the member's or company's reputation
and day-to-day life/operation. If nothing is found to be at issue, in the end, any such taint already lain upon them
cannot be fully cleansed. It is irresponsible for APEGA to do this.
202

Unless the member has been subject to two or more previous investigations of unclear performance

11/27/2015 8:59 PM

203

What is the process for other professions???? Doctors? Lawyers? Dentists?

11/27/2015 8:44 PM

204

Innocent until proven guilty -- must apply here as well.

11/27/2015 8:04 PM

205

This survey question is again worded to obtain a positive response. Members names should not be made public
unless the complete discipline and appeal process is completed. I am not against the registrar being able to say an
incident is being investigated.

11/27/2015 7:55 PM

206

You can ruin a person's reputation by publishing the fact of an investigation which may later be found to be
unsubstantiated.

11/27/2015 6:34 PM

207

A limitation on the disclosure should include a requirement to indicate that the investigation has not been concluded,
so no conclusions can be drawn from the mere fact that an investigation is being conducted, i.e., the presumption of
innocence prevails until the investigation and inquiry is completed.

11/27/2015 4:59 PM

208

If they are innocent damages will have occurred.

11/27/2015 4:14 PM

209

I agree that this information should be available so long as specifics and details remain private.

11/27/2015 4:11 PM

210

Ever heard of innocent until proven guilty? This is absurd!!

11/27/2015 3:59 PM

211

That an investigation is being launched in an emergency situation, yes, but not name the Member or Company until a
decision is made.

11/27/2015 3:42 PM

212

As long as details ARE NOT divulged until the decision is made. Even then, all details are not public record by the
right of privacy.

11/25/2015 5:08 PM

213

As this is only an investigation I do not feel it proper that the public be informed at this time. If disciplinary action is

11/25/2015 2:57 PM

undertaken then inform
214

Similar to law, I think it should be innocent until proven guilty. An investigation/etc does not ultimately mean that
someone has done something wrong and by making their name public at this time can seriously impact their reputation
and ability to practice/earn a living.

11/25/2015 9:53 AM

215

Innocent until proven

11/24/2015 8:31 PM

216

This seems acceptable, but discretion is warranted

11/24/2015 8:00 PM

217

Transparency is a bogus reason for supplanting a fundamental principle of law that an individual is innocent until
proven guilty, even the suggestion of an investigation that turns out to be frivolous is damaging to an individual as I
know from personal experience

11/24/2015 7:14 PM

218

We need to follow the common law practice of innocent until proven guilty. To publish names of those under

11/24/2015 6:03 PM

investigation, inquiry or review prior to a ruling would be equivalent to trial by media rather than a jury of peers.
219

Concerns that this will be seen as guilty until proven innocent and may have negative consequences for a member,
should the investigation exonerate the member or permit holder.

11/24/2015 5:54 PM

220

This question is very similar to the previous two questions.

11/24/2015 10:27 AM

221

The unfortunate reality is that public perception is normally review = guilty at the outset and even if the member permit

11/23/2015 5:48 PM

holder is found not guilty, the perception remains and reputation is unfairly damaged.
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222

This has the potential to open APEGA to charges of slander or defamation. Again my opinon based on experience on
the Investigative Committee is that for most complaints this is way beyond what is necessary to protect the public and
may be very harmful to the reputation of members or Permit Holders. Does the Association not have a duty to its
members as well as the public?

11/23/2015 11:39 AM

223

Cannot see an instance where assumed guilt is justifiable.

11/23/2015 10:11 AM

224

This is effectively a presumption of guilty until proven innocent. Although a member under investigation has a
responsibility to respond to any complaints, when complaints are made without merit, are frivolous or vexatious, or
have insufficient evidence, the interim effect would unfairly punish the member. Further, as part of the
recommendations, any suspension stays attached to the member's profile. Therefore, even if a complaint is found to

11/21/2015 5:42 PM

be without merit, the suspension notice would remain attached to their profile.
225

This is comparable to how Police Officers under investigation are treated.

11/21/2015 2:30 PM

226

If no decision has been made then public disclosure of an investigation could damage reputations for no reason.
Conduct the investigation in a timely manner then disclose after a decision has been made.

11/20/2015 8:13 AM

227

I don't trust APEGA's ability to conduct an investigation. This is what the legal system is for.

11/18/2015 2:13 PM

228

These matters should not be made public until all investigations are complete and a final decision is made.

11/17/2015 2:54 PM

229

Only upon request by the public, if the public needs to know for specific purpose. Since investigation is not finalized,
the Engineer may remain in good standing.

11/17/2015 10:19 AM

230

APEGA should announce that the issue is being investigated, but not name identities. If the identity of someone being
investigated is broadcast, and then cleared, the damage to their reputation and their ability to garner work will already
be done regardless of the outcome. If this proceeds, the communication of the findings needs to be as public as the

11/17/2015 8:15 AM

initial announcement.
231

may want to consider if members names are made public at this stage. I would suggest not until at least some
investigation has taken place

11/16/2015 4:49 PM

232

public should be informed of the undertaking of an investigation, inquiry or practice review for incidents of significant
public visibility but the names of members or permit holders should be withheld until a final decision is made.

11/16/2015 2:11 PM

233

Need to be very disciplined about this type of information, should only be contemplated were the risk to the public is
high. The information should only be released when findings are made. Innocent until proven guilty.

11/15/2015 4:02 PM

234

I agree only if they are a major public contractor or if there is a potential risk to public safety. Other professionals,
businesses and members of the public should be able to get accurate up to date information from apega about
members they are dealing with or want to form business relations with upon inquiry. Otherwise inquiries should only

11/15/2015 10:36 AM

be made widely public if someone is found at fault. If the party is not found responsible their good name could still be
damaged by significant publicity about a case before it is resolved.
235

Section 11 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states " Any person charged with an offence has the right ... (d) to
be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial
tribunal;". Does this change violate that right?

11/14/2015 10:48 AM

236

Undecided if name should be published until after the decision

11/13/2015 10:12 PM

237

The criteria to be used by the Council as to when the proposed authoriy of the Registrar will be used is not clear. As I
mentioned before, the member or permit holder (except in high profile case already in the media) presumption of
innocence should be protected until a Final judgement is made. This is in fairness to the member or permit holder
allegedly guilty.

11/13/2015 4:59 PM

238

As long as there is the ability to retain confidentiality and this is balanced with "innocent until proven guilty"
consideration.

11/13/2015 2:51 PM

239

I appreciate the need for transparency, but there also needs to be consideration of the potential of a false accusation
or exoneration after the due diligence is completed. Our media culture still assumes guilt even after it is disproven.

11/13/2015 8:09 AM

240

Need policy to determin how far APEGA goes on this issue. Some things are no "brainers" like things collapsing.

11/13/2015 7:18 AM

Posting for something minor does not benefit anyone, it creates noise. The public will view all issues as equally bad
and they will not take the time to distinguish between issue severity.
241

I strongly believe that a person is innocent until proven guilty, and in this day and age of trial by media (or social media)
I have severe reservations about this except in those very few instances where public harm could occur if the
information is not released.

11/13/2015 6:58 AM

242

The members who are under investigation and not found guilty may suffer from their name being, so called,
blacklisted. The Council will have the challenging task to put together the policy that will determine under which
circumstances the names will made public.

11/12/2015 9:39 PM
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243

APEGA does not always get things right. If APEGA publishes an allegation and then publishes the allegations before
an investigation, inquiry or review is completed and the party is later found not guilty I would say APEGA is guilty of
slander or libel. If APEGA does decide to go that way they better modify the legislation for a significant financial

11/12/2015 8:55 PM

remedy if or more likely when they get it wrong.
244

Although policy may address this issue, what aspect of an investigation etc. makes it necessary to inform the public?
How will the public be informed? The publication of names is a severe action and should not be taken lightly.

11/12/2015 8:07 PM

245

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:53 PM

246

Innocent until proven guilty should always apply.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

247

I would rather see an investigation expedited before naming a Member or Permit Holder prior to the conclusion of an
investigation. APEGA can always state in general terms that an investigation of whatever incident or near miss is in
progress, assuming this to be the case of course. .

11/11/2015 11:25 PM

248

Though transparency may be requested, the above recommendation seems to begin along the path towards a loss of

11/9/2015 1:26 PM

self regulation. Further, it could be quite damaging to a permit holder for it to be publicly declared that an investigation,
inquiry, or practice review is underway prior to a decision, as the public may perceive guilt where innocence is the
reality.
249

If a final decision has not been made, I do not believe it would be prudent to release to the public that an investigation
is being performed.

11/9/2015 1:24 PM

250

Again, too much power to the Registrar. Council needs to deal with matters such as this on a Case by Case basis.

11/9/2015 7:39 AM

251

This violates the rights of the professional who is not proven guilty yet.

11/7/2015 6:02 AM

252

If this is an amendment, then which Section or Part of the Act is being amended? Please cite the original text of the
Section / Part of the Act that this amendment applies as well as the rational to which why this amendment is necessary.
With respect to informing public, how is this information dissemination is going to be carried out? - Through APEGA

11/5/2015 7:21 AM

website? (APEGA members seldom go there let alone general public). - The PEG Magazine? (Again, PEG is for
APEGA members only, general public know nothing about it. - Other focus groups (trade / professional) publications?
(These focus groups are hardly considered as general public) - Newspaper, radio or TV? ( May as well hire Town crier
to yell, Hear ye, Hear ye) Did not mean to be cynical, but very little specific are given.
253

Has there been a lack of transparency in the past?

11/4/2015 8:21 PM

254

Where is the fundamental pillar of law in a democratic society of “innocent until proven guilty”? The almighty public

11/4/2015 8:06 PM

good will not be served should the Registrar rush into hasty statements. Further, privacy laws have a purpose i.e.
prevent abuses under the self-serving transparency and full disclosure pretext.
255

Care must be taken to ensure frivolous complaints from past customers does not affect the reputation of members.

11/4/2015 6:24 PM

256

Publication of a Permit Holder's or Member's name associated with a disciplinary action should not be made until /
unless a Discipline Order under the purview of Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee

11/4/2015 12:33 PM

(Members) has been decided. The Recommendation as it stands has serious reputational implications for Permit
Holders and Members who have not had the benefit of due process, and exposes APEGA to potential litigation. To
comply with the transparency request, propose that APEGA can publish certain details of an investigation that are
already public due to other means (i.e. media), and/ or can publish that an investigation is being undertaken but not
publish the name of the Permit Holder or Member.
257

Please refer to comments for Recommendation 1.

11/2/2015 4:30 PM

258

Making allegations public is tantamount to declaring an engineer guilty until proven innocent. Allegations are APEGA's
domain and should not be made public until all facts are determined and a decision to discipline has been rendered. If
no wrong doing is found, the matter should be dismissed without making any aspect public.

11/2/2015 2:41 PM

259

I'm uncertain if the name of the accused individual will be published. It is my feeling that the name should not be
published until a final decision is made.

11/2/2015 1:06 PM

260

Members deserve due process and announcing that an investigation is underway is unfair to the members being
investigated. If the investigation is found to be without merit, damages could be made against the complainant and/or
APEGA for announcing the investigation. The RCMP don't announce every investigation, why would APEGA?

11/2/2015 12:24 PM

261

Avoid trial by social media. The public needs to know the final decision.

11/2/2015 10:09 AM

262

Wow, when did Apega get taken over by the gestapo? Someone has a dictator mentality within the hierarchy of Apega

11/2/2015 9:15 AM

263

Council needs to disclose to the members what and when the policy needs to be applied. APEGA is seeking
transparency in amending the EGP Act, yet is not sharing how policy will be applied. That, in my opinion, is not being
transparent. The members need to be aware of how the policy will be applied.

11/2/2015 1:25 AM
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264

For the protection of the member that is under investigation (which is very different than saying they are an offender),
it is fine to disclose that an investigation is underway regarding a particular incident without disclosing personal

11/1/2015 5:58 PM

information of the investigated member.
265

The public may have information that APEGA doesn't have. The public may not want the services of someone now
under investigation, so APEGA must make very certain to issue a parallel notice that the investigation does not equate
with guilt. APEGA must also then subsequently publish the results.

10/31/2015 6:02 PM

266

I do not trust council to make a suitable policy as to when this authority will be used. Tell us the policy first, then ask for

10/30/2015 6:11 PM

the power to use it.
267

Innocent until proven guilty

10/30/2015 5:51 PM

268

Guilty until proven innocent?

10/30/2015 9:24 AM

269

Results of investigations should be made public when concluded. General public and other members will speculate as
to what the reason is for the investigation in the first place.

10/30/2015 8:19 AM

270

This should not be considered until it is more concisely worded. What is the definition of a high profile case? What are
the decision criteria that must be met before an ongoing investigation is made public information. Without proper
controls in place this is a guilty before proven innocent system. It would be very easy for a malicious person to make a
false accusation to attempt to destroy another's career if this amendment was made as currently worded.

10/29/2015 4:56 PM

271

investigation matter may be made public but not to announce the member or permit holder name.

10/29/2015 9:07 AM

272

Agree with transparency, but to ensure the integrity of the profession, professional or Permit holder no names should
be publicly disclosed until a decision has been made and all appeals finalized. APEGA could still restrict practice or
suspend it during this process when there is sound cause.

10/29/2015 8:18 AM

273

Law Society does something similar but that's not necessarily a good thing. How would you deal with malicious
accusations that end up going no where? This could be used to discredit your competition or former employer etc.

10/28/2015 7:33 PM

274

See previous response. This is a guilty before proven innocent system. Again, your are playing with people's

10/28/2015 6:34 PM

livelihoods. It takes a life long investment to become an engineer, please respect that.
275

Somehow, you have to protect the accused from malicious attacks that are frivolous. Making this information public
may be premature and could be damaging to a career. There might be ways to suspend a member's license pending
the outcome of an investigation without making it public.

10/28/2015 4:07 PM

276

Only blanket statements should be allowed. ie: "APEGA is conducting an investigation/inquiry, but cannot provide

10/28/2015 8:38 AM

further details for ongoing investigations. Details may be released on an as needed basis if and only if there exists a
threat to the public."
277

You need to wait for the decision.

10/28/2015 7:19 AM

278

I can see no benefit and much harm with this. The public should know once a conclusion is reached and malpractice
has been established.

10/27/2015 8:22 PM

279

If it is really a concern to the public.

10/27/2015 1:34 PM
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Strongly agree

60.05%

795

Somewhat agree

26.89%

356

Somewhat disagree

5.66%

75

Strongly disagree

5.06%

67

I do not have an opinion on this matter

2.34%

31

Total

1,324

#

Comments:

Date

1

Member's permit to practice should come to end at the same time when it is imposed in any province across the
country.

12/18/2015 3:56 PM

2

Until the process is complete such matter should be confidential.

12/18/2015 3:44 PM

3

Seems reasonable.

12/18/2015 2:14 PM

4

I raher recommend to make the database canada wide where all the provinces will have access.That way, all

12/18/2015 1:39 PM

provincial associaton can see any discipline action done by others.
5

Although the records should show history, theat should be limited only to qualified persons responsoble for liscening.

12/18/2015 10:08 AM

6

This is necessary for transparency and for the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:30 AM

7

This is in the public interest. No question. But notification of an order sent to another jurisdiction from Alberta, where
the order is based on a complaint initiated by the registrar, where the registrar is the case officer, and where the
registrar can issue interim decisions and penalties is simply outrageous. No process?! In thsi day and age that does

12/17/2015 10:22 PM

not serve the public, though it would seem to serve the registrar. process.
8

The merits of each out of province action to be judged.

12/17/2015 8:11 PM
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9

Perhaps this would be better handled by communication between jurisdictions.

12/17/2015 6:49 PM

10

Difficult to enforce. Better communication between associations can improve this more reliably.

12/17/2015 1:52 PM

11

This information should available and up-to-date between jurisdictions (i.e. the 'honor' system is no a substitute for
proper communication between jurisdictions is not a substitute for the 'honor' system).

12/17/2015 1:09 PM

12

I believe that APEGA and other jurisdictions should be able to share discipline information and act upon it - but am a

12/17/2015 12:40 PM

bit wary about the requirement to "advise APEGA if they have had discipline orders made against them in other
jurisdictions". What is the time frame suggested? Is that when the initial investigation starts or only when there is a
judgement? How long after the judgement? What if that kicks starts an APEGA investigation and the initial one finds
them innocent? Will APEGA cease its investigation?
13

Yes. If the licensee has defaulted in an unambiguous way, otherwise an immediate hearing should available for the
delinquent member.

12/17/2015 10:28 AM

14

A careful review is needed of the investigation and outcome of the other agency discipline so APEGA is on firm
grounds.

12/16/2015 5:50 PM

15

I think it makes sense for members and permit holders to professionally notify APEGA; however I don't think it should

12/16/2015 4:40 PM

be treated automatically as a failure on the part of the member or permit holder and have restrictions automatically
imposed. Any discipline, restriction, or investigation should still be done thoroughly with due care and attention.
16

Each member should have a means to respond to judgments against them, and that response should be published in
the same place as the judgment. The members should be given unlimited access to editing and revising their
published response. I'm concerned these new powers could be used punitively against members, and members

12/16/2015 9:54 AM

should be given a voice with the same strength as the Registrar to state their side of the case, whatever they want to
say, and have unlimited power to revise as suits their needs. For example, if they want to link to an external resource
with more information (and whatever relevance they themselves choose is fit or not), they should be given the power
to include those links. Members should be given power to protect themselves from abuse of these new rules more than
merely hire a lawyer to represent them at hearings to contest what is said against them - realistically, that protection is
available only for rich people.
17

But it should only be for cases which are also punishable in Alberta and limited to recognised jurisdictions.

12/16/2015 12:39 AM

18

Since Alberta has no control over, and there isn't any sharing of regulations across jurisdictions, I have to disagree.

12/15/2015 3:07 PM

19

It shouldn't be up to the Member to do this, but should be a communication between provincial regulators to share this
information.

12/15/2015 3:03 PM

20

As long as there has been a similar review done in that jurisdiction as would have been done in Alberta.

12/15/2015 1:52 PM

21

It should be a common practice for engineering firms to confirm the status of the member, before hiring him/her. Again,
if investigation is ongoing, then we are ruining member's reputation before confirming his status by early
announcements.

12/15/2015 1:46 PM

22

Correspondence should be made between jurisdictions. Should not reply on members' reports.

12/15/2015 1:39 PM

23

Just make sure the permit holder is reminded to do this somehow as part of the process. They may forget while under

12/15/2015 12:46 PM

stress.
24

We have computers to share this info between associations. It should not be up to the individual.

12/15/2015 12:11 PM

25

Only if the offence in the other jurisdiction is also an offence in Alberta. APEGA should be required to demonstrate this
prior to imposing any disciplinary actions. APEGA should also be required to demonstrate that the other jurisdictions
standards of proof and investigation are equal to or more stringent than APEGA's.

12/15/2015 12:11 PM

26

However, this shouldn't translate to any actions against a member until the validity of the other jurisdictions actions are
established (also working with the member in question).

12/15/2015 11:39 AM

27

I personally experienced a case whereby another Member in this province informed me about an individual who had
been suspended from practice in another country. This was posted on the internet and readily searchable by name.
The suspended individual was in my place of employ. I informed my employer (I should have called APEGA. I'm not

12/15/2015 11:21 AM

sure if he was registered in Alberta at the time.) The recommendation should not be limited to Canada only.
28

APEGA and all of the other associations should be connected in a way that allows this information to be shared so that
it is not left up to the individual to inform APEGA

12/15/2015 11:18 AM

29

Every case is unique and care must be taken when impacting someone's profession.

12/15/2015 11:00 AM

30

We need to make sure what other jurisdictions are included in this. I suggest only Canada.

12/15/2015 10:55 AM
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31

Are the regulations consistent across all jurisdictions? What happens if the discipline act from another jurisdiction is
for something that is permitted by APEGA?

12/15/2015 10:39 AM

32

If the governance of engineering and geoscience practice in Canada was nation wide, with no trade barriers, this

12/15/2015 10:35 AM

would not be necessary.
33

I would suggest (and this is likely being done already) that fellow organizations in other jurisdictions would advise
APEGA of their investigations/discipline against members/permittees that are registered outside of Alberta

12/15/2015 10:11 AM

34

It should be apega job to be in contact with other professional organizations. It is highly unlikely that members will
accurately report their current status in other jurisdictions.

12/15/2015 9:52 AM

35

I agree that members and permit holders have a duty to inform APEGA of discipline orders against them in other
jurisdictions, but that shouldn't automatically mean a sanction here in Alberta for acts committed by others in another
jurisdiction if it is a permit holder company with many employee engineers who need a livelihood from the company in
Alberta. I agree however that if the sanction is against a member or a permit holder that is a sole proprietor, then they
should also be sanctioned in Alberta.

12/15/2015 9:37 AM

36

Agree, APEGA should be made aware of actions by other jurisdictions.

12/15/2015 9:11 AM

37

Only if the other jurisdiction has completed an investigation and a judgement has been rendered or if the member has
undergone a medical examination and has been deemed to be mentally unfit to practice engineering. I am concerned
that somebody may lose their license because of a politically motivated cause, e.g. vociferously protesting against
climate change, etc., but as long as the reason is for confirmed unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct these

12/15/2015 8:49 AM

powers seem to be reasonable and warranted.
38

The #1 purpose of APEGA is to protect the public, not Members.

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

39

I would strongly agree if the member is unskilled to perform the duty and also conducts in a unprofessional manner. If
a member loses his or her licenses to practice because he or she didn’t fill in the in the mandatory personal
development hours shouldn’t be losing the permit. I do know that APEGA staff fails to return the phone calls many

12/15/2015 8:43 AM

times when a member who forgot to fill the mandatory personal development hours called and left messages. I also
know this member holds a high ethics when it comes to practice engineering. This member’s work has been portrayed
as company standard but APEGA cancelled his membership. I would like to see APEGA staff holds a high standard
dealing with the members.
40

This makes sense.

12/15/2015 8:35 AM

41

These matters may be specific to provinces and territories in question, and not necessarily applicable to all provinces.

12/15/2015 8:25 AM

42

APEGA should be aware of decisions in other jurisdictions. The decisions made by other jurisdictions should not
automatically result in similar penalty in Alberta. It would need to be evaluated on a case by case basis against how
APEGA would have evaluated the case.

12/15/2015 8:21 AM

43

Why not to ask the other jurisdictions to indicate if the members or permit holders have a discpline order in their

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

jurisdiction and avoid the posible conceiling of information?
44

The question is, what does APEGA do with this information? Does it become public? Is it used to determine screen
acceptability of new applicants? Does it only apply to existing Members and Permit Holders already licenced to
practice in Alberta?

12/15/2015 8:12 AM

45

merit of the case needs to be evaluated

12/15/2015 8:01 AM

46

While it is noble to think that members will inform APEGA, there is a strong likelihood that it will not happen - either
through ignorance or dishonesty. It makes more sense that the provincial and territorial licensing bodies communicate
their disciplinary actions.

12/15/2015 7:42 AM

47

Policy should be enacted as to the reason for such an undertaking, which should be legitimate and not affect the
member's business

12/15/2015 6:41 AM

48

I think this is esential to protect the public.

12/15/2015 6:41 AM

49

I strongly support this. Investigations where a member or organization is at fault in a different organization should
trigger an automatic notification to other jurisdictions.

12/15/2015 6:39 AM

50

This is a job of Apega and other provincial branhes.

12/15/2015 6:31 AM

51

Going back how far? And what types of discipline orders would apply here?

12/15/2015 3:44 AM

52

I do not have the work experience to answer this question.

12/14/2015 11:01 PM

53

This should only be available in file/ record. APEGA should not highlight or publicize any such disciplinary issues
under different jurisdiction.

12/14/2015 10:54 PM
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54

APEGA should also establish mechanisms to gather this type of information from other jurisdictions, and not only rely

12/14/2015 10:33 PM

on the member to provide this information
55

This is proper as to protect the public in the province (Alberta).

12/14/2015 10:15 PM

56

Unless the professional association will be a national association responsible for all orders, discipline and permitting,
what has happened in one province has little bearing on the proponents work in other provinces. As each association
is reviewing files in their own province with their own interpretation of what a responsible member would do in their

12/14/2015 9:58 PM

particular province, this interpretation may vary between provinces.
57

As long as the disciplinary order is finalized then I Agree

12/14/2015 9:42 PM

58

This would be fine if every jurisdiction had the same rules. They do not. it is possible that an infraction in one
jurisdiction is not an infraction in another. (i.e. photocopying one's stamp)

12/14/2015 9:31 PM

59

A person should at least be able to move freely in Canada to a new jurisdiction when they disagree with a discipline
ruling in another jurisdiction.

12/14/2015 9:14 PM

60

Openness should always be encouraged if not enforced.

12/14/2015 8:59 PM

61

I disagree in the sense that APEGA should work with other jurisdictions so that this information can be automatically
imported to the system via an "e-report" from that jurisdiction. Please help reduce the amount of paper work and items
the member has to keep track of an do just so that they can practice their Profession. A member should be made
aware that they need to supply this report and that it will be kept on file. However, the governing body from the other

12/14/2015 7:33 PM

jurisdiction should supply this info. via a report request made by the member through APEGA. APEGA is a governing
body whose employees are paid to help its members carry out their professional discipline seamlessly. It should not
make more work for its members. I can see a member forgeting to provide this info. either by means of an honest
mistake or by omission under the thinking that it does not concern the new jurisdiction. If APEGA wants this info. it
should be APEGA who requests it and gets it.
62

Discipline issues may be a result of those calling out the problem. APEGA may want to facilitate a resolution of the
matter between the parties.

12/14/2015 7:21 PM

63

Provided the other jurisdiction's requirements are in alignment with APEGA (i.e. national limitation)

12/14/2015 6:21 PM

64

Ideally, given the modern nature of engineering practice and communication technologies, there should be one central

12/14/2015 5:30 PM

registry of all Canadian-licensed engineers.
65

A member that is suspended should not be able to immediately practice in another province. However; potential
employers and the provincial body should know about the suspension and take it into consideration.

12/14/2015 5:03 PM

66

I agree that with the inter-mobility of our registrations between provinces, that disclosure is critical.

12/14/2015 12:15 PM

67

May be very difficult to enforce

12/10/2015 3:27 PM

68

Any discipline orders? Again, if I work in the Oil Sands and Alberta Environment issues an order for us to stop work,

12/10/2015 8:24 AM

should I report this to APEGA? Or is this just discipline orders issued by other engineering associations?
69

APEGA should be able to find this information of its own accord, but notification is acceptable. Notification does not
exempt APEGA from conducting its own investigation to determine if the previous discipline is acceptable to APEGA
standards.

12/9/2015 2:31 PM

70

APEGA doesn't need to move too quickly, especially if investigations are pending. Having a member disclose previous

12/9/2015 11:17 AM

history seems acceptable.
71

In addition APEGA should at least annually request information from other jurisdiction's.

12/9/2015 8:06 AM

72

What if the other jurisdiction did not make a fair decision and member does not want to pursue it there and instead
wants to move on. I am concerned that this will make dealing with APEGA even harder.

12/8/2015 1:34 PM

73

There must be a full review of the order and background first.

12/8/2015 12:36 PM

74

This is part of professional conduct.

12/7/2015 8:48 AM

75

Is there anyway that other jurisdictions along with APEGA would be able to share this information on a automated
basis? If not automated then perhaps monthly or at some regular and appropriate internval?

12/5/2015 12:17 PM

76

only if it is a active order, not a past one.

12/2/2015 9:13 PM

77

BUT only if the discipline proceeding in the other province or territory meets similar requirements as in AB - again,
wouldn't want to suspend a member on the basis of a frivolous complaint in another jurisdiction.

12/2/2015 9:28 AM

78

I believe the burden should rest with APEGA to find out if members are subject to discipline orders in other
jurisdictions.

12/1/2015 12:09 PM
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79

APEGA needs to drive this, you cant count on someone that has been disciplined to come forward. Unless there is a
strong possibility they will benefit from doing so.

11/30/2015 1:12 PM

80

Might be difficult to enforce. Better to work with other associations to share information about members in common.

11/30/2015 9:25 AM

81

Open and honest, transparent disclosure.

11/30/2015 8:45 AM

82

I think that APEGA should be proactively working with other jurisdictions to share discipline orders. If left solely to the

11/30/2015 5:25 AM

members, I would be concerned that a member under disciplinary action by another jurisdiction, may not disclose to
APEGA
83

As a matter of policy and effective record keeping within APEGA, please consider how often Members and Permit
Holders will be required to advise.

11/30/2015 1:11 AM

84

But this should only apply to confirmed/finalized discipline orders.

11/29/2015 6:02 PM

85

Past is not necessarily future. Each case should be decided individually without a presumption of guilt supplied by

11/28/2015 3:16 AM

other entities in other political jurisdictions.
86

Yes, naturally, yet APEGA should never depend on an applicant's own report, it should make formal inquiries of every
association in the applicant's past.

11/27/2015 11:11 PM

87

APEGA should be able to find this information of its own accord, but notification is acceptable. Notification does not
exempt APEGA from conducting its own investigation to determine if the previous discipline is acceptable to APEGA

11/27/2015 10:45 PM

standards.
88

And what if they don't or if they LIE? Doesn't APEGA still have to verify this information with other provincial/territorial
professional bodies?

11/27/2015 9:27 PM

89

There should be inter-provincial cooperation and sharing of information.

11/27/2015 9:00 PM

90

APEGA could get this info' directly from other associations, and confirm with the member/permit holder.

11/27/2015 8:06 PM

91

A person should not be punished more than once

11/27/2015 8:04 PM

92

I don't know how you will enforce this.

11/27/2015 6:35 PM

93

This sounds like something out of 1984

11/27/2015 6:20 PM

94

I agree that Members and Permit Holders should be obligated to advise APEGA if they have had discipline orders
made against them in other jurisdictions. However, from the full briefing note I infer that the decisions of other
jurisdictions could be applied in Alberta without discretion. It seems somewhat dangerous to me to be bound by

11/27/2015 5:00 PM

another jurisdiction's decisions, without a mechanism in place to substitute the judgement of APEGA membership.
95

There is more information required, such as what was the result of the issue, what have they learned from the ordeal,
and others. This should not be just a list, but there should be context with it.

11/27/2015 4:02 PM

96

Given that some firms are operating multi-nationally, in 50 states, 10 provinces and 3 territories, under very different
and sometimes difficult situations particularly in the Third-World often frivolous claims, Permit Holders should only be

11/27/2015 3:45 PM

held accountable for what happens when using APEGA Permit To Practice.
97

APEGA should also have the ability to request disciplinary history from other jurisdictions.

11/26/2015 3:30 PM

98

This seems somewhat logical. However, the other jurisdiction, APEGA and the Member should all share some
responsibility to make inform in this regard.

11/24/2015 8:03 PM

99

Openness and transparency is surely part of complying with APEGA's Code of Ethics.

11/24/2015 6:04 PM

100

Yes. In the past however, other jurisdictions have been unwilling to provide information on discipline cases to
APEGA's Investigatve Committee. Somehow this needs to be addressed.

11/23/2015 11:40 AM

101

Again, statutes of limitations should apply.

11/23/2015 10:12 AM

102

Other Canadian jurisdictions, or any other jurisdiction?

11/21/2015 2:32 PM

103

Why limit the act to just Canadian Associations? The legislation should be set up to include foreign regulatory agencies
so that, if in the future, information sharing with them is possible, the act doesn't require revision again.

11/17/2015 8:18 AM

104

Do apega and the other provinces share records? That would make more sense.

11/15/2015 10:37 AM

105

Absolutely as follows the principle of full disclosure.

11/13/2015 2:52 PM

106

I dno't know how you will make this work for non resident engineers in other countries (i.e USA).

11/13/2015 7:19 AM

107

While I think that members should have to report disciplinary action taken in another jurisdiction, I'm not sure APEGA
should act immediately based on that. I think that's situation specific.

11/13/2015 7:02 AM
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108

Your approach is naively out to lunch. The provinces should share this information. No one is going to tell you they are
having some "problems" in another province.

11/12/2015 8:58 PM

109

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:53 PM

110

If your Membership/Permit is cancelled/ suspended/ or conditional in another Province/Territory, APEGA should be
aware.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

111

100% in favor.

11/11/2015 11:26 PM

112

Absolutely.

11/9/2015 1:27 PM

113

I believe that we have laws against self-incrimination. If APEGA wants this information they should see other ways to

11/9/2015 7:40 AM

obtain it.
114

The recommendation is not related to the intro. APEGA must not be able to act immediately to cancel, suspend, or
impose restrictions on that Member’s or Permit Holder’s licence to practise in Alberta, without exercising proper due
diligence and investigate the grounds for said suspension or restriction in other province.

11/4/2015 8:07 PM

115

Not sure this will be effective as disciplined member probably not too anxious to comply.

11/4/2015 6:26 PM

116

Agree, however if APEGA is to impose concurrent Discipline Orders in Alberta, APEGA must first confirm that they
have the same authority to impose the Order (based on local legislation and bylaws) and that the APEGA disciplinary
action be isolated to Orders and not fines.

11/4/2015 12:34 PM

117

Current discipline orders only. If past transgressions have been corrected to the satisfaction of the applicable
association they should not have to be reported.

11/2/2015 3:33 PM

118

As long as the Alberta public is deemed to be at risk, those discipline orders need to be shared with APEGA. If the
discipline order has no relevance on the Alberta public, then I would venture to say no they don't need to share.

11/2/2015 12:27 PM

119

Wow, when did Apega get taken over by the gestapo? Someone has a dictator mentality within the hierarchy of Apega

11/2/2015 9:15 AM

120

Absolutely, but APEGA must be negligent if they don't also check.

10/31/2015 6:02 PM

121

Standardization of quality of professional service shall be maintained from East-West. We all part of one constitute.

10/31/2015 2:26 PM

122

What penalty is proposed for failure to advise APEGA of discipline orders? How will APEGA assure itself that the

10/30/2015 6:11 PM

offending person has been informed of discipline orders made against him or her? 'Other Jurisdictions' is very broad.
What if, like Chevron in its issues with Equador, the Other Jurisdiction improperly imposes a discipline order? Just
because I joined APEGA doesn't mean I should give up rights to due process.
123

Again ensuring due process has been completed both in investigation-decision and appeals.

10/29/2015 8:18 AM

124

How is due process maintained? What if the violation in another jurisdiction actually doesn't apply in Alberta because

10/28/2015 7:36 PM

the law or regulation is different?
125

I'm surprised this isn't already in the legislation.

10/28/2015 6:35 PM

126

This recommendation should be vetted against Section 11 and Section 13 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
Could this not be done by having regular system checks with other jurisdictions that cross-references any discipline
orders made against a member/permit holder?

10/28/2015 8:46 AM
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Q5 Recommendation: The Engineering and
Geoscience Professions Act should be
amended to authorize APEGA to share
discipline decisions with other professional
associations and regulators.
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96
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95

I do not have an opinion on this matter
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Total
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#

Comments

Date

1

It should be shared with other counter part agencies but with top confidentiality.

12/18/2015 3:58 PM

2

Within Canada.

12/18/2015 2:53 PM

3

The question does not make clear who is a "regulator". Do you mean APEGA's equivalent in other jurisdictions? I

12/18/2015 2:14 PM

cannot answer the question as asked.
4

Such a thing must be strictly limited to Legal and Constitutuional processes of Canada. APEGA is far outreaching
proproety.

12/18/2015 10:08 AM

5

Only once final decisions have been made; not in cases were claims may be found to be ungrounded

12/18/2015 8:38 AM

6

This is necessary for transparency and for the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:30 AM

7

See all my other comments about too much power accrued to the registrar - and too little process provided to the

12/17/2015 10:24 PM

accused.
8

This is with context not blanket and must be reciprocal.

12/17/2015 8:12 PM

9

Yes - If 'other' professional associations are often interconnected in carrying out their professional work/service.

12/17/2015 10:31 AM
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10

I feel as though sharing information would be prudent. It seems more reasonable for APEGA to notify the jurisdiction

12/16/2015 4:41 PM

and have the jurisdiction of note perform an investigation simultaneously, particularly as it pertains to Permits, because
failures in one jurisdiction do not imply failures in all jurisdictions on the corporate level.
11

I think this is appropriate only if other professional associations and regulators are held to a similar standard (with
consistent level of enforcement across all common associations/regulators).

12/16/2015 2:50 PM

12

there is no need for this recommendation as any discipline decision should be available to the public.

12/16/2015 1:19 PM

13

Again, so long as each member is given equal power to publish their own opinion about what is going on, and that
opinion is provided with APEGA's finding.

12/16/2015 9:55 AM

14

A reciprocal agreement with other disciplines would be appropriate.

12/16/2015 7:32 AM

15

The recipients of such shared discipline decisions shall be restricted to 'other Canadian provincial professional
engineering associations'.

12/15/2015 9:07 PM

16

Minor discipline such as refreshing knowledge of the Act or a Practice Guideline should not be shared.

12/15/2015 5:15 PM

17

If we share it with the public this is a non-issue

12/15/2015 4:21 PM

18

Mutuality is required and there should be a good reason for sharing a specific situation.

12/15/2015 4:18 PM

19

Again, there needs to be strong limits on this power. I agree when the engineer or permit holder's license is currently
suspended provided written reasons signed off by the registrar or president are also provided. this will already be
available in the register.

12/15/2015 3:08 PM

20

You don't need this - you already have that ability via privacy legislation as an "investigative body".

12/15/2015 3:04 PM

21

See prior comment.

12/15/2015 3:04 PM

22

If the other professional association ask for it.

12/15/2015 1:18 PM

23

In Canada

12/15/2015 12:26 PM

24

With specific restriction that the other professional associations and regulators are specifically tasked with the
regulation of the professions and the licensure of Engineers and Geoscientists.

12/15/2015 12:14 PM

25

Individual associations should not be isolationist. general trend should go towards a nationwide association.

12/15/2015 12:03 PM

26

Except where it is extremely important and must be done for reason such as the member aspiring to top leadership
roles that impact a wide range of organizations or people.

12/15/2015 11:42 AM

27

If the governance of engineering and geoscience practice in Canada was nation wide, with no trade barriers, this
would not be necessary.

12/15/2015 10:36 AM

28

My only asterisk to what is being noted on this item is that at a minimum, that the given APEGA member is notified as
to when APEGA determines that APEGA needs to go out of it's way to do this, as this is again how I view this item.
Again, as I have already noted, I have no issue with APEGA making all of their decisions public for a certain period of
time (when the decision is made), and if at that time, there are other groups that want to then "capture" that
information, that they are more than free to do so. After that "publication period of time" is over, I do not believe

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

additional sharing to any one, including other associations, should be done. Part of why I note this is that, "active"
APEGA sharing after the initial "open publication period" can sometimes also imply that there has been a certain
amount of "due diligence" on APEGA's part in actually checking to see whether the organizations noted in this section
are in fact "scrupulous", ethical and "above board." Again, this is something that as a member of APEGA I am not
primarily paying APEGA to do. Again, my primary concern is that APEGA ensure that it's members are in compliance
with what APEGA lists in it's statutes and that it remain responsible to the public (in Alberta) that it serves.
29

I agree that APEGA should share with other associations that govern Engineering/Geoscience, but not others outside
of this field.

12/15/2015 9:11 AM

30

The #1 purpose of APEGA and other regulators is to protect the public, not Members.

12/15/2015 8:49 AM

31

I strongly agree only if it affects the public in large. I suggest that when APEGA shares this discipline decision it

12/15/2015 8:46 AM

should detail exactly on what grounds it is disciplining.
32

Discretion needs to be exercised relative to the severity of the imposed disciplinary actions

12/15/2015 8:37 AM

33

If discipline decisions are public record, then they will be automatically available to other associations and regulators.
This seems a bit redundant.

12/15/2015 8:26 AM

34

I know that the Federal Privacy Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. P-21) last amended on 2015-07-30 and the Alberta Personal

12/15/2015 8:17 AM

Information Protection Act (PIPA) should not be cercunveted by special interst groups. I am aslo not prepared to give
up my rights as expressed in these acts.
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35

If the decisions are already a matter of public record (e.g., by Q1 or Q2), why do we need to do this? Will APEGA
need another department to manage this?

12/15/2015 8:12 AM

36

Only upon request.

12/15/2015 8:07 AM

37

Again, depending on the severity....

12/15/2015 8:04 AM

38

Depends on the situation. I would like to see the wording around this first.

12/15/2015 7:55 AM

39

Sharing discipline decisions should not be automatic, it should be done only after the same review as inside of this
province

12/15/2015 7:18 AM

40

I think this would be valuable information to drive a continuous improvement as an Engineering community. The
APEGA act, guidelines, etc. provide good guidance (and requirements) to the engineering community, however
individuals still need to use their judgment when applying these. Learning from a real world example is a valuable

12/15/2015 6:43 AM

'data point' that will help others make better judgment based decisions going forward.
41

With total discretion and confidentiality and should require member explicit written consent according to privacy laws

12/15/2015 6:43 AM

42

Provided they share the same information.

12/15/2015 6:36 AM

43

Presumably you mean other provincial engineering associations? As to regulators, if such disclosure is prudent in the
course of an investigation or enforcement, then okay.

12/15/2015 5:38 AM

44

By publishing decisions, this is already being shared openly. Otherwise you are then having to pick which
"professional assocs" to tell.

12/15/2015 3:46 AM

45

Please specify or give examples of which other professional associations and regulators.

12/14/2015 11:03 PM

46

It depends on mutual exchange of information protocol with other professional association in Canada or even
internationally.

12/14/2015 10:55 PM

47

However, such information should be requested with proper reasons before it is to be shared.

12/14/2015 10:19 PM

48

Other professional associations and regulators should be must be obliged to respond.

12/14/2015 10:10 PM

49

Same reservation as before.

12/14/2015 10:06 PM

50

See comment 4.

12/14/2015 9:58 PM

51

A persons only recourse is to fight Apega in court or move to another province when they disagree with a ruling
against them. Trade associations are provincial not federal in nature. Apega sharing rulings amongst associations is

12/14/2015 9:16 PM

the same as companies sharing firings of employees amongst other companies.
52

Pertains to the previous question regarding a person willingly disclosing, if not it will be shared between associations.

12/14/2015 9:00 PM

53

This should not be voluntary. It should only happen if the other professional association or regulator requests it.

12/14/2015 7:38 PM

54

Who exactly? Other engineering associations? yes. Regulators? which ones?

12/14/2015 7:34 PM

55

The feedback ought to be established between the Member and the organization with the understanding of what it
would take to resolve an outstanding problem.

12/14/2015 7:23 PM

56

Limited within regulators of a common standard (i.e. national within Canada)

12/14/2015 6:22 PM

57

Not necessary unless applicable to a court case or something of such a nature.

12/14/2015 5:04 PM

58

Only when such disclosure is necessary for the public good.

12/14/2015 4:45 PM

59

Only after the final decision has been made.

12/14/2015 2:57 PM

60

I agree with this, registration in one province should be consistent with others, it should be disclosed to only the other
directly related engineering associations (not other regulators).

12/14/2015 12:17 PM

61

This should be clear that it is within Canada only.

12/11/2015 4:50 PM

62

I believe the act is currently adequate as given in the briefing notes for item 1: Currently, after a discipline finding or
order is made by the Discipline Committee, the Council, the Appeal Board, the Court, or the Court of Appeal, names
of the investigated Members or Permit Holders may be published in accordance with the Regulations.

12/9/2015 2:31 PM

63

Current act is sufficient in my opinion. This gives no indication on what could be shared. Too many privacy issues.

12/9/2015 11:21 AM

64

I believe the act is currently adequate as given in the briefing notes for item 1: Currently, after a discipline finding or

12/8/2015 9:58 PM

order is made by the Discipline Committee, the Council, the Appeal Board, the Court, or the Court of Appeal, names
of the investigated Members or Permit Holders may be published in accordance with the Regulations.
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65

There is a perception that APEGA is hard to deal with and they do not change their decisions what so ever. In this light
it would ruin the career of the member.

12/8/2015 1:37 PM

66

In the public's interest

12/7/2015 8:48 AM

67

Transparency across provincial boundaries and working closely with other provincial boards would help

12/5/2015 11:00 AM

68

We need to have some discretion as to type of discipline decision and time since the infraction occurred.

12/4/2015 11:06 AM

69

Only if deemed necessary and applicable to the other associations and regulators.

11/30/2015 4:32 PM

70

Should be able to prevent a disreputable company or member from "skipping town" and going to the next province to
start right back up.

11/30/2015 1:38 PM

71

Need co-operation and shared purpose.

11/30/2015 9:26 AM

72

In the interest of the public, constituent organizations, and other professionals.

11/30/2015 8:45 AM

73

Here, there may be concern around what qualifies as a regulator (particularly outside of Canada and the U.S.).

11/30/2015 1:13 AM

74

I would consider this only for repeat offenders (>1 time). I think everyone should be given ONE "warning" before their
reputation is tarnished publicly. Sometimes when an engineer is just following the boss's orders, he/she may not be
aware of APEGA regulation violations.

11/29/2015 6:05 PM

75

The briefing above does not provide sufficient information to answer the question in an informed manner. What

11/29/2015 9:31 AM

regulators and associations?
76

Why not bring all the provincial organization into a single national organization? No information need be shared as it
would already be "in-house" and practice by members would not suffer the unnecessary provincial hurdles. A single
national organization should in theory be capable of operating much more efficiently than the parallel organizations do

11/28/2015 3:23 AM

now.
77

I believe the act is currently adequate as given in the briefing notes for item 1: Currently, after a discipline finding or
order is made by the Discipline Committee, the Council, the Appeal Board, the Court, or the Court of Appeal, names
of the investigated Members or Permit Holders may be published in accordance with the Regulations.

11/27/2015 10:45 PM

78

And vice-versa.

11/27/2015 8:06 PM

79

Only after the complete disciplinary and appeal process is completed.

11/27/2015 7:57 PM

80

Again, there needs to be context and detail on how the wrongdoer is addressing the issue. There needs to be follow
up from APEGA on how they are ensuring it will not happen again.

11/27/2015 4:04 PM

81

Discipline decisions should remain with the Province making the decision. No other Association currently has this
process for sharing.

11/27/2015 3:45 PM

82

Again, I'm not confident APEGA is the right arm of punitive decisions. An AER violation doesn't mean APEGA comes

11/25/2015 5:10 PM

after the permit holders of a corporation too.
83

Consistent with answer to #4

11/24/2015 8:03 PM

84

This is a poorly worded question! I s it to be done upon request ? How widely is this information to be dispensed??
Within Canada ? Beyond?

11/24/2015 7:17 PM

85

I wouldn't recommend this be done blindly. APEGA needs to review all the evidence that supported the decision by the

11/24/2015 6:05 PM

other professional association or regulator. However, that review must be expedited so that a swift decision is made
whether or not to uphold the discipline decision.
86

I think that this suggestion restricts the autonomy of the professional in an unfair manner. I believe that we should
require applicants for professional membership to disclose this information, with references, and that we should
encourage other jurisdictions to do the same. If the regulatory bodies in other jurisdictions choose not to require this

11/24/2015 10:35 AM

information of their applicants, I do not believe that makes the authorities of this jurisdiction negligent. It is also my
opinion that we are not disregarding the public interest by putting the onus of reporting this information onto the
professional member. The duty to request such information should lie with each professional association. In general, I
cannot support this proposal. However, in cases where serious consequences (eg. loss of life) have occurred as a
result of the actions of the professional member, I could support the sharing of that information.
87

Discipline outcomes are already made public in the case of transgression.

11/23/2015 5:50 PM

88

The information should be public,

11/21/2015 2:33 PM

89

Only if discipline was applied.

11/18/2015 2:14 PM

90

Where the information is pertanant to the association or regulator.

11/15/2015 4:04 PM
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91

Yes and only the Final judgement on record.

11/13/2015 5:01 PM

92

Caveat: all supporting documents must also be presented

11/13/2015 12:54 PM

93

Again I have no idea how this lines up with Federal and Provincial privacy laws. I approve of the idea in principle.

11/13/2015 7:03 AM

94

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:54 PM

95

Once a final decision has been reached, and the appeal process exhausted, I have no issue with APEGA sharing the
final decision with the other Canadian associations.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

96

Information should be shared between provinces, however, this should not eliminate the need for independent
disciplinary reviews by each province.

11/9/2015 3:46 PM

97

I believe there is value in protecting the public in other jurisdictions by providing the discipline decisions to other
professional engineering and geoscience associations, however I feel that such decisions should be retained within
the engineering profession, and not be shared with outside professional associations or regulators who are outside

11/9/2015 1:35 PM

the scope of engineering or geoscience.
98

I would agree if the question was worded such that APEGA should share discipline decision with other professional
engineering and geoscience provincial associations.

11/9/2015 1:32 PM

99

This would bring about a bit of consistency in sanctions and discipline dealings. Names should NOT be shared.

11/9/2015 7:42 AM

100

Once discipline decisions are final.

11/4/2015 8:23 PM

101

if we are going to do this then we do not need provincial bodies. We should instead go for a fully national body run and

11/4/2015 6:30 PM

funded by the federal government. Professionals would then be able to follow employment opportunities wherever
they occur.
102

Current discipline actions only. If corrective action has been taken to the satisfaction of the association then it need
not be reported.

11/2/2015 3:34 PM

103

Wow, when did Apega get taken over by the gestapo? Someone has a dictator mentality within the hierarchy of Apega

11/2/2015 9:15 AM

104

Of course!

10/31/2015 6:03 PM

105

I'm surprised that this wasn't in place in the past. It's very important, I think.

10/30/2015 5:29 PM

106

Only if those decisions have been reached, not pending.

10/30/2015 9:25 AM

107

In Canada we have a legal system that allows the free sharing of information of convicted felons. Don't treat members
like criminals unless they have committed a crime.

10/28/2015 6:36 PM

108

100%

10/28/2015 4:08 PM

109

if there is no reciprocal requirement it is a one way street; also becomes redundant if APEGA discloses discipline
decisions.

10/28/2015 2:39 PM

110

Does APEGA not already have the authority to share guilty discipline decisions to the public?

10/28/2015 8:47 AM

41 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey

Q6 Recommendation: The Engineering and
Geoscience Professions Act should be
amended to authorize the Registrar to use
another provincial or territorial engineering
or geoscience association’s discipline
record of proceedings, decisions, and
orders to make equivalent orders without
conducting a full investigation and
disciplinary hearing.
Answered: 1,313

Skipped: 101

100%

80%

60%

32.06%

40%

22.16%

19.65%

23.91%

20%

2.21%

0%
Strongly
agree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
disagree

Answer Choices

Strongly
disagree

I do not
have an
opinion on
this matter

Responses

Strongly agree

19.65%

258

Somewhat agree

32.06%

421

Somewhat disagree

22.16%

291

Strongly disagree

23.91%

314

I do not have an opinion on this matter

2.21%

29

Total

1,313

#

Comments:

Date

1

Any order without required investigation could be dangerous for innocent member and will deprive natural justice.

12/18/2015 4:00 PM

2

APEGA should not outright enforce rules from other jurisdictions without comparing them to the values and rules held
by the province of Alberta. The ruling may be found to be inadequate, or unfair to the standards agreed to by the
members of APEGA.

12/18/2015 3:01 PM

3

Within Canada, after determining that the process was acceptable.

12/18/2015 2:55 PM

4

a full investigation and disciplinary hearing should still be conducted by APEGA, but be able to incorporate discipline

12/18/2015 2:40 PM

records from other jurisdictions.
5

Seems reasonable.

12/18/2015 2:14 PM

6

I such case any wrong judgement done by one will be carried over.Every association should do their own investigatiog
based on their judgement.The other decision can be taken for reference only.

12/18/2015 1:43 PM
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7

APEGA is excessively and reprehensibly attempting to be a non accountable, unqualified kangaroo court without
rational limits.

12/18/2015 10:08 AM

8

Is there enough consistency among associations to do this fairly?

12/18/2015 9:05 AM

9

This is necessary for transparency and for the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:30 AM

10

Really, does APEGA always agree with APEGS, or APEGBC or others. If we did, there would be far easier mobility,
and a real nationawide incidental practice agreement. We should do our won work, with process andcommittees, not
leaving too much control in the registrars office. Does this simply make it asier for the soon to overworked registrar because the registrar could be very busy initiating complaints, acting as case officer, assigning interim decisions and
publishing names before decisions are reached.

12/17/2015 10:27 PM

11

Different provinces have different perspectives. Full investigation is mandatory before adoption.

12/17/2015 8:13 PM

12

The key to the question here is 'full investigation". Will the member be afforded a review or chance to defend the
order? Do APEGA and other jurisdictions all have exactly the same standards or is is possible that a judgement in one
location may not hold elsewhere?

12/17/2015 12:40 PM

13

Effectiveness may be compromised where different regimes and actual conditions vary. i.e conditions of the failure

12/17/2015 10:41 AM

resulting in discipline may not equate because of ancillary work/business environment . Choosing to apply like
discipline would then involve a much more extensive evaluation and inquiry - outside the actual offence being
disciplined. Fairness does not usually mean uniformity.
14

I think the records from other provinces or territories should be reviewed, and if considered thorough can be used as
the basis for equivalent orders in Alberta. That being said, each case must be thoroughly reviewed and investigated

12/17/2015 10:30 AM

further by APEGA if information is incomplete or unclear.
15

APEGA should at least review the investigation report of another province/territory to ensure there is consistency
between their rulings and APEGA.

12/17/2015 9:35 AM

16

Does this place the member in double jeopardy if fines and sanctions are imposed and adopted by APEGA?

12/16/2015 5:53 PM

17

It's possible that some of the orders are not applicable in other locations and/or associations

12/16/2015 5:33 PM

18

I think it is fair to say that in today's market many permit holders are large and may contain many members. On a
member by member level, this might be possible, but on a permit wide level seems over reaching. It does not seem
appropriate to punish, in some cases, thousands of workers and put them in a position where they cannot work
because of failings, or potential failings of others in other jurisdictions. Further, a failure to act professionally by one
member in a different jurisdiction may be an isolated incidence. It seems more reasonable to allow information to flow

12/16/2015 4:41 PM

between jurisdictions (allow sharing of judgements...etc), but there should still be an investigation and due process in
Alberta.
19

Dangerous! Orders should only be made by a given association after THEY have investigated the incident and
completed a hearing... this would be like Canada convicting someone of murder if they got convicted in the US,
without a trial in Canada!

12/16/2015 4:06 PM

20

I think this needs some judgement. IF the case is not crystal clear, then I think APEGA should conduct its own review.
If it is clear that the action precludes membership with APEGA then an independent review is NOT necessary

12/16/2015 3:15 PM

21

I do not think it is entirely appropriate to rely solely on the decision of another association as justification to enforce
similar orders with APEGA.

12/16/2015 2:52 PM

22

The Registrar should be able to use another jurisdiction's information as the starting point of their decision, but it

12/16/2015 2:23 PM

should not be a black and white policy.
23

Again, any discipline record should be public.

12/16/2015 1:21 PM

24

Each investigation should be on its own merit and should not be prejudiced with with previous decisions . Assuming
an engineer exhibit misconduct because he did in the past is too prejudical.

12/16/2015 12:32 PM

25

I believe there should be additional procedures for APEGA to evaluate and not solely rely on another association's

12/16/2015 12:21 PM

judgement.
26

Previous infractions in other areas should be taken into account but the current infraction should still be reviewed.

12/16/2015 10:55 AM

27

The profession is regulated provincially for a reason and each member should be regulated individually as per each
provinces regulating body.

12/16/2015 10:50 AM
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28

I suggest that APEGA consider external decisions, but at the same time, also consider self-published commentary
from the affected member. I'm thinking, solely to protect members from abuse of process. I can easily imagine people

12/16/2015 9:58 AM

or groups manipulating these processes for their own purposes, and members locked out from having any say except
via expensive lawyers. If a member has something to contribute, they should have the facility to do so, and they should
be able to contribute whatever they think is relevant.
29

Protect territorial and provincial group governance

12/16/2015 9:22 AM

30

Even with the caveat of a full review, a member must retain the right to council, defense and rebuttal. We cannot

12/16/2015 7:32 AM

remove our fundamental rights.
31

Within Canadian associations okay, but internationally, it can be a problem due to equivalencies, politics, meanings,
etc…

12/16/2015 12:40 AM

32

This is something to temper, as some other provinces may have slightly different process to discipline that Alberta.

12/15/2015 9:57 PM

33

the disciplinary action must be based on the complains of their performance in Alberta only. The records of other
provinces can be recorded or be a basis for an investigation on their performance in Alberta

12/15/2015 9:29 PM

34

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:17 PM

35

You can use other jurisdiction info. Don't be lazy and do you own work

12/15/2015 9:06 PM

36

This along with other similar questions leads to the inevitable "nationalization" of professional regulation. This would
be a good thing in my opinion. A single national body would provide many efficiencies compared to the array of
provincial and territorial bodies today.

12/15/2015 8:31 PM

37

every case need to be handled with full process.

12/15/2015 5:46 PM

38

THe member should be allowed to address the past issue in a hearing, and to identify what current scope of practice is
relevant within our jurisdiction.

12/15/2015 5:17 PM

39

Each province's act is different, not sure how you could do this fairly.

12/15/2015 5:15 PM

40

Some level of review and/or confirmation that the order is still active must be performed.

12/15/2015 4:53 PM

41

I agree that information from investigations by other jurisdictions should be fully usable but feel that a disciplinary

12/15/2015 4:45 PM

hearing is still required.
42

A full investigation is required. What happen if the process in the other jurisdiction was not fair?

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

43

I agree with the principle but be careful that the original hearing is sound.

12/15/2015 4:19 PM

44

Does this assume uniformity of policies and procedures throughout all jurisdictions

12/15/2015 3:30 PM

45

After appropriate levels of review, yes, but not carte-blanche.

12/15/2015 3:05 PM

46

The record of proceedings should be reviewed and a separate investigation be done IF there is not full agreement with

12/15/2015 2:58 PM

the initial decision
47

APEGA has a responsibility to conduct at minimum a review to warrant if the other decision has impact to Alberta in
particular.

12/15/2015 2:14 PM

48

Again, based on some criteria that finds their process equivalent.

12/15/2015 1:52 PM

49

May be not full investigation, but at least a thorough understanding of the case.

12/15/2015 1:47 PM

50

Investigation should be processed to determine if the decision is applicable according to the Engineering and
Geoscience Professions Act.

12/15/2015 1:21 PM

51

A review only, by the Registrar et al, of the investigation should be made prior to the action of making equivalent
orders. If the Registrar et al, concur with the findings of the other jurisdiction, equivalent orders should be made. If the
Regsitrar et al do not, then another course of action should be considered.

12/15/2015 1:08 PM

52

While I believe that most associations have the best of intentions, there is a definite possibility of someone being
wrongfully accused and then feeling the repercussions all across the country.

12/15/2015 1:07 PM

53

Only issue mightt be something like a structural engineer's failure to follow seismic design rules while working in BC
might not be so critical in Manitoba

12/15/2015 12:48 PM

54

a disciplinary order in another province or territory should not automatically disqualify a member from practising in

12/15/2015 12:41 PM

Alberta - APEGA must at least partially investigate before disciplining the member in Alberta as well
55

Use common sense here. Only if the two places are similar in law and the context of practice is similar. This could be
messy without proper legal advice.
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56

Again, only if the other jurisdictions standards of jurisprudence can be shown to equal or exceed APEGA's and the

12/15/2015 12:18 PM

offence must also be shown to be an offence here.
57

I totally and strongly disagree! Unfortunately this recommendation is blind to context, time lapse, biases and other
factors such as environment and experience of the matter! Too many assumptions here!

12/15/2015 11:46 AM

58

There has to be some recourse for appeal within Alberta prior to equivalent disciplinary action being taken. If a
company has multiple offices operating throughout the country/world there's potential for individuals in different

12/15/2015 11:30 AM

provinces to act unprofessionally/unethically to the detriment of the Albertan office.
59

Everyone should be entitled to due process.

12/15/2015 11:24 AM

60

The action needs to be investigated and if very evident then needs to be acted on. It should not be automatic.

12/15/2015 11:22 AM

61

Shouldn't our registrar take the time to talk to the member and review their side of the story first?

12/15/2015 11:01 AM

62

There shall be inter-provincial communications and database sharing information capabilities to ensure reliability on
information.

12/15/2015 10:55 AM

63

Any decision should be based on facts and not historical records

12/15/2015 10:52 AM

64

provided that the validity of those orders in other associations are still in force e.g. in case of suspension for a specific
period during enquiry. In effect Does it mean that he is permanently debarred from license for the rest of his career?

12/15/2015 10:44 AM

65

It is important to ensure that the regulations across jurisdictions are consistant.

12/15/2015 10:43 AM

66

if the member has taken remedial actions after having left the previous province, the discipline record is not accurate

12/15/2015 10:41 AM

and a review of the member would be needed outside the previous decision
67

If the governance of engineering and geoscience practice in Canada was nation wide, with no trade barriers, this
would not be necessary.

12/15/2015 10:37 AM

68

Investigation should be carried out

12/15/2015 10:26 AM

69

I think APEGA should at least hold a review, which may or may not include a hearing. In addition, APEGA should
consider that the individual could request a hearing - perhaps there needs to be context around this.

12/15/2015 10:02 AM

70

Doesn't seem right that Apega could implement orders without formal process.

12/15/2015 9:54 AM

71

Should investigate and then make final decision

12/15/2015 9:52 AM

72

Let's assume there is a case where there's been a miscarriage of justice in the discipline record of proceedings in
another jurisdiction. Is it justifiable for APEGA to blindly repeat this? Again there has to be a balance between a
member's rights and APEGA's to prosecute members accused of wrongdoing.

12/15/2015 9:49 AM

73

I don't agree that equivalent disciplinary orders should necessarily apply in Alberta if the permit holder is a company
with employee engineers practicing in Alberta that had nothing to do with the disciplinary action of that company in
another jurisdiction.

12/15/2015 9:42 AM

74

Every case is unique. Every situation is unique to the terms of service contract, local laws and bylaws (i.e. building
codes), and the situations which develop over the life of a given project. Issuing blanket orders without an investigation

12/15/2015 9:24 AM

is, in my opinion, substandard practice, unethical, and most likely a violation of the Charter of Rights and Constitution.
75

If it is within Canada, then yes, I do agree. What is being noted here is a "pointing of the way" to a more nationalized
way (in Canada) of dealing with how the engineering profession should be dealt with. I would also consent to this type
of sharing with those states in the U.S. that have recognized APEGA membership as "equivalent." This would be the
limit/extent of what I would feel appropriate for "sharing" on this item at this time.

12/15/2015 9:22 AM

76

Every case should have its due process. Information or record of proceedings presented by another province to
APEGA should be considered in Alberta investigations as part of the records

12/15/2015 9:20 AM

77

This requires the assumption that all associations are acting in a competent manner. I suggest we need some method
of providing such proof before accepting the rulings of other associations without further review.

12/15/2015 9:08 AM

78

What happens with companies where the management of one branch of the company in another province was found

12/15/2015 8:54 AM

to be operating illegally or incompetently, but the office in Alberta has been operating ethically and competently?
79

The #1 purpose of APEGA and other regulators is to protect the public, not Members.

12/15/2015 8:49 AM

80

I strongly disagree. There should be a full investigation and disciplinary hearing.

12/15/2015 8:47 AM

81

The use of other material really depends upon the nature of the situation and the diligence the other body used....

12/15/2015 8:32 AM

82

A hearing should be made available to a member in ever instance.If the member requests it the hearing may be
waived.

12/15/2015 8:24 AM
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83

Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 Section 1 (a) the right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person
and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived thereof except by due process of law. would seem to
preclude doing this.

12/15/2015 8:20 AM

84

Every situation is unique. A full investigation and disciplinary hearing should be conducted. Other record of

12/15/2015 8:20 AM

proceedings or decisions could be used as background.
85

I believe this would be only applicable if the reasons for a discipline order are exactly the same in all the provincial or
territorial engineering or geoscience association’s is APEGA 100% sure that is the case? if not, this recommendation
may not be enforceable.

12/15/2015 8:19 AM

86

The process for APEGA review of a discipline record from another association, and the issue of subsequent APEGA

12/15/2015 8:14 AM

equivalent orders has to be made clear. It should not be a single point decision. In thinking about the survey questions
to this point, I don't know if some of these recommendations would be considered legal from the perspective of other
existing law. Have these recommendations been reviewed by a legal authority?
87

Should be subject to appeal

12/15/2015 8:06 AM

88

This basically removes a member from the profession without an ability to grow or improve their craft. Perhaps a

12/15/2015 8:04 AM

focused and actively reviewed probationary period should be imposed in these cases.
89

evaluate the case

12/15/2015 8:02 AM

90

I think if there is an outstanding order and the member has moved to avoid this then yes however, APEGA should
carefully consider investigating this and not solely relying on another investigation.

12/15/2015 7:57 AM

91

I agree with the intent, but it makes sense that at least a disciplinary hearing (to review the evidence and decision, not
to refute guilt) be held to allow the accused his say and to determine discipline. Maintaining a sense of fairness and

12/15/2015 7:48 AM

consistency on the discipline, regardless of the province or territory where the infraction occurred, is very important.
92

I think this is acceptable, however I haven't reviewed a 'discipline record of proceedings' to know how much detail is
included. If there is sufficient information to provide adequate confidence in the incident and basis for decision, I don't
see an issue with this. My opinion is that it would be wasteful to complete a separate independent investigation.

12/15/2015 6:45 AM

93

I think they should have the oppotunity to appeal based on differences in the perceived roles and regulations between

12/15/2015 6:38 AM

juristications.
94

Local inverstigation is important.

12/15/2015 6:32 AM

95

Are you serious? You must fulfill your mandate to REPRESENT your members. The potential for misuse or error is
simply too great.

12/15/2015 5:42 AM

96

Full reciprocation is a good idea, and this logic could also apply to membership applications of members transferring

12/15/2015 3:49 AM

between Provinces.
97

I agree providing that this is verified by a committee rather than a "rubber stamp" pass through.

12/14/2015 11:18 PM

98

Each case should be considered individually, I think.

12/14/2015 11:04 PM

99

A case comparison can be done. As each provincial or territorial association works independently and has separate
guides of ethics and rule book, this is to be decided case to case basis.

12/14/2015 10:58 PM

100

Only if the provincial regulations are similar.

12/14/2015 10:21 PM

101

Exclusions must be made for suspensions which have occurred in other provinces in respect to non-relevant local
issues such as failure to conduct matters in bilingual fashion.

12/14/2015 10:14 PM

102

Same reservation as before.

12/14/2015 10:06 PM

103

Each case should be reviewed on its own merits and investigations. A full investigation and disciplinary hearing should
be required for each issue. That is the respect we deserve from our association and why we pay our fees.

12/14/2015 10:00 PM

104

a full investigation seems excessive but a full review of the proceedings should at least be conducted

12/14/2015 9:45 PM

105

But what about apeal? If member applied for it in other province? Should it be implemented only if final decision is
made? Not right away?

12/14/2015 9:44 PM

106

Due to the varying codes. guidelines, and design standards from province to province (and City to city), it would be
unfair to institute this amendment.

12/14/2015 9:42 PM

107

This can't be automatic. SOME investigation must be done by APEGA and justifications recorded.

12/14/2015 9:33 PM

108

It is possible that the other jurisdiction ruled in prejudice against a member but the member did not have the financial
means to fight the association.

12/14/2015 9:17 PM
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109

Due Process should be followed

12/14/2015 9:10 PM

110

Our own inquiry should be made if a disciplinary action is to be undertaken.

12/14/2015 9:01 PM

111

Clearly the context of the external discipline order needs to be taken into consideration - the same circumstances may

12/14/2015 8:42 PM

not apply in the local jurisdiction.
112

Not clear to me what a full investigation details, and what level of investigation will be done when reviewing other
jurisdiction's decisions.

12/14/2015 8:24 PM

113

there should be a review of all pertinent information prior to decision,

12/14/2015 8:05 PM

114

I "strongly agree with items 4 and 5" BUT you will need t prove it in AB before you change anything!

12/14/2015 8:03 PM

115

This recommendation is too open ended. This would leave open the ability to make an "equivalent" order without

12/14/2015 7:35 PM

making any investigation at all.
116

As long as it is another Canadian province

12/14/2015 7:14 PM

117

I still believe that the Association should still due its own due diligence although findings from other associations
should be taken into account to save duplication of effort.

12/14/2015 7:08 PM

118

Limited to circumstances where the safety of the public is in question, or the findings clearly demonstrate a breach of

12/14/2015 6:26 PM

APEGA's codes (i.e. documented proof of inappropriate actions that extend beyond the jurisdiction into Alberta).
119

You can't start laying blame for an event that is far away and make this an argument from preventing a person from
working. It has to be on an individual basis.

12/14/2015 5:05 PM

120

A full investigation should be conducted to ensure the disciplinary decision is fair.

12/14/2015 5:01 PM

121

Different jurisdictions have different rules, standards, and opinions, so a factor causing disciplinary action in one
jurisdiction might not actually be of concern in another jurisdiction. If APEGA wants to cause judgement to a member,
APEGA should do a full review using APEGA standards.

12/14/2015 4:41 PM

122

There can be no short-cut to justice. Every case needs to be examined thoroughly to prevent punishing the innocent.

12/14/2015 4:37 PM

123

Where I think the record of discipline should be noted from other professional jurisdictions, it should not be automatic -

12/14/2015 12:19 PM

a review of the case and opportunity for the member to disclose, should be included.
124

that would require knowing and assuring that jurisdiction has a similar base and standard to our own.....

12/11/2015 5:10 PM

125

If they are credible

12/11/2015 4:26 PM

126

Only the final decisions of the other regulatory bodies should hold merit. Partially completed disciplinary hearings, or
hearings that have been dismissed should not be used.

12/9/2015 4:10 PM

127

I think APEGA should do their own investigation of a complaint.

12/9/2015 4:10 PM

128

As stated "If a Member’s or Permit Holder’s licence has been suspended, cancelled, or restricted in another province,
APEGA would have the ability to better protect the public of Alberta by being able to quickly suspend, cancel, or restrict

12/9/2015 2:32 PM

that Member’s or Permit Holder’s licence to practise in Alberta without conducting a full investigation and disciplinary
hearing." There are different values and rule across the provinces. APEGGA has no right to outright enforce rules from
other jurisdictions without comparing them to the values and rules held by the province of Alberta. The ruling may be
found to be inadequate, or unfair to the standards agreed to by the members of APEGGA. This change is trying to
punish without trial by peers.
129

I am all for saving money but this judges someone before they have been fully investigated. Other associations also
have different ways of looking at things and making decisions that do not neccessarily support APEGA views or local

12/9/2015 11:23 AM

industry standards.
130

As stated "If a Member’s or Permit Holder’s licence has been suspended, cancelled, or restricted in another province,
APEGA would have the ability to better protect the public of Alberta by being able to quickly suspend, cancel, or restrict

12/8/2015 9:58 PM

that Member’s or Permit Holder’s licence to practise in Alberta without conducting a full investigation and disciplinary
hearing." There are different values and rule across the provinces. APEGGA has no right to outright enforce rules from
other jurisdictions without comparing them to the values and rules held by the province of Alberta. The ruling may be
found to be inadequate, or unfair to the standards agreed to by the members of APEGGA. This change is trying to
punish without trial by peers.
131

Why investigate the same issue more than once?

12/7/2015 8:49 AM

132

It is my understanding that APEGA and APEGS decision on Ezeddin Shirif this past year did not match; therefore I
see this as a recent precedent why each association should conduct their own investigation. I believe that evidence

12/5/2015 5:15 PM

expressly from another association's hearing (minutes, notes, judgements, etc.) may be admissible in another
association's hearing.
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133

Simply using the other jurisdictions proceedings may not align with the rigor expected of APEGA within this province's

12/5/2015 12:21 PM

EGP Act. It certainly would be expedient to allow the record of proceedings from other provinces to be used.
134

I agree with working closer with other provincial boards

12/5/2015 11:01 AM

135

Provided these investigations have been carried out in a thorough and comprehensive manner.

12/4/2015 11:29 AM

136

Some review is still needed as different regulations may dictate a different level of practice in different jurisdictions

12/3/2015 10:23 AM

across Canada.
137

BUT only if the proceedings in another jurisdiction are of equivalent or at least reasonable rigour.

12/2/2015 9:29 AM

138

If this is allowed then it must be consistently applied, no selective application.

11/30/2015 10:46 PM

139

Are these other associations only in Canada?

11/30/2015 4:34 PM

140

Being able to act on their activities in another jurisdiction is a good idea, but I would expect confirmation that it is the

11/30/2015 1:45 PM

same individual / company. I would also expect that there would be a mechanism to permit the company or individual
to respond to any order here in Alberta. I can envisage numerous circumstances where censure in one jurisdiction
should not lead to censure in another (i.e. one poor employee in one jurisdiction should not lead to censure here so
long as that employee cannot carry on their activities here).
141

I have some concerns that investigative standards might vary across the country, and would prefer that APEGA adopt

11/30/2015 10:17 AM

a somewhat different process in this particular case.
142

APEGA should conduct its own disciplinary actions, but may use evidence from other jurisdictions in its
considerations.

11/30/2015 9:28 AM

143

Need to understand that the process in other jurisdictions is reasonably comparable with the APEGA process

11/30/2015 9:15 AM

144

Investigation is a fair process and bypassing this does not appear to be due process.

11/30/2015 8:46 AM

145

There should be some investigation to confirm the other jurisdiction followed reasonable investigation and provided fair

11/30/2015 5:26 AM

judgement.
146

In so far as the process of equivalent orders does not result in the propagation of error made by any association

11/30/2015 1:17 AM

outside of APEGA. Let there be a reasonable degree of assessing those external discipline records prior to making an
equivalent order.
147

Each incident should be reviewed thoroughly because APEGA decisions have an impact on the defendant's career.

11/29/2015 7:38 PM

148

APEGA should still be required to do their due diligence and undertake their own investigation.

11/29/2015 2:50 PM

149

Make your own informed decision based on a full investigation.

11/29/2015 7:40 AM

150

So long as Registrar is not neglecting its own responsibility to the member to be fair in its dealings. A review of the
other association's decision should be minimum.

11/28/2015 1:37 PM

151

Do our own due diligence - don't rely on others

11/28/2015 11:11 AM

152

To take these steps without having all the facts and based on another jurisdiction's statutes (which may differ from

11/28/2015 9:25 AM

APEGA's) would not be fair.
153

Licencee/permit holder should have the ability for rebuttal and defence of pending actions

11/28/2015 3:30 AM

154

This would constitute a rush to judgment without an objective view of the case or applicant.

11/28/2015 3:25 AM

155

APEGA should conduct its own investigation and/ or disciplinary hearing

11/27/2015 11:00 PM

156

As stated "If a Member’s or Permit Holder’s licence has been suspended, cancelled, or restricted in another province,

11/27/2015 10:48 PM

APEGA would have the ability to better protect the public of Alberta by being able to quickly suspend, cancel, or restrict
that Member’s or Permit Holder’s licence to practise in Alberta without conducting a full investigation and disciplinary
hearing." There are different values and rule across the provinces. APEGGA has no right to outright enforce rules from
other jurisdictions without comparing them to the values and rules held by the province of Alberta. The ruling may be
found to be inadequate, or unfair to the standards agreed to by the members of APEGGA. This change is trying to
punish without trial by peers.
157

Provided the provincial or territorial association has a standing agreement with APEGA - each association should have
the same or very similar rules and regulations if equivalent orders are to be made without conducting a full

11/27/2015 9:33 PM

investigation.
158

We pay dues for APEGA to do their job, not to assume other's work is adequate. Not that different from an engineer

11/27/2015 9:29 PM

reviewing others' work properly before taking responsibility for it by stamping/authenticating.
159

Situations may be different in other locations

11/27/2015 9:02 PM
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160

Not without a full investigation

11/27/2015 8:45 PM

161

A full, fair and independent investigation is an absolute must.

11/27/2015 8:07 PM

162

subject to the severity of the infraction - blatant or negligent acts strongly agree

11/27/2015 8:04 PM

163

The Registrar must ensure that the other jurisdiction have the same discipline and appeal process and that member
has had the ability to complete the complete process.

11/27/2015 7:59 PM

164

Too strong. APEGA should care out a detailed investigation to determine if the case seems justified according to
APEGA's Act and Regulations before just issue an order.

11/27/2015 6:39 PM

165

This sounds like a Star Chamber. Will they be using a Ouja board too?

11/27/2015 6:21 PM

166

I believe there should be a mechanism in place to review another jurisdiction's decisions and for a Member or Permit

11/27/2015 5:03 PM

Holder to advocate their position before making equivalent orders. This review, however, may not require a full
investigation and disciplinary hearing.
167

To what end? People make mistakes and need second chances. Again, what are they doing to make sure the same

11/27/2015 4:07 PM

mistake does not happen is more important.
168

APEGA needs to do conduct their own investigations and do proper due diligence. Do not rely on other Province or

11/27/2015 3:45 PM

Territory's processes.
169

Unfortunately, provincial politics and unique situations can play a role in decisions in different jurisdictions, and
extreme caution would need to be used when using decisions from other jurisdictions in Alberta without the

11/26/2015 8:53 AM

member/permit holder an opportunity to speak to the matter as it pertains to their practice in Alberta.
170

Disciplinary actions (excluding revocation of licence/registration) are a corrective action based on work performed in

11/25/2015 9:58 AM

that jurisdiction. Applying those same corrective actions here without investigating if there is a reason to do so here
should not happen.
171

Without investigating the facts of the case, it is not possible to make orders against a member or permit holder. To do

11/25/2015 8:38 AM

otherwise, is a violation of due process. It would be enough to note that the member or permit holder is under
investigation and refer any inquiries to the pertinent association. This will allow a member of the public to make an
informed decision about the member or holder.
172

Some discretion required. Frankly, many other jurisdictions with Canada have meagre staff and investigative
resources and the decisions issued in some of these jurisdictions may not be well supported or may rely on

11/24/2015 8:07 PM

questionable evidence, process or similar.
173

Read the December bulletin of the Peg for a case of plagiarism and theft of intellectual property wherein a supervisor

11/24/2015 7:21 PM

ofa student's work removed his name from the paper substituted that of two of his pals and published. In SK the fellow
was found NOT GUILTY . Happilyhe was found guilty by APEGA read your own guideline on accepting the work done
by other professionals!!
174

I believe APEGA should adopt an expedited and simplified investigation based on the record of proceedings

11/24/2015 6:08 PM

conducted by the other association(s). But a thorough review of the case must be conducted to ensure the decision by
the other association was sound. It is not that I question the objectivity of any other association but rather it is a
question of due diligence by APEGA to ensure all the "i"s were dotted and "t"s crossed by the other association to
avoid any potential for litigation brought by the member(s) affected.
175

This point is too vague.

11/24/2015 10:36 AM

176

It would be prudent to review the other provincial or territorial engineering association's record of proceeding before
making it equivalent.

11/24/2015 10:29 AM

177

Discipline is by a review by a committee of peers and should remain so, not that of a single employee of the members
asociation

11/23/2015 5:51 PM

178

Investigation should be conducted.

11/23/2015 10:13 AM

179

Follow-up on issues from another jurisdiction to determine the relevance to the member's practice in Alberta should

11/21/2015 5:44 PM

still be required.
180

Only if discipline procedures/rules are harmonized between jurisdictions.

11/21/2015 2:35 PM

181

an equivalent order should not include the ability to impose a fine more than once in the home province.

11/19/2015 9:40 AM

182

Sounds lazy.

11/18/2015 2:15 PM

183

As long as those other investigations were as thorough as what APEGA would have conducted.

11/17/2015 8:18 AM

184

Provided that APEGA is satisfied that the other jurisdiction has followed due process

11/16/2015 4:50 PM
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185

Only if adequate detailed information is made available to ensure that the investigation was to the level that would

11/16/2015 2:14 PM

have been carried out by APEGA
186

Must be required to review the orders and records before proceeding. Must be required to demonstrate due diligence
before acting.

11/15/2015 4:07 PM

187

Some small amount of investigation should still be conducted, as this could make a significant impact on a person's
ability to earn a living.

11/15/2015 10:40 AM

188

Not all engineering/geoscience associations are created equal.

11/14/2015 10:48 AM

189

Do your own due diligence

11/13/2015 12:55 PM

190

I would strongly recommend that a review of he other jurisdictions assessment be conducted. This dos not need to be

11/13/2015 8:14 AM

a full investigation but a should at a minimum be an assessment to validate the efficacy of the prior decision by
another association.
191

I don't think APEGA should make decisions like this without conducting an investigation.

11/13/2015 7:04 AM

192

Other jurisdictions may have different criteria, therefore the APEGA Registrar investigation may be biased and
detrimental to the impartiality of the investigation.

11/12/2015 9:41 PM

193

More information required here. Some investigation would definitely be required, at the least to confirm identity.

11/12/2015 8:34 PM

194

As our professions are regulated provincially, there is no guarantee that the other province follows APEGA's Act.

11/12/2015 8:10 PM

Could some mention of EC make its way into this and be part of their duties to the provincial and territorial
associations much as the CEAB does?
195

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:54 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
196

A hearing should be required within 30 days of receiving notice of any disciplinary action or order made within other

11/12/2015 7:41 PM

jurisdictions prior to APEGA taking any disciplinary or other action. However, the member's right to practice should be
suspended until the hearing is completed.
197

No APEGA decisions should be rendered without appropriate investigations and hearings being conducted by APEGA

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

itself.
198

The only caveat that I would propose would be that the Discipline Committee should be asked to affirm the making of

11/11/2015 11:35 PM

equivalent orders, if these orders are not the same as those in the province or territory of origin.
199

I agree the information should be shared between provinces, but I still feel there needs to be an independent

11/9/2015 3:48 PM

investigation within each province.
200

People are imperfect, and even associations with the best intentions can make mistakes. To carte blanche accept the
recommendations of another association without an investigation is unacceptable. At least an independent review of

11/9/2015 1:39 PM

the evidence provided in the original case should be performed prior to making any equivalent orders from APEGA
201

I believe that would be inappropriate.

11/9/2015 1:37 PM

202

Once again, too much power for the Registrar. Council needs to deal with these matters -- not Staff.

11/9/2015 7:43 AM

203

APEGA needs to assured of the standard of the complaint , investigation, and decisions matches their own.

11/4/2015 8:25 PM

204

This creates a dangerous environment for potential decision errors, hasty decisions and potential abuse of power.

11/4/2015 8:07 PM

205

No Gives too much power to administrative personal who may not be qualified to judge the appropriateness of the
decision as compared to that provincial assoc. act.

11/4/2015 6:33 PM

206

Agree, however as previously stated, if APEGA is to impose concurrent Discipline Orders in Alberta, APEGA must first

11/4/2015 12:34 PM

confirm that they have the same authority to impose the Order (based on local legislation and bylaws) and that the
APEGA disciplinary action be isolated to Orders and not fines.
207

Provided the penalty assessed is reasonably similar to what APEGA would have assessed in the same
circumstances.

11/2/2015 3:36 PM

208

I think APEGA should do it's own work in matters as important to an engineer or geoscientist as professional licensure.

11/2/2015 2:43 PM

209

The proposed changes give the Registrar too much power and control, that should not be taken lightly. There needs to
be a proper review of the investigation material to determine if the findings are relevant to Alberta, if so the proper

11/2/2015 12:29 PM

investigation committee can impose appropriate sanctions.
210

This assumes that other associations have the same standards of practice and investigation as APEGA. Do they? If
not, APEGA should conduct there own investigation based on the notice to determine merit of the record from another
province or territory.
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211

There are cases whereby someone has been sentenced as guilty, only for the decision to be reverse years later.

11/2/2015 1:28 AM

However, the life of the person has been irrevocably destroyed. At the very minimum, APEGA should conduct a
disciplinary hearing to allow the accused the opportunity to defend the allegations that has been brought before them,
in Alberta.
212

Disciplinary sanctions cannot exceed those in place in APEGA legislation, therefore may not necessarily be

11/1/2015 6:00 PM

equivalent.
213

To be fair, interim equivalent orders could be issued by APEGA with a final decision pending a full investigation.

11/1/2015 7:50 AM

214

APEGA should only use other's investigations and decisions for a related offence...not necessarily the same offence.

10/31/2015 8:22 PM

Every offence needs to be investigated on it's own merit but the penalty should definitely consider the decisions of
other jurisdictions. (Unfortunately, Those delinquents practicing in Canada will then suffer more than those with
discipline actions in other jurisdictions where APEGA has no knowledge of the penalty),
215

Will APEGA do any investigation? Will APEGA advise the member of their intentions and provide an opportunity for
defence? If there is no investigation and no opportunity to defend, then then the process can be abused and therefore

10/30/2015 6:12 PM

I'm against this recommendation.
216

Discipline should apply to each jurisdiction

10/30/2015 5:53 PM

217

There would have to be clear policy on when this would apply. If individuals have a have clean record in Alberta, they

10/30/2015 3:34 PM

shouldn't be penalized for past transgressions in other provinces. However, that being said, it would nice to prevent
someone getting a license in Alberta if they were stripped of their licence in another province for the safety of the
public. The methodology in other provinces should be similar if APEGA is going to compare apples to apples.
218

Each case should be handled individually not mainstreamed.

10/30/2015 8:23 AM

219

I agree up until "Authorize the Registrar to make the equivalent orders to those imposed by the other provincial

10/29/2015 5:00 PM

engineering or geoscience association without conducting a full investigation and disciplinary hearing." The
assumption that another regulatory body is as robust and comprehensive as APEGA would be a grave mistake.
Alberta registered engineers are owed a thorough local investigation by APEGA in the event that APEGA wishes to
discipline them. This is what we pay APEGA annual dues for. Accepting another bodies decision without any due
diligence is the lazy way out and plain wrong.
220

this should be taken with grain of salt and should be subject to review, not automatic.

10/29/2015 9:09 AM

221

APEGA would first ensure that other jurisdictions met the required due diligence for investigation and appeals to

10/29/2015 8:18 AM

ensure integrity of unilateral decisions.
222

A meeting and review of the external investigation and orders with the permit holder or member involved should be

10/29/2015 8:00 AM

required even if a fully independent investigation is not.
223

This shouldn't be automatic but it should be grounds to fast track the process and make the investigation/hearing a
higher priority. Would this also apply to foreign jurisdictions (US) who have disciplined a member or permit holder?

10/28/2015 7:40 PM

224

Only if APEGA has determined that processes of other associations are equivalent to APEGA's

10/28/2015 7:22 PM

225

This would be the lazy way out and not consistent with the quality standards APEGA imposes on it's members.

10/28/2015 6:37 PM

226

This certainly expedites the process but not every jurisdiction has the same laws. I agree that the Act should be

10/28/2015 4:13 PM

amended to authorize the Registrar to consider the records etc from other jurisdictions but not necessarily to convict
without a proper investigation. This places too much trust on processes that the APEGA registrar has no control over.
It might even obligate APEGA into action they don't agree with.
227

caveat needs to be that APEGA will not be bound by the decisions of another associations but may chose to abide by

10/28/2015 2:41 PM

those decisions
228

Recognize there is a need for public interest, but think subsequent APEGA disciplinary action should be limited to
suspension only and allow appeals by the APEGA member. Wording of "another provincial or territorial engineering or

10/28/2015 8:49 AM

geoscience association" should be explicitly stated to which associations this applies to.
229

This is relevant because we're slowly moving towards one Act policy across all Provinces.

10/28/2015 7:57 AM

230

Will save time and cost, if the authenticity of the enquiry is acceptable.

10/27/2015 1:37 PM
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Q7 Recommendation: The Engineering and
Geoscience Professions Act should be
amended to authorize the Registrar to
require a Member or applicant to undergo
independent, third-party mental or physical
examinations to assess the person’s fitness
to practise.
Answered: 1,303
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Responses

Strongly agree

19.26%

251

Somewhat agree

34.00%

443

Somewhat disagree

18.88%

246

Strongly disagree

24.25%

316

I do not have an opinion on this matter

3.61%

47

Total

1,303

#

Comments:

Date

1

Any body who is in a role of professional member with any association is educated person for sure.and if she/he feels

12/18/2015 4:04 PM

any issues with her/his health she/he will visit medical professional.Why association should behave like RCMP for the
high tax payer.It would be better if the member is not issued permit to practice at all.
2

What is the nature of the "physical examination"? This statement is way too vague to me and could be misused.

12/18/2015 3:57 PM

3

We must be careful of this as it can be very subjective.

12/18/2015 3:45 PM

4

I believe that this should be covered as an investigation and discipline related to unskilled practice or unprofessional

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

conduct. How would this relate to the rights to accommodation related to a disability? I understand that this would
supersede a person's right to protection of their personal health information.
5

This is a grotesque invasion of a person's privacy and liberty and has no place in a quasi-state professional, self-

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

regulating society.
6

Yes but only if APEGA can show just cause.

12/18/2015 2:16 PM

7

APEGA should follow other association's (such as doctors association. dentist association etc) policy in this regard

12/18/2015 2:14 PM
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8

Such an action should be limited to a judge in the Province of Albert aCourts, and only after argument over such need

12/18/2015 10:08 AM

by qualified legal representation.
9

This is necessary for transparency and for the public interest. However this is very sensitive issue and must be handled
very carefully with safeguards in place.

12/18/2015 12:30 AM

10

Way too much concentration of disciplinary power in the registrars office. A self governing body need participation
from more than the registrar. We just saw a federal government replaced in part due to public concern over

12/17/2015 10:32 PM

concentration of power in the PM's office. APEGA looks to be ready to build immense power into the registrars office.
That is a mistake. If passed APEGA should expect a raft of charter challenges to this.
11

Mental and physical condition is dynamic and proposal does not serve any intent for continuous practice.

12/17/2015 8:15 PM

12

Cost should be borne by the association

12/17/2015 6:55 PM

13

This is very sensitive area and we should tread carefully.

12/17/2015 5:25 PM

14

Conceptually I agree, but this could be problematic to administer. It might be tricky to define the grounds for triggering
an assessment without infringing on personal rights. It would be interesting to understand the experience of other

12/17/2015 4:40 PM

professional organizations.
15

This has to be monitored very closely to avoid mis-use!

12/17/2015 2:02 PM

16

I am highly uncomfortable with the requirement by APEGA for someone to undertake a medical exam of mental

12/17/2015 12:40 PM

health. I believe that this violates our rights and wonder how someone is to judge that a member is capable of doing
their job. My observation is that many scientists and engineers have at the least borderline disorders such as being on
the autism spectrum, social disorders and even psychopathy. Does this make them unable to practise in their
profession? No. In some cases it enhances their ability to practise their profession. So I find it abhorrent that this is
even being considered. In general, is APEGA going to have a check-list for a medical examiner stating the
requirements to practise Engineering and Geoscience? Who is going to determine what the standards are? If you
believe that a member has a mental disorder and then suspend their right to practise without fair process then you
may ultimately damage the mental health of that member additionally. I can only imagine that this is a clause that is to
be used extremely rarely and, if so, are there not other policies in place rather than allowing a blanket policy to be put
forward that seems to violate our rights.
17

Medical professionals may/do make judgment calls based on their own predilections and biases. Fitness to practice

12/17/2015 11:12 AM

may readily be determined in some cases. In others personal bias may rule.
18

I am unconfortable with having avenues available, other than the formal complaint process, that could result in

12/17/2015 10:42 AM

violations of privacy and/or serious allegations against a Member's ability to practice. I did not see any supporting
information in the briefing note to indicate the need for other avenues, asside from aligning with other jusrisdictions. Is
this really an issue in Alberta? How many formal complaints of this nature do we receive? What are the proposed
conditions and framework under which this change to legislation would be made?And how is public safety impacted
any differently by mental / physical incapacity versus malpractice? More information is needed before I can support
such a recommendation.
19

This is currently too vague and concerning that this will turn into a discrimination against a person physical ability.

12/17/2015 9:39 AM

There are few people who are qualified to determine an engineer's fitness to practise. A person with poor health does
not mean they are unable to perform engineering.
20

This should only be done if there is evidence indicating it is an issue

12/16/2015 5:54 PM

21

On a general level I feel that this is grossly overstepping our professional licensing mandate. As part of an
investigation or complaint it makes sense; however, as far as screening all our members it does not seem appropriate

12/16/2015 4:44 PM

or a good use of our fee unless there is a complaint. If implemented for all members, there needs to be very clear lines
of data security, privacy, and a general need for clarity on ALL issues that could potentially arise. This is not something
that should be undertaken lightly.
22

I think having this in place would cause professionals to "hide" a physical or mental illness instead of seeking
treatment. This is dangerous.

12/16/2015 4:06 PM

23

I strongly believe this is extremely inappropriate and don't believe APEGA should have this authority. In my opinion,

12/16/2015 2:57 PM

this is an obvious violation of one's rights and an example of APEGA abusing its perceived authority over an individual.
APEGA is a professional association only and mandating this sort of examination is belittling and an abuse of
perceived power & authority.
24

I agree mental examination not physical examination.

12/16/2015 2:40 PM

25

While it is important to access a member's ability and fitness to practice, there needs to be clear parameters when this

12/16/2015 2:07 PM

action can be initiated. The briefing note was not very descriptive and I would have liked to have seen an initial
evaluation process prior to having this action taken.
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26

There needs to be a more defined description or threshold for what constitutes "fit for practise" by a third-party. This I

12/16/2015 12:23 PM

believe is too vague to put forth as-is.
27

There would need to be sound justification based on criteria that is clearly laid out in the act.

12/16/2015 11:47 AM

28

I could only see this being applicable if the registrar feels they cannot make a decision based on the persons actions.
This seems like it could be used unnecessarily often. If you are honestly questioning someones mental state, I would

12/16/2015 11:04 AM

assume they did something that warrants a significant penalty or revoking of license anyways....
29

No question, so long as the member has some means to tell their side of the story and that APEGA be compelled to
share that opposing side of the story.

12/16/2015 10:00 AM

30

When the member became aging, he/she certainly will not have the same fitness condition as the younger member
do. I assisted a senior engineer during a mining site inspection. But this didn't impact any engineering works he did

12/16/2015 9:49 AM

and my personal respect on him.
31

With an aging population of engineering professionals dementia and other forms of intellect degradation are a serious
and increasing threat to the public safety and our professional conduct and practice.

12/16/2015 9:43 AM

32

I believe that this places extraordinary power in The Registrar to question someone's metal abilities based without any
real merit. Throughout history such powers have let to abuse. We must remember that things like homosexuality, even

12/16/2015 9:29 AM

in the western world were until very recently considered a mental health issue. Even today many Canadian public
figures openly or privately will espouse such a view. In any case why should a member practicing under a metal
impairment be treated any differently than a member outside their area of expertise?
33

Fit for duty, WCB issue

12/16/2015 9:23 AM

34

This proposal is not right unless it has very explicitly explained context. As presently worded, it has the potential to

12/16/2015 8:42 AM

turn into a witch hunt.
35

How does the Registrar determine if someone requires an evaluation? I fail to see how a physical impairment will
prevent someone from providing professional services. I have significant concern that someone with physical

12/16/2015 8:34 AM

disabilities could be discriminated against. This could lead to a public relations problem for APEGA and all engineers. I
do support mental evaluations with just cause.
36

Mental health and physical health should be addressed separately.

12/16/2015 7:55 AM

37

Once again, due process must be respected.

12/16/2015 7:33 AM

38

Dicey

12/16/2015 12:41 AM

39

The present regulations which require action by the discipline committee following receipt of a complaint provide
sufficient protection of the public. A complaint filed by a person independent of the discipline committee and the

12/15/2015 9:17 PM

registrar shall be required before any review of a members fitness to practice is initiated by the discipline committee.
40

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:17 PM

41

What is going through your head? This is outragoues

12/15/2015 9:08 PM

42

But only if the examination cost is born by APEGA

12/15/2015 9:03 PM

43

Although well intended, I would be concerned with the Registrar's ability to revoke fitness to practice; whose opinions

12/15/2015 8:33 PM

would these be based on?? What would be the due process for evaluating? Does the permit holder not already have
the responsibility to self-report such issues?
44

APEGA has enough power to react to complaints of poor performance without giving over private health records.

12/15/2015 8:32 PM

45

This should be an outcome from a preliminary investigation, not a early stage or initial requirement.

12/15/2015 5:19 PM

46

I don't think APEGA has the staff ability to use this power appropriately.

12/15/2015 5:16 PM

47

who/how will such a third party be selected?

12/15/2015 4:54 PM

48

The doctor(s) should assess the person's fitness to practice, not the registrar. The registrar should not have access to

12/15/2015 4:46 PM

the medical records since he or she is very unlikely to have the medical expertise or experience to assess them.
49

Physical??? This risk Apega to to future dicrimination lawsuit.

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

50

I agree in principle but there needs to be discussion about the 'rules'. Does everyone over 80 get forced to have a

12/15/2015 4:22 PM

mental and physical exam?
51

Member's name should not be made public.

12/15/2015 4:22 PM

52

I believe that the part of the nature of being a self regulating professional is that a member should make this
determination themselves.

12/15/2015 4:22 PM
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53

There is a great deal of stigma particularly around mental health. A note from a medical professional stating that the
member / applicant is fit to work should suffice, no personal medical details. For example, if someone is disclosed to

12/15/2015 4:17 PM

have bipolar disorder, are they unfit to practice? If they are immediately suspended, is the reason / nature of their
illness released to the public?
54

What information and the quality of the information would dictate this option or is it required for all ?

12/15/2015 3:32 PM

55

This would be a private matter, and should not be privy to APEGA oversight.

12/15/2015 3:06 PM

56

Have to be very careful here. This could be very easily misused.

12/15/2015 3:00 PM

57

a slippery slope...

12/15/2015 2:27 PM

58

I strongly disagree to this recommendation assuming that this information could be made public if the member or

12/15/2015 2:17 PM

applicant was revoked (or other..) of their license due to medial circumstances. Perhaps that particular reason for
dismissal should not be made public as it might affect the individual (i.e. depression disorders could be worsened from
public knowledge).
59

Have to have the proof first thus expediency of the process is utmost importance

12/15/2015 2:16 PM

60

Requires at least 1 if not 2 medical opinions from a third party.

12/15/2015 1:53 PM

61

How can "impaired health condition" be judged. This is too general. Will it be left up to the registrar to add such a

12/15/2015 1:49 PM

request or will there be some guidelines?
62

I agree regarding the mental test but totally disagree in the physical test

12/15/2015 1:31 PM

63

A Member or applicant needs to undergo third-part mental examination only. Any physical barriers should not affect in
the judgement ability of a professional.

12/15/2015 1:27 PM

64

Why is the Registrar wanting so much power? Are we not self regulating?

12/15/2015 1:08 PM

65

Psychology is still an art in it's infancy and should not be relied upon to tell anyone if a person is fit to practice

12/15/2015 12:52 PM

anything. Wait for a few hundred years. physical examinations - ok
66

What metrics? How would you determine who needs a mental check? Who would pay? This is way over the top. The
solution here is to have the complainant go to APEGA and have an APEGA assessment board determine fitness

12/15/2015 12:46 PM

based on the situation AND THEN APEGA would force individual (if necessary) to take the third party tests).
67

there are already too many members practising bad design and making unethical decisions with respect to the

12/15/2015 12:42 PM

professions to add this as well - APEGA first must do a better job of oversight and discipline only with respect to the
professions before attempting to add additional oversight with respect to physical or mental health
68

Though the risk is understandable, the process might be very tricky

12/15/2015 12:29 PM

69

Attempting to render professional services while unable to competently do so is already a breach of the professions
ethics requirements. Part of the foundational philosophy is that our professional members know best their own abilities.

12/15/2015 12:25 PM

70

Strongly agree on the mental part of the recommendation, but I am not into the physical restriction as some disabled

12/15/2015 12:22 PM

engineers have a sound mind and can do engineering assessment and judgement without any problem !
71

That's going a little too far. Self governance does apply at the individual level as well.

12/15/2015 12:12 PM

72

What would trigger this action? Hearsay? Somewhat debatable.

12/15/2015 12:05 PM

73

If it becomes necessary, why not?

12/15/2015 11:48 AM

74

This seems like it would be an extremely rare situation. The Member is already obligated not to practice

12/15/2015 11:35 AM

unprofessionally.
75

Don't understand the need for this heavy handed approach. If a member is making bad decisions, regardless of any

12/15/2015 11:32 AM

health issue, the individual should be dealt with through the normal discipline process. If during the process it turns
out that a medical issue was the cause of these poor decisions then the discipline decision can include a requirement
for medical treatment.
76

You had better have an iron-clad case to present to the applicant first.

12/15/2015 11:02 AM

77

Not clear. Is it going to be applicable for all the members or only when a complaint is initiated against a particular

12/15/2015 10:57 AM

individual?
78

The evaluation process must be conducted by how many assessors? Can a member appeal with another assessment

12/15/2015 10:47 AM

conducted by a different independent third party? This must not contravene the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms.
79

Who decides, and on what basis, that a member requires mental or physical examinastion?
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80

what does physical ability have to do with practice. Steven Hawking has no physical ability but still has the ability to

12/15/2015 10:43 AM

perform mentally
81

Clear evidence of disability must be provided before being required to undergo an evaluation.

12/15/2015 10:37 AM

82

It would be good to have this authority although it is a touchy social issue but has basis of public safety mandate of

12/15/2015 10:16 AM

APEGA. This could really get of hand due to alcohol and drug abuse that likely exists on statistical basis within the
APEGA family.
83

The proposed change gives the Registrar the power to assess members' fitness to practice based on potentially more
arbitrary evidence. The current requirements based on formal complaint and thorough investigation provides fair

12/15/2015 9:58 AM

protection for the member against potentially unsubstantiated accusations where they are deemed guilty until proven
innocent. There may be many members battling various types of substance abuse issues that haven't affected their
day-to-day practice. Addictions should be considered a disease and the affected member needs support rather than
sanctions. I think the current requirements are still appropriate to sanction those where mental or physical impairments
have affected their fitness to practice.
84

Are you kidding me? You are proposing that one individual or a small group be able to challenge any members ability

12/15/2015 9:57 AM

to practice. Is APEGA a association of members or a dictatorship? Are members not capable of deciding for
themselves that they are not fit to practice? What's to stop the Registrar or his organization from persecuting a
member they don't like?
85

Based on what critera? Just because some random person thinks it should be? What are the safeguards preventing

12/15/2015 9:56 AM

abuse?
86

A person's health may be consider personal and is no one's business but between them and their doctor or family. .
Suggest including language under what conditions that this fitness examination should take place.

12/15/2015 9:53 AM

87

This is completely idiotic, definitely libelous, and similar to previous comments, a violation of a person's Charter Rights.
This is a completely offensive and I can't believe that someone who is pretending to be a Professional Member would

12/15/2015 9:30 AM

suggest this idea as a viable course of action.
88

The only caveat to this is APEGA would need to have some sort of official, medical opinion letter (from someone
medically recognized/qualified) on file related to "noted item."

12/15/2015 9:24 AM

89

As long as the member fulfills the license application requirements and on-going CPD hours, they should not be
subjected to further testing.

12/15/2015 9:13 AM

90

Who establishes the need for such examinations? This seems like an invasion of privacy, unless there are safeguards

12/15/2015 9:13 AM

to ensure that the process is not abused. I suggest that there be a voluntary request, if if not given, then a burden of
proof be required. APEGA would have the right to temporarily suspend or restrict a license pending a formal review.
91

Obviously if a member is in an advanced stage of dementia they can't practice engineering. My concern is that a
Doctor may not be competent to judge what good engineering practice is. I'm sure that this would be conducted

12/15/2015 8:58 AM

ethically and that there would be an opportunity for the suspended license to be reinstated if the medical condition
improves.
92

There needs to be a complaint and just cause to require third-party mental or physical examinations, otherwise you

12/15/2015 8:53 AM

would need to examine ALL members and applicants every 5 yrs or so. But there does need to be a mechanism to
trigger testing if a complaint is received to protect the public.
93

Is this a negotiating tactic where you throw out some outlandish idea so that all the rest of the proposals seem

12/15/2015 8:47 AM

reasonable by comparison? If not, then I'm worried. If someone is not competent then it will show in ways that don't
require a doctor's exam. It is starting to appear that APEGA is trying to take hold of whatever power it can at any cost yes engineering can be safety sensitive but medical exams are a bridge too far and quite unreasonable.
94

The health status of a professional does not necessarily impact their fitness to practice. It is unreasonable to expect

12/15/2015 8:44 AM

one professional's response to illness to be equivalent to another's. Many people deal with mental illness or chronic
health issues but are perfectly capable of self managing and doing good work that protects the safety of the public.
Engineers and Geoscientists have to be trusted to self-regulate in this regard. It is unreasonable to take away the right
to practice and livelihood of a Member due to an illness if they feel they can in fact safely practice. I question the ability
of a Doctor or third party medical professional to determine fitness to practice of a professional Engineer or
Geoscientist- our jobs are very different and any error in judgement on the Doctor's part will cost the Engineer or
Geoscientist their right to practice. I am frankly disgusted by this proposal, and require solid proof that this is actually
an issue for our professions- that self-reporting and self-regulation has not been enough to keep the public out of
harm's way. The professionals I know would fulfill their responsibility to step aside on their own if they feel their
capacity to practice has been undermined.
95

Way to easy to abuse

12/15/2015 8:39 AM
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96

Mental examination seems appropriate, but don't understand why a physical examination would be required. Also
more clarity is required when the needed on what will trigger the requirement for examination

12/15/2015 8:33 AM

97

Obviously this requirement should only be used where there is obvious need for an assessment. I worry that this could

12/15/2015 8:33 AM

be used as a 'hassle' measure....
98

In what case would this be triggered? the statement is to broad

12/15/2015 8:32 AM

99

With out a doubt a serious risk at present

12/15/2015 8:27 AM

100

There should be clear definition as to when and for what specific reasons this assessment can be ordered.

12/15/2015 8:27 AM

101

Is this a joke? I don't even think it bears comment.

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

102

I feel that this strongly depends on what the conditions are that would warrant the Registrar to request the applicant or
Member to go for independent examinations. This should be more clearly defined to limit this power given to the

12/15/2015 8:15 AM

Registrar.
103

We need to consider this carefully in light of what other professional organisations do or we may be prejudice or

12/15/2015 8:04 AM

victimising people with disabilities. This presents a lot of power and judgement into the hands of the registrar
depending on criteria.
104

How will this be enacted? Again I do not want someone to be self serving and report a member in this manner without

12/15/2015 7:59 AM

medical proof or some other reliable method.
105

This would be an egregious invasion of privacy

12/15/2015 7:55 AM

106

I struggle to understand how we can develop a fair and equitable system where a medical professional could make

12/15/2015 7:53 AM

this determination. What medical conditions would be considered an impairment? What degree of mental impairment
would be considered dangerous? For example - how depressed is too depressed to perform engineering, is PTSD an
impairment for detailed design but not construction management? Too slippery a slope and an area that is far too
grey.
107

Unless APEGA had good & reasonable cause regarding mental state of an applicant

12/15/2015 7:38 AM

108

Should be an on going requirement for those choosing to practice well into retirement.

12/15/2015 7:11 AM

109

I do see a risk that individuals may suffer from a health condition impairing their ability as a Member. They may be

12/15/2015 6:51 AM

aware or unaware of this impairment. The tough part I see is how APEGA determines if there is an issue here.
Authorized to require a Member to undergo an exam seems bold. APEGA doesn't require that when licensure is
granted (references, application, exam, experience, education are the methods used to verify this). Rather than a
medical exam, I can see using similar methods that are used to grant licensure as the same methods used to
extend/continue licensure.
110

I want APEGA to have the autority to do this. I'm not of the opinion they should almost ever use it. The threat should
provide sufficient grounds for the improvement I would like to see.

12/15/2015 6:39 AM

111

Have you checked the appropriate federal charters? These are very serious decisions that should be weighed by a

12/15/2015 5:46 AM

Magistrate, not a para-judicial council. You are extending yourselves rather too far here...
112

I think we can "suggest" to our members to consult a doctor, etc., but not force. Members, like the Assoc. should have

12/15/2015 3:51 AM

areas where they need to be expected to self-regulate, and thi is one of those areas.
113

The basis for such a requirement should be established first, otherwise the Registrar is given too much power.

12/14/2015 11:11 PM

114

This could be a part of self declaration or references' declaration. A member could be made responsible for such

12/14/2015 11:03 PM

disability to be declared during annual renewal or made mandatory beyond a certain age (e.g. 60 or 65 years) to
undergo a medical test, may be every other year. If it is for public interest, such cost to be borne by public/
government.
115

The criteria for determining when APEGA will request third-party assessment shall be clearly established, and made

12/14/2015 10:38 PM

available to all APEGA members
116

No comments.

12/14/2015 10:22 PM

117

This is a matter best left to potential clients of the Member in question.

12/14/2015 10:16 PM

118

Physical fitness has nothing to do with mental capability - this one is way to broad in scope to be acceptable.

12/14/2015 10:08 PM

119

This is completely inappropriate. What would give the association the right to require a mental or physical

12/14/2015 10:03 PM

examination. Who at APEGA has the experience and training to determine that this testing is required? I am not aware
of APEGA having trained mental and physical therapists on staff to make an initial assessment of an individual. A third
party could easily forward a malicious complaint and cause a member undue stress that would not be reasonable.

57 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
120

I do not thing a members personal metal health should be disclosed to the public. Additionally the criteria of for metal
health should be clarified (eg. depression).

12/14/2015 9:53 PM

121

Such situations can too easily become witch-hunts. Still need some evidence beyond an accusation. If there is a
problem it should be manifest via the actions of the person being potentially culpable by the present standards. So no

12/14/2015 9:37 PM

need for another set of rules here, except that the investigative committee should have power to ask for such expert
help and require such examinations.
122

This is overwhelmingly mental fitness.

12/14/2015 9:25 PM

123

"APEGA must have the ability to quickly suspend or restrict a Member’s licence if a Member is unable to provide
professional services in a safe and competent manner" (this should be the end of the sentence). This is a question of

12/14/2015 9:16 PM

competence. A member at this point is already proven incompetent. Why does it need to tie to impaired health?
Moreover, does impaired health guarantee that a member is definitely and without a doubt become incompetent all the
time?
124

Who judges the assessments?

12/14/2015 9:01 PM

125

This sounds very "big brother" to me. Making such evaluations independent and fair will be difficult.

12/14/2015 8:47 PM

126

This needs to be thought through carefully. Will age be concerned an "impaired health condition" and who will be the

12/14/2015 8:21 PM

judge in these complex situations that are not clear.
127

this sounds like a medical and or legal matter and should stay such

12/14/2015 8:07 PM

128

If this were the case then Doctors would also have to do the same thing. They don't! Also lawyers are the same. If
there is an AB law that changes this for ALL professionals I would re-consider. Until then we are all the same.

12/14/2015 8:05 PM

129

APEGA should have a good reason for this request. Medical records should not be stored or kept on file

12/14/2015 7:49 PM

130

The Member's health may be associated with problems related to the Administration of the profession or guidance

12/14/2015 7:26 PM

thereof where misinterpretations persist.
131

Seems like a slippery slope. I agree with the idea but need more details on what would yield a person unfit to practice.

12/14/2015 6:28 PM

132

Needs to have a high burden of proof on the accuser to weed out flagrant claims.

12/14/2015 6:27 PM

133

I strongly aggree with the provision that a process is in place for Members or applicants under financial duress to have
full costs paid by APEGA

12/14/2015 5:30 PM

134

Sounds like another layer of bureaucracy.

12/14/2015 5:11 PM

135

Under what conditions would this process be initiated? Who has the write to decide if a member has to be mentally or
physically assesed? How is the 3rd party examiner choosen? Who pays expenses for tge exam? This provision is too

12/14/2015 5:07 PM

vague and could possibly be used unethically. More detail is required for an informed decision to this question.
136

Any member who is in question as to a mental issue should have their head examined.

12/14/2015 5:06 PM

137

Such action should only be taken if there is a complaint.

12/14/2015 4:46 PM

138

Psychologist are analyzed to show them what it feels like to be ont he couch. Every engineer knows that feeling when
the get into the car or cross a bridge.

12/14/2015 4:39 PM

139

After age 65 this makes sense

12/14/2015 3:02 PM

140

APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

to you want this power and how much will it be influenced?
141

This is far beyond the jurisdiction of APEGA. This is a member's decision. How would APEGA prove an impaired

12/14/2015 12:20 PM

condition? We are professionals and this should remain voluntary.
142

There should be an onus on APEGA to have to demonstrate just cause prior to ordering such tests.

12/14/2015 11:44 AM

143

The initial opinion that an impaired health condition exists would likely come as the result of a complaint. Need to be

12/12/2015 10:21 AM

very careful that this is not considered an "Investigation" or an "Inquiry" that would result in public disclosure per the
other Recommendations
144

At the cost of APEGA.

12/10/2015 3:20 PM
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145

How does a health professional determine an engineers fitness to practice? Can they make the call if that engineer is

12/10/2015 8:31 AM

unfit to design a bridge? Or, would they simply need to make the call that someone is mentally or physically impaired?
What if someone has a mental impairment that impacts their ability to perceive social interactions/impacts, but still
retains a strong ability to complete technical works? High functioning autism would be a great example, something you
can see portrayed in Dr. Sheldon Cooper in "The Big Bang Theory". Are we going to tell all engineers that have
lacking social skills (such that they are diagnosable by a health professional) that they can no longer practice
BECAUSE they cannot be trusted to make decisions that take into effect their impact on the wellbeing of the public?
This is a can of worms. You need to make this specific to drugs, alcohol, and certain specific impairments if you want it
to work. It's too broad, too open to interpretation, and too open to turning APEGA's back on many existing engineers.
146

"The question of a Member’s or applicant’s fitness to practise might arise from sources other than a formal complaint.
To adequately protect the public, APEGA needs to be able to respond quickly and appropriately." Clarity need to be

12/9/2015 2:32 PM

given around what "sources" are acceptable. Otherwise this opens an avenue for abuse and false claims. Otherwise
the spirit of the change seems logical.
147

This should be left to employers to decide upon.

12/9/2015 11:24 AM

148

The investigative review should highlight fitness to practice.

12/9/2015 10:51 AM

149

This must be done with a lot of thought and consultation. It will likely become difficult to enforce. At what time intervals,

12/9/2015 8:09 AM

at a certain age, upon application???
150

With ultimate decision to rest with a member board and not Administration.

12/8/2015 10:51 PM

151

"The question of a Member’s or applicant’s fitness to practise might arise from sources other than a formal complaint.

12/8/2015 9:59 PM

To adequately protect the public, APEGA needs to be able to respond quickly and appropriately." Clarity need to be
given around what "sources" are acceptable. Otherwise this opens an avenue for abuse and false claims. Otherwise
the spirit of the change seems logical.
152

If the problem is interfering with the member's ability to carry out their work (and they are not reporting it themselves),

12/8/2015 3:28 PM

then yes this makes sense. However, it seems highly unnecessary to have examinations if there is no indication of
inability to practice. For example - what purpose does a physical examination serve for a design engineer?
153

As long as APEGA does its due diligence

12/8/2015 1:38 PM

154

This should only be applied in cases where there is not a sufficient support network within the individual's firm. For
example, EPCOR, COE, ATCO, etc. have extensive help and case management programs in place and the individual

12/8/2015 12:38 PM

is already likely receiving the care they need and removed from practice.
155

Need to explicitly define when is this necessary.

12/7/2015 8:50 AM

156

I find this to be very difficult to assess especially for determination of mental fitness. All of us have mental impairments

12/5/2015 12:26 PM

to one degree or another and to have some way of determining how this might affect professional practice seems quite
impossible.
157

Any policy regarding this needs to be carefully thought through and only used when circumstances require it.

12/5/2015 11:02 AM

158

This should be considered very carefully; for any member this could be a stress situation. We already expect members
to practice within their scope of ability, and if the member is unable to provide professional service, is he able to

12/4/2015 11:31 AM

provide any service?
159

Agree as long as the request must be based on specific, legitimate and identifiable concerns.

12/4/2015 9:31 AM

160

I do not believe that anyone but an engineer can determine whether or not you are capable of practicing engineering.

12/3/2015 1:56 PM

It would be unprofessional practice to practice if you were no longer competent. If this route is gone down there has to
be a clearly defined list of what conditions PREVENT you from being able to practice engineering.
161

These mental or physical examinations must be compared with what the member is expected to do. E.g. someone in
a wheel chair should not be restricted from practicing engineering just because he/she can't make field trips.

12/3/2015 10:26 AM

162

are you kidding me? You will exclude disabled people from practicing engineering? This is 21-st century, the age of

12/2/2015 9:15 PM

inclusion, not exclusion!
163

What would trigger the registrar to require this? Are there indications this has occurred? I would hate for this to be

12/2/2015 9:31 AM

triggered by a frivolous complaint, and would hope that in most cases, a member would recognize when this is
occurring and withdraw themselves, but recognize that this might not occur.
164

I somewhat agree and disagree.

12/1/2015 9:25 AM

165

Given the broad range of practice a member is able to self-limit their practice to it seems it would be difficult to apply.

11/30/2015 10:48 PM

166

Only if an appeal is available to allow "fourth" party examinations.

11/30/2015 4:36 PM
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167

It would depend on the program. I am concerned this could be used as a punitive measure against a member.

11/30/2015 3:13 PM

168

While I agree that a mental examination may be valid, this will need to be handled extremely sensitively. I do not

11/30/2015 1:51 PM

agree with the physical examinations...the wording implies that someone could be deemed unfit due to a physical
limitation which seems contrary to the Charter of Rights and Freedoms (i.e. not allowed to work due to a disability).
169

The justifcation for this change is weak and needs a stronger case to convince me of the need for this change.

11/30/2015 10:20 AM

170

Only for reasonable cause. May be difficult to enforce. May be invasion of privacy or illegal. Should this be the
responsibility of the employer, and not the association?

11/30/2015 9:31 AM

171

Uncomfortable with APEGA making this kind of decision without details of criteria and rationale for requiring reports

11/30/2015 9:18 AM

172

If evidence is in hand to support this requirement

11/30/2015 9:14 AM

173

This may violate privacy legislation, so need to ensure it is meeting the intent of the recommendation. What

11/30/2015 8:48 AM

frequency? What criteria?
174

With all items under discussion, I look at the questions from the point of view of "can an individual or group use this

11/30/2015 8:19 AM

change to pursue a vendetta or ideological agenda that is detrimental to AEPGA as a whole?" The purpose of this
amendment is too easy to subvert for my liking.
175

agree with mental, but how can APEGA limit someone to practice engineering based on a physical illness or

11/30/2015 8:18 AM

disability?
176

Before this can be done there must be a collaboration with the medical community. APEGA may create an impossible

11/30/2015 8:06 AM

task for the member or applicant or unethical request to AHS. A study in ethical medical tests and examinations must
be completed first.
177

I do not want to see a physical/mental fitness exam become a required step in application process. However, if

11/30/2015 5:28 AM

mental/physical aliment is reported or suspected, APEGA should be able to request examinations
178

Here, we begin to co-mingle professional practices. Can the opinion of a Medical Doctor override the professional

11/30/2015 1:23 AM

opinion of an engineer examining another engineer? We have a duty of self-governance and effective disciplinary
policy to identify and disqualify Members who are impaired to practice.
179

Hopefully, if for health reasons the member is unable to practice, the member will become a retired member vs having

11/29/2015 7:42 PM

their membership completely revoked.
180

Do you differentiate between mental health issues and physical issues? It would be in very poor taste to limit ones

11/29/2015 6:10 PM

engineering ability by a physical issue / injury.
181

My opinion may differ depending on what you consider to be an impaired health condition.

11/29/2015 2:53 PM

182

How would this be initiated? Seems to be open to potential character assassination.

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

183

Assessments such as this will also ensure that the member receives any necessary help to overcome such difficulty.

11/29/2015 9:33 AM

184

You break a leg and lose your licence? No way. suspension must be a careful reflection on members actual

11/29/2015 9:01 AM

performance. Health should remain a personal hurdle.
185

How did this get recommended? Have there been so many physically unfit or mentally unfit Professional Engineers

11/29/2015 7:54 AM

running around? Do Doctors or Lawyers or Dentists or Accountants get subjected to this? How many independent
opinions will be sought? 1,2,3,4? Is one opinion enough to destroy a person's career or business? Physical fitness to
practise? How can you decide that without discriminating against the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms?
Does APEGA now decide what jobs you can do based on your physical abilities? Mental fitness to practise? What is
the detailed criteria for this? Who came up with such nonsense? How many opinions will be sought? What initiates
this process? a complaint? How do you screen against frivolous complaints that are capable of ruining a career or
business? You will be keeping lawyers busy with this.
186

Strongly disagree without examination and study of the criteria where this could be applied including real cases. More

11/28/2015 4:42 PM

of the details should be available for members to study prior to proposing to amend the Act.
187

This is dependent upon swift access to the assessment - which is not guaranteed in the medical system. Is APEGA

11/28/2015 1:42 PM

prepared to provide access to a medical professional to ensure speedy resolution of the assessment?
188

I would assume that such action would be based upon a specific incident or cpmplaint rather than being arbitrary or at
APEGA's discretion as the wording of the above statement implies.

11/28/2015 1:29 PM

189

slippery. s/b a Committee, not just a lone non-medical Registrar's decision.

11/28/2015 1:27 PM

190

Every company I have worked for already have sufficient policies and safeguards in place for this sort of situation.

11/28/2015 1:09 PM
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191

In cases of something like senility, yes, but otherwise there would have to be strong evidence to require this, and not

11/28/2015 9:34 AM

just a malevolent allegation. Before a mamber's livelihood is removed, there should probably be more than one
independent assessment to justify this step.
192

Mental illness should be outside the purview of APEGA. I shudder to think what constitutes an "independent third-

11/28/2015 3:47 AM

party". I think the Nazi set up some of these type of commissions in the 1930's to disenfranchise those they did not
like, including Jews. There is no need to concentrate this power in a government sanctioned organization.
193

As this is being implemented to speed up the process, the individual's license or permit should not be in jeapardy until

11/28/2015 3:37 AM

completion of the assessment.
194

I'm not sure what the impetus for this is, it smacks of agism.

11/27/2015 11:14 PM

195

"The question of a Member’s or applicant’s fitness to practise might arise from sources other than a formal complaint.
To adequately protect the public, APEGA needs to be able to respond quickly and appropriately." Clarity need to be

11/27/2015 10:48 PM

given around what "sources" are acceptable. Otherwise this opens an avenue for abuse and false claims. Otherwise
the spirit of the change seems logical.
196

There needs to be some reason to suspect the member is unable to provide professional services in a safe and

11/27/2015 9:38 PM

competant manner. For instance, age alone may not be an indicator and would be an unfair marker. This is a situation
that requires some sensitivity and the recommendation as it is written does not seem to acknowledge that.
197

No bearing on their work and none of the Association's business. If someone has epilepsy or manic-depression and is

11/27/2015 9:36 PM

taking their medication, there should be no issue. If they aren't, it is a concern for their
employers/employees/customers/clients/families/etc. This reeks of a means to discriminate. Are
sociopaths/psychopaths to be included in these assessments? Studies show that a great number of CEOs and
business leaders fall into this group (hopefully most of them are 'functional' and not actually 'criminal'). Many of these
positions in Calgary are held by those with professional status and perhaps also permits to practice.
198

Not sure that this is appropriate and may contravene Human Rights Issues.

11/27/2015 9:03 PM

199

Do other professions have this????? Doctors? Lawyers?

11/27/2015 8:46 PM

200

This needs to be done with great sensitivity

11/27/2015 8:00 PM

201

Not the Registrar alone

11/27/2015 6:50 PM

202

I don't know how you are going to get an independent mental examination as it seems like no 2 psychiatrists can

11/27/2015 6:44 PM

agree of the accused mental status. Physical examination? Are we going to ban people with one arm or cataracts? or
who can't climb the Calgary Tower in 5 minutes?
203

What about anal probes conducted by our terrestrial members?

11/27/2015 6:23 PM

204

This would be a very intrusive process and I do not believe APEGA should be allowed to intrude into the personal

11/27/2015 3:57 PM

affairs of its members. A member should only have their license suspended or restricted based on evidence of
misconduct.
205

Given that the background information indicates that this could result from an anonymous or unwritten complaint, this

11/27/2015 3:46 PM

recommendation is the start of a slippery slope and gives the Registrar powers not currently permitted in the Canadian
legal system. To much power without control in the Registrar's office. This recommendation is unacceptable.
206

This needs to be better qualified to avoid abuse of this authority to discredit members/permit holders.

11/26/2015 8:56 AM

207

What does this mean? APEGA is now going to punish the disabled? Discrimination don't you think?

11/25/2015 5:12 PM

208

I agree, but we need to be careful about what qualifies as an impaired health condition and who determines that.

11/25/2015 11:49 AM

209

There needs to be reasonable limits to this requirement to prevent this from being used to vex a member or an
applicant's application. A policy and procedure will be required to provide effective due process.

11/25/2015 9:01 AM

210

Guidelines related to when is appropriate to ask are important.

11/25/2015 7:29 AM

211

Such authorization would have to have some significant supporting evidence, be based on a material and credible

11/24/2015 8:11 PM

complaint etc. . Further, what recourse would a Member have if the requirement of the Registrar is found to be without
merit. The Registrar should certainly have some powers, but these must be bridled.
212

There is nothing amiss with the current policy

11/24/2015 7:22 PM

213

On what basis would the Registrar initiate that a member undergo such medical examination? I suggest this be
reworded so that the reason for the requirement is made clear. In other words, it cannot be a subjective, arbitrary

11/24/2015 6:10 PM

decision but must have some basis in factual evidence that the medical examination is necessary.
214

not sure how to separate non-work related stress which might slow someone up does that make a person unfit to
practice
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215

Any person who orders a medical examination, does so on the basis of observation of some "medical symptom" A non-

11/23/2015 5:59 PM

medical person who makes such an authorization is acting outside of their professional expertise and is essentially
contrary APEGA's mandate for its members to practice within their areas of professional expertise.
216

I understand the intent, but am not sure how enforcible this recommendation will be.

11/23/2015 11:43 AM

217

Only if there is evidence to suggest it may be impaired.

11/23/2015 10:14 AM

218

As presented, APEGA would be able to suspend a member based on unsubstantiated information until such time as

11/21/2015 5:49 PM

an evaluation has been completed. This is a circumstance akin to guilty until proven innocent. Further, as the changes
proposed would link any suspensions to the member's profile, I believe that APEGA would be infringing on Freedom of
Information and Privacy rights.
219

APEGA determines criteria for who should be licenced. How can a third party assess a person's fitness to practise

11/21/2015 2:42 PM

without being APEGA?
220

When it comes to health or mental health - I am wondering why there are two statements for health - there may be
times when an APEGA investigator thinks someone they are investigating is mentally unfit when the real issue is a

11/20/2015 8:21 AM

misunderstanding of the anger and attendant behaviours consistent with being discriminated against look similar. Be
very careful with this one. I do not know any APEGA member who is capable to assess anyone's health of any kind. A
medical professional must be the one to demand this. Again, be very careful.
221

It would be necessary to define the criteria against which a person would be evaluated and by what medical specialty,
and limited to cognitive functioning and not related to mental or physical condition that is protected by the Human

11/19/2015 9:42 AM

rights code of Alberta.
222

Physical abilities are irrelevant in many cases. I have known several elderly retired engineers that can mentally run

11/18/2015 2:17 PM

circles around people in the workforce.
223

This is complex... I find it hard to decide when a person is not able to work at the different stages of sickness... for how
long he has been ill, how bad he cant think, etc.. but if this passes, it should be only and only, if it is easy for the

11/17/2015 10:24 AM

member to recover the licence once the sickness is under control. Don't make it harder on somebody that is going thru
pain already.
224

APEGA has not made a compelling argument for the need for this. If it was to proceed, more details about conditions

11/17/2015 8:21 AM

for both suspension and re-instatement must be included in the act.
225

The circumstances under which this may be initiated will need to be very tightly defined so it cannot be as the result of

11/16/2015 2:17 PM

spite or used under false pretenses
226

Must be very clear what constitutes reasonable grounds. People questioning fitness where concerns are unfounded

11/15/2015 4:07 PM

must be subject to review and discipline if the claim is unfounded. It maybe better to require self disclosure.
227

Section 11 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states " Any person charged with an offence has the right ... (d) to
be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial

11/14/2015 10:48 AM

tribunal;". Does this change violate that right? Section 8 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "Everyone has
the right to be secure against unreasonable search or seizure." Does this change violate that right?
228

This should be subject to Canadian privacy law and the Charter of rights on any type of perceived discrimination on

11/13/2015 5:04 PM

the basis of age or physical disablity.
229

Only if there is a justifiable reason why.....civil rights may come into play here...ask a lawyer

11/13/2015 12:57 PM

230

This is extremely intrusive and without strong policy guidelines I see it as strongly dangerous. How do you enforce this
for none resident engineers licensed to practice this in Canada? The extreme cases are being used to "justify" all

11/13/2015 7:23 AM

cases. Comparing to the medical profession in not reasonable as they don't have real time QA processes.
231

That's a slippery slope...

11/13/2015 7:05 AM

232

This requirement may be infringing the privacy of the individual, and additional unjustified costs for healthcare. Early

11/12/2015 9:45 PM

Alzheimer onset and other specific cases of should be handled as special cases and not as part of a law.
233

Would agree with this provided all APEGA executive keep on file a regular conducted independent third party-mental

11/12/2015 9:06 PM

and physical assessment of their ability to competently fulfill their APEGA role.
234

In the case of complaint or other indication that the member may be impaired, this could be appropriate. Should not be
allowed to order examinations in the absence of some indication that there may be a problem.

11/12/2015 8:36 PM

235

"Reasonable and probable cause" should figure prominently in this change. Also APEGA should commit to training and
resources for the Registrar that respect Human Rights legislation.

11/12/2015 8:13 PM

236

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:54 PM

the public we are sworn to protect

62 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
237

APEGA should be the organization to determine fitness to practise.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

238

The recommendation as stated gives the Registrar carte blanche in investigating potential impaired health without any

11/11/2015 11:45 PM

onus of proof. Also under law more than one physician would have to have input. This is a very sensitive topic, and the
APEGA recommendation requires substantially more work.
239

I wonder if there's Human Rights issues associated with doing this.

11/11/2015 4:15 PM

240

Not clear on what grounds such an invasion of privacy should be acted upon. I might be able support the idea if I
knew what the oversight/limitations/justification for such action would be.

11/9/2015 7:15 PM

241

Code of Ethics No. 1. Protect the public.

11/9/2015 1:43 PM

242

The state of health of an individual is a private matter. This is a matter for the Courts.

11/9/2015 7:44 AM

243

Has this been a problem in the past? Or is this simple being added since other jurisdictions have this provision?

11/4/2015 8:28 PM

244

This proposal is so absurd and so scary at the same time. Is the Registrar a qualified health care professional? Who
truly would benefit of the almighty powers tentatively bestowed on the APEGA Registrar through these

11/4/2015 8:07 PM

recommendations? It is not the Public nor the Members or Permit Holders.
245

Impairment as determined by who?

11/4/2015 6:34 PM

246

Recommend reviewing practice of other modern, self-regulating professional organizations such as the Law Society

11/4/2015 12:34 PM

for guidance on how to approach this matter. Also, Permit Holders have existing systems and programs to identify and
manage all manner of personnel capacity to practice, from professional capacity to mental and physical capacity
(typically referenced in Professional Practice Management Plans). APEGA's revised recommendation should
recognize this and consider how APEGA should be working with Permit Holders to assist these Members rather than
subjecting them to additional and likely unnecessary scrutiny for a matter that may already be actively managed.
247

You have got to be kidding?

11/4/2015 9:41 AM

248

I agree with the intent of this recommendation, but wonder if this may open a legal "can of worms" which could open

11/2/2015 4:34 PM

APEGA up to considerable liability? Presumably using an independent third party can limit most of that risk? What
criteria would be put in place for qualifying an appropriate practitioner with applicable knowledge to evaluate "fitness to
practice" relative to the Member's professional role?
249

Discipline Committee can already do this. If the association needs to speed this process up then it should do so and
NOT put this in the hands of a single person.

11/2/2015 3:38 PM

250

How would a decision be made to decide whether an examination is required. A clear definition of where/when/why
this privelege can be utilized should be written.

11/2/2015 1:10 PM

251

APEGA would need to be specific about the threshold for someone to be considered mentally fit or unfit for the job.

11/2/2015 12:31 PM

Just getting examined only tells part of the story, what is needed to do the job is a tougher question. I hope APEGA
does not impose this test on all new applicants, not sure how many would pass.
252

The recommendation should be amended to say: in the case that a Member or applicant shows signs of mental or
physical restrictions, or is self-disclosed by the Member, then the Registrar can require an independent, third party

11/2/2015 11:00 AM

mental or physical examination. Another exception would be under "notitia criminis", which indicates public knowledge
of mental or physical restrictions to become a Member
253

- Who selects the independent, expert medical professional?

11/1/2015 6:01 PM

254

Too broad and well beyond APEGA's core mandate, and therefore open to abuse

11/1/2015 8:43 AM

255

A person's "fitness" to practice can be quite subjective. It might be difficult to determine a physical condition where a

10/31/2015 8:25 PM

member couldn't practice, even if in a somewhat reduced capacity. Certain types of work obviously require a higher
level of fitness and health. Mental capacity, personality and mental health can be blurred, but should be able to be
investigated independently. What would be the trigger?
256

only area where this could apply, to Permit Holder. Majority of the professions working under Permit to Practice.
Permit holder shall identify such metal performance issues to APEGA upon conclusion of internal supports and

10/31/2015 2:30 PM

external supports to deal with metal health of the member.
257

What probable cause would APEGA need in order to take this step? Who will ajudicate whether APEGA has probable
cause? Suggesting someone is mental or physical health has impaired their fitness to practise could seriously

10/30/2015 6:12 PM

damage a person's career and ability to earn a living, even if they are subsequently found competent. Where are the
checks and balances?
258

What is an "impaired health condition" and how des this get applied fairly and objectively?
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259

This seems to be a slippery slope. I believe that investigations should focus on a person's practice (i.e., investigate

10/30/2015 5:34 PM

unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct). Not their mental or physical condition. Who would pay for this? Who
would decide on their capacity - a doctor? Would members be obliged to notify APEGA of medical issues?
260

This is risky territory for APEGA. What if the assessed Member uses another third-party mental/physical examination,

10/30/2015 3:37 PM

and there is findings that contradict APEGA's source? How will APEGA deal with different medical opinions? Also,
what would happen to the assessed Member in the interim? Would their licence be suspended, pending the results of
the assessment? I think APEGA needs a better plan before venturing into this area.
261

This process starts because of a complaint of some sort, I take it? Who is authorized to complain - another APEGA
member or general public?

10/30/2015 9:29 AM

262

Mental examination is not a legitimate scientific measure; it is what allows, for example, communist Vince Li to not be
criminally responsible for the premeditated beheading first degree murder of Tim McLean in front of multiple witnesses

10/30/2015 8:42 AM

on a Greyhound bus in 2008. Keep the quackery of psychiatry out of APEGA - it is also used to condemn those who
have perfect mental health and there is no mechanism to challenge psychiatric quackery.
263

This recommendation confilicts greatly with the storing of an engineers history of

10/29/2015 5:03 PM

suspensions/investigations/cancellations in the APEGA log. Issues of a personal health nature being put in the public
record like that is a huge breach of privacy and is probably illegal. This is only acceptable if it is not made public.
264

This is a big red flag! Does not sit well and have concerns on legal impacts as well as what defines "fitness to

10/29/2015 8:20 AM

practice"? Both from one's mental state and physical state? Legally defining this is very important. But do agree with
ensuring competent/safe practice.
265

The nature of impairments that would prevent safe practice must be clearly defined prior to implementation of such a
recommendation. The assessment of the individual's personal physician should be accepted to avoid the process

10/29/2015 8:18 AM

becoming overly onerous.
266

I think you will have lawyers lining up to represent clients in tons of "jones versus APEGA" cases. The results of a
mental or physical assessment are suppose to be confidential between the medical professional and the client. There

10/28/2015 7:46 PM

might be cases where the employer can be privy to certain results but the employee likely waives the confidentiality as
part of some corporate policy. This item is a slippery slope to put APEGA in a position to determine if someone is "fit
for service". That's up to the employer. If there is no employer, then that might be a different case to deal with.
267

This is very broadly worded and would need to be far more detailed for anyone to really form an opinion, however if it
is not well worded in the legislation this could again be very dangerous to a persons livelihood.

10/28/2015 6:39 PM

268

Wow. Can't believe this is even being considered. I doubt any employer would be allowed to do this based on legal
grounds. What mental or physical conditions does APEGA consider reasonable grounds to make this sort of decision.

10/28/2015 4:15 PM

This is begging for a lawsuit to happen.
269

this is a total infringement of the individual. This is not within the mandate of APEGA and must not be included within
our regulations.

10/28/2015 2:43 PM

270

Under what conditions? Anytime? When there has been a complaint? Who pays for it?

10/28/2015 12:56 PM

271

Drug and alcohol tests only.

10/28/2015 8:52 AM

272

I have found little in the information provided to date to understand why the Registrar would be engaged given that

10/27/2015 8:27 PM

most of us practice in organizations that would intervene before the Registrar would ever be aware that there was an
issue
273

It is up to the employer to decide on the capability and fitness of the individual for a particular job. Again waste of
money.
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Q8 Recommendation: the Engineering and
Geoscience Professions Act should be
amended to authorize the Registrar to
restrict or suspend a Member’s licence
pending receipt of the results of any
required medical assessments.
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Strongly agree

12.34%

160
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274

Strongly disagree
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I do not have an opinion on this matter
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51
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#

Comments

Date

1

That seems fair in justice.

12/18/2015 4:04 PM

2

This should not be done by the arbitrary decision of one person.

12/18/2015 3:47 PM

3

Based on what medical evidence that the Registrar is qualified to assess?

12/18/2015 3:26 PM

4

See answer for question 7

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

5

Sure, if the public is at risk.

12/18/2015 2:16 PM

6

It could be injustice to the member. Wait for the medical assessments results. Once you have the results then take

12/18/2015 2:16 PM

decision based on that.
7

This follows from forgoing questions. A citzen of Canada is innocent under the law until proven otherwise by
processees of law.

12/18/2015 10:09 AM

8

This is necessary for transparency and for the public interest. However this is very sensitive issue and must be handled
very carefully with safeguards in place.

12/18/2015 12:30 AM

9

If the registrar can compel the test, then the registrar should have NO ability to restrict or suspend pending outcome of

12/17/2015 10:34 PM

those tests. Is this Germany in 1936?
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10

This is an unrelated suggestion. Anybody with condition that disables him from practice will automatically terminate his
practice .

12/17/2015 8:17 PM

11

APEGA would be making a judgement call before the assessment is made. This is not fair.

12/17/2015 5:27 PM

12

As with #7, this has to be closely monitored to prevent mis-use.

12/17/2015 2:02 PM

13

In general, I am astounded that we can consider requiring a medical assessment to practise. Who is designing the

12/17/2015 12:46 PM

medial assessment and stating that a specific physical and mental capability is required? This should not be a blanket
clause in the Act but simply something that under exceptional circumstances would be possible - not all circumstance
can be predicted so we shouldn't try to legislate every incident that has happened in the past. I can only imagine that
there has been a issue with health for this to be put forward, and I am going to guess that it is mental health since it
features specifically. So, should this pass, someone can come forward and suggest that I am unfit to practise and the
onus is on me to get a medical certificate stating that I am fit to practise as an Engineer or Geoscientist. It sounds a lot
like guilty until proven innocent which violates my rights.
14

See comments under Recommendation 7. My support of recommendation 8 would depend on a solid arguement, and
a logical and respectful framework to support Recommendation 7.

12/17/2015 10:45 AM

15

Similar to previous question, this is subjecting a person to discrimination. A person ability to practice does not have

12/17/2015 9:43 AM

proper definition, no "real" experts in this field and can be subject to bias.
16

I feel as this is punitive in any case but an active investigation. I would like to know exactly what the scope of testing

12/16/2015 4:47 PM

would entail and how it should be implemented (how it is stored, who will do the testing, who is responsible for paying,
what would disqualify a member...etc). A whole lot of questions, not a lot of answers here.
17

This is like convicting someone of a crime before they've been given a trial...

12/16/2015 4:08 PM

18

This sort of power is inappropriate, especially in light of the fact no results have even been obtained.

12/16/2015 2:59 PM

19

Unless there is a realistic potential for harm, the Member or Permit Holder should be presumed innocent until proven

12/16/2015 2:23 PM

otherwise.
20

It might be preferable to restrict the member's license or have a capable member to co authorize key engineering

12/16/2015 2:10 PM

decisions. Having the right to suspend without receiving the required assessment might be an extreme decision.
21

See my comments noted on item #7.

12/16/2015 12:24 PM

22

What about compensation during a period of lost wages if the Member is found able to practice?

12/16/2015 11:52 AM

23

Only providing there was strong justification for the medical assessments in the first place.

12/16/2015 11:47 AM

24

I'm just hoping there is some means for a member to be heard without requiring expensive representation by a lawyer

12/16/2015 10:04 AM

or such. A member must be given means to blow the whistle on abuse of process, and the Registrar must be
compelled to share whatever allegations the member cares to voice. And furthermore, the member should be able to
take back or revise any statement they care to make whenever they choose and for whatever reason they choose.
25

I believe that this places extraordinary power in The Registrar to question someone's metal abilities based without any
real merit. Throughout history such powers have let to abuse. We must remember that things like homosexuality, even

12/16/2015 9:29 AM

in the western world were until very recently considered a mental health issue. Even today many Canadian public
figures openly or privately will espouse such a view. In any case why should a member practicing under a metal
impairment be treated any differently than a member outside their area of expertise?
26

Should not be done unless appropriate context is given. As worded, it could be used with malice.

12/16/2015 8:43 AM

27

See comments to number 7.

12/16/2015 8:34 AM

28

With due process.

12/16/2015 7:33 AM

29

Only in extreme cases.

12/16/2015 12:41 AM

30

no suspension without medical assessment results.

12/15/2015 9:45 PM

31

The discipline committee shall be the only party authorized to restrict or suspend a Member's licence.

12/15/2015 9:21 PM

32

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:17 PM

33

Restriction or suspension is premature without any evidence.

12/15/2015 9:04 PM

34

only provided a complaint is reviewed with a preliminary hearing by review committee...

12/15/2015 8:34 PM

35

I don't think APEGA has the staff to use this power appropriately.

12/15/2015 5:16 PM

36

I suggest that the changes dealing with emergent situations provides sufficient power to protect the public whereas
this clause needs medical expertise to apply fairly.

12/15/2015 4:48 PM
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37

On what basis?

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

38

The Registrar needs to have a good reason for acting before the results are available.

12/15/2015 4:23 PM

39

if it is regarding mental assessment agree but not on the physical assessment

12/15/2015 3:52 PM

40

Again based on what information would this need arise?

12/15/2015 3:33 PM

41

No business of APEGAs, but a self-regulating matter by the Member.

12/15/2015 3:06 PM

42

I would like some further information on what medical conditions (and at what severity) would result in suspension or

12/15/2015 2:20 PM

restriction of licence, and make sure that they are indeed fair, and that the methods of finding a 3rd party medical
assessment facility was also fair and not biased in any way.
43

There still has to be a process of review and vote by council majority.

12/15/2015 2:17 PM

44

Registrar can restrict or suspend a Member's license pending receipt a medical report that states that the Member
does not have the mental ability to practice the profession. If there is any required medical assessments, Registrar

12/15/2015 1:32 PM

should wait until receiving the final medical report of the assessment.
45

Consideration be given to temporary versus permanent health disability.

12/15/2015 1:11 PM

46

Again, you are trying to punish someone before any kind of decision has been made. Disagree.

12/15/2015 1:09 PM

47

Too much power and control to APEGA. If APEGA take this control and power they need to pay for Liability of that
member's actions while sick. That Member must be held liable for what they do wrong when sick.

12/15/2015 12:49 PM

48

For reasoning related to the response to question 7. I become increasingly concerned with this recommendation sets
general drift to abbreviate and bypass the due processes that have been implemented to safeguard the interests of the

12/15/2015 12:27 PM

members, the association, and the public.
49

When has this ever been an issue? Will a member lose his priveleges because of short term disability, etc?

12/15/2015 12:13 PM

50

See item 7

12/15/2015 12:06 PM

51

Yes, I totally agree, if events necessitates a medical assessment then a member should produce it.

12/15/2015 11:49 AM

52

This would unfairly affect the business of a Member who may not have anything wrong with them. Wait for due

12/15/2015 11:36 AM

process before jumping to conclusions and causing damages.
53

Dependant on the severity of the accusation of medical incompetency.

12/15/2015 11:32 AM

54

See comment to previous recommendation.

12/15/2015 11:32 AM

55

Should such a medical assessment be taken voluntarily or in fact recommended by disciplenary committee, then
suspension can occur if capacity/capability to perform is severely impacted.

12/15/2015 11:25 AM

56

The member should be asked to voluntarily suspend work in this situation. If that fails and the registrar has ample
supporting documentation that it is a risk to society then maybe at that point step in.

12/15/2015 11:05 AM

57

The assessment and review of the results can result in long delays. This process must not be allowed to drag on for

12/15/2015 10:53 AM

extended periods.
58

All references the the Registrar should more appropriately be referred to as the Office of the Registrar.

12/15/2015 10:47 AM

59

Guilty until proven innocent is not appropriate unless imminent danger to the public is clearly evident.

12/15/2015 10:38 AM

60

Again, why should we agree such power over us? I think APEGA should show some confidence in their members'

12/15/2015 10:23 AM

ability to conduct themselves ethical.
61

If preliminary inquiry or public complaint suggests a medical issue affecting the practice then you have no choice.

12/15/2015 10:19 AM

62

Assuming the suspension is initiated as a result of a formal complaint by the public or another member and supported

12/15/2015 10:00 AM

by a thorough investigation.
63

Guilty until proven innocent? Don't think so.

12/15/2015 9:56 AM

64

under what medial assmts will this apply. This needs to be better defined.

12/15/2015 9:54 AM

65

See previous comments.

12/15/2015 9:30 AM

66

Suspicion of a medical condition in my mind is quite different and separate from a suspicion of unethical conduct, so

12/15/2015 9:28 AM

yes, I would agree APEGA would need to act quickly in this type of situation. I do not feel APEGA would be damaging
the entity's reputation simply for licence suspension due to medial reasons.
67

The ability to practice may represent the may source of income of a professional. I would recommend to authorize the
practice under close supervision of another Apega member
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68

Same as #7.

12/15/2015 9:13 AM

69

So long as the results can be returned in a reasonable amount of time, such as a week. Will there be a mechanism for

12/15/2015 9:01 AM

a "suspect" to recover lost income in the event that they are found fit to practice?
70

Only if there is a valid complaint, that is clearly not based on spurious accusations by a competitor or jilted partner.

12/15/2015 8:57 AM

71

Innocent until proven guilty. It is not APEGA's place nor expertise to determine the medical state of their membership.

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

This is completely unreasonable and I would certainly hope that, if this recommendation were passed, the names of
the individual involved would NOT be made public. I question how withholding that information would be possible if
APEGA became required (per previous recommendations) to share the names and information of suspended or
restricted licensees. It is absolutely not the place nor within the rights of APEGA to share information about a
member's medical information nor information that may lead the public to infer medical information about the member.
This is an extremely slippery slope and again, I request proof that this is actually an issue that self-reporting and selfregulation have failed to address, putting the public at actual risk.
72

Medical information is confidential and personal. Where are you guys getting these crazy ideas?

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

73

Again, guilty before proven to be. Seems unfair

12/15/2015 8:40 AM

74

Need further clarity on issue

12/15/2015 8:37 AM

75

how would this be triggered? statement is too broad

12/15/2015 8:32 AM

76

The suspension part is the equivalent to punishment before conviction. If the medical assessment turns out negative

12/15/2015 8:24 AM

(the member is fit) who pays for the consequences of not being able to perform due to this suspension? Limiting the
extent of the practice or making his/her decisions subject to revision after medical assessment indicates the member is
not fit for practice, maybe a better approach.
77

Good Lord! Bring on the APEGA Gestapo.

12/15/2015 8:18 AM

78

Agree provided the matter is not publicized until a determination is made.

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

79

need to wait for the result

12/15/2015 8:04 AM

80

It depends on the situation. I would like to see wording around this first.

12/15/2015 7:59 AM

81

This is a privacy issue and none of the registrars business

12/15/2015 7:55 AM

82

as previous comment

12/15/2015 7:39 AM

83

If there is sufficient evidence that exists the individual is unfit, I support this.

12/15/2015 6:52 AM

84

On a case by case basis

12/15/2015 6:44 AM

85

Only after medical results, if applicable.

12/15/2015 6:33 AM

86

Members licenses should be restricted or suspended on the basis of their inability to demonstrate competency - not

12/15/2015 5:50 AM

on some tenuous link between a "condition" and their presumed capacity to practice.
87

Same comments as previous question

12/15/2015 3:52 AM

88

Member should be provided a short period to provide any medical assessments before restriction or suspension.

12/15/2015 12:05 AM

89

Not sure what those medical assessments are. Please give examples case by case.

12/14/2015 11:13 PM

90

Medical assessment is NOT mandatory to begin with. If it is made mandatory, yes- only then license to remain valid

12/14/2015 11:05 PM

only for the validity period of the medical assessment.
91

Only mental discapacity clearly determined by a third-party should conduct to a licence suspension. A member with

12/14/2015 10:42 PM

physical discapacity shall be allowed to continue holding his/her Professional membership licence, and as such
practing the profession
92

Sometimes degree of judgement on this may differ slightly.

12/14/2015 10:24 PM

93

This is a matter best left to the clients actual or potential.

12/14/2015 10:18 PM

94

Same as last question.

12/14/2015 10:08 PM

95

Firstly, APEGA should not be able to request such medical assessments. Secondly, APEGA does not have qualified
staff top determine if the medical assessment affects a members work. A third party assessment, without

12/14/2015 10:07 PM

understanding the members professional work, is a dangerous road to go down. It will also place liability on the
association if, as this becomes their responsibility, they miss an individual who should have been assessed. The
association should not be responsible or put themselves in a liability situation for such a potential anomaly.
96

That would be discrimination against a person with mental illness
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97

I do not thing a members personal metal health should be disclosed to the public. Additionally the criteria of for metal
health should be clarified (eg. depression).

12/14/2015 9:53 PM

98

I would leave word "restrict" only. Won't leave suspend. Restriction might be clarified somewhere. If person found not
to have medical issues, suspension mights be an additional stress to already difficult situation. In the same time

12/14/2015 9:48 PM

restriction muggt mean e.g. "only supervised practise".
99

Subject to what I stated in the previous item.

12/14/2015 9:38 PM

100

Does impaired health guarantee that a member is definitely and without a doubt become incompetent? Does it happen

12/14/2015 9:21 PM

100% of the time? If this is the exception rather than the norm then this may bring injustice to those coping up with
mental illness but are competent in their practice. Are the aspiring engineers of tomorrow automatically disqualified to
practice in the future if they happen to be treated of illness at some point in their lives?
101

The member must have their day in court before judgement is made on the member.

12/14/2015 9:19 PM

102

Need clear rules around how the results of the medical assessment can be interpreted in terms of bring fit to practice.

12/14/2015 9:04 PM

103

See above. Removes the right to self governance if an outside party if dictating the practice of a member.

12/14/2015 9:02 PM

104

The "Full Briefing Note" is neither detailed nor sufficient enough in detail to propose this recommendation. How does

12/14/2015 8:21 PM

the Act define, and based on what quantitative medical or neurological data, which medical assessments would
restrict one's ability to safely practice per the Act?
105

if necessary the registrar could request such proof, where there is a sense that there is a safety risk to the community.

12/14/2015 8:08 PM

106

Really. Take away his lively hood without knowing the actual result. NO !

12/14/2015 8:05 PM

107

Suspend only. Restricting will be impossible for the association to police and we pay enough fees already.

12/14/2015 8:03 PM

108

These medical records should not be kept in the APEGA database or on file at the time of receipt.

12/14/2015 7:50 PM

109

Only if multiple assessments - that is, not based on a single assessment.

12/14/2015 7:35 PM

110

This may be helpful; however, medical and psychological practitioners are human and prone to biased opinions. It may

12/14/2015 7:27 PM

require the examination by more than one practitioner.
111

Time should be given for the Member to find a replacement for work conducted.

12/14/2015 7:11 PM

112

Have to wait for the results of the test. Or else it could be an indefinite situation.

12/14/2015 6:29 PM

113

Only with clear cause for concern of imminent danger.

12/14/2015 6:28 PM

114

I strongly disagree unless the restriction or suspension can remain unpublished and out of the public domain to

12/14/2015 5:30 PM

protect innocent individuals - this is a fair balance between the assumption of innocence until proven guilty and urgent
protection of public safety.
115

See previous comment.

12/14/2015 5:07 PM

116

Such action should only be taken when there are several complaints or if the contact with the member has

12/14/2015 4:48 PM

demonstrated that a medical impairment is highly probable.
117

Need to have the assessment in hand otherwise how would we know if there is an impairment?

12/14/2015 4:44 PM

118

This sounds like guilty until proven innocent...

12/14/2015 3:02 PM

119

Please see me prior response. APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment
would be enacted. To what extent to you want this power and how much will it be influenced?

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

120

NO. This has to be voluntary, APEGA is not a medical agency, it is a regulator and professional association.

12/14/2015 12:21 PM

121

See previous comment

12/14/2015 11:44 AM

122

This moves the responsibility to administration versus the members. The Registrar should be forced to still engage

12/11/2015 4:52 PM

with a small group of professional members to do this.
123

Only if they have evidence to suggest it is both reasonable and necessary.

12/10/2015 8:32 AM

124

A medical assessment alone should not be enough to suspend a member's right to practise. A formal panel should be
required after an official invesigation with the medial assessment as a piece of evidence. Even if that investigation is

12/9/2015 4:38 PM

shortened by the medical assesment. it would be unjust to remove a member from service based purely on a third
party medical evaluation.
125

This assumes the "third-party mental or physical examinations" will be open to licensed professionals and not limited
by APEGA short lists as this can lead to corruption.
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126

Innocent until proven guilty?

12/9/2015 11:26 AM

127

What happens with the jurisdiction of the design? Upon suspension of a permit, whose responsibility will the
continuation of work fall on; the engineering firm or client (if they are different)?

12/9/2015 10:53 AM

128

The registrar should RECOMMEND restrictions/suspensions to a member board.(single 30 day temporary emergency

12/8/2015 10:57 PM

actions should be sufficient for urgent situations but ALWAYS subject to oversight and post-action review of a member
board.)
129

ONLY in the event that the condition affects the practice. Some medical assessments are quite subjective - it would be
unfair to remove a professional's status or livelihood based on a single review in this circumstance.

12/8/2015 3:29 PM

130

Provided APEGA does its due diligence

12/8/2015 1:39 PM

131

This should only be applied in cases where there is not a sufficient support network within the individual's firm. For
example, EPCOR, COE, ATCO, etc. have extensive help and case management programs in place and the individual

12/8/2015 12:38 PM

is already likely receiving the care they need and removed from practice.
132

If it can be determined a mental impairment is present and that that impairment affects the professional practice of a

12/5/2015 12:28 PM

member then they should be prevented from practicing.
133

Would need some measure of independence on this decision Perhaps it goes to a board to review

12/5/2015 11:03 AM

134

As long as the original request has been made based on specific and legitimate concerns.

12/4/2015 9:32 AM

135

In the case of a mental issue, I can agree with this, but the same caveat applies...applying this to a physical
assessment may cause issues with Charter Rights and disabilities.

11/30/2015 1:53 PM

136

Maybe have a broader category around not fit to practice, and a procedure to decide this, rather than being

11/30/2015 9:34 AM

prescriptive on medical conditions.
137

Safeguards for individuals need to be explicitly stated - may be involve voluntary self-suspension as a first step

11/30/2015 9:21 AM

138

Should be based on recommendation 7 - criteria, frequency. Is this a single evaluation?

11/30/2015 8:52 AM

139

AHS will identify immediate risks to the public. Why would they produce potential degenerative genetic or potential risk

11/30/2015 8:12 AM

(which this request is based on)? AHS will not judge competency or ability. APEGA will be unfairly ruining careers.
140

This assumes support for recommendation number 7 whereby a Member or applicant is required to undergo medical

11/30/2015 1:24 AM

examination in the first instance.
141

Will a transition time allowance be considered so the affected member can try to hire help to take over existing
contracts so contract work can complete? Depending on the medical condition severity, the member may just be

11/29/2015 7:49 PM

limited but not totally incapable to complete his/her duties.
142

Again, I would be curious to know how one can judge the engineering ability of a person with a physical disability.

11/29/2015 6:11 PM

143

with public healthcare wait times this could result in significant financial impact to affected members

11/29/2015 11:49 AM

144

See comment for 7.

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

145

this could be extremely embarrassing and ruin a professional's career.

11/29/2015 9:34 AM

146

Health, cancer, heart attack should not be any concern of apega it is a personal matter. Furthermore, do we witch
hunt sex changes as a health isssue? How about prying into a members use of prozac? Could they be a witch?

11/29/2015 9:04 AM

147

If this ridiculous requirement is to be approved, then it is up to Registrar to investigate in a timely manner. This is

11/29/2015 7:56 AM

asking for frivolous complaints that cripple a career or business.
148

Strongly disagree for similar reasons as expressed for Question #7.

11/28/2015 4:43 PM

149

This is dependent upon swift access to the assessment - which is not guaranteed in the medical system. Is APEGA
prepared to provide access to a medical professional to ensure speedy resolution of the assessment?

11/28/2015 1:42 PM

150

This statement seems too broad and should be expanded to stipulate that such action would be taken as a result of a

11/28/2015 1:31 PM

major complaint. APEGA is not in any position to assess medcial competency or psychological soundness of a
member.
151

only with a medical committee's recommendation in hand.

11/28/2015 1:29 PM

152

Innocent until proven guilty.

11/28/2015 1:10 PM

153

The engineering Act should be brought into accordance with the legal and medical professions' Acts in this respect.

11/28/2015 9:34 AM

154

Depriving a person of his/her livelihood on mere suspicion is a dangerous practice.

11/28/2015 3:49 AM
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155

The Registrar should only restrict or suspend a Member’s license, after the receipt of verifiable medical assessment
result.

11/27/2015 11:06 PM

156

This assumes the "third-party mental or physical examinations" will be open to licensed professionals and not limited

11/27/2015 10:48 PM

by APEGA short lists as this can lead to corruption.
157

Some reason or proof is required before licence restrictions or suspensions can be applied.

11/27/2015 9:40 PM

158

If no criminal allegations have been proven, whether it be as a danger to oneself or to others, it is offensive that
APEGA wants the members' approval to discriminate if they so choose.

11/27/2015 9:38 PM

159

Do other professions have this????? Doctors? Lawyers?

11/27/2015 8:46 PM

160

Innocent until proven guilty

11/27/2015 8:08 PM

161

I believe these orders should not be included on the permanent record of the member

11/27/2015 8:03 PM

162

Not the Registrar alone

11/27/2015 6:50 PM

163

Guilty until proven innocent?

11/27/2015 6:44 PM

164

This seems very heavy handed to me, as it appears that there is no means for a Member to argue that their licence

11/27/2015 5:22 PM

shouldn't be restricted or suspended on the suspicion that are unfit to practice. If "there are reasonable and probable
grounds to believe the individual is incapacitated," why can a formal complaint not be made to initiate the process? If
the question of a Member’s or applicant’s fitness to practise arise from sources other than a formal complaint are the
grounds strong enough to restrict or suspend a Member’s licence pending receipt of the results of the medical
assessment? It appears to place a burden on the Member or applicant to prove their lack of incapacitation. I would be
more inclined to agree with the afore described recommendation if there were a mechanism in place to compel the
independent, third-party mental or physical examinations to assess the person’s fitness to practise, without restricting
or suspending a Member's licence. There should be some means for a Member to argue their position before
restricting or suspending a Member's licence.
165

Totally unnecessary, intrusive, and violates Charter, particularly when a complaint may be anonymous or unwritten.

11/27/2015 3:47 PM

166

Similar comment to #7. This whole area needs better framing with respect to when and why this would be done to
avoid abuse of the authority.

11/26/2015 8:58 AM

167

See previous comments. Walking a very thin line???

11/25/2015 5:12 PM

168

There need to be reasonable limits with a defined due process (that is, policy and procedure) to ensure that this is not

11/25/2015 9:05 AM

vexatious.
169

As in 8, IF and ONLY IF, such assessments are reasonably supported and reasonably required, then temporary
restriction pending results would be equitable.

11/24/2015 8:12 PM

170

is the current process really that badly broken that would warrant this degree of interference sub judice?

11/24/2015 7:24 PM

171

Requirements of this nature are naturally a part of complying with APEGA's membership responsibilities.

11/24/2015 6:11 PM

172

restrict maybe but suspend seems a little strong if someone is experiencing a temporary stress related incident in
there lives

11/24/2015 4:32 PM

173

Only if litigation is pending against a member as a result of any unfit/unskilled practices.

11/24/2015 10:38 AM

174

Evidence required.

11/23/2015 10:14 AM

175

I believe that medical assessments can likely be completed in a very timely manner so the need to suspend a licence

11/21/2015 5:50 PM

should not be required.
176

Only medical? How about mental assessments suggested in the earlier question? I'm concerned that the prevalent

11/21/2015 2:44 PM

bias against mental illness results in a greater stigma than a criminal conviction.
177

Now, is APEGA setting itself up as a medical adjudicator? Not likely - this one is outside the boundaries of any APEGA
member I know.

11/20/2015 8:21 AM

178

given that it can take a very long time to schedule a medical assessment, easily up to one year this has the effect or
removing a persons licence without the opportunity to appeal due process to apega or the courts.

11/19/2015 9:44 AM

179

This puts a lot power in the hands of an individual-the potential for future abuse exists. APEGA has not made a

11/17/2015 8:22 AM

compelling argument for the need for this. It is also too vague. If it was to proceed, more details about conditions for
both suspension and re-instatement must be included in the act.
180

This again may be very difficult to determine and maybe more effective with self disclosure requirements.

11/15/2015 4:07 PM

181

What does their physical status have to do with their ability to be an engineer or geologist?

11/15/2015 7:02 AM
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182

Section 11 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states " Any person charged with an offence has the right ... (d) to

11/14/2015 10:49 AM

be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial
tribunal;". Does this change violate that right?
183

I agree with the restriction, but am concerned about suspension. Both here and in item #7, the registrar's decision

11/13/2015 5:09 PM

should NOT be made public - as per privacy laws and charter of rights.
184

ask a lawyer

11/13/2015 12:57 PM

185

Once again, without a strong policy this is dangersous. there needs to be a strong policy to provide guidelines into this

11/13/2015 8:14 AM

invassive proceddure. Finally how is this going to be implemented on foreigh engineers licencse to practice in Canada
186

That's "guilty until proven innocent" and is totally unacceptable

11/13/2015 7:06 AM

187

See previous comments. (*7)

11/12/2015 9:46 PM

188

See previous written response

11/12/2015 9:07 PM

189

Competence to practice is already part of our responsibilities as professionals. This possibly intended as proactive

11/12/2015 8:16 PM

approach implies a breach in this commitment. This is an unfortunate suggestion.
190

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:54 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
191

There needs to be clear criteria in place to identify the required evidence or situations where the registrar is authorized

11/12/2015 7:47 PM

to restrict or suspend a member's license prior to receipt of any medical assessments.
192

Innocent until proven guilty should apply here as well.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

193

I need more briefing on what triggers a medical assessment, and how the results would be interpreted. I think that

11/11/2015 11:57 PM

APEGA should have no more power than an employer in investigating an individual's health.
194

See comments relative to previous item.

11/9/2015 7:16 PM

195

There must be a reasonable timeline defined for medical assessments to be completed.

11/9/2015 3:50 PM

196

Until the results have been finalized, they should not be allowed to restrict or suspend.

11/9/2015 1:45 PM

197

The decision to suspend or restrict a license should not be automatic, but rather should me made after receipt of the

11/9/2015 1:45 PM

medical assessments
198

see previous comment.

11/9/2015 7:45 AM

199

see comments for question 7.

11/4/2015 8:29 PM

200

Again, this proposal is so absurd and so scary at the same time. Is the Registrar a qualified health care professional?

11/4/2015 8:07 PM

Who truly would benefit of the almighty powers tentatively bestowed on the APEGA Registrar through these
recommendations? It is not the Public nor the Members or Permit Holders.
201

Are we also willing to compensate the member for any lost income and expenses while we wait for said results?

11/4/2015 6:35 PM

202

Again, recommend reviewing practice of other modern, self-regulating professional organizations such as the Law
Society for guidance on how to approach this matter. Also, Permit Holders have existing systems and programs to

11/4/2015 12:35 PM

identify and manage all manner of personnel capacity to practice, from professional capacity to mental and physical
capacity (typically referenced in Professional Practice Management Plans). APEGA's revised recommendation should
recognize this and consider how APEGA should be working with Permit Holders to assist these Members rather than
subjecting them to additional and likely unnecessary scrutiny for a matter that may already be actively managed. In
light of other proposals to publish details of restrictions or suspensions, APEGA needs to reconsider the ramifications
of publishing details related to capacity matters subject to privacy laws.
203

Pending case-by-case circumstances, I think restrictions would generally be preferable to full suspension. Whatever
the assigned limitations, if these are made public there should be some mechanism to clarify that the

11/2/2015 4:37 PM

restrictions/suspension are not (necessarily) due to professional wrongdoing (for example, in the case of an individual
with diminished mental capacity, they may not have been capable of self-regulating in this case).
204

Can already be done by the Investigative Committee. If a complaint must be received first then have the Registrar

11/2/2015 3:40 PM

raise the complaint.
205

With the same proviso of my comment to the previous question.

11/2/2015 1:11 PM

206

There needs to be a mechanism for this. I don't like the power being centralized to the Registrar position. Who keeps
this person in check? This seems to be out of line with the original intent of our professional association.

11/2/2015 12:33 PM

207

Only if the precedent proviso is applied as suggested.

11/2/2015 11:01 AM
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208

What current roles, responsibilities and required level of training does the Registrar position have to ensure this is the

11/1/2015 6:02 PM

correct person to make such a decision?
209

There must be some public criteria for the requirements to avoid subjective abuse of the system.

10/31/2015 8:26 PM

210

Guillty until proven innocent! A police state would love this one. After all its in the public interest. Who will have the

10/30/2015 6:12 PM

authority to do this and on what factual evidence?
211

As per question #7

10/30/2015 5:57 PM

212

see previous comment - a decision on licensing should be based on skill and professionalism, not medical condition.

10/30/2015 5:35 PM

213

APEGA has no right to confidential medical discussions between a patient and doctor

10/30/2015 1:32 PM

214

Guilty till proven innocent again.

10/30/2015 9:30 AM

215

Keep psychiatric quackery out of APEGA. It has a history of being used without accountability or challenge to convict

10/30/2015 8:45 AM

innocent people and free guilty people. Use the "reasonable person" assessment in judgment not quackery.
216

See previous response

10/29/2015 5:04 PM

217

The individual must be provided a reasonable time frame in which to provide any required information.

10/29/2015 8:21 AM

218

Again. What is the definition to trigger this action in order to ensure fair and legal treatment of members.

10/29/2015 8:20 AM

219

See comments for #7. This sort of thing falls under the employer's responsibilities and practices. In the case of self

10/29/2015 7:05 AM

employed members, then maybe APEGA would need to step in.
220

See comments for #7

10/28/2015 7:46 PM

221

APEGA must provide access to medical assessment in a timely manner at APEGA's expense. Also, member has right

10/28/2015 7:24 PM

to get his own "independent" assessment
222

See previous response. The reasons for and details of the medical assessment need to be expanded upon greatly

10/28/2015 6:40 PM

before forming an opinion.
223

This is entirely out of the authority of APEGA and must not be included in our Act.

10/28/2015 2:45 PM

224

Innocent until proven guilty in Canada? Again, what process drives the "required" part of the medical assessment?

10/28/2015 12:58 PM

225

Drug and alcohol tests only.

10/28/2015 8:52 AM

226

Any restriction or suspension of a licence must remain with the discipline committee and not with a staff member

10/27/2015 8:29 PM

227

Is APEGA for medical assessment? Employers do this before they offer the job to check the fitness of an individual
appropriate for the job.

10/27/2015 1:48 PM

73 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey

Q9 Recommendation: The Engineering and
Geoscience Professions Act should be
amended to authorize the Registrar to
maintain the restriction or suspension until
the incapacity has been treated and
addressed.
Answered: 1,296
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Responses

Strongly agree

26.08%

338

Somewhat agree

37.50%

486

Somewhat disagree

13.35%

173

Strongly disagree

19.52%

253

I do not have an opinion on this matter

3.55%

46

Total

1,296

#

Comments:

Date

1

Seems fair.For public safety maintaining suspension is a requirement.

12/18/2015 4:06 PM

2

Who will make the determination that the treatment is sufficient?

12/18/2015 3:28 PM

3

See answer for question 7

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

4

Sure, if the public is at risk.

12/18/2015 2:16 PM

5

This is necessary for transparency and for the public interest. However this is very sensitive issue and must be handled
very carefully with safeguards in place.

12/18/2015 12:30 AM

6

NOT if the registrar can initiate the complaint and compel the test. A capricious registrar would have the ability to
RUIN a lot of lives, and a capricious, sociopath registrar would be able to get away with it.

12/17/2015 10:36 PM

7

Registrar does not have capability of such assessment.

12/17/2015 8:18 PM
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8

Before there is an consideration that APEGA has the power to restrict my licence on the basis on mental or physical

12/17/2015 12:50 PM

health, I would like to know what the health requirements for practising as an Engineer or Geoscientist are, which
doctors will sign off on my ability to practise, whether the certification can be challenged, whether APEGA will pay for
my expenses to travel to these doctors if not simply a family doctor, whether the suspension is immediate and how my
livelihood is affected. Are there specialist mental health experts who can judge the required capacity to practise in
Engineering and Geoscience? How long will the wait time for an appointment be?
9

See comments under recommendation 7 and 8. More background and supporting information to support the need for

12/17/2015 10:48 AM

the ese recommendation is required, as is the actual framework and process for implementing them. I am VERY
uncomfortable with APEGA crossing over into the medical professions and making judgements about professional
capacity without more information on how this would work.
10

Define incapacity and what it means to be treated.

12/17/2015 9:44 AM

11

I only think this would make sense in an active investigation. As a general profession wide screening I feel as though

12/16/2015 4:48 PM

this is going too far. If something like this is implemented it needs to have VERY clear lines of what is an "incapacity".
12

This again is dangerous... will drive professionals to hide any physical and mental challenges for fear of losing their

12/16/2015 4:09 PM

license.
13

At this time a suspension will be deemed reasonable after a thorough assessment.

12/16/2015 2:11 PM

14

See my comments noted in Item #7.

12/16/2015 12:24 PM

15

procedures?

12/16/2015 10:30 AM

16

Who defines the term "addressed"?

12/16/2015 10:08 AM

17

Just so long as the member retains a voice to publish their own side of the story within the same medium as the
Registrar's side, and is given equal (or greater) weight as the Registrar's judgment.

12/16/2015 10:06 AM

18

Only upon the formal finding of a problem in the member's health.

12/16/2015 9:30 AM

19

How Apega will come to suspect somebody`s mental unfit? Is this a part of investigation or registration? I would agree
if this is a part of investigation process only.

12/15/2015 9:33 PM

20

The discipline committee shall direct the registrar in all matters relating to Member's licence to practice. There is
absolutely no need to have the registrar's duties spelled out in in the Act.

12/15/2015 9:26 PM

21

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:18 PM

22

Again the cost of re-examination to determine whether issue has been addressed must be born by APEGA.

12/15/2015 9:05 PM

23

If a health issue is confirmed and is relevant to a higher sanction discipline order, then I would agree.

12/15/2015 5:22 PM

24

Same reason

12/15/2015 5:16 PM

25

To who's standard? The Province's Paramedics are losing some of their ability to self regulate the profession over this

12/15/2015 4:56 PM

exact issue!
26

A doctor providing a written statement saying the person can return to work should be sufficient, without details of the

12/15/2015 4:49 PM

health reasons.
27

I agree in principle with all these items but caution and sensibility is required. In some cases there may be some
restrictions imposed on certain activities, but closing a business because the owner has a cough would be rather

12/15/2015 4:25 PM

trivial!
28

ASSUMING the restriction or suspension recommendation is in fact adopted then I would support this protocol.

12/15/2015 4:23 PM

29

if it is regarding mental assessment agree but not on the physical assessment

12/15/2015 3:52 PM

30

I would agree to this ONLY if the initial ability to suspend or restrict a member has strong protections for the member

12/15/2015 3:03 PM

31

I don't think the Registration should be in any position to suspend based upon an opinion of health condition.

12/15/2015 2:54 PM

32

This should not be an all or nothing question. I expect that there should be a stepped procedure for return to full
authorization.

12/15/2015 2:18 PM

33

How this can be proved? It is all about process details

12/15/2015 12:33 PM

34

See response to 7 and 8.

12/15/2015 12:28 PM

35

This whole line of reasoning is poorly thought out.

12/15/2015 12:13 PM

36

See item 7

12/15/2015 12:07 PM
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37

See comments to the first recommendation in this set of three.

12/15/2015 11:33 AM

38

If the incapacity is permanent, yet the member wishes to stay registered (say for insurance purposes), they should be
allowed to be a non-practicing member.

12/15/2015 11:07 AM

39

Who has defined "incapacity" that requires treatment? Process must be in place to ensure Registrar does not drag out
decision.

12/15/2015 10:55 AM

40

This is pretty contentious and overly draconian. It it turned out the Registrar suspended a member on the basis of a

12/15/2015 10:31 AM

medical/psychological assessment that could be disputed by competing one, then what? Would not APEGA opening
itself to lawsuits, not to mention a deteriorating relationship between its members?
41

In the event that there is a true incapacity, not a perceived incapacity.

12/15/2015 9:57 AM

42

need to define incapacity.

12/15/2015 9:55 AM

43

Determination of successful treatment is always difficult, and is not the same for all forms of incapacity.

12/15/2015 9:16 AM

44

Only if there is a valid complaint, that is clearly not based on spurious accusations by a competitor or jilted partner.

12/15/2015 8:58 AM

45

It is not APEGA's place to police the medical conditions of it's membership. It does not have the medical capacity to do

12/15/2015 8:49 AM

so. See previous comments to this end.
46

too wide an area and may encourage cheating and abuse.

12/15/2015 8:47 AM

47

Agree only if this is in the context of having the assessment to the member indicating that is not fit and his practice

12/15/2015 8:27 AM

must be restricted or suspended
48

What kind of incapacity is being discussed here? Q7, Q8, and Q9 are really

12/15/2015 8:19 AM

49

This is highly dependent on what the definition of an "incapacity" is.

12/15/2015 6:51 AM

50

This is meaningless unless you agree with Q8.

12/15/2015 5:51 AM

51

The suspension and restrictions shall be limited to use of stamping or acting as P. Eng/ Geol.

12/15/2015 1:48 AM

52

I think this should be discussed in greater details.

12/14/2015 11:19 PM

53

This is a difficult topic. These ammendments could help, or be abused.

12/14/2015 10:46 PM

54

This should be only limited to mental related incapacities; physical incapacities shall not be subject to any suspension
or restriction

12/14/2015 10:44 PM

55

Only if the incapacity affect the quality of work, judgement, and sound reasoning

12/14/2015 10:25 PM

56

See responses above.

12/14/2015 10:19 PM

57

See comments to 7 and 8. Absolutely ridiculous idea.

12/14/2015 10:08 PM

58

Same as last question.

12/14/2015 10:08 PM

59

I do not thing a members personal metal health should be disclosed to the public. Additionally the criteria of for metal

12/14/2015 9:53 PM

health should be clarified (eg. depression).
60

see #7. Get the process right and the rest is OK.

12/14/2015 9:39 PM

61

Please only measure competence. Underlying cause of ineptitude should no longer be relevant.

12/14/2015 9:22 PM

62

Depends on the assessment and what it calls for in terms of re-mediation.

12/14/2015 9:03 PM

63

Similar to previous comment, APEGA has not provided sufficient professional material in which to make such a

12/14/2015 8:23 PM

proposal, and the conditions in which it would govern such restraints..
64

if supported by the courts or the medical authorities yes

12/14/2015 8:09 PM

65

Boy this is a loaded question. There are 10,000 things that we are discussing here! Put more meat on the details then
it can be discussed.

12/14/2015 8:07 PM

66

As long as this status does not affect the members' standing in a negative way.

12/14/2015 7:52 PM

67

Again, multiple assessments required ("second opinions").

12/14/2015 7:35 PM

68

The incapacity may be a result of bullying in the workplace from another professional believing that their methods

12/14/2015 7:29 PM

were appropriate.
69

This assumes there there is ahealth issue that has been properly investigated and found to be an impairment.

12/14/2015 6:54 PM

70

Once confirmed, yes restrictions should be enforceable.

12/14/2015 6:28 PM
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71

I strongly disagree unless the restriction or suspension is labled "temporary" and erased from the public domain once
the incapacity has been treated and addressed. This will reduce the risk of discrimination and trauma of individuals.

12/14/2015 5:30 PM

72

Yes, but only for proven conditions.

12/14/2015 3:03 PM

73

Please see my prior response. APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

would be enacted. To what extent to you want this power and how much will it be influenced?
74

A practicing member should disclose (and typically do) every year whether they can practice or not. This steps beyond
what I would view as a role of APEGA.

12/14/2015 12:22 PM

75

Treated AND addressed? There are some diseases or impairments that can only be treated, or only addressed. To do
both implies to be cured, which, may not be possible. If someone is an alcoholic, if they accept treatment (AA

12/10/2015 8:35 AM

sessions) and address the issue by taking booze out of their home, should they be allowed to practice? Or should a
health professional provide an opinion that the member has regained fitness to practice engineering?
76

Criteria for "treated and addressed" needs to be clarified. This should include re-assessment by a third-party such as

12/9/2015 2:32 PM

was defined able to determine the basis of the restriction.
77

If the condition has been proven then yes.

12/9/2015 11:26 AM

78

If aligned with Health Care providers assessment.

12/8/2015 10:58 PM

79

Provided that the medical incapacity truly interferes with the Member's duties.

12/8/2015 3:30 PM

80

Provided APEGA does its due diligence

12/8/2015 1:40 PM

81

This should only be applied in cases where there is not a sufficient support network within the individual's firm. For
example, EPCOR, COE, ATCO, etc. have extensive help and case management programs in place and the individual

12/8/2015 12:38 PM

is already likely receiving the care they need and removed from practice.
82

Since I don't think the registrar should be able to force you to take a medical I'm not sure how to answer this, however
if that route is gone down then it only makes sense that the registrar should have this power.

12/3/2015 1:57 PM

83

Mental health, sure...physical health is again an area of difficulty as many physical disabilities are not reversible. The
wording needs to be very careful to avoid potential Charter issues.

11/30/2015 1:56 PM

84

This is a logical requirement if 8 is accepted

11/30/2015 9:22 AM

85

As per comments 7 and 8

11/30/2015 8:53 AM

86

If a member has been found to me an immediate risk to the public, either incompetent or unfit, they should be

11/30/2015 8:13 AM

suspended until the incapacity has been addressed.
87

This may relate to the two prior recommendations, but is somewhat more acceptable when considering the treatment

11/30/2015 1:26 AM

measures a Member or applicant has willingly undertaken and disclosed to APEGA.
88

See comment on 7.

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

89

This will ensure that the member has full motivation and support to get the help needed.

11/29/2015 9:34 AM

90

The premise of APEGA judging physical or mental capacity is horribly flawed.

11/29/2015 7:58 AM

91

Strongly disagree for similar reasons as expressed for Question #7.

11/28/2015 4:43 PM

92

This is dependent upon swift access to the assessment - which is not guaranteed in the medical system. Is APEGA
prepared to provide access to a medical professional to ensure speedy resolution of the assessment?

11/28/2015 1:43 PM

93

All of these statements appear to elevate APEGA to a much higher level than is necessary in its determination of

11/28/2015 1:35 PM

whether a member is capable of performing... or not. No mention is made of any outside assessments of competency
(physical, mental, etc.) that would require action on APEGA's part. APEGA shoud confine its assessments to technical,
ethical, business and engineering proficiency aspects of a member's capability to practice. It should however have
policies in place that provide the prcessess by which it should act when confronted with an outside professional
assessment of a member's alleged incapacity to perform made by an outside professional body.
94

only with a medical committee's recommendation in hand.

11/28/2015 1:29 PM

95

Again, ensure accordance with other professional body Acts.

11/28/2015 9:35 AM

96

This needs to be much more specific, it could easily be abused. Our professions can be performed despite physical
limitations, so it seems aimed at mental illness. If so, there is an entire spectrum of mental disorders that would be

11/27/2015 11:19 PM

extremely difficult to navigate. Indeed, I have worked with many peculiar people, yet I would not go so far as to insist
they cannot work.
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97

Criteria for "treated and addressed" needs to be clarified. This should include re-assessment by a third-party such as

11/27/2015 11:17 PM

was defined able to determine the basis of the restriction.
98

Only if proof of incapacity exists

11/27/2015 9:41 PM

99

Do other professions have this????? Doctors? Lawyers?

11/27/2015 8:47 PM

100

Not the Registrar alone

11/27/2015 6:50 PM

101

Again, who do they think we are?

11/27/2015 6:24 PM

102

I agree, assuming that an incapacitation has been found by an independent, third-party.

11/27/2015 5:22 PM

103

APEGA should not have the unfettered right to determine a suspension in this area. In violation of Canada's legal

11/27/2015 3:47 PM

precedence and the Charter of Rights.
104

See my comments on 7 and 8. I "Somewhat agree": with this one because IF the others can be framed properly, this
one would logically follow.

11/26/2015 9:03 AM

105

APEGA has no jurisdiction here.

11/25/2015 5:13 PM

106

Just because a condition has been "treated and addressed" does not mean a member is fit for work. The restriction or

11/25/2015 9:07 AM

suspension needs to be maintained until there is reasonable confidence that the member can capably perform his
work.
107

treated, addressed ......"or otherwise satisfactorily resolved......"

11/24/2015 8:14 PM

108

How many cases are we talking about here? Is this so common an occurrence that it warrants this type of action or is
it yet another example ( in my view) of APEGA's self serving tendency?

11/24/2015 7:27 PM

109

I support this after a medical diagnosis has been issued and treatment undertaken.

11/24/2015 10:39 AM

110

This is going to add administrative effort. Will this be the Registrar, someone on staff, the Investigative or Discipline
Committee's responsibility?

11/23/2015 11:46 AM

111

Yes, once diagnosed.

11/23/2015 10:15 AM

112

If and when an incapacity has been confirmed, then APEGA should be able to act on this but not prior to such a

11/21/2015 5:51 PM

confirmation.
113

Of course, if the previous two recommendations are adopted, this must be as well.

11/21/2015 2:45 PM

114

Again - the Registrar is not competent to asses anyone's health. This must be done by a recognized health

11/20/2015 8:22 AM

professional. Not an engineer.
115

This should be determined by the assesment of the qualified medical practioner and not apega.

11/19/2015 9:44 AM

116

per previous comment

11/17/2015 10:25 AM

117

This puts a lot power in the hands of an individual-the potential for future abuse exists. APEGA has not made a

11/17/2015 8:22 AM

compelling argument for the need for this. It is also too vague. If it was to proceed, more details about conditions for
both suspension and re-instatement must be included in the act.
118

See comment in item #8

11/13/2015 5:09 PM

119

Who will make that assessment.....same doctor that diagnosed.....his doctor????? procedural Clarity required

11/13/2015 12:59 PM

120

This needs a very strong policy in place. this kind of power needs oversight (and not by the council, they are already

11/13/2015 8:15 AM

overloaded)
121

I still don't believe this truly fits within Apega's mandate

11/13/2015 7:07 AM

122

See previous response

11/12/2015 9:07 PM

123

As long as this is consistent with Human Rights legislation. Are there generally acceptable, published rules that govern
"Capacity" in all situations or will APEGA develop our own?

11/12/2015 8:18 PM

124

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:54 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
125

Again - there needs to be clear criteria for maintaining any restriction or suspension.

11/12/2015 7:49 PM

126

What are the criteria that would determine 'treated' or 'addressed"?

11/12/2015 5:40 PM

127

Once proven unfit to practice, that unfitness must be addressed in order to be deemed fit to practice.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

128

See my responses to Q7 and Q8.

11/12/2015 12:03 AM
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129

See comments relative to item # 7.

11/9/2015 7:17 PM

130

Absolutely.

11/9/2015 1:45 PM

131

Once the Courts decide on incapacity, Council, not Staff, should make a determination as to the capability of the

11/9/2015 7:46 AM

individual.
132

see comments for question 7.

11/4/2015 8:30 PM

133

Seriously, whoever writes these proposals intends to transform APEGA into an enforcement agency.

11/4/2015 8:08 PM

134

Too much authority and power to the registrar. Council needs to be involved this and associated matters.

11/4/2015 6:38 PM

135

Again, recommend reviewing practice of other modern, self-regulating professional organizations such as the Law

11/4/2015 12:35 PM

Society for guidance on how to approach this matter. Also, Permit Holders have existing systems and programs to
identify and manage all manner of personnel capacity to practice, from professional capacity to mental and physical
capacity (typically referenced in Professional Practice Management Plans). APEGA's revised recommendation should
recognize this and consider how APEGA should be working with Permit Holders to assist these Members rather than
subjecting them to additional and likely unnecessary scrutiny for a matter that may already be actively managed. In
light of other proposals to publish details of restrictions or suspensions, APEGA needs to reconsider the ramifications
of publishing details related to capacity matters subject to privacy laws.
136

Who decides when the incapacity has been sufficiently addressed? Independent third party representative?

11/2/2015 4:38 PM

137

Only for a restrictions or suspensions placed by the Discipline or Investigative Committees.

11/2/2015 3:41 PM

138

Again, need to be clear on the threshold for fitness or non-fitness to practice. There is reference to physical non-

11/2/2015 12:34 PM

fitness, this needs to be carefully considered as engineering capability is not easily hindered by physical ability.
139

This should be managed jointly by the employer, engineer, and apega

10/31/2015 1:45 PM

140

How will APEGA decide whether the incapacity has been treated or addressed? How will APEGA defend itself against
HR legislation that makes it illegal to discriminate against someone with a disability. Recently a Canadian jurisdiction

10/30/2015 6:12 PM

found alcoholism to be a disablity.
141

see previous comments

10/30/2015 5:35 PM

142

Use the "reasonable person" assessment to judge.

10/30/2015 8:46 AM

143

This needs to be greatly expanded upon before being considered including, what specific medical circumstances
should lead to the suspension, what specific testing is to be carried out, who is to pay for the testing, is there an

10/29/2015 5:08 PM

opportunity to appeal a medical professionals opinion, is this suspension and the reason for it made public record on
the registrar, is making it public even legal from a privacy standpoint? That's just to name a few of the clarifications that
came to my head, but this proposal needs to be worked a whole lot more before even being considered.
144

Following previous comments.

10/29/2015 8:20 AM

145

Would this give APEGA authority to "seize" confidential medical records from doctors or employers? What physical

10/28/2015 7:51 PM

and mental conditions would APEGA feel justified to act on? Is there a list? Would there be an appeal process? Who
pays for that? What sort of expertise is APEGA willing to retain/pay for to do these assessments?
146

See response to previous two questions.

10/28/2015 6:40 PM

147

This is even more absurd; this is so well outside our mandate it is ludicrous.

10/28/2015 2:46 PM

148

Drug and alcohol only.

10/28/2015 8:52 AM

149

I guess it'd be a difficult task to list the acceptance criteria on such medical examinations.

10/28/2015 7:59 AM

150

I am not comfortable with assigning membership decisions to an APEGA staff position

10/27/2015 8:30 PM

151

Not clear on "the incapacity"

10/27/2015 1:49 PM
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Q10 Recommendation: The Engineering
and Geoscience Professions Act should be
amended to give the Registrar the express
authority to: • initiate a complaint • initiate
an investigation into the activities of
existing and former Members and Permit
Holders • appoint investigators to
investigate the matter and report the
findings to the Registrar • report the results
of the investigation to the Investigative
Committee or other entity as the Registrar
considers appropriate
Answered: 1,283

Skipped: 131

100%

80%

60%

39.98%
40%

28.22%
11.46%

20%

17.38%
2.96%

0%
Strongly
agree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
disagree

Answer Choices

Strongly
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Responses

Strongly agree

28.22%

362

Somewhat agree

39.98%

513

Somewhat disagree

11.46%

147

Strongly disagree

17.38%

223

I do not have an opinion on this matter

2.96%

38

Total

1,283

#

Comments:

Date

1

Registrar is an office bearer and should initiate complaint only when received complaint from outsider/public.Having

12/18/2015 4:09 PM

prior information with registrar could impact the final decision and whole investigation process.
2

This gives too much authority to one person.

12/18/2015 3:49 PM

3

Who does the Registrar report these activities to? How are they held accountable, and to whom? This appears to
remove the aspects of peer review that are important to self governance. If all investigations are done by investigators

12/18/2015 3:34 PM

appointed by the Registrar, that is a significant concentration of power, and a removal of that power from Council and
the Regulatory Committees.
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4

Apega should not be both initiating and investigating complaints - i.e. they would be both police/prosecutors and the

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

judiciary.
5

APEGA should be asking more questions if "anonymous complaints" are happening. Are members not being protected

12/18/2015 3:03 PM

such that they fear repercussions for making complaints? If members aren't able to put their name on complaints, who
will testify to the Investigative Committee?
6

Without a formal written complaint, such practice is nothing but wasting time and money.

12/18/2015 2:19 PM

7

I didn't know APEGA couldn't do this already.

12/18/2015 2:18 PM

8

The registrar is totally unqualified to be given such exterem powers. So are most committee members of APEGA.

12/18/2015 10:09 AM

APEGA is far outreaching all reasonable authority . These proposals must be resisted by all.
9

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:30 AM

10

And act as case manager, and assign interim decisions!!! Way too much concentration of power. Ripe for abuse.

12/17/2015 10:40 PM

Discredits professionalism. To better protect the public - or to better serve the career aspirations of a Machiavellian
registrar?
11

Curretly several EPCs are allowing in-competent members to stamp deliverables. This must be audited and stopped.

12/17/2015 8:21 PM

12

The registrar should only be acting on outside complaints

12/17/2015 6:58 PM

13

Initiate a complaint on what basis? Should a complaint not come from the public or another APEGA member?

12/17/2015 5:31 PM

14

Some policies are needed to determine when this is appropriate. Members have a right to protection from witch hunts.

12/17/2015 4:43 PM

15

This is a conflict of interest - APEGA would be acting as both prosecutor and judge.

12/17/2015 1:18 PM

16

I am somewhat uncomfortable with the idea of anonymous complaints being acceptable and then subsequently
investigated, especially given the previous suggested Act changes regarding ability to practise. So I envisage this

12/17/2015 1:03 PM

"Brian has undergone some significant events in his life, and I feel that his judgement is significantly impaired, but
sorry that I won't say who I am, my relationship to Brian or how this impacts myself or the public". Technically, with
these additions, the Registrar could initiate the complaint, suspend Brian's licence and require a mental health exam. I
would hope that this would never eventuate but we have to base our judgements on fact, and should have a right to
face our accuser or know the motivation behind a complaint. I only somewhat agree with the Recommendation
because I believe that the Registrar should be able to initiate a complaint - just not based solely on an anonymous
one.
17

Is there no way to make a formal complaint AND protect the privacy of an individual complaintant? (without the

12/17/2015 10:55 AM

Registart initiating he complaint)
18

The registrar should have the express authority to initiate a complaint or investigation. But the rest of the investigative
process should follow the same standards as a formal written complaint.

12/17/2015 9:47 AM

19

Only after a formal written complaint has been received

12/16/2015 5:56 PM

20

Apegga should not be able to initiate a complaint.

12/16/2015 5:49 PM

21

This might make sense in a general sense as an outcome for Audit findings (as part of permit to practice
auditing...etc). I don't know that it makes sense to arbitrarily initiate an investigation without cause or complaint.

12/16/2015 4:50 PM

22

I do not feel the Registrar should have this type of authority without better justification that an investigation is required.

12/16/2015 3:01 PM

The ability to initiate a complaint gives far too much power to the Registrar.
23

Will the registrar initiated complaint also result in a public notification of the complaint?

12/16/2015 2:19 PM

24

Every accused should be confronted by their accuser.

12/16/2015 12:35 PM

25

This recommendation gives the Registrar complete and total power and no check or balance is indicated to restrain

12/16/2015 8:45 AM

the power the Registrar has. This makes the Registrar judge, jury and executioner.
26

The briefing not states the Registrar canbe the one to initiate the complain. We do not need an ammendment if it is
already included in the current legislation.

12/16/2015 8:36 AM

27

Should not be allowed to initiate a complaint but may be allowed to initiate an investigation.

12/16/2015 8:00 AM

28

Only if there is a written and valid complaint against the member or permit holder.

12/15/2015 9:36 PM

29

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:18 PM

30

Only if the grounds/evidence appears to be strong.

12/15/2015 9:07 PM

31

A complaint needs to be declared from outside APEGA, then the Registrar should initiate the investigative steps.

12/15/2015 5:24 PM
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32

There needs to be a statement in this clause that there must be grounds for initiating a complaint.

12/15/2015 4:49 PM

33

Again, I agree in principle but the rules need to be developed to prevent abuse.

12/15/2015 4:28 PM

34

The basis of initiating this investigation should not be solely given to the registrar, procedures need to be in place to

12/15/2015 3:36 PM

prevent misuse of this authority.
35

There is a risk of potential abuse of this power.

12/15/2015 3:09 PM

36

APEGA should not have witch-hunt powers. A formal complaint must always be received prior to any investigation. Far
to easy to be abused otherwise.

12/15/2015 3:08 PM

37

IF the Registrar initiates a Complaint, they should not select the investigators

12/15/2015 3:05 PM

38

Sounds like the registrar could just make up a complaint and launch an investigation, there needs to be a layer of
separation in these two functions.

12/15/2015 2:55 PM

39

I am however concerned about the available resources. I know you have hired new investigators, but my direct
experience with one of them demonstrated a significant lack of knowledge WRT the item under investigation

12/15/2015 2:29 PM

40

If three is no formal written complaint received, will the association go on heard, verbal complaints. People disagree,

12/15/2015 1:56 PM

same as professionals, it can go out of hand, since it will lead to bias to connections within the association. I am not
against discipline and proper conduct, but this will lead to a lot personal rages, rather than professionalism.
41

If there are grounds to unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct, a complain from the public will be issued for sure.
Our public and media are smart enough to do their job. Please don not waste the resources of APEGA in something

12/15/2015 1:37 PM

that neither benefit the public nor the professionals.
42

Why so much power for the Registrar?

12/15/2015 1:10 PM

43

Disagree until you define what the acceptable grounds are - eg rumors, 3rd hand verbal reports?

12/15/2015 12:54 PM

44

I previously thought that this was the case - I believed the Investigative Committee was able to initiate investigations
without a member of the public to start the process however, it should probably lie under the Investigative Committee

12/15/2015 12:46 PM

with the authority to initiate and follow through on the investigation - wouldn't the Registrar only be informed once the
investigation is complete and a decisions has been made?
45

No, it opens the door to inappropriately motivated complaints. Instead, consider the idea of allowing APEGA to protect

12/15/2015 12:38 PM

the identity of the complainant if they can assert reasonable grounds to justify why they might expect untoward
consequences from their actions. If the registrar already has the implied authority, why does it need the express
authority? If we already have a group tasked with investigations, why do we need another group charged with
investigations?
46

It is all about process details

12/15/2015 12:34 PM

47

Only if there are sufficient doubts and anonymous reports indicating that the member or permit holder has unskilled
practice or unprofessional conduct.

12/15/2015 12:28 PM

48

Starting to sound like Mcarthyism. If someone has an issue, they must go on record with their complaint, otherwise

12/15/2015 12:13 PM

you will see spurious cases.
49

It sounds a little bit like the inquisition from the middle ages in that it could be used spitefully. Need some qualifiers to

12/15/2015 12:00 PM

protect members from a (unlikely) despotic Registrar.
50

Identity of anonymous person may not be disclosed to the member but should be at least known to the registrar. It

12/15/2015 11:52 AM

would be prudent that Independent Investigation be initiated based on credible evidence only and not on any arbitrary/
biased opinion to protect the professional member from any potential misuse / fraudulent claim.
51

This places too much authority and responsibility in the hands of the Registrar. This seems like it would make them

12/15/2015 11:44 AM

police, prosecutor, and judge.
52

However a formal written complaint must be forthcoming.

12/15/2015 11:35 AM

53

The results MUST be reported to the Investigative Committee.

12/15/2015 11:35 AM

54

This can get out of hand if a committee member has a grudge to file. We need to be sure we are not putting big

12/15/2015 11:27 AM

brother to work here simply to do work.
55

A bogus complaint could be "whispered" and that would trigger a full scale investigation. That is not right. A formal
complaint with supporting facts is required in my opinion.

12/15/2015 11:09 AM

56

The conditions that allows APEGA to initiate a complaint are not detailed. My concern is that the Registrar may far
reach its duties and become a police department.

12/15/2015 11:03 AM
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57

If an unskilled proactive or an unprofessional conduct occurred the involved party shall formally issue a complaint to
the APEGA Registrar; otherwise, I believe leaving this free to anyone else's will may create a significant amount of

12/15/2015 11:01 AM

work and this can be used in prejudice to others
58

The investigators should be professional peer engineers or geoscientists with investigative training, as opposed to

12/15/2015 10:57 AM

investigators who call upon technical experts. If this is not examinations for discovery and that should be made
perfectly clear. The Office of the Registrar should report the results of the investigation to the Investigative Committee
in all cases.
59

This can be used as a witch hunt and there needs to be significant corroborating evidence in order to proceed in this
direction

12/15/2015 10:54 AM

60

Clear evidence of danger to the public must be shown.

12/15/2015 10:39 AM

61

Again, what makes the Registrar perfect? How do we ensure members rights are not abused. Who watches the
Registrar and/or the ones he/she reports to?

12/15/2015 10:34 AM

62

I have been concerned about APEGA's continued silence on many engineering based issues such as the many
pipeline failures in the province.

12/15/2015 10:21 AM

63

Without a complaint, what are the grounds? This leaves the process open to abuse.

12/15/2015 9:58 AM

64

Formal complaint should be made

12/15/2015 9:54 AM

65

I agree in general with the intent of what is noted in the 2-page full briefing note entitled "Initiating an Investigation of

12/15/2015 9:53 AM

Compliant." That said, my one concern is following up on anonymous complaints. This greatly concerns me. For
example, a competing firm, who just simply would want to cast doubt on a rival firm, could issue a noted "anonymous
complaint." For APEGA to spend resources following up on, this I do not agree with and cannot support. I do
understand APEGA wants to do all it can to protect the public, but there must be some way APEGA can act without
the need to initiate their review process based only on perhaps one anonymous complaint sent in to APEGA. I believe
the process for dealing with anonymous complaints should be where the person making the anonymous complaint
would be directed to an ombudsman with the provincial government first. What this would then do is then "filter out"
the more frivolous type of anonymous complaints with those that are more substantial in nature. I do not think APEGA
should completely ignore anonymous complaints, however, again, there does need to be some "care and
consideration" before spending additional resources on an anonymous-type complaint.
66

This is a conflict of interest. The Registrar should be impartial and independent and should not be given this authority.

12/15/2015 9:33 AM

67

"if there is grounds to believe" is to vague to initiate a process. I believe it should be a properly written complaint with

12/15/2015 9:27 AM

proof supporting the case.
68

There are cases where the public doesn't know of the formal written complaint process.

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

69

who would provide oversight of the Registrar?

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

70

I think a committee assigned by the APEGA should do this.

12/15/2015 9:02 AM

71

Seems to centralize power around the office of the Registrar. I question if this is what self-governance really looks like.

12/15/2015 8:51 AM

Let the investigative committee handle all investigations and keep the registrar impartial to all of it.
72

This is just a 'do whatever you want' clause. APEGA is a self -regulating entity with few checks and balances already,

12/15/2015 8:50 AM

and this gives even more power and fewer checks. What would be the impetus for initiating an investigation, if not an
outside complaint? This is witch-hunt 101.
73

While this may be good, there are opportunities for abuse. There should be a much wider review by a panel prior to

12/15/2015 8:43 AM

any such action.
74

These things shouldn't be a single point decisions by the Registrar. Is there a statue of limitations with respect to

12/15/2015 8:36 AM

former Members and Permit Holders? "Other entity"?? What would this be? Is there something wrong with the existing
regulation?
75

When it becomes apparent that a member has done something contrary to the act, of course APEGA should

12/15/2015 8:35 AM

investigate.
76

If the complaint is proven untrue anonymous complainant should be identified. Why investigate former Members?

12/15/2015 8:34 AM

77

Complaint should come from a member or from the public.

12/15/2015 8:29 AM

78

I consider this excessive concentration of discretional power on the registrar.

12/15/2015 8:29 AM

79

APEGA can not be both the Investigator and the Judge. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44

12/15/2015 8:28 AM

80

How are these grounds to believe unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct established if there has not been a
formal complaint? This appears to give too much power to the APEGA without having gone through proper channels.

12/15/2015 8:20 AM
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81

I am concerned about members rights, as this presents a judge, jury and executioner scenario with little oversight or

12/15/2015 8:06 AM

involvement from members.
82

This again depends on the situation. I think this should be allowed within some parameters.

12/15/2015 8:03 AM

83

Do not give too much power to the Registrar

12/15/2015 7:23 AM

84

The Registrar is NOT an elected position, nor is there any proof that the holder of this position has the necissary legal
qualifications to undertake this role. Entirely inappropriate.

12/15/2015 7:08 AM

85

... provided that the registrar fully explains their reasoning and th emember is informed.

12/15/2015 5:53 AM

86

This wording gives too sweeping powers, with insufficient definition around how they may be applied. Sounds like a

12/15/2015 3:57 AM

handy "catch-all".
87

Do not agree to "or other entity as the Registrar considers appropriate".

12/15/2015 1:49 AM

88

The educational qualifications of the investigators may be questionable in specific expertise fields.

12/14/2015 11:22 PM

89

If there is no formal written complaint received, under what circumstances you will start the investigation?

12/14/2015 11:12 PM

90

The Registrar should be empowered to investigate related to formal complaint received.

12/14/2015 10:21 PM

91

This then becomes the rumor mill and will open APEGA up to investigate extensive frivolous issues that may have no
merit based on potential off the cuff discussions among peers. This will cause the professional association members

12/14/2015 10:10 PM

to not speak freely and lose all collaborative efforts in working towards common goals of the association.
92

This like giving the cops the right to be judge jury and hangman - absolutely not!

12/14/2015 10:10 PM

93

A formal complaint should be required, especially when information about active investigations is disclosed to the

12/14/2015 9:57 PM

public.
94

It is important that written complaints form the basis of proper documentation and accountability of the complainant

12/14/2015 9:46 PM

whether it be a member or non-member. It adds an important layer of accountability and honesty that may not be
implied when verbal or word of mouth issues can arise. Strongly against this amendment.
95

Beyond initiating a complaint, why does this have to be outside the Investigative committee? A related issue is what if

12/14/2015 9:43 PM

a non-engineer needs to be investigated, such as one of those supposedly "highly trained" non engineering
investigators.
96

without a formal written compliant what grounds would APEGA have to investigate people. This could open the door to

12/14/2015 9:10 PM

unjust and unfair witch hunts and inquisitions, without a written complaint APEGA has no grounds to perform this
activity.
97

What are the steps to be followed by the Registrar if the receive an anonymous complaint, in terms of validating the
basis of the complaint? Is the like whistleblower legislation?

12/14/2015 9:08 PM

98

I understand the need in this case, but am concerned with the potential abuse of power from the office of the

12/14/2015 8:22 PM

Registrar.
99

the registrar needs to be unbiased, as such to set rules and to judge. You cannot be judge, jury and accuser,

12/14/2015 8:11 PM

100

NO. Ever heard of PIPA???????

12/14/2015 8:09 PM

101

Will the Registrar's decision be seconded by another person before being enforced? It would be nice if this "power"

12/14/2015 8:05 PM

was not abused or used as a result of misguidance.
102

The "other entity" should be defined. The investigators should be non-partisan.

12/14/2015 7:58 PM

103

There must be restrictions to prevent witch hunts and personal vendettas.

12/14/2015 7:36 PM

104

The Member's choices may be affected by Governing Bodies acting like "GOD". Switching phones off, retrieval of emails, theft of contracts, or other forms of interference attempting to discredit the Professional.

12/14/2015 7:32 PM

105

On what basis would the registrar initiate an investigation if there is not complaint?

12/14/2015 6:56 PM

106

Where compelling evidence of a concern becomes public knowledge.

12/14/2015 6:30 PM

107

"Or other entity as the Registrar considers appropriate" is far too vague.

12/14/2015 5:30 PM

108

Issues should be investigated; however, the results do not need to be released until necessary.

12/14/2015 5:08 PM

109

Without a complaint, what are the "grounds to believe" based on?

12/14/2015 3:04 PM
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110

I'm not entirely sure that complaints should be initiated by the Registrar. APEGA needs to provide more detail on the
circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent to you want this power and how much will it

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

be influenced?
111

If no one is willing to stand up and put forth written concerns with a practicing member, than APEGA should not be the
one to initiate investigations. This could lead to "witch hunts" and unproven allegations. We are self regulators through

12/14/2015 12:25 PM

APEGA as a profession, APEGA should not have the ability to initiate files without written complaints.
112

Again, there needs to be demonstratable cause prior to being able to initiating an investigation. Otherwise, these are

12/14/2015 11:46 AM

far reaching powers that could be easily abused.
113

The Registrar should only be able to initiate a complaint for ones received via anonymous or confidential means. It
should not be able to do so on its own. It should also need to involve volunteer professional members for bullets #2 to

12/11/2015 4:54 PM

#4.
114

Should not go beyond initiation. Matter should be transferred to Investigative Committee upon initiation.

12/10/2015 3:29 PM

115

I do not agree with the anonymous portion of this as worded.

12/10/2015 8:39 AM

116

Since, in this scenario, the registrar is to initiate a complaint and start an investigation, they should have no authority to
to appoint investigators or recommend an outcome. Like any healthy governing body, the task of complaints and

12/9/2015 7:07 PM

enforcement should be separate to avoid bias.
117

APEGA should be asking why "anonymous complaints" are happening. Are members not being protected such that

12/9/2015 2:33 PM

they fear repercussions for making complaints? If members aren't able to put their name on complaints, who will testify
to the Investigative Committee? This change seems to be creating a Big Brother power for the Registrars office rather
than protecting the membership and the public.
118

I thought the point of APEGA is to provide support and guidance for its members. I don't believe the Registrar should
be policing itself.

12/9/2015 11:29 AM

119

I support points 2, 3 and 4. The Registrar should not be able to initiate a complaint towards a member, only act on a

12/9/2015 10:55 AM

complaint it may receive. Point 1 blurs the line between self-regulation and regulation.
120

Must have checks and balances so the committee does not start witch hunts or unilateral go out of their way to

12/9/2015 8:12 AM

destroy someone's career on speculation, especially if public posting of investigations is approved.
121

APEGA should be asking why "anonymous complaints" are happening. Are members not being protected such that

12/8/2015 10:00 PM

they fear repercussions for making complaints? If members aren't able to put their name on complaints, who will testify
to the Investigative Committee? This change seems to be creating a Big Brother power for the Registrars office rather
than protecting the membership and the public.
122

Concerned how fairly this will be applied.

12/8/2015 1:42 PM

123

Care must be taken to ensure frivolous anonymous complaints do not result in a mark on a member's records (even if

12/5/2015 5:23 PM

the records state that the claim was frivolous). There should be at least an informal fact finding process that occurs
prior to investigating an anonymous complaint.
124

Would there be some sort of criteria established that APEGA would have to follow, on a case by case basis, to ensure

12/5/2015 12:31 PM

that an investigation or complaint should be made.
125

There needs to be more ability to implementing reviews of practice

12/5/2015 11:03 AM

126

To make the type of changes proposed I believe their should also be some type of oversight committee to help ensure

12/4/2015 11:34 AM

a healthy check and ballance for the safe exercise of the Registrar's authority.
127

APEGA does not provide the necessary input into the Alberta Building and Fire Codes to allow engineers to practice in

12/4/2015 12:05 AM

a fashion that protects the public and memebers are left unsupported and at the mercy of non-engineers. Fix this
before permitting APEGA to iniitate investigations and make sure investigators are actually experts in the field of
expertise. A Civil engineer that practices predominately in Oil in gas often knows little or nothing of value regarding
buildings.
128

This is extremely important with respect to fluency in english. I am actually afraid of working with members who are

12/3/2015 3:01 PM

not fluent in technical english. I have too many technical discussions with members who stare at me blankly because
they did not understand, or given task instructions with the same result, or enthusiastic head bobbing. Some cultures
always agree and bob their heads even when they have no idea what was said to them. There must be a detailed
technical english examination, including a personnal interview, especially for immigrants.
129

which hunt? To prosecute people not toeing the official APEGA line? We are immersing ourselves into dark ages...
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130

While I see there are potential gaps in the process to initiate investigations, I am concerned that allowing 'anonymous

12/2/2015 9:36 AM

tips' will encourage more frivolous complaints, increasing cost and burden on the association and its members.
Perhaps the way to treat anonymous tips is to allow people to submit complaints with a name, but request that their
names not be included in the records or reporting.
131

I don't agree with investigating the activities of former Members or Permit Holders; otherwise I agree.

12/1/2015 12:19 PM

132

The consistent application of this to all members would be difficult to achieve, but needs to be achieved.

11/30/2015 10:50 PM

133

If we are to be self-regulating, we need to have the Registrar able to investigate where there are grounds, even if a

11/30/2015 1:58 PM

formal complaint has not been received.
134

The question is who is the Registrar? Will this be a person or a group/commitee? There's a need to identify that there

11/30/2015 1:30 PM

will not be any personal agenda(s) against the member/permit holder.
135

apega should investigate, not file a complaint

11/30/2015 1:18 PM

136

Create a Surveillance team that is independent of Registrar. Concern is too much power in 1 department.

11/30/2015 9:37 AM

137

Allows for investigation based on anecdotal information.

11/30/2015 8:54 AM

138

As the recommendation is stated, it is a witchhunt waiting to happen. There is no indication of what would trigger such

11/30/2015 8:22 AM

an investigation. It could easily be used to police the views of the membership.
139

I wouldn't want this to become a "witch hunt"

11/30/2015 5:31 AM

140

Proactive APEGA response. I see no difference between APEGA filing a complaint vs public filing a complaint.

11/29/2015 7:55 PM

Suspicious engineering/geosci activity should be investigated.
141

If you have not received a formal complaint concerning a member what would trigger the need to investigate such

11/29/2015 6:14 PM

member?
142

If 7 was an opening for character assassination, this is an invitation. I don't think rumor and innuendo have any place

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

in professional processes.
143

If no one has complained, what grounds would allow APEGA to go on a witch hunt?

11/29/2015 9:36 AM

144

Sounds like a witch hunt. Who gets to check against abuse of power? Initiate a complaint, investigate the complaint,

11/29/2015 8:02 AM

and decide punishment. Also sounds like a banana republic dictatorship.
145

Strongly disagree. A formal written complaint should be the basis to initiate an investigation. If a party does not feel

11/28/2015 4:52 PM

the situation is serious enough to write a formal complaint then what level of awareness is sufficient and what criteria
would be applied. The way the recommendation has been presented implies rumor or social media ramblings could
be sufficient awareness. I may change my position on this if more was understood about what criteria would constitute
sufficient cause to initiate without a formal complaint.
146

The Registrar needs clear guidelines as to when this power can be implemented as this action could result in

11/28/2015 1:46 PM

publication of the member's name and therefore damage to the member's reputation.
147

Initiating such actions must be based upon alidated complaints against a memebr and not be susceptible to "witch-

11/28/2015 1:37 PM

hunting" exercises.
148

if it's that unprofessional the complainant can at least write a letter.

11/28/2015 1:32 PM

149

Do not agree with the Registrar being able to initiate the complaint.

11/28/2015 1:11 PM

150

The grounds should be clearly identified and be sufficiently reliable to warrant such actions.

11/28/2015 9:38 AM

151

No witch hunts please.

11/28/2015 3:50 AM

152

The investigation must include consultation with the accused.

11/28/2015 3:41 AM

153

I don't believe that the Registrar should "initiate a complaint" but rather act on and proceed with complaints submitted
to the Registrar

11/28/2015 12:44 AM

154

This may result in an excessive volume of complaints which may or may not be valid.

11/27/2015 11:59 PM

155

The public is unable to judge & should not be expected to identify improper practice.

11/27/2015 11:21 PM

156

APEGA should be asking why "anonymous complaints" are happening. Are members not being protected such that

11/27/2015 11:17 PM

they fear repercussions for making complaints? If members aren't able to put their name on complaints, who will testify
to the Investigative Committee? This change seems to be creating a Big Brother power for the Registrars office rather
than protecting the membership and the public.
157

It is against objectivity of the APEGA role

11/27/2015 10:30 PM
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158

Only if there is a valid reason to believe unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct has occurred - this authority

11/27/2015 9:46 PM

could easily be abused and members must be protected against bogus complaints.
159

If the Registrar finds something worth investigating, they can notify council/the proper investigative body in the

11/27/2015 9:44 PM

association like anyone else can do. Is this an elected position? Too much power for a Registrar when there already
exists a means of investigations.
160

No judge and executioner without formal external complaint.

11/27/2015 8:48 PM

161

What would be the basis of such initiating such an investigation if there is no formal complaint? Hearsay?!

11/27/2015 8:10 PM

162

As long as the discipline and appeal process is not short circuited. There should be an ability to investigate a situation

11/27/2015 8:07 PM

that does not require disciplinary action from the beginning.
163

If the services rendered are that unskilled or unprofessional a formal written compliant is warranted.

11/27/2015 6:59 PM

164

Not the Registrar alone

11/27/2015 6:50 PM

165

Findings of the investigation should be reported directly to the Investigative Committee, not to the registrar.

11/27/2015 4:26 PM

166

The governing body should not be allowed to conduct witch hunts. Investigations should only be conducted when

11/27/2015 4:18 PM

allegations have been made to APEGA. This is CRITICAL considering APEGA is considering publishing the fact that
these members may be under investigation and provide such details.
167

The registrar should not be allowed to initiate a complaint. Complaints and investigations should be initiated based on

11/27/2015 3:59 PM

factual evidence of misconduct and nothing else.
168

The recommendation allows the Registrar to launch an investigation based on an anonymous or unwritten complaint.

11/27/2015 3:53 PM

The current requirement for a written complaint should continue. Gives Registrar to much unmonitored and
uncontrolled power to act without oversight. Investigation based on undocumented rumour and hearsay? In the
consulting world a competitor or unethical client could use this against a member or to get their own way (I.e.
blackmail, "do what I demand or I'll report you to APEGA). What an easy way to destroy a business competitor,
particularly if the complaint is anonymous. Could completely destroy a member in good standings reputation based on
an unwritten complaint. The Canadian Legal system protects citizens against this kind of abuse.
169

Too open to witch hunts as currently worded. More needs to be done to make it clear when the registrar would be able

11/26/2015 9:05 AM

to do this.
170

You have lots of proposals for individual members. What about adding some legislature for companies to whom you
issue Permit to Practice, and who are engaged in all sorts of unethical engineering practice of getting work done in

11/26/2015 8:23 AM

foreign locations and then coercing their employees here to stamp them after a cursory review? This is depriving many
members from jobs. You must ask all Permit holders to certify that their work is done outside the country only because
the resource is not available locally and that they are paying all their taxes here as that would accrue if the work was
performed here. If not then Registrar should have the authority to cancel the Permit to Practice.
171

This is a witch hunt!

11/25/2015 5:14 PM

172

There needs to be a reasonable "grounds" and to do this would required an investigation to discover if there is enough
evidence to initiate a complaint. The process of initiating a complaint should have this built into it.

11/25/2015 9:11 AM

173

If there is no complaint from the public, then it is not appropriate for the Association to initiate an unsolicited complaint.

11/24/2015 8:22 PM

This would seem to be an abuse of power, predicated on a need to justify the cost of having a paid staff of
investigators. To protect the public interest, it would seem logical to rely on that public to generate any substantive
complaints.
174

Power should not rest with the Registrar. It should be with the Investigative and Discipline committee

11/24/2015 7:38 PM

175

This would be far better (i.e quicker and more effective) than the current process

11/24/2015 7:28 PM

176

As long as there are some guidelines for how the Registrar would determine that a complaint must be initiated, I'm fine
with this. It cannot be subjective or arbitrary.

11/24/2015 6:13 PM

177

what would be point of investigating former members - they are no longer under APEGA jurisdiction are they?

11/24/2015 4:35 PM

178

Again, I would not want to see any sort of McCarthyism or witch hunts. Who will decide what constitutes "grounds to

11/24/2015 10:40 AM

believe"?
179

This is the work of the discipline committee. Is it anticipated that the registrar will maintain a staff so that they can
search out potential complaints? The premise that a complainant can remain anonymous is contrary to the
fundamental principle of equality under the law. We abhor the anonymous "spy-on-your-neighbor" which is common in
totalitarian states. If nothing else the recent federal election shows that Canadians find this repulsive. How do we see
that this makes APEGA a more "professional" organization?
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180

If the Registrar is given the ability to initiate a complaint, there must be due consideration given as to when it may be
done based on an anonymous complaint. The risk is anonymous complaints could be made purely for vexatious

11/21/2015 5:56 PM

reasons and if this was implemented in conjunction with the proposal to publish names prior to an investigation, it is
likely to result in very counterproductive efforts. If a complaint is made against a member, it is vital that the member
under investigation be given the ability to defend themselves but they are likely unable to if they cannot fully
understand the basis of the complaint.
181

Why not have the Investigative Committee take the action once the Registrar initiates a complaint?

11/21/2015 2:56 PM

182

Looks like an excuse to hire more people, waste more money and initiate witch hunts

11/21/2015 12:32 PM

183

How would the Registrar find out about an issue if not through a report - even if it is unofficial. Again, won't this just
start a hunt for someone the Registrar doesn't like? If a complaint is not formal then why is there a process? If the

11/20/2015 8:26 AM

issue is important and the complainant does not want to be identified that sounds like a whistle-blower issue and there
needs to be a whistle-blower clause in the Act instead that will protect the whistle-blower.
184

On what grounds,based on what, typically only once a complaint has been received

11/15/2015 4:09 PM

185

A lot of activities going to the Registrar. This is an area of concern.

11/13/2015 10:16 PM

186

The situation under which such an action will be initiated is unclear. In any case, as per concern expressed earlier, the

11/13/2015 5:13 PM

action should be made public until the investigation and resulting judgement is Final.
187

Fully agree as it reinforces the accountability required as a "self regulatory body".

11/13/2015 2:55 PM

188

Strong Policy and oversight are required. There should be a seperate group that provides this oversight (not the
council)

11/13/2015 8:16 AM

189

This could easily lead to baseless witch hunts. The formal complaint process works and is part of a system of due

11/13/2015 7:10 AM

process.
190

I agree as long as anonymous complaints are treated with due diligence and they do not become the main driver

11/12/2015 9:58 PM

behind initiation of complaints.
191

It would appear that an independent third party (non APEGA) investigation board is needed to protect Members from

11/12/2015 9:15 PM

all this investigation, public reporting of allegations and slanderous innuendo of guilt that APEGA is proposing.
192

A formal written complaint is a reasonable hurdle to initiate an investigation. It means that someone has put their
name on an accusation, otherwise there is nothing to stop frivolous complaints, including those that could be made by

11/12/2015 8:40 PM

the registrar.
193

There still has to be a valid basis to conduct an investigation, as worded, it would a allow personal vendettas or witch

11/12/2015 8:32 PM

hunts. What would constitute a valid reason to initiate a complaint with no written record?
194

The role of the Registrar as initiator of complaints is incompatible with the position. There are channels to follow that
exist and should be followed. The executive should delegate this to the appropriate entity.

11/12/2015 8:20 PM

195

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:55 PM

196

A formal complaint or request for an investigation should be received from a third party or other member prior to

11/12/2015 7:54 PM

APEGA launching an investigation.
197

I agree with the Registrar having the ability to initiate a complaint or initiate an investigation PROVIDED the

11/12/2015 5:45 PM

investigation is completed under the guidance of the Investigative Committee
198

Why would APEGA investigate its Members/Permit Holders without a complaint being received?

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

199

since many design aspects are not law and mostly judgment of the member.

11/12/2015 2:37 PM

200

I believe that the Registrar should be enabled to initiate a complaint. The Investigative Committee should however be
made aware at the outset that the complaint has been initiated, and be updated with investigation findings. What other

11/12/2015 12:12 AM

entity other than the Investigative or Discipline Committees would be involved?
201

Would need to know more about the limitations/restrictions/conditions around this before I can support the idea. Must

11/9/2015 7:19 PM

not turn into a witch-hunt.
202

The Registrar could initiate a complaint, but that should be the limit of power. Council needs to be the final judge of
matters such as this.

11/9/2015 7:48 AM

203

Subject to abuse.

11/4/2015 8:32 PM

204

Whistleblowers, anonymous tips and subjective decisions would be all in the hands of one person, the Registrar.

11/4/2015 8:08 PM

205

These powers should be in the hands of the public and members, not the power hungry administration.

11/4/2015 7:49 PM
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206

Agree that the Registrar should be enabled to initiate a complaint, but question whether enabling the Registrar to

11/4/2015 12:35 PM

initiate an investigation without Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee (Members)
oversight is appropriate (given other proposals regarding outsourcing investigations and authority of investigators). In
these proposals, concerned about omission of checks and balances in the system to ensure that an investigation is
warranted.
207

Could lead to a 'witch hunt' mentality. There should still be a justifiable concern.

11/3/2015 2:28 PM

208

If there are grounds to believe unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct has occurred then a written complaint

11/2/2015 3:44 PM

needs to be generated and the existing discipline process followed.
209

The authority is important; however, it opens the door for shenanigans - baseless accusations that could be very

11/2/2015 2:49 PM

damaging to reputation.
210

Our professional association set out originally to have complaints handled professionally. By allowing the registrar to

11/2/2015 12:36 PM

raise their own complaints is not aligned with that, and it also gives the registrar way too much power. What are all the
other people doing at APEGA if we give the registrar all the power and authority.
211

Having a parallel process to the current one to handle complaints is dangerous and confusing. Looking at ways to fast-

11/1/2015 6:05 PM

track how complaints are handled with the current process must be explored fully.
212

This recommendation if passed as is gives license for "witch hunts"

11/1/2015 7:58 AM

213

Members of APEGA executive and staff including the Registrar (if professional members) have the OBLIGATION to

10/31/2015 8:29 PM

initiate a complaint if unskilled or unprofessional conduct is suspected or observed...just like any other member. I
wonder why they haven't (almost) ever done this?
214

Registrar shall not initiate the complained with out the formal complaint. I am agree with bullet point 2-4

10/31/2015 2:35 PM

215

Under what circumstances would APEGA take advantage of this proposed amendment? Will council establish and

10/30/2015 6:17 PM

publish a policy? I'd like to see the policy before I give you the authority to apply it. Previously we were asked for
approve making an investigation public before there's been an investigation or a finding. Now you want to the authority
to investigate without a written complaint. Someone on council could use this authority to ruin the career of a person
with whom he has a grudge.
216

Depends on the mechanism for the complaint and investigation. Frivolous or malicious investigations need to be

10/30/2015 6:00 PM

managed under this process.
217

Checks and balances need to be in place to ensure that there is oversight of the Registrar.

10/30/2015 5:36 PM

218

APEGA already too bureaucratic. You now wish to start a "witch hunt" department?

10/30/2015 1:34 PM

219

Registrar should not have the authority to start the complaint process. The individual who wants to file a complaint
should do so by sending in a formal signed letter and then the Registrar should start the complaint process.

10/30/2015 9:32 AM

220

This needs to be thought out a lot better before making it a formal amendment. It would be very easy for a malicious
person to attempt to destroy an engineering professionals career by knowingly making anonymous false accusations

10/29/2015 5:12 PM

knowing full well that the details of which would be added to the registrar as proposed in a previous amendment post.
A lot of these proposed amendments interact with each other and could have some very very dangerous
consequences if not properly thought through. Although the intend is good, this is wide open to abuse as it is currently
worded.
221

Publicly reported failures of designs can be investigated without written complaint. Anonymous complaints cannot be
fairly investigated as the ability of the member involved to respond to the complaint will be impaired. An exception

10/29/2015 8:35 AM

might be if the concern of the complainant is related to possible workplace consequences related to "whistleblowing".
222

Based on unskilled or unprofessional conduct agree, however ensuring that the basis for such an investigation are

10/29/2015 8:22 AM

founded and justified. Need a well documented process in place.
223

Need some process to deal with malicious anonymous complaints that are intended to discredit or slander.

10/28/2015 7:54 PM

224

How would APEGA be made aware of unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct without the presence of a

10/28/2015 6:42 PM

complaint? Again, this question is extremely poorly worded and it is truly impossible to form a balanced opinion without
a minimum of some examples of what's being discussed.
225

How would this play out? How would APEGA know there is an issue without a complaint? Yearly discussions with

10/28/2015 1:05 PM

each APEGA member at which time the member is deemed competent? Might lead to "harassment" accusations... be
careful with this recommendation.
226

Criterion for having the ability to investigate a member must be explicitly stated to avoid "witch hunting"

10/28/2015 8:54 AM

227

This authority should remain with a committee.

10/28/2015 8:00 AM
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228

No investigation into a Member or Permit Holder should be initiated without a written complaint with the complainant

10/27/2015 8:34 PM

identified. What qualifications would "Investigators" be required to have What "other entity" would receive a result of
such an investigation except the Investigative Committee?
229

APEGA issue the license based on the recommendation from the supervisor under whom the individual is working
confirming the skill to practice. Not sure about the extend of checking.
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Q11 Recommendation: The Engineering
and Geoscience Professions Act be
amended to expressly authorize the
Registrar to suspend a Member or Permit
Holder on an expedited basis in emergent
circumstances (while retaining the same
authorization for the Investigative
Committee).
Answered: 1,277
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Strongly agree

21.93%

280

Somewhat agree

39.31%

502

Somewhat disagree

16.91%

216

Strongly disagree

18.01%

230

I do not have an opinion on this matter

3.84%

49

Total

1,277

#

Comments:

Date

1

Can not agree.

12/18/2015 4:09 PM

2

This could be misused.

12/18/2015 4:00 PM

3

I disagree with authorizing one person to make this level of decision. Even in urgent situations, due process should not
be tossed aside. I believe that there are few to no situations in engineering practice, where 48 hours of careful review

12/18/2015 3:39 PM

would significantly increase the risk to the public.
4

This is presented without a right to argue against or appeal the decision and is a power grab.

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

5

Currently, the Investigative Committee may suspend the licence of a Member or Permit Holder on an interim basis

12/18/2015 3:04 PM

pending a preliminary investigation or disciplinary hearing. Giving the Registrar power to suspend is usurping the
power of a Committee as intended in the Act.
6

The scope of emergent circumstances is not clearly defined

12/18/2015 2:20 PM

7

Seems reasonable.

12/18/2015 2:18 PM
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8

APEGA is violating established principals of law and justice as well as the Constitution Rights of Canadians.

12/18/2015 10:09 AM

9

There would need to be substantial evidence to prove this serious risk. Would there be enough time to determine this
risk properly?

12/18/2015 9:08 AM

10

No member should be suspended until after full investigation is complete

12/18/2015 8:40 AM

11

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:31 AM

12

AND be able to initiate a complaint. NO! That's just wrong.

12/17/2015 10:41 PM

13

But with full investigation.

12/17/2015 8:22 PM

14

Perhaps based on a court proceeding resulting in some form of injunction

12/17/2015 7:00 PM

15

Suspend on what basis - a lot of authority in the hands of the Registrar.

12/17/2015 5:34 PM

16

If the matter is of such importance that the public safety is at risk then you should call the police. Surely the
investigative committee in this era can meet by Skype or email and authorize the suspension. This should not be a

12/17/2015 1:07 PM

decision left to one person. And should also be a decision made by peers of which the Registrar may not be (if not a
P.Eng or P.Geo).
17

I am uncomfortable with one person making the decision to suspend a Member or Permit Holder. We have a

12/17/2015 10:59 AM

committee approach to ensure fairness and transparency, and think we need to find a way to expedite the committee
review and/or include committee members upfront if there is a delay in the committee meting.
18

I don't agree that APEGA has that kind of power to immediately suspend license. It should follow the legal proceeding
where someone should be innocent until proven guilty. If there is a definitive risk to public safety, then the member or

12/17/2015 9:50 AM

permit holder could be put on a "watch list".
19

suspension should be authorized but only after direction from the investigative committee

12/17/2015 5:49 AM

20

Once need for suspension has been satisfied

12/16/2015 6:15 PM

21

Recommendation should be modified to give details of the circumstances that this can be done "Emergent" is not the
correct word for this recommendation - urgent would be better

12/16/2015 6:13 PM

22

Disagree strongly. How would this be implemented or policed? Seems like an easy way to railroad someone.

12/16/2015 5:50 PM

23

This needs to be carefully worded so that the suspension is not the first thing that happens every time the investigative

12/16/2015 5:39 PM

committee begins their review.
24

Giving the Registrar this power leaves the position open to abuse and/or favoritism. It can't be a one person decision;
implement some kind of three person independent, arms-length process.

12/16/2015 4:40 PM

25

Investigation needs to occur first

12/16/2015 4:12 PM

26

We need first to define the definition of "emergent situation" in order to answer this question.

12/16/2015 2:44 PM

27

What is deemed as an emergent circumstances? Consolidation of so much power in the hands of the registrar would

12/16/2015 2:25 PM

restrict the ability of the member to a fair investigation. With the registrar having the ability to initiate and suspend,
what is the value of the investigative committee? It almost appears that a member is considered guilty of an offense
once a complaint is submitted.
28

If a member lacks the financial means to adequately represent themselves at such hearings, they should still be

12/16/2015 10:09 AM

provided the platform to self-publish their own commentary on whatever judgment is passed against them, and the
Registrar compelled to publish that commentary in the same place, so that any interested party gets to see both sides
of the story.
29

There should be detail definition and list of conditions on the "emergent circumstances".

12/16/2015 9:51 AM

30

The process is already in place. If there is serious need than APEGA should be able to assemble the necessary

12/16/2015 9:49 AM

members to address the issue in an expedited manner without additional authorization for the registrar.
31

We should not act before the facts have been reviewed.( Innocent until proven guilty) If our investigative process takes
too long then fix the process ! Do not allow a secondary "express" process to circumvent the real process at the whim

12/16/2015 9:38 AM

of the Registrar .
32

A strong case for just cause would have to be given by the Registrar to do such a thing.

12/16/2015 8:46 AM

33

suspension of a license should remain with the disciplinary committe. These changes are leading to giving the

12/16/2015 8:43 AM

Registrar too much power and the checks and balances will be lost. Use of new technology should allow the
disciplinary committe to meet in a timely manner. Teleconferences, net meetings, video conferences and tools such as
Skype canbe used to hold such meetings. If the committe is truly concerned with the interest of the public, then
scheduling emergency meetings should not be a problem.
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34

Only with consent of Council

12/15/2015 9:47 PM

35

Members are part of our community and hence, member rights also to be safe guarded.

12/15/2015 9:46 PM

36

The registrar shall have no authorization to act in any manner regarding Member's activities without the direction of the

12/15/2015 9:36 PM

discipline committee as initiated by a written complaint filed by a third party independent of the discipline committee
and the registrar.
37

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:19 PM

38

There first needs to be an immediate hearing where evidence from all parties can be presented, before an expedited

12/15/2015 9:11 PM

suspension or restriction occurs.
39

A fast action route should be available; but it is unclear why "the Registrar" should be the sole responsible position
within APEGA. The full time leadership should decide and act.

12/15/2015 5:27 PM

40

There must be some form of open and defendable process to support such a decision.

12/15/2015 4:59 PM

41

I agree if the council must have identified a serious and imminent risk.

12/15/2015 4:50 PM

42

On what basis? What is the definition of emergent circumstances. Apega run the risk of future litigations if members

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

are supended and later are found that it didn't proceed.
43

Checks and balances required to prevent misuse.

12/15/2015 3:37 PM

44

Again, APEGA must not invoke witch-hunt type powers without a formal process. APEGA must also acknowledge its
Members as being important clients too; APEGA serves them too, not just the public at large.

12/15/2015 3:09 PM

45

This would require a second opinion. I guess I have a bit of a problem with giving one person the authority to put

12/15/2015 3:07 PM

someones future in jeopardy without some form of oversight.
46

Will lead to knee jerk suspensions

12/15/2015 2:56 PM

47

only for public safety related issues

12/15/2015 2:29 PM

48

I do not think that the Registrar should have authorization to suspend Permit Holders or Members, I believe that they

12/15/2015 2:24 PM

should be able to impose conditions (perhaps stringent in cases) and that the investigative committee have the
ultimate authorization for suspension. This would ensure that all suspensions are reviewed in the same manner to
ensure that the case is fully understood.
49

As long as it is not misused authority based on immature evidence.

12/15/2015 1:58 PM

50

Again the criteria for this needs to be indicated, i.e. risk of death/ $100Million as the person may be innocent. Should

12/15/2015 1:56 PM

maybe have a different status, i.e. restricted or suspending pending final hearing
51

APEGA should not suspend or restrict the Member's or Permit Holder's license before getting into a deep investigation

12/15/2015 1:55 PM

and the suspension or the restriction of license to be applied as a disciplinary action if there is any.
52

Only the committee should have this power.

12/15/2015 1:11 PM

53

However, it must be reinstated if there is not proper legal and adequate proof of wrongdoing etc.

12/15/2015 12:52 PM

54

depending on the emergent circumstances - guidance / criterion must be added to the Act that explains what these
are, the Registrar cannot be permitted to suspend under its own criterion or opinion

12/15/2015 12:48 PM

55

I remain confused as to what 'emergent circumstances' could possibly make this an appropriate delegation of powers.

12/15/2015 12:42 PM

I've seldom heard of an engineering project of consequence proceed that lightning fast and when I did it owed to the
hypercompetence of those involved.
56

Due process is required

12/15/2015 12:37 PM

57

Only if the public safety and interest are at "SERIOUS RISK"... a term needing definition in a separate document to

12/15/2015 12:33 PM

avoid misinterpretation and overreaction from the Registrar personnel.
58

If it is such an emergency, issue a cease and desist and meet immediately to review the case. Thr public is poorly

12/15/2015 12:14 PM

served by your infrequent gatherings and individuals could be unfairly accused and deprived of their livelihood while
waiting for a rendering. If necessary, have that individuals RM intervene.
59

This prematurely punishes a member and/or permit holder who has not been found guilty of anything. Wait for due

12/15/2015 11:47 AM

process, rather than causing irreversible damages.
60

Proof that "public safety or the public interest is at serious risk" must be incontrovertible!

12/15/2015 11:10 AM

61

Important that happen only when ethics is questioned or public safety is at risk. How, and by who, is this determined?

12/15/2015 10:59 AM

62

Only in exceptional circumstances which should be based on evidence and not hearsay

12/15/2015 10:55 AM
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63

How does one ensure that this will be a fair process?

12/15/2015 10:34 AM

64

On what basis? This is akin to the "Emergency Measures Act" where due process is tossed.

12/15/2015 10:00 AM

65

This is fine, again, so long as APEGA has a sure foundation as to why this should be done. Again, my preference is

12/15/2015 9:55 AM

that APEGA not be allowed to make such a suspension public information until the review is completed, unless the
circumstances are very grave/serious.
66

Only if there are reasonable grounds

12/15/2015 9:54 AM

67

Similar to previous comments, the Registrar must be impartial and independent. It is not acceptable to make the

12/15/2015 9:41 AM

Registrar the judge, jury and executioner who determines the ability of a Member to practice. There is no situation
where immediate suspension is required, and this impacts the Members ability to earn a living and slanders their
reputation without due process. As well, most Members do not have the financial resources to conduct a legal battle
through the Courts to reinstate their licence and reputation.
68

Innocent until proven guilty. This could potentially hamstring the entire profession.

12/15/2015 9:33 AM

69

Proof shall always be presented

12/15/2015 9:28 AM

70

How does the registrar decide what is serious? What if the engineer is just a serious person? :-) Again, if the member

12/15/2015 9:20 AM

has their license suspended by these means, it should be private, in so far as possible, to protect the member's
reputation. Clearly if the news media is running stories of scandalous member behavior, that can't be helped.
Presumably this power will most often be exercised if a member's actions have caused been noticed by the registrar
without a formal complaint being launched.
71

Who provides oversight to this process?

12/15/2015 9:19 AM

72

Agree, as long as that member will have fair investigation and discipline proceedings afterwards.

12/15/2015 9:15 AM

73

It should be very clear what does emergent circumstances are.

12/15/2015 9:06 AM

74

The suspension should be carried out by the APEGA disciplinary committee not by the register in any circumstance.

12/15/2015 9:04 AM

75

Proof of wrongdoing must be available and a fair investigation must take place before the licence of a member or

12/15/2015 8:52 AM

permit holder can be suspended. That is how due process works in Canada and APEGA's legislation absolutely
should not deviate from that.
76

"Hey guys, let's cut out due process even though it will directly affect people's livelihood on an ongoing basis." That's

12/15/2015 8:52 AM

you guys. That's how you sound with this proposed change.
77

decision to be based on verifiable facts not just on feedback

12/15/2015 8:41 AM

78

I think this is good, however, would be concerned about the excesive power given to the registrar without

12/15/2015 8:30 AM

counterbalance (i.e. what if the registrar is the one that is not fit to perform?), what would be the counterbalances
here?
79

APEGA can not be both the Investigator and the Judge. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (a) the right of the

12/15/2015 8:29 AM

individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived thereof
except by due process of law;
80

If a decision has been made or the public is in imminent danger then yes.

12/15/2015 8:05 AM

81

This would provide an unwarranted level of authority and ability to pass unfounded judgment

12/15/2015 7:58 AM

82

Do not give too much power to the Registrar, maybe not suspend?

12/15/2015 7:23 AM

83

Emergent circumstances to be defined.

12/15/2015 6:35 AM

84

This depends on the competency of the person that is initiating a complaint against a permit holder. What if there are

12/15/2015 6:35 AM

other hidden motives in filing or initiating a complaint.
85

Who decides what serious risk is? Please, APEGA s injecting far too much nuance into these issues. The

12/15/2015 5:58 AM

responsibility as Registrar is to protect the public in such a supposed event. Make the decision, but bear resposibility
for it and any ensuing counter claim against APEGA if a member is wrongfully damaged. These are powers that have
very great responsibility to see that they are used appropriately.
86

This is verging on draconian, as if members have no common sense of their own. It is a sad reflection of our

12/15/2015 4:02 AM

profession if our members act in such a way that our association has to resort to such measures. Your experience
must have shown that indeed this is the case, hence needing such powers.
87

Same comment as before

12/15/2015 3:13 AM

88

I do not understand why with current communication systems a meeting of the investigative committee cannot be

12/15/2015 12:12 AM

expedited.
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89

Any registrar can utilize this power for his/ her personal interest. Because, no penalty is recommended, if registrar
suspend other member on false issue.

12/14/2015 11:30 PM

90

I am working as a consultant in reviewing and in approving ISA hydraulic specifications and other standards. Many of
the Chair persons in these standards do not have a professional engineering qualification. How would APEGA help

12/14/2015 11:29 PM

me when my work has been disapproved by such Chair persons?
91

However, care should be taken to get fair complaint, so as not to create any room for litigation.

12/14/2015 10:28 PM

92

Suspension must be preceded by formal complaint and investigation to at least a level reflecting major concern over

12/14/2015 10:27 PM

actual practice and its' continuance .
93

How would APEGA determine there is significant public risk of a professional without a full investigation? This would

12/14/2015 10:12 PM

be done on a completely speculative basis without allowing the member to respond or defend themselves. Again, the
theory of innocent until proven guilty should apply - not the other way around.
94

Again see question # 1.

12/14/2015 10:11 PM

95

strongly agree if the public safety or public interest is at risk but not otherwise

12/14/2015 10:01 PM

96

Emergent though should be clarified very well, so not used excessively.

12/14/2015 9:50 PM

97

Would like to see some policy restrictions on when and how the Investigative committee can be bypassed.

12/14/2015 9:45 PM

98

Use this with utmost caution.

12/14/2015 9:27 PM

99

The member must be granted their day in court before a suspension is granted.

12/14/2015 9:21 PM

100

With respect to issues of public safety I fully agree. With respect to issues of public interest / ethics where these
judgements may be of a more subjective nature and may infringe upon the rights of individuals to free speach caution

12/14/2015 9:16 PM

may be warranted.
101

This is to punitive for someone who may be found innocent. This is suspension of their livelihood.

12/14/2015 9:14 PM

102

In this day of instant communication, there should be means auch as tecelocn or video conference in which a quorum

12/14/2015 9:11 PM

of committee members can be held in lieu of a formal meeting.
103

Depends on what "emergent circumstances" actually means in practice.

12/14/2015 9:04 PM

104

The Registrar should act with credible & intelligence-based information, not insufficient information that is typically

12/14/2015 8:26 PM

gleamed "on an expedited basis". To self-govern, we need to ensure credible decision-making, not hastily & illinformed decisions.
105

the investigative committee needs to follow the rules set by the registrar in a timely manner. this should be sufficient.

12/14/2015 8:12 PM

106

Not sure what the question actually is?

12/14/2015 8:09 PM

107

The emergent circumstances that qualify must be clear to members before hand. This should be obvious to us, but let
us eliminate all "loopholes".

12/14/2015 8:07 PM

108

What qualifies as an "emergent circumstance"?

12/14/2015 8:01 PM

109

The Member ought to be given notice of such deliberations.

12/14/2015 7:33 PM

110

Seems like summary conviction without any opportunity for the member to defend themselves. This should not be

12/14/2015 6:57 PM

acceptable.
111

Requires a high burden of proof, or limitations to oversight/secondary sign-off as the restriction.

12/14/2015 6:31 PM

112

Seems like a slippery slope. What is such a case?

12/14/2015 6:30 PM

113

I strongly disagree unless the Member or Permit Holder has an equally expedited appeal process.

12/14/2015 5:31 PM

114

The conditions for this would have to be clearly laid out before I would support it. There are no conditions listed in the

12/14/2015 5:15 PM

briefing.
115

I agree...if the decision to suspend is acted upon quickly by further actions. Holding a person in suspension for an

12/14/2015 5:10 PM

elongated period of time with no explanation is not fair.
116

Apega has to be able to move quickly but not suspend or restrict until some review has occurred

12/14/2015 4:47 PM

117

Seems like the French judicial system, not the Canadian's. The public should be made aware that an investigation is

12/14/2015 4:43 PM

ongoing, but do not agree with 'guilty until proven innocent'.
118

Sounds like guilty until proven innocent

12/14/2015 3:05 PM
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119

APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

to you want this power and how much will it be influenced?
120

Innocent until proven guilty. If public safety is in eminent danger, than police should be involved. APEGA needs to go

12/14/2015 12:27 PM

through the proper processes that they have set up. No exceptions.
121

Suspension with out proof of misconduct is a bad idea.

12/14/2015 11:46 AM

122

Clear guidelines need to be in place and the Registrar should need to involve a small group of volunteer professional

12/11/2015 4:55 PM

members.
123

What is meant by emergent circumstances? Did we discover the member drives a Toyota, which is new and emergent

12/10/2015 8:40 AM

information, and therefore the member should be suspended?
124

The registrar should not be able to circumvent the investigative committee on such a matter. Since all findings and
suspensions are now made public under the first parts of the amendment, an improper suspension could result in loss

12/9/2015 7:12 PM

of reputation, project timeline delays and project cost increases. Defamation lawsuits are also probable if the registrar
is too quick to act. This power should be reserved for the Investigative Committee.
125

Currently, the Investigative Committee may suspend the licence of a Member or Permit Holder on an interim basis

12/9/2015 2:33 PM

pending a preliminary investigation or disciplinary hearing. Giving the Registrar power to suspend is usurping the
power of a Committee as intended in the act. It's creating opportunity for abuse by the Registrar by acting prior to
completing of the proper investigation or disciplinary hearing.
126

What is an emergent circumstance? Who decides on proving blame before it has been proven?

12/9/2015 11:30 AM

127

The suspension should be defined by a fixed term if it is determined to be "emergent circumstances". By proving

12/9/2015 10:58 AM

cause during the initial investigation, the complaint or issue should be determined if it has merit and filed according to
other APEGA procedures.
128

Less than 30 days ONLY. Longer term sanction must be by member committees, not administration.

12/8/2015 11:00 PM

129

Currently, the Investigative Committee may suspend the licence of a Member or Permit Holder on an interim basis

12/8/2015 10:01 PM

pending a preliminary investigation or disciplinary hearing. Giving the Registrar power to suspend is usurping the
power of a Committee as intended in the act. It's creating opportunity for abuse by the Registrar by acting prior to
completing of the proper investigation or disciplinary hearing.
130

If public safety is at risk, then yes this makes a lot of sense.

12/8/2015 3:32 PM

131

Concerned how fairly this will be applied.

12/8/2015 1:43 PM

132

Need strong criteria for this to be allowed

12/6/2015 4:32 PM

133

What criteria will be used to determine when this recommendation would be implemented?

12/5/2015 12:33 PM

134

I don't agree with the register having this authority

12/5/2015 11:04 AM

135

Need an oversight committee to ensure a balanced exercise of Registrar authority.

12/4/2015 11:36 AM

136

On whose expertise?

12/4/2015 12:06 AM

137

I really don't think there is such a thing as an EMGENT circumstance in Engineering. I don't think Doctors are

12/3/2015 2:00 PM

suspended from practicing if there is a complaint against them with respect to their competency. Investigations needs
to be able to run their course until sufficient evident is available to justify the suspension.
138

judgement without jury? Bad idea!

12/2/2015 9:19 PM

139

I cannot see how problems with professional judgment, ethics or competence would require such rapid response to

12/2/2015 9:39 AM

require this provision, and it removes due process.
140

I prefer a three member board rather than a sole registrar.

11/30/2015 4:38 PM

141

The question is who is the Registrar? Will this be a person or a group/commitee? I do believe in extreme case where

11/30/2015 1:34 PM

critical injury and death is involved that the Registrar should have that ability to suspend/impose conditions pending a
preliminary investigation or discplinary hearing.
142

Should also include a specific expiration date for the interim order.

11/30/2015 9:30 AM

143

Need to see the detailed policy with checks and balances before answering this question

11/30/2015 9:24 AM

144

As suggested, this recommended amendment needs better detail on what constitutes an "emergent circumstance" and

11/30/2015 8:22 AM

clause for recompense in cases of unbased suspension.
145

But "emergent circumstances" needs to be quantified. What constitutes as "emergent"? Need to include the time frame
before public safety is affected.
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146

Gives a lot of power to the registrar. Need to very carefully establish the basis for this - who can initiate or suggest an

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

investigation is needed?
147

Under what circumstance would this occur? Based on whose judgement? Innocent until proven guilty.

11/29/2015 9:37 AM

148

Guilty before being charged or investigated is not how canadian law works. That is NAZI law..

11/29/2015 9:07 AM

149

Why don't you expressly investigate properly and in a timely manner instead of expressly suspend? We will suspend

11/29/2015 8:04 AM

you first and then get around to investigating....eventually, maybe. Jeez, we are so busy.
150

Strongly disagree without understanding of the criteria that would be applied.

11/28/2015 4:53 PM

151

The circumstances under which this power could be exercised would be based on criteria clearly described and

11/28/2015 1:48 PM

established in the General Regulation
152

Provided the reason for the action is due to a formal identification of the incident(s) or situation(s) that focus attention

11/28/2015 1:38 PM

on the member's actions or inactions in the practice of his or her profession.
153

Need much clearer definition of "serious risk" before agreeing to this proposal.

11/28/2015 1:12 PM

154

The professional member whose competency, etc. is being questioned should first be given a hearing and

11/28/2015 12:26 PM

investigation before his license & permit to practice is suspended. By common law in a democratic society, a person
cannot be found guilty without a trial.
155

The grounds for such an emergency situation need to be clearly identified and recorded in order to counter any
possible future litigation by the suspended member.

11/28/2015 9:41 AM

156

All incidents should first be investigated.

11/28/2015 7:18 AM

157

On what evidence? There should at least be charges laid and a hearing before imposing punishment.

11/28/2015 3:52 AM

158

What are the criteria

11/28/2015 3:44 AM

159

Currently, the Investigative Committee may suspend the licence of a Member or Permit Holder on an interim basis
pending a preliminary investigation or disciplinary hearing. Giving the Registrar power to suspend is usurping the

11/27/2015 11:47 PM

power of a Committee as intended in the act. It's creating opportunity for abuse by the Registrar by acting prior to
completing of the proper investigation or disciplinary hearing.
160

It's hard to imagine what might necessitate such action. I wish this were more specific or that there were real examples

11/27/2015 11:26 PM

from history to demonstrate when such power would have been useful.
161

No! No double-dipping of investigative powers!

11/27/2015 9:46 PM

162

Formal inquiry is the only fair process.

11/27/2015 8:49 PM

163

Dangerous suggestion and requires checks. This assumes all guidelines used by APEGA are done by qualified

11/27/2015 8:12 PM

experts so the Registrar can act. This assumption in my experience is incorrect.
164

What defines a serious risk? Before removing a person's lively hood, a formal process and investigation should be

11/27/2015 7:03 PM

completed rather based on facts and written/documented unskilled unprofessional practice as opposed to perhaps
adhoc accusations.
165

Not the Registrar alone

11/27/2015 6:50 PM

166

Professional Judgement? Public interest? What a great way to make all members agree to support the current

11/27/2015 6:48 PM

philosophy such as climate change, which may still be under debate.
167

Let's change our name from APEGA to HUAC.

11/27/2015 6:27 PM

168

Convening the Investigative Committee should always be the first preference.

11/27/2015 6:08 PM

169

Need clarity on what circumstances are required to confirm the public interest is at serious risk. Secondly, the permit

11/27/2015 4:22 PM

holders rights need to be preserved and the investigation and judgement need to pass within a specified amount of
time to avoid exposing those wrongfully accused of undue harm.
170

You need to explain this better.

11/27/2015 4:17 PM

171

Maybe we could just speed up the review process in cases like this.

11/27/2015 4:10 PM

172

Would have to be shown that this is actually a situation that has happened. Totally disagree.

11/27/2015 3:53 PM

173

Needs more specifics on when this would be invoked.

11/26/2015 9:06 AM

174

ONLY if criminal charges are laid by official legal entities.

11/25/2015 5:14 PM
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175

This would be an extraordinary situation and vesting this power solely in the Registrar would place him in a potentially
difficult situation. It may be better to have the Registrar act on a directive of a quorum of the executive staff.

11/25/2015 9:17 AM

176

Discretion and due process are warranted. The Association's power should be balanced so as not to place a Member
at a disadvantage compared as they respond and defend against allegations that may not proven. Members can be

11/24/2015 8:26 PM

damaged by erroneous or malicious allegations that lead to such suspension and the time and cost to respond are far
more onerous on the Member than they are to the Association.
177

Only the Discipline committee should be able to do this.

11/24/2015 7:38 PM

178

Again, boundaries must be spelled out as this cannot be subjective or arbitrary.

11/24/2015 6:13 PM

179

an adulterer would be unethical, show poor judgement and the member might be a very public person which might put

11/24/2015 4:46 PM

the public interest at risk. don't like ethics in there
180

This should be a council responsibility, not the responsibility of employees of the association

11/23/2015 6:26 PM

181

Example?

11/23/2015 10:17 AM

182

If there are truly "emergent circumstances" that require prompt action, then a special meeting of the Investigative
Committee, or a subset thereof, should be possible. The justification that it takes time to arrange a meeting does not

11/21/2015 6:02 PM

seem to warrant such power to reside with the Registrar.
183

Are members going to be compensated if investigation shows they are innocent? Looks like you are being convicted
without due process.

11/21/2015 12:34 PM

184

What defines an emergency? Whose emergency? This one is a bit too much power without an investigation and
should be left to the police.

11/20/2015 8:28 AM

185

This authority has already been given the investigative committee with its checks and balances. If it is necessary to

11/19/2015 9:47 AM

have an expedited suspension then get the IC together quickly. Too much power without recourse to appeals or
courts.
186

I think there could be immense pressure to suspend due to political pressure. But many other factors are present. For
example, the use of salt at the Elliot Lake Mall parkade. If they are later cleared, the damage to their reputation and

11/17/2015 8:27 AM

life will already have been done. When police etc are suspended pending investigation, it is with pay. That won't be
the case here.
187

You need to establish a process with checks and balances, I would like to know how many occasions this type of wide

11/15/2015 4:09 PM

ranging authority would have been necessary or warranted in the past 5 years.
188

The specific scenario of public safety should still restrict the power of apega somewhat, "emergent circumstances"

11/15/2015 10:47 AM

seems very vague for the amount of power apega is gaining by this change.
189

Need criteria to define when this is reasonable.

11/15/2015 7:03 AM

190

Again, Section 11 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states " Any person charged with an offence has the right ...

11/14/2015 10:55 AM

(d) to be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and
impartial tribunal;". Does this change violate that right?
191

Only if Registrar gets approval from Investigative Committee

11/13/2015 10:18 PM

192

I understand that emergent circumstances refer to high profile cases already in the media. If it is only presumed to be

11/13/2015 5:17 PM

emergent, the rights of the member or permit holder should be respected and protected.
193

Agree provided that there are clear guidelines that also protect the member's rights to "fair and due process".

11/13/2015 2:57 PM

194

ONLY If public Safety or the public interest is at serious risk

11/13/2015 2:24 PM

195

Strong Policy and oversight required

11/13/2015 8:16 AM

196

Only in very limited circumstances where public safety is in serious jeopardy

11/13/2015 7:19 AM

197

This is an inappropriate concentration of punitive power in the hands of the registrar. In the case of "serious risk" to

11/12/2015 8:44 PM

the public, the investigative committee could be charged with an expedited investigation.
198

Using the technology available, the appropriate volunteer member committee should handle these situations as they

11/12/2015 8:24 PM

do now. Short cuts in due process are a sure measure of lack of confidence in member self-regulation mechanisms. If
timing is a problem, adapt the committee process. Empowering the Registrar to act as a regulator i.e. going around
the self-regulation process, is an unfortunate suggestion.
199

I believe the existing ability of an investigative committee to suspend a member's license is sufficient. If the situation
requires urgent action then the committee's meeting to initiate an investigation should be expedited.
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200

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:55 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
201

No suspension should imposed without due process.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

202

I would like to see more of the thinking regarding the length of time for a suspension, and if no findings are made then

11/12/2015 12:20 AM

what income compensation does APEGA propose?
203

This could cause a member to be suspended without cause due to a complaint launched by an unscrupulous or

11/9/2015 7:21 PM

malicious person. People should remain innocent until PROVEN guilty!
204

Suspension period must be subject to a "reasonable" disciplinary review period.

11/9/2015 3:55 PM

205

They should be able to restrict rather than suspend until such time as the investigation is complete.

11/9/2015 1:57 PM

206

Though I agree with the discussion sentiment, the amendment should be written so as to include the language

11/9/2015 1:57 PM

'suspend or restrict' a Member or Permit Holder on an expedited basis...
207

This should be decided by Executive Committee of Council

11/9/2015 7:49 AM

208

Demonstrate the need with case histories.

11/4/2015 8:37 PM

209

Again, nobody was able to clarify the definition of "emergent circumstances". Why would we want to empower so

11/4/2015 8:08 PM

much one single person who is not even elected?
210

The investigative committee is enough. No reason to give more power to administrators.

11/4/2015 7:51 PM

211

Again too much reliance on a Registrar. Understand need for effective time frame in these matters but maybe need

11/4/2015 6:42 PM

new council or elected body to ensure effective time frame responses.
212

Do not agree with the Registrar ruling in emergent situations where an Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee /

11/4/2015 12:36 PM

Discipline Committee (Members) have not ruled on a matter. Believe the Investigative Panel / Discipline Committee
should retain oversight of Registrar.
213

What constitutes 'emergent'?

11/3/2015 2:30 PM

214

Yes, though I am not certain the Member or Permit Holder's name should be made public (beyond APEGA) at the

11/2/2015 4:40 PM

time of the suspension.
215

Too much power in the hands of a single individual. Should remain with the Discipline or Investigative Committee.

11/2/2015 3:45 PM

216

The authority is important; however, it opens the door for shenanigans - baseless accusations that could be very

11/2/2015 2:49 PM

damaging to reputation.
217

This capability should exist. I would like to see someone co-authorizing this action rather than the registrar doing this

11/2/2015 12:38 PM

all by themselves. Again, too much power for only the registrar.
218

I am concerned with abuse of office/power. In emergent circumstances, an investigative committee should be put

11/2/2015 1:35 AM

together to decide the Member or Permit Holder discipline. That authority should never be held my one person
unilaterally. Despite the professional capacity the Registrar holds, office holders (private and public) have been known
to abuse the powers of their office to their advantage. APEGA should have checks in place to prevent that from
happening.
219

This recommendation if passed can lead to abuse and harassment of a member by ill intended people.

11/1/2015 8:02 AM

220

not only registrar, but council shall act on emergent issue to formalize the decision in transparent manner.

10/31/2015 2:38 PM

221

More definitions are needed. The registerar should not have the authority to judge everyone based on his evaluation

10/30/2015 11:47 PM

222

Under what emergent circumstances would the Registrar use this authority? Is this another proposed council policy?

10/30/2015 6:25 PM

What are the specifics of the policy? First you want the power to tell anyone and everyone - particularly other
engineering jurisdicitions, when someone is subject of disicplinary action. Now you want the authority to discipline
someone without an investigation or a hearing. A judge can authorize the police to do this sort of thing. In this case
APEGA is both the police and the judge.
223

Checks and balances need to be in place to ensure that there is oversight of the Registrar.

10/30/2015 5:36 PM

224

A professional job and livelihood could be seriously damaged by a totally false claim. Once the damage is done with

10/30/2015 1:37 PM

the employer of that professional, it would be impossible to repair.
225

G U P I again.

10/30/2015 9:31 AM

226

Innocent until proven guilty.

10/30/2015 8:50 AM

227

I only agree once this information is not ever added to the public register.

10/29/2015 5:14 PM
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228

The Registrar should only be authorized to put into place interim restrictions for a reasonable period to allow the

10/29/2015 8:43 AM

Investigative Committee time to review the case.
229

Under what circumstances could this be so urgent that the Investigative Committee cannot form a proper quorum to

10/28/2015 7:58 PM

deal with this issue? Technology nowadays makes it so easy to conference/skype with others that it is hard to imagine
a realistic scenario. If this is a real problem, then maybe availability should be a condition of being on the Investigative
Committee or designates be appointed to deal with absentees.
230

This is a knee jerk reaction. A malicious person, familiar with the Act could very easily cause a lot of stress and

10/28/2015 6:44 PM

anguish in a persons life by "crying rape" and making false allegations maliciously. APEGA needs to remember that
there is a legal system in Canada to deal with criminals, APEGA is responsible for governing professional engineers
only, not for prosecuting them.
231

What are the emergent circumstances? Need to define before one can comment.

10/28/2015 1:06 PM

232

Explicit criteria for "emergent circumstances".

10/28/2015 8:56 AM

233

Again, a committee should be empowered with these actions.

10/28/2015 8:00 AM

234

I cannot imagine any case where public safety or interest is at such a risk as to require this action

10/27/2015 8:36 PM
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Q12 Recommendation: The Engineering
and Geoscience Professions Act be
amended to authorize the Investigative
Committee and the Registrar to impose
interim conditions on a Member or Permit
Holder on an expedited basis in emergent
circumstances. The circumstances under
which this power could be exercised would
be based on criteria clearly described and
established in the General Regulation.
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Strongly agree

26.16%

332

Somewhat agree

45.31%

575

Somewhat disagree

11.98%

152

Strongly disagree

11.98%

152

I do not have an opinion on this matter

4.57%

58
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1,269

#

Comments:

Date

1

I would agree that the Investigative Committee be so authorized, but not the Registrar on their own.

12/18/2015 3:40 PM

2

Power grab and unnecessary.

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

3

The proposed recommendation as stated does not clarify how it is improving the current act other than risking the
removal of due process for the membership, acting without proper assessment, and giving too much power to the

12/18/2015 3:05 PM

Registrar's office.
4

Seems reasonable.

12/18/2015 2:18 PM

5

There would need to be a fair process for the member or permit holder to exercise this power.

12/18/2015 9:09 AM

6

This should not be disclosed publically until after investigations are complete

12/18/2015 8:41 AM
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7

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:31 AM

8

Just don't let the registrar initiate complaints or have any involvement in setting out the general Regulation.

12/17/2015 10:42 PM

9

With clear terms of applicability .

12/17/2015 8:23 PM

10

We need to see the General Regulation.

12/17/2015 5:35 PM

11

In Canada 'innocent until proven guilty' is important for many reasons - this could allow vexatious or unfounded claims

12/17/2015 1:26 PM

against a permit holder or member to result in and unjust loss of livelihood or reputation in the event that a final
decision differs from the emergent circumstance.
12

This is a good suggestion to have interim conditions rather than purely suspension. I have somewhat agree, as I don't

12/17/2015 1:08 PM

believe that this should be done by the Registrar but rather by the investigative committee.
13

Integrity is required in public life . . and a huge problem in our society is the lack of the same in many situations. The

12/17/2015 11:48 AM

integrity of professionals needs to augmented by wisdom for there to be just and fair action taken. Otherwise there are
only rules.
14

I can accpet this proposal if the decision is made by committee ONLY. One person should not have the power or

12/17/2015 11:01 AM

responsibility to make such a decision.
15

Imposing interim conditions would be reasonable in case of immediate danger to public safety or health. There should

12/17/2015 9:53 AM

be evidence to backup the claim.
16

Again "emergent" should be replaced with "Urgent " or a similar word

12/16/2015 6:15 PM

17

Difficult to properly answer this question without more detail on the criteria required.

12/16/2015 3:05 PM

18

I disagree of the Registrar having this authority in this circumstance. There has to be ways with technology for the
investigative committee to respond faster and provide a recommendation on the status of the member or Permit

12/16/2015 2:27 PM

holder
19

If the criteria is published clearly and the decision is explicitly linked to that criteria, then you would think there could
be no abuse of process. Even still, there are very clever members who are unscrupulous enough to work the system

12/16/2015 10:13 AM

to do whatever they want. Members should be provided a forum to self-publish any commentary they choose to make
against any decision made against them, and the Registrar be compelled to publish that commentary. A member who
feels victimized by process should be given a platform to tell their side of the story.
20

Same as question #11.

12/16/2015 9:52 AM

21

Same as previous comments

12/16/2015 9:42 AM

22

The disciplinary committe alone should have these powers.

12/16/2015 8:44 AM

23

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:19 PM

24

There first needs to be an immediate hearing where evidence from all parties can be presented, before an expedited

12/15/2015 9:11 PM

suspension or restriction occurs.
25

This is sounding more reasonable, but I am still unclear why we would give this power/ responsibility solely to the

12/15/2015 5:29 PM

Registrar.
26

I guess that my main concern is that we are giving a lot of power to the Registrar to act independently. This is

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

somewhat like stepping back to the days of the absolute monarchy. If you have a very good king (or queen) things
work very well, but if not...
27

I do not believe that the Investigative Committee should have that level of authority, only the Registrar.

12/15/2015 4:26 PM

28

Formal proceedings must be undertaken.

12/15/2015 3:10 PM

29

This is a more reasonable approach than jumping to suspension.

12/15/2015 2:57 PM

30

APEGA should not impose interim conditions on a Member's or Permit Holder's license before getting into a deep

12/15/2015 1:56 PM

investigation and the suspension or the restriction of license to be applied as a disciplinary action if there is any.
31

Similar to previous comment

12/15/2015 1:56 PM

32

This would very much be on a case by case basis. Why are some many of these questions assuming the members
are guilty until proven innocent?

12/15/2015 1:12 PM

33

Dont abuse your power, however.

12/15/2015 12:52 PM

34

see comments for question 11

12/15/2015 12:49 PM

35

See response to 11.

12/15/2015 12:43 PM
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36

Due process is required

12/15/2015 12:38 PM

37

General Regulation must be made publicly available for transparency and clarity.

12/15/2015 12:10 PM

38

This prematurely punishes a member and/or permit holder who has not been found guilty of anything. Wait for due

12/15/2015 11:47 AM

process, rather than causing irreversible damages.
39

Need to specify criteria to be used in making a decision based on this recommendation.

12/15/2015 11:37 AM

40

Again I believe this authorization needs to come from a disiplanery committee

12/15/2015 11:29 AM

41

this is duplication of previous clauses

12/15/2015 10:56 AM

42

It all depends on the criteria above. How do we ensure that an expedited process is still fair to all parties? That's not

12/15/2015 10:36 AM

been addressed.
43

What is the current provision in the act. Why is this now required. Seems to grant "instant" power to the Registrar

12/15/2015 10:03 AM

without due process.
44

Again, see previous comments regarding not allowing APEGA to make such APEGA actions public until such time as

12/15/2015 9:57 AM

APEGA's review is completed.
45

Why?

12/15/2015 9:34 AM

46

how are "emergent circumstances" defined?

12/15/2015 9:21 AM

47

Same comments as #11.

12/15/2015 9:16 AM

48

Again, not the registrar alone.

12/15/2015 9:06 AM

49

Without the criteria and its limits, this power is broad.

12/15/2015 8:53 AM

50

Proof of wrongdoing must be available and a fair investigation must take place before the licence of a member or

12/15/2015 8:52 AM

permit holder can be suspended. That is how due process works in Canada and APEGA's legislation absolutely
should not deviate from that.
51

Ok, if the Investigative Committee and Registrar are acting together? But how would dissent within the committee or

12/15/2015 8:40 AM

between the Registrar and committee be handled? And can the "circumstances" be more clearly articulated?
52

Agree as long as the General Regulation protects all parties involved (the public, the engineer and the permit holder)

12/15/2015 8:31 AM

53

APEGA can not be both the Investigator and the Judge. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (a) the right of the

12/15/2015 8:29 AM

individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived thereof
except by due process of law;
54

This would largely depend on the circumstances and only to be applied when wrong doing is totally proven

12/15/2015 7:45 AM

55

Provided the limitations are clear as is discribed here.

12/15/2015 6:42 AM

56

What emergent circumstances? The criteria wil be of interest.

12/15/2015 6:01 AM

57

Need to be very careful not to impact on a career unless clear proof. There should be some sort of professional

12/15/2015 4:06 AM

interaction (in a spirit of cooperation) between APEGA and the person's employer (who will also be most likely an
APEGA permit holder) in such situations as a first step.
58

Same comment as 11

12/15/2015 12:14 AM

59

I am not clear about what those interim conditions are and to what areas do they apply. Please be specific or give
case example.

12/14/2015 11:33 PM

60

See comment 11.

12/14/2015 10:13 PM

61

See question # 1.

12/14/2015 10:11 PM

62

assuming the criteria requires the public safety or public interest is at risk

12/14/2015 10:02 PM

63

What's not to agree with? It seems to be stating the way things are already.

12/14/2015 9:46 PM

64

I want to see the regulations before I say yes.

12/14/2015 9:27 PM

65

The member must be granted their day in court.

12/14/2015 9:21 PM

66

This and a number of the other survey questions leads me to believe APEGA is seeking to increase its power over
members. Much is left to the imagination as to how this additional power could be used or abused either by APEGA or

12/14/2015 9:06 PM

by special interest groups that may use these rules to have projects shut down by having members stripped of their
right to practice.
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67

if the investigative committee can make such approach to the registrar then maybe.

12/14/2015 8:13 PM

68

Not sure what the question actually is. just like 11.

12/14/2015 8:10 PM

69

Sounds too administrative and likely difficult to police. Keep my fees down.

12/14/2015 8:07 PM

70

What qualifies as an "emergent circumstance"?

12/14/2015 8:01 PM

71

The Permit Holder or Member ought to be given notice of such concerns prior to these deliberations. Overuse of
power will create the opposite result.

12/14/2015 7:34 PM

72

Care should be taken when exercising power and should be conducted only when public safety is a major concern.

12/14/2015 7:13 PM

73

Provided the burden of proof is highly set and/or there is imminent danger to the public.

12/14/2015 6:33 PM

74

I can't think of a case where this would be necessary

12/14/2015 6:31 PM

75

I strongly disagree unless the Member or Permit Holder has an equally expedited appeal process.

12/14/2015 5:31 PM

76

I would like to see the criteria before I would support this practice. No criteria are listed in the briefing.

12/14/2015 5:16 PM

77

Must be handled on a case by case basis...so, a general law may not fit.

12/14/2015 5:11 PM

78

The circumstances would have to be very severe before I would support this change.

12/14/2015 3:06 PM

79

APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

to you want this power and how much will it be influenced?
80

Again, interim is not final. Without formal processes, APEGA could damage reputations, etc. We have to be above

12/14/2015 12:28 PM

that and only issue conditions or discipline after a complete investigation
81

Interim conditions could be easily as punitive as cancellation or suspension. What is the goal for this

12/14/2015 11:47 AM

recommendation? I am uncomfortable with the tone of these....
82

Agreed, provided that IF the member is cleared of all wrong doing, no actions appear on their record.

12/10/2015 8:41 AM

83

Investigative committee - yes, registrar - no

12/9/2015 7:13 PM

84

Currently, the Investigative Committee may suspend the licence of a Member or Permit Holder on an interim basis
pending a preliminary investigation or disciplinary hearing. The proposed recommendation as stated does not clarify

12/9/2015 2:33 PM

how it is improving the current act other than risking the removal of due process for the membership, acting without
proper assessment, and giving too much power to the Registrar office.
85

Agreed if this has a fixed term.

12/9/2015 10:59 AM

86

For the Investigative Committee only, not Administration.(30 day temp sanction by administration could be
acceptable.)

12/8/2015 11:02 PM

87

Currently, the Investigative Committee may suspend the licence of a Member or Permit Holder on an interim basis

12/8/2015 10:01 PM

pending a preliminary investigation or disciplinary hearing. The proposed recommendation as stated does not clarify
how it is improving the current act other than risking the removal of due process for the membership, acting without
proper assessment, and giving too much power to the Registrar office.
88

This is a more reasonable approach

12/5/2015 11:05 AM

89

If there is sufficient evidence from a preliminary investigation this power makes sense.

12/3/2015 2:00 PM

90

too much power to Invetigative committee, smells very much like inquisition to me.

12/2/2015 9:21 PM

91

Interim measures must be reasonable. APEGA should not assume any liability for these measures and should

11/30/2015 9:41 AM

conduct the investigation expeditiously.
92

Should have specific expiry date

11/30/2015 9:31 AM

93

This is a reasonable consequence of 11

11/30/2015 9:25 AM

94

But include a time frame before public safety is affected. The time frame may include preventing a contract

11/29/2015 8:00 PM

implementation that is "point of no return" which would result in public safety down the road.
95

Again, gives a lot of power to the Registrar.

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

96

This extra requirement, such as requiring review by an additional qualified member, will not be too punitive if the

11/29/2015 9:40 AM

person or permit holder is absolved.
97

File charges and prove misconduct first. This would make the registrar a kangaroo court that charges and punishes
before investigation. Once again NAZI style powers of jail before inquiry.
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98

Follow full and proper processes. Expedition is a circumvention of full and proper processes.

11/29/2015 8:05 AM

99

Need more clarification on the circumstances where these powers could be used before agreeing.

11/28/2015 1:13 PM

100

Not before the member or permit holder has had an investigation and hearing.

11/28/2015 12:28 PM

101

All situations should first be investigated.

11/28/2015 7:19 AM

102

What are the criteria?

11/28/2015 3:45 AM

103

Currently, the Investigative Committee may suspend the licence of a Member or Permit Holder on an interim basis

11/27/2015 11:47 PM

pending a preliminary investigation or disciplinary hearing. The proposed recommendation as stated does not clarify
how it is improving the current act other than risking the removal of due process for the membership, acting without
proper assessment, and giving too much power to the Registrar office.
104

I strongly agree only in that the criteria must be pre-defined in the general regulation & be made known to all

11/27/2015 11:28 PM

members through a special mailing listing all changes.
105

Formal inquiry is the only fair process.

11/27/2015 8:49 PM

106

This requires APEGA to ensure experts in the field are hired to carry out the investigation. This amendment is

11/27/2015 8:18 PM

assumes the member being investigated is guilty first. The process at the moment has the checks and balances to
ensure a fair investigation and review.
107

Are you now, or have you ever been a member of the Communist Party?

11/27/2015 6:27 PM

108

Convening the Investigative Committee should always be the first preference.

11/27/2015 6:08 PM

109

It would have to be pretty clear that there was some involvement by the member. I still get concerned about "jumping

11/27/2015 4:12 PM

to conclusions".
110

Would challenge APEGA to produce a real example of where this was actually needed based on past investigations.

11/27/2015 3:53 PM

Places too much power without oversight on the Registrar.
111

Where is the criteria? Does it exist at present? Who has input into it?

11/26/2015 9:06 AM

112

AGAIN ONLY if criminal charges are laid by official legal entities.

11/25/2015 5:15 PM

113

Not until a preliminary investigation is completed.

11/25/2015 11:27 AM

114

My understanding of this recommendation aligns with answers to previous questions....."interim conditions" would be

11/24/2015 8:29 PM

far more appropriate than knee-jerk suspension or similar sanction....let the severity of the case dictate the conditions
that are fair, measured and appropriate.
115

Only the Investigative Committee should be able to do this. Not the Registrar.

11/24/2015 7:39 PM

116

Don't see the need for a draconian measure like this .

11/24/2015 7:30 PM

117

I support having both the committee and the Registrar imposing this interim condition.

11/24/2015 10:41 AM

118

A council approved investigative committee

11/23/2015 6:26 PM

119

Again - too much power without a proper investigation and decision. If it is an emergency then call the police.

11/20/2015 8:29 AM

120

already provided for in the act. Too much power being given to the registrar without due process or appeal avenues.

11/19/2015 9:48 AM

121

The criteria with the checks and balances is critical.

11/15/2015 4:10 PM

122

Again, Section 11 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states " Any person charged with an offence has the right ...

11/14/2015 10:55 AM

(d) to be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and
impartial tribunal;". Does this change violate that right?
123

See comment in item #11

11/13/2015 5:17 PM

124

Provided that the criteria are clearly defined.

11/13/2015 2:59 PM

125

Guilty until proven innocent. If the offence doesn't warrant immediately suspending the member, nothing should be

11/13/2015 7:20 AM

done until a full investigation is complete.
126

Can not agree. No criteria stated above

11/12/2015 9:17 PM

127

The registrar should not have this authority on their own. Investigative committee should have to recommend this to the
registrar.

11/12/2015 8:46 PM

128

I would support the investigative committee being able to impose interim conditions in addition to suspensions in

11/12/2015 8:01 PM

unusual situations. The Registrar should not have these authorities.
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129

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:55 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
130

No restrictions should be imposed without due process.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

131

I would like to see this reworded to authorize the Investigative Committee and Registrar together...

11/12/2015 12:23 AM

132

a) Need to see the criteria. b) People (members) are innocent unless PROVEN to be guilty. Not sure I can support this

11/9/2015 7:22 PM

item. See comments for previous item.
133

the term "clearly" cannot be defined leaving everything subject to interpretation.

11/9/2015 7:51 AM

134

Following face to face interview, and seriousness of complaint

11/5/2015 2:20 PM

135

Demonstrate the need with case histories.

11/4/2015 8:38 PM

136

Again, too much power in a single head without a clear definition of emergent circumstances.

11/4/2015 8:08 PM

137

Investigative committee yes, Registrar no. The power should lie with the membership, not administrators.

11/4/2015 7:53 PM

138

Do not agree with the Registrar or independent investigators ruling in emergent situations where a Discipline

11/4/2015 12:36 PM

Committee has not ruled on a matter. Believe the Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee
(Members) should retain oversight of Registrar and investigations. Regardless of what APEGA entity has the authority
to make these decisions, agree that the circumstances under which APEGA could exercise this power should be
based on criteria clearly described and established in the General Regulation.
139

Investigative Committee only.

11/2/2015 3:46 PM

140

Same as last one, co-authorize the sanctions from at least 2 people, one of which can the registrar.

11/2/2015 12:38 PM

141

APEGA needs to share the criteria under which this will be implemented with the members PRIOR to asking members

11/2/2015 1:37 AM

to approve the criteria. In my opinion, APEGA is not being open with the members on the rules which will be used to
govern the members.
142

Remove the text "and the Registrar"

11/1/2015 6:06 PM

143

What is the proposed General Regulation?

10/30/2015 6:26 PM

144

Without knowing what those criteria are, this question has no value.

10/30/2015 9:33 AM

145

Innocent until proven guilty.

10/30/2015 8:51 AM

146

I only agree once this information is not ever added to the public register.

10/29/2015 5:14 PM

147

See comments for #11

10/28/2015 7:59 PM

148

See previous response.

10/28/2015 6:44 PM

149

What will be the appeal process? Perceived guilt versus reality.

10/28/2015 2:48 PM

150

Criteria should be developed first before the act is amended such that the full scope is clear.

10/28/2015 8:57 AM

151

'Interim conditions' seems like a temporary step. These conditions may differ from the original requirements.

10/28/2015 8:03 AM

152

I cannot imagine a circumstance that would require this sort of action

10/27/2015 8:37 PM
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Q13 Recommendation: As part of the
complaint investigation process, APEGA
investigators be given the authority to
require any person, whether a Member or
non-member, to produce documents related
to the complaint.
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Strongly agree

37.44%

471

Somewhat agree

33.70%

424

Somewhat disagree

11.21%

141

Strongly disagree

15.34%

193

I do not have an opinion on this matter

2.31%

29

Total

1,258

#

Comments:

Date

1

APEGA has jurisdiction over its members, not the general public. This authority belongs to the judiciary.

12/18/2015 3:52 PM

2

This is a grotesque invasion of a person's privacy and has no place in a professional, self-regulating society.

12/18/2015 3:22 PM

3

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before

12/18/2015 3:06 PM

them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.
There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require a search warrant.
4

Current practice is appropriate in this regard

12/18/2015 2:21 PM

5

Seems reasonable.

12/18/2015 2:19 PM

6

Only thelegal profession should be able to do this. APEGA is interfering in the rights of citizens in a totally unqualified
and mindless manner.

12/18/2015 10:09 AM

7

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:31 AM

8

A self governing body needs to be able to compel witnesses and require documents. But the registrar cannot be

12/17/2015 10:44 PM

allowed to initiate complaints if they can also, as a case manager, compel witnesses, demand documents, require
testing etc.
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9

Perhaps through some form of court proceeding - APEGA should not be attempting to serve the purpose of the court

12/17/2015 7:03 PM

systems
10

I would caution about the use of this option. I also wonder about the authority to enforce this. It strikes me that this is

12/17/2015 4:46 PM

more of a legal issue than APEGA issue.
11

Who are these APEGA investigators? My understanding is that the investigative committee is a committee of our

12/17/2015 1:11 PM

peers (P.Eng and P.Geo) whereas it reads that APEGA investigators may not be. I don't believe that APEGA should
have any rights to compel members outside its membership nor to compel them to produce documents. To do so, they
should have to get a court order or follow some other legal process.
12

I believe such authority ultimately protects the public good, and meets the responsibilty of APEGA for self-regulation
under the law. However, the methods and circumstances under which this recommendation is executed must be very

12/17/2015 11:05 AM

clear, transparent, and defendable to the public.
13

This requires more details as APEGA investigators is not viewed as law enforcement.

12/17/2015 9:54 AM

14

Totally unacceptable. Apegga will require anyone to produce documents related to a complaint....potentially a

12/16/2015 5:51 PM

complaint initiated by apegga itself. Totally unacceptable. I can't believe this is even being considered.
15

If the necessary documents cannot be produced then the complaint should be dismissed.

12/16/2015 5:41 PM

16

Hugely overstepping rational boundaries here.

12/16/2015 4:40 PM

17

I am not sure of the legal precedence to compel a non-member to submit information

12/16/2015 3:20 PM

18

I can't see how APEGA would be granted this authority over non-members. It seems entirely inappropriate and while I

12/16/2015 3:09 PM

believe the ability to make a request is appropriate, having "authority to require" is completely impractical as well.
19

why require a non-member for professional investigation?

12/16/2015 1:12 PM

20

Might be hard to require non-members to produce documents.

12/16/2015 11:56 AM

21

Is this subpoena power? What is the penalty for not complying, or for destroying documents? What if somebody is

12/16/2015 10:16 AM

accused of having documents but they never existed and cannot be produced, now what. I'm worried about abuse of
process. I've met plenty of individuals who would rub their hands in glee at participating in such a process if they were
given such powers. I don't think this proposed rule is very clear.
22

I would consider an investigator to be in a similar position as a police officer. They need a warrant to compelled

12/16/2015 9:44 AM

someone to produce documents. Anything less becomes a police state.
23

Provided that the FOIP Act is strictly followed and document release is reviewed by an appropriate FOIP officer, prior

12/16/2015 8:49 AM

to submission for investigation purposes.
24

This gives APEGA the power that police must apply to a judge to get: in effect a search warrant. This would be

12/16/2015 8:48 AM

challenged in court and APEGA would most likely lose.
25

It must be clear that this authority pertains to the Investigative Committee.

12/16/2015 8:47 AM

26

The APEGA investigators shall provide any person requested to produce documents related to the complaint with an

12/15/2015 9:55 PM

un-redacted copy of the complaint when the request for documents is made and a complete set of all the documents
related to the investigation when the documents are presented to the investigative committee.
27

members only

12/15/2015 9:41 PM

28

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:19 PM

29

What would happen to a requirement if no documents are available? (The recommendation may need to be worded

12/15/2015 8:27 PM

differently.)
30

Care in drafting this is needed to limit the scope of document demands and to be reasonable about timing.

12/15/2015 5:31 PM

31

I doubt APEGA investigators are qualified to exercise the powers of a Peace Officer.

12/15/2015 5:18 PM

32

I don't believe this is resposability of Apega.

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

33

Within the scope of the investigation into a breach of practice. the clause as written is broad.

12/15/2015 4:27 PM

34

If non-members are included in the deliberation then the rules of acceptable evidence should be thoroughly defined
and structured.

12/15/2015 4:01 PM

35

There is a formal legal process for this already, involving the police. Use them to subpoena information. What is being
proposed sounds like a second-tier justice system. Alberta, nor Canada, is subject to secret police.

12/15/2015 3:13 PM

36

An excessive potential use of power leading to a serious risk of abuse

12/15/2015 3:11 PM
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37

Compelling evidence is best left with the court of law.

12/15/2015 2:58 PM

38

Just doubt that APEGA has the power to regulate a non-member

12/15/2015 2:24 PM

39

As part of the complaint investigation process, the Investigative Committee (Not APEGA investigators) be given the
authority to require any person, whether a Member or non-member, to produce documents related to the complaint.

12/15/2015 2:03 PM

40

But some evidence will have to be taken in context with the situation. And the motivation/expertise of the non-member

12/15/2015 1:13 PM

must be considered.
41

It is beyond APEGA's capacity

12/15/2015 12:40 PM

42

This needs to be kept inside the association.

12/15/2015 12:15 PM

43

Not sure how APEGA would be able to force non-members to do anything??

12/15/2015 12:03 PM

44

Especially if authority means "force" here. It's simple, a member shows himself as likely to be probably guilty if he

12/15/2015 12:01 PM

refuses to cooperate. Force isn't necessary. If there's non-cooperation on the part of the member, the committee may
advise him and give an ultimatum after which a decision on his status may be made. With regards to authority over a
non-member...Hmmm! Is APEGA the same as the Police? We must be careful here! We (APEGA) are a regulatory
body and not a task force except am missing something.
45

Agree only if done under the auspices of the Investigative Committee. This is not clear in the information provided.

12/15/2015 11:45 AM

46

APEGA should NOT have any power with respect to compelling non members. These are quasi judicial powers which
APEGA should not have.

12/15/2015 11:41 AM

47

This is almost like examinations for discovery and an accused member or permit holder could incriminate themselves
in the event that the process moves to civil or criminal court. Elliot Lake and SNC Lavalin are examples. I almost

12/15/2015 11:17 AM

seems like the Engineering and Geosciences Act would be competing with other acts for precedence.
48

I don't think a non member will be always fit for producing documents related to professional practice.

12/15/2015 11:07 AM

49

That authority lies with the courts not APEGA.

12/15/2015 10:41 AM

50

Investigators ought to have sufficient authority, but there ought to be checks to ensure that investigations are launched

12/15/2015 10:41 AM

only when there are justifiable complaints.
51

This type of additional power will open APEGA up to lawsuits. I am not at all in favor of over-extending APEGA's

12/15/2015 10:07 AM

mandate to what is noted here. APEGA's mandate is to correct issues related to it's membership only. APEGA is now
trying to take the role that the Canadian courts play, which is to deal with all citizens of Canada. If APEGA feels the
need to extend it's reach, it needs to do so within the framework that already exists (ie, the Canadian court system). If
APEGA feels the need to compel non-members to provide additional evidence, APEGA would need to spend it's
resources on making such a case in a Canadian court of law. As an example, how far does APEGA want to extend this
new power? Would APEGA think that it should extend even outside of Canada (given that other U.S. states now
recognize APEGA members)? How would that then be done and then be thought of by other non-Canadian regions?
For these reasons and more, I strongly disagree with this "heavy-handed" approach that APEGA is suggesting here.
52

Skips all due process and privacy rights.

12/15/2015 10:04 AM

53

documents are not always available or are the property of the members employer. Hence, not available and a member

12/15/2015 10:04 AM

should not be legally obligated to provide.
54

This is a violation of the Charter of Rights. This should only be done by Law Enforcement Officers using a duly sworn

12/15/2015 9:45 AM

warrant in front of a sitting magistrate.
55

Apega has no jurisdiction over a nonmember unless they are practising engineering in Alberta.

12/15/2015 9:36 AM

56

This provides very broad based powers. It may involve compelling non-members to reveal confidential information.

12/15/2015 9:25 AM

Non-members did not enter into an agreement with APEGA. I suggest that APEGA should have the right to request a
Court order to obtain documents and to compel non-members to submit to an interview.
57

There must be limits on who can produce documents, it should not be "any person" perhaps it could be "any
professional person".

12/15/2015 9:17 AM

58

No, the person should be at least professional in that particular area.

12/15/2015 9:07 AM

59

this case should go to the court.

12/15/2015 9:01 AM

60

Although the law would probably limit access to non-members' files, which could be to the detriment of the

12/15/2015 9:01 AM

investigation.
61

APEGA is not a court, nor is it the police. More importantly it should not be either of these things.
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62

Without a legal warrant, no person, member or not, should be required to produce anything for any party. APEGA is

12/15/2015 8:53 AM

not law enforcement.
63

For a non-member, would this be in conflict with other legislation? Does the term "APEGA investigators" mean any

12/15/2015 8:45 AM

individual investigator, or the complete Investigative Committee? How long would Members be required to keep old
files?
64

These powers belong where they are presently with the courts, not with APEGA investigators. Canadian Bill of Rights

12/15/2015 8:36 AM

S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
65

What would be the process to validate these documents?

12/15/2015 8:31 AM

66

As part of this process, I believe it is necessary that a only a Member be required to submit documents that are related

12/15/2015 8:26 AM

to the complaint when it comes to matters of unskilled practice and unprofessional conduct.
67

It needs to be understood that non-Members probably don't have the same obligation to retain documents as

12/15/2015 8:18 AM

Members, so some documents might not be available. Non-Members shouldn't be subject to the same penalty for not
preserving documents that a Member would be.
68

APEGA would need to keep documents confidential.

12/15/2015 7:44 AM

69

Only the investigative committee should have this authority.

12/15/2015 6:43 AM

70

This is outside of the APEGA mandate.

12/15/2015 6:42 AM

71

You have no legal authority here. Let the lawyers do the legal stuff.

12/15/2015 6:03 AM

72

Sounds like authority which is police and court

12/15/2015 3:14 AM

73

My experience has been that the unskilled practice were exercised by non-members (in USA) having no professional

12/14/2015 11:39 PM

engineering titles.
74

A professional member will produce their documents as part of their PMP and QMS process. If a non-member wants

12/14/2015 10:15 PM

to provide documentation in support of a complaint/complainant, they are presently free to do so. Non-members
should NOT be required to produce documents should they choose not to do so.
75

This is moving into a quasi-judicial type of capacity and This becomes quite the slippery slope that I find unpalatable at

12/14/2015 10:13 PM

this time.
76

give this authority to only the investigative committee, not all investigators.

12/14/2015 10:05 PM

77

Not sure that it should be applicable to non-Members as mandatory. APEGA is professional organization, not the
police. But APEGA should definitly be able to ask for information.

12/14/2015 9:55 PM

78

So the Investigative Committee ends up with the power of the courts. Good as it may seem, this will face serious

12/14/2015 9:49 PM

public challenge, injunctions, etc. Can the Bar association or the Medical association compel my personal evidence?
79

Unless the issue is being handled by law enforcement, I think it is very unethical and potential unconstitutional to force

12/14/2015 9:49 PM

a non-member to produce documents or "submit" to interviews.
80

When I did somebody's (APEGGA's?) Act & Ethics exam long ago, the discipline committee had the power of Court of

12/14/2015 9:29 PM

Queens Bench. Has that changed, if so change it back.
81

Agree in the basis that the person under investigation can appeal and have the same rights asthe committee.

12/14/2015 9:14 PM

82

Is this currently a problem?

12/14/2015 8:24 PM

83

are we going to be police?

12/14/2015 8:13 PM

84

I am in a similar situation: Tried to talk it through with someone to see if it is an issue - no person available. Sent an e-

12/14/2015 8:08 PM

mail two months ago - no response. What to do?
85

This should be done in the courts not a responsibility of APEGA. What is the qualification of the APEGA investigator?

12/14/2015 8:03 PM

86

What power does APEGA expect to have over nonmembers? This is ridiculous.

12/14/2015 7:43 PM

87

Major corporations / government bodies can overexercise powers and cause loss of data which can be disabling to a
professional.

12/14/2015 7:39 PM

88

This sounds like it should fall to the courts.

12/14/2015 7:21 PM

89

Care should be taken that frivolous / vindictive charges are not being investigated.

12/14/2015 7:15 PM

90

a "non-member" -- are you kidding?

12/14/2015 6:49 PM
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91

Limitations will have to apply. The authority to compel a member of the public is questionable and likely impractical to

12/14/2015 6:35 PM

enforce.
92

I don't like the idea of non-members being included.

12/14/2015 6:32 PM

93

APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

to you want this power and how much will it be influenced? What are the limits to your proposed amendment?
94

If the person coming forward with the complaint is not a member, they should be required to produce documents.

12/14/2015 12:29 PM

95

I don't believe APEGA should have any jurisdiction over non-members. This is NOT our mandate.

12/14/2015 11:48 AM

96

I am okay with the intent but the Act should be clear to limit waht 'related to the complaint' means. I have seen

12/11/2015 4:56 PM

regulators go on witch hunts.
97

Not sure if this is enforceable...

12/10/2015 3:21 PM

98

As a governing body, APEGA's rules should only apply to members. Non-members can not be forced to produce

12/9/2015 7:16 PM

anything to an external governing body since they are not subscribed to it. A court-ordered subpoena is necessary.
99

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before

12/9/2015 2:34 PM

them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.
There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require a search warrant.
100

APEGA is a self governing professional society. How can it require non-members to do anything? Additionally, this is

12/9/2015 11:34 AM

an investigators job. The regulation seems fine as is.
101

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before

12/8/2015 10:03 PM

them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.
There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require a search warrant.
102

While this may expedite certain complaints, I worry that this clause could be abused in order to obtain information

12/8/2015 3:34 PM

(trade secrets for example) that would otherwise be unavailable. This risk needs to be addressed before I would agree
to the above statement.
103

Something similar to the warrant process needs to be in place - justification and specification regarding the request
needs to be provided.

12/8/2015 12:39 PM

104

Full disclosure would be better

12/5/2015 11:05 AM

105

Concerned about whether a non-member is able to determine what documents are relative?

12/3/2015 10:30 AM

106

inquisition again.

12/2/2015 9:22 PM

107

How is this governed? Only a judge should be allowed to issue an order for disclosure.

11/30/2015 3:15 PM

108

I agree that the investigators should be able to get at the information, but being able to compel someone to produce

11/30/2015 2:05 PM

documents is a lot of power...Are our investigators to become Peace Officers and have to go through a warrant-like
system? If not,the checks and balances need to be well spelled out to ensure that our investigators are not misusing
their powers?
109

Will non-members recognize the purposed authority? Members should be obligated to produce documents related to a
complaint because of the oaths taken but non-members are not under the same ethical bounds. Non-members are

11/30/2015 1:42 PM

not legally bound to comply with APEGA rules/authorities.
110

what problems prompted the proposed changes? If the reason is safety, are we not already achieving this?

11/30/2015 1:20 PM

111

Do other engineering bodies / jurisdictions in Canada have this power already ?

11/30/2015 10:24 AM

112

May not be legal and may be difficult to implement.

11/30/2015 9:44 AM

113

Good luck with the non-members. What would be the sanctions for non-compliance by members ?

11/30/2015 9:31 AM

114

But APEGA should also be required to keep the documentation confidential to those involved with the investigation

11/29/2015 8:08 PM

only. Non-disclosure forms should be signed. APEGA needs to be careful not to expose themselves to leaking private
intel of the defendant; which would lead the defendant to file a lawsuit against APEGA for loss of revenue due to
leaked private corporate data.
115

non members are not subject to apega rules lets not be like the ss

11/29/2015 3:38 PM

116

What powers do they have to enforce this, or recourse if someone doesn't comply?

11/29/2015 2:57 PM

117

What type of documents? How will they be identified and evaluated as relevant?

11/29/2015 10:28 AM
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118

I don't understand how this will be enforced

11/29/2015 9:41 AM

119

if this is a complaint without charge or legal / criminal findings why should the registrar go on a witch hunt? The

11/29/2015 9:14 AM

subpoena's and investigation belong in the court of law and not in the apega office. We are not judges and accusers.
We are ethical professionals that act to remove licence from members that courts have found to be acting criminally or
unethically.
120

Such authority is reasonable to be applied to a memebr however it is not clear if a non member can also be included in

11/28/2015 1:41 PM

such a broad statement.
121

Requires clearly defined processes and procedures to avoid the perception of a "witch hunt".

11/28/2015 1:15 PM

122

Individuals have rights. Perhaps the ability to obtain a court order to compel the release of information is more

11/28/2015 9:50 AM

important.
123

Traditionally this is a power reserved for the due process of the courts.

11/28/2015 3:54 AM

124

I agree with the recommendation, however, how does APEGA impose its will on a non-member?

11/28/2015 12:00 AM

125

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before

11/27/2015 11:47 PM

them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.
There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require a search warrant.
126

Only to protect a member from false accusations

11/27/2015 11:34 PM

127

Good luck getting non-members (I.e., the general public) to comply. I expect privacy-related concerns will be raised.

11/27/2015 9:48 PM

128

Same as any civil proceeding. Unnecessary.

11/27/2015 8:49 PM

129

This would turn them into a kind of Witch-Finder General.

11/27/2015 6:28 PM

130

Not sure how APEGA intends to enforce compliance by non-members.

11/27/2015 4:23 PM

131

APEGA should have no control over non-members.

11/27/2015 4:22 PM

132

You have no authority over non-members.

11/27/2015 4:18 PM

133

All facts need to be brought forward, as long as they are related to the case. This seems to be verging into the judicial

11/27/2015 4:13 PM

system.
134

This is imposing demand on a member that our current legal system does not. For a employee of a firm who has

11/27/2015 3:53 PM

confidentiality agreements with member employees. The employee could not meet APEGA demands without risk of
lawsuit from their employer. Puts our members in an impossible situation. Completely disagree with this
recommendation.
135

May go too far. May be best to leave it to the courts?

11/26/2015 9:08 AM

136

Only as required by existing Provincial and Federal laws.

11/25/2015 11:28 AM

137

I do wonder why APEGA is staffing up with investigators.....it seems that there is a will to increase investigations!

11/24/2015 8:34 PM

Why? What statistical evidence is there that this is necessary? Has there been a flood of public complaints? I am
concerned that APEGA is poised to grow and expand staff (and costs, distractions to Members) for little valid reason.
138

I repeat myself but I can tell you APEGA is leaving itself wide open to abuse in this effort to be " transparent" so called.

11/24/2015 7:32 PM

139

A council approved investigative committee must have this access

11/23/2015 6:26 PM

140

I believe the role of the Investigative Committee is to determine the validity of a complaint should be able to be

11/21/2015 6:09 PM

accomplished with the current ability to require the member under investigation to produce documents. If the need
arises such that individuals outside of APEGA's membership are required to participate in an investigation and formal
proceeding, then such a complaint is likely to require a formal hearing anyway. Further, APEGA's role is to oversee the
practice of their members but should not have authority over members of the general public, unless the nature of a
complaint is serious enough, which again, would likely result in a formal hearing. Finally, the additional information that
may result from this could slow down the investigative process.
141

Qualifications of the investigator must be appropriate.

11/21/2015 2:59 PM

142

Now this is more like it. And I also recommend that the police be called in to compel the person who is the focus of an

11/20/2015 8:32 AM

investigation for unskilled practice to produce the information. I do not want any APEGA member to think that they are
well enough trained to act as a police investigator. The police are bad enough, why compound the problem.
143

Use the legal system.

11/18/2015 2:25 PM
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144

The rules for forcing testimony or producing evidence should be the same as used by the courts. I doubt this would

11/17/2015 8:30 AM

pass a court challenge.
145

APEGA should not have the right to compel a non member to provide evidence at the investigation stage, nor to

11/16/2015 4:55 PM

produce documents. There must be some restrictions to prevent "witch hunts". I would be okay with members being
compelled but you must recognize that some information is subject to client solicitor privilege and may re restricted
from disclosure due to confidentiality agreements.
146

Criteria and due process would need to be followed.

11/15/2015 4:11 PM

147

Section 13 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "A witness who testifies in any proceedings has the right not

11/14/2015 10:58 AM

to have any incriminating evidence so given used to incriminate that witness in any other proceedings, except in a
prosecution for perjury or for the giving of contradictory evidence." Does this change violate that right?
148

I presume that there will be judicial order such as a warrant for this action. I do have concerns as to how this will work

11/13/2015 5:22 PM

in cases where a member (or non member) may be unable to produce a document without possible violation any legal
confidentiality or non-disclosure agreements which may exist with a third party.
149

Nice in theory, How will this be implemented for foreign engineers in different legal jursidications? In addition what if

11/13/2015 8:19 AM

the records the engineer has are a companies IP, or on the companies property?
150

What legal authority does Apega have over non-members? I guess if you're going to go before a judge and get a

11/13/2015 7:24 AM

warrant and a sub-peona but at that point Apega has moved beyond a Professional Association and into the realm of a
quasi judicial entity. I don't believe that's what any of us envision for the association
151

Why not the Investigative Committee? If the investigators identify a need for certain documents, the Committee should

11/12/2015 10:03 PM

request those documents, and not the investigators.
152

No members should provide documents only to support their complaint.

11/12/2015 9:20 PM

153

Self-regulation implies inward powers to compel. The members have a duty to understand their internal investigation
mechanisms. Non-members have no such duty and should be dealt with outside APEGA's committees especially as

11/12/2015 8:37 PM

these committees do not follow the rules of evidence and force witnesses to incriminate themselves under oath.
154

The disciplinary committee and appeals board have this authority. I see no need to extend it to the investigative
committee. APEGA does not need to become another judicial organization - leave this to the courts.

11/12/2015 8:09 PM

155

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:56 PM

156

APEGA should be able to compel production of documents if they obtain a warrant for such documents (and complete

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

the typical process for obtaining such a warrant).
157

The optics of this proposal appears like a kangaroo court scenario.

11/12/2015 12:32 AM

158

Once again we need boundaries around some of these very strong and invasive powers. Not sure I can support the

11/9/2015 7:24 PM

item until I see the limitations of the powers.
159

I believe the Courts already have this authority and that is where it needs to remain.

11/9/2015 7:52 AM

160

One thing to remember is the document ownership and copy right regulations. This issue has to be resolved in a
manner satisfactory to both parties; employers and engineers. I do feel the engineer should retain a copy of his/her

11/5/2015 10:55 AM

work for future reference and protect him/herself against claims. The companies usually have a different view and they
tie the engineer hand with the contract clauses which are designed to give the ownership solely to the company.
161

If it is a crime, then let the judiciary do its job.

11/5/2015 7:33 AM

162

Demonstrate the need with case histories. In view of the proposed extension to 10 years for administering discipline

11/4/2015 8:43 PM

actions, a member may not have access physically and/or legally to documents with a former employer.
163

APEGA investigators must not overstep their boundaries. APEGA jurisdiction shall be limited to members only, for the
sake of public interest and good.

11/4/2015 8:08 PM

164

We are not the courts and will quickly find ourselves defending our organization if we try to exert that kind of influence
over the general public.

11/4/2015 6:45 PM

165

Agree, however APEGA should formalize a policy that if a matter is before the Courts (either criminal or civil), that any

11/4/2015 12:40 PM

APEGA investigation or disciplinary action be held in abeyance until such time as the Courts have made a decision
and appeals have been exhausted.
166

there are legal processes and safeguards in place to seize documents. Charter of rights issue?

11/4/2015 9:45 AM

167

Needs to be members appointed by the Investigative Committee.

11/2/2015 3:48 PM
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168

How would policing of a non-member be accomplished? Would APEGA have a legal right in the courts to insist on
cooperation?

11/2/2015 1:15 PM

169

This seems to be a violation of our member's rights. For similar seizure of documents, the police have to get a warrant

11/2/2015 12:44 PM

authorized by a judge, why would the standard be any lower for APEGA? This proposal would appear to be on shaky
legal ground, APEGA needs to do their homework to ensure alignment with our laws around due process.
170

It is not clear to me how a non-member can be bound by this Act. Being compelled is not the same as a subpoena.

11/1/2015 6:08 PM

171

If you pass this the "law" could require a wife or family member to provide information. This could damage a family

11/1/2015 8:06 AM

relationship even if the allegations were false.
172

Duh!

10/31/2015 8:31 PM

173

What oversite is proposed? The police can't do any of this without probable cause and warrant issued by a judge.

10/30/2015 6:35 PM

What penalty is proposed and how will it enforced against non-members? How will it be enforced against members
residing in other countries that have laws protecting them from unreasonable search and siezure? Why should
foreigners have greater protection against unreasonable search and seizure than Albertans?
174

Only related to the complaint!

10/30/2015 6:02 PM

175

Could there be legal issues with this requirement? Would someone be required to testify if they are at risk of

10/30/2015 5:37 PM

incriminating themselves?
176

Agree once the information that is collected and the methodology of collection is made openly available to the person

10/29/2015 5:17 PM

being investigated. The person being investigated should also be allowed to review video footage of any interviews
with both members and non members that have taken place.
177

Compelling non-members to produce documents or testimony could be in violation of charter rights to privacy.

10/29/2015 8:56 AM

Possibly the Investigative Committee should have to obtain a judicial warrant as would a police investigator.
178

Need more legal information and impact to privacy and confidential/patent/commercial competitor information in

10/29/2015 8:27 AM

particular with non-members.
179

This is a general comment pertaining to members of the Investigative, Discipline or Appeal committees. Is there a
chance of conflict of interests arising where members of these committees become privy to commercial/market etc

10/28/2015 8:06 PM

information on someone or another company that might actually be a competitor? I don't know how the members of
the committees are selected but is there a chance they could gain a market advantage from the information they
obtain through these documents?
180

Non members should require a court order

10/28/2015 7:25 PM

181

Remember we are engineers, not prosecutors and judges. We have a legal system for that.

10/28/2015 6:46 PM

182

will the investigators become peace officers?

10/28/2015 2:49 PM

183

Shouldn't members be enough?

10/28/2015 1:08 PM

184

See section 11 and 13 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. APEGA (or any other professional body) should not

10/28/2015 8:59 AM

have the right to require (force) the public (specifcally non-members) to produce documents.
185

I support members of the Investigative Committee being given the powers to produce documents related to a
complaint. I doo not support the use of "APEGA Investigators" until there is a more clear definition as to who they are
and what qualifications they have
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Q14 Recommendation: As part of the
complaint investigation process, APEGA
investigators be given the authority to
require any person, whether a Member or
non-member, to submit to an interview as
part of the investigation.
Answered: 1,258
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Responses

Strongly agree

32.91%

414

Somewhat agree

34.42%

433

Somewhat disagree

12.40%

156

Strongly disagree

17.33%

218

I do not have an opinion on this matter

2.94%

37

Total

1,258

#

Comments:

Date

1

APEGA has jurisdiction over its members, not the general public. This authority belongs to the judiciary.

12/18/2015 3:52 PM

2

A quasi-state entity like Apega should not be issuing subpoenas without a right to fight the subpoena - this should be
done through the courts.

12/18/2015 3:35 PM

3

This is a task for Alberta Courts.

12/18/2015 10:09 AM

4

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:31 AM

5

Perhaps through some form of court proceeding - APEGA should not be attempting to serve the purpose of the court

12/17/2015 7:03 PM

systems
6

Same comments as those regarding producing documents.

12/17/2015 4:47 PM

7

I don't believe that APEGA should have the same rights as the courts. They should go to court if they wish to compel
witnesses etc. Are they going to compensate people for their time or travel costs? Where would these interviews be

12/17/2015 1:13 PM

held? How much time would people have to give? This is an unbelievable stretch of APEGA powers.
8

Similar to comments of previous question; however unclear what interview means.

12/17/2015 9:55 AM

9

Totally unacceptable.

12/16/2015 5:52 PM
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10

APEGA should have no grounds to require a non-member to submit to an interview.

12/16/2015 3:09 PM

11

The non-member shall have competency to opine on the case.

12/16/2015 1:51 PM

12

why include a non-member?

12/16/2015 1:12 PM

13

Only members have agreed to the conduct themselves professionally under the Act and APEGA and non-members

12/16/2015 10:54 AM

are not held to the same ethical standards.
14

What could go wrong, it's just one "an" interview right? What if the investigators are trying to abuse process and the

12/16/2015 10:19 AM

person has more to share but didn't have the relevant info at that one interview, but could get it for a later time - are
they provided a means to update their story? Are investigators provided the power to compel people to attend an
infinite series of individual interviews?
15

Non member might not have the appropriate background to comment.

12/16/2015 9:50 AM

16

I would consider an investigator to be in a similar position as a police officer. Without juridical order one is not required

12/16/2015 9:47 AM

to provide information. Anything less becomes a police state.
17

Provided that they are informed that they have the right to have legal counsel or other advisors present during the

12/16/2015 8:50 AM

interview if they choose.
18

Giving powers to APEGA that police have- this would not pass a court challenge.

12/16/2015 8:49 AM

19

See comments to 13.

12/16/2015 8:48 AM

20

Throughout the process, members must be able to be presented by council.

12/16/2015 7:35 AM

21

But what would the penalties for refusal be, especially for nonmembers?

12/16/2015 12:43 AM

22

The APEGA investigators shall provide any person requested to submit to an interview as part of an investigation
related to the complaint with an un-redacted copy of the complaint when the request for documents is made and a

12/15/2015 9:57 PM

complete set of all the interview transcripts and other documents related to the investigation when the transcripts and
documents are presented to the investigative committee.
23

members only.

12/15/2015 9:43 PM

24

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:19 PM

25

All travel costs or lost salary of the person(s) being interviewed, must be born by APEGA.

12/15/2015 9:13 PM

26

I doubt APEGA investigators are qualified to exercise powers that even a Peace Officer doesn't have.

12/15/2015 5:19 PM

27

I don't believe this is resposability of Apega.

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

28

If this happens, hope that emotions and exaggerated feelings do not override logic. Right now, members performing

12/15/2015 4:04 PM

the investigation are expected to do a good job and are compelled to be accountable to both the members and public
at large. Their reputation as well as APEGA's reputation are always at stake. Non-members may be biased and
emotional and they have nothing to lose if they have an agenda.
29

Again, go through pre-established legal processes, sure. Otherwise what is being proposed; a drive-by abduction,

12/15/2015 3:14 PM

subject hooded, spy-type interogations?
30

See comments in13

12/15/2015 3:11 PM

31

Best left with the court of law.

12/15/2015 2:59 PM

32

APEGA is not a court of law and should not attempt to act as such.

12/15/2015 2:16 PM

33

As part of the complaint investigation process, the Investigative Committee (Not APEGA investigators) be given the

12/15/2015 2:03 PM

authority to require any person, whether a Member or non-member, to submit to an interview as part of the
investigation.
34

As long as this is following with the Laws of Canada. When did a self governing professional association get the

12/15/2015 1:14 PM

power to summons a person they have no authority over?
35

Not sure if you should apply this to non members - it may be a legal quagmire

12/15/2015 12:55 PM

36

It is beyond APEGA's capacity

12/15/2015 12:40 PM

37

Inside the association only.

12/15/2015 12:15 PM

38

How can this be enforced? Court order?

12/15/2015 12:12 PM

39

See comment in 13

12/15/2015 12:04 PM

40

My reason is the same as in 13 above.

12/15/2015 12:01 PM
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41

See comment to previous recommendation.

12/15/2015 11:41 AM

42

If the APEGA investigative and disciplinary process is going to be effectively equivalent to a court proceeding then the

12/15/2015 11:24 AM

act should say so explicitly. If APEGA finds a member or permit holder guilty of unprofessional conduct or unethical
behaviour, it would not preclude the member or permit holder being brought before a court of law. The member or
permit holder would then go through essentially the same process twice.
43

It has to be somebody with professional skillset

12/15/2015 11:07 AM

44

How can APEGA require a non-member to participate?

12/15/2015 11:02 AM

45

APEGA can not have this power over the general public, that is the role of the courts.

12/15/2015 10:41 AM

46

I would expect this interview would follow along the lines of the typical Discovery phase of any court action.

12/15/2015 10:25 AM

47

Again, please see my previous comments to item 13. This is a role that the Canadian courts already play in the

12/15/2015 10:09 AM

Canadian legal system. If APEGA feels the need to compel non-members to give evidence, APEGA should then
spend it's valuable resources pursuing that information in Canadian courts of law.
48

It shows no compensation for away from work while a complaint, while possibly frivolous, is being processed.

12/15/2015 10:06 AM

49

Skips all due legal process.

12/15/2015 10:04 AM

50

has to be based on facts and not conjecture or opinions

12/15/2015 9:58 AM

51

This, like the previous item 13, is a violation of the Charter of Rights.

12/15/2015 9:46 AM

52

Only if related to engineering practiced in Alberta.

12/15/2015 9:36 AM

53

As per 13, this should not non-members to breach confidentiality agreements unless so ordered by the Court.

12/15/2015 9:26 AM

54

Same comments as #13.

12/15/2015 9:17 AM

55

That person has to be a member and that person has to be a professional in that area.

12/15/2015 9:08 AM

56

Are you asking for APEGA to have the power to subpeona non-members as well as members? I doubt this would be

12/15/2015 9:04 AM

legal.
57

Is this even legal for the police force to do? No one can be required to submit to an interview, everyone has the right to

12/15/2015 8:54 AM

remain silent.
58

For international members, where would these interviews be held? Would the interviews be "in-person" or could the be

12/15/2015 8:50 AM

"internet based"? Who pays the expenses associated with an interview? Under other existing law, can APEGA
actually require a non-member to submit to an interview?
59

These powers belong where they are presently with the courts, not with APEGA investigators. Canadian Bill of Rights

12/15/2015 8:36 AM

S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
60

What would be the process to validate these interviews?

12/15/2015 8:32 AM

61

It would be unreasonable to compel non-members to testify in the apega proceedings

12/15/2015 8:00 AM

62

But if they are unwilling how can we force them to?

12/15/2015 7:45 AM

63

APEGA needs to have the authority to perform a complete and thorough investigation.

12/15/2015 6:55 AM

64

Only the investigative committee should have this authority.

12/15/2015 6:43 AM

65

This is outside of the APEGA mandate. Any criminal investigation would have other mechanisms which would be more
appropriate.

12/15/2015 6:43 AM

66

See Q13

12/15/2015 6:03 AM

67

Case by case

12/15/2015 3:14 AM

68

The work experience and educational qualifications of the APEGA investigators in specific area must be known and be

12/14/2015 11:42 PM

appropriate for the investigation in question.
69

Enforcement should be included in case the non-members declines the interview process.

12/14/2015 10:32 PM

70

Where do our courts and due legal process fit in?

12/14/2015 10:31 PM

71

See comment 13.

12/14/2015 10:16 PM

72

Never - shall any be compelled to incriminate themselves if that situation should arise - again the quasi-judicial

12/14/2015 10:14 PM

capacity is an overstep of huge magnitude that is unwarranted.
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73

give this authority to only the investigative committee, not all investigators.

12/14/2015 10:05 PM

74

see # 13.

12/14/2015 9:51 PM

75

Unless the issue is being handled by law enforcement, I think it is very unethical and potential unconstitutional to force
a non-member to produce documents or "submit" to interviews.

12/14/2015 9:49 PM

76

If things go wrong in this business a lot of folks get hurt.

12/14/2015 9:30 PM

77

This should require the support of oh&s investigator or police. Apega is not a police force.

12/14/2015 9:23 PM

78

Yes to Members. I am unaware of APEGA's jurisdiction to elicit the public (non-members) responsiveness during an

12/14/2015 8:27 PM

investigation.
79

Again, how does APEGA expect to have the authority to demand anything of nonmembers? This is laughably

12/14/2015 7:44 PM

unenforceable.
80

People need to have a right to remain silent.

12/14/2015 6:58 PM

81

a "non-member"? I see NO reason that APEGA needs quasi-judicial powers!!

12/14/2015 6:50 PM

82

Member, yes - public, no as they are not bound to the extent a member is and the enforcement creates a larger

12/14/2015 6:36 PM

concern.
83

I don't like non-members. Starting to feel very controlling and police-like

12/14/2015 6:32 PM

84

The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "Any person charged with an offence has the right … c) not to

12/14/2015 5:36 PM

be compelled to be a witness in proceedings against that person in respect of the offence…" I would append "with the
exception of the member under investigation."
85

I think it should be a voluntary matter. This is not a criminal investigation at this point in the process

12/14/2015 4:51 PM

86

APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent
to you want this power and how much will it be influenced? What are the limits to your proposed amendment?

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

87

No. See previous comment.

12/14/2015 11:48 AM

88

"Any person" is pretty broad. Needs better wording.

12/12/2015 10:23 AM

89

Clear limitations of this need to be in the Act before I would be comfortable agreeing.

12/11/2015 4:56 PM

90

Is this constitutional?

12/10/2015 3:31 PM

91

Not sure if APEGA can compel this or if would require a court order...

12/10/2015 3:22 PM

92

There is better language. Look at the power of offices under EPEA. They can compel people to assist them, which

12/10/2015 8:42 AM

includes opening doors, gathering information, submitting for interviews, etc.
93

Members, who agree to practice, should be required to interview. Non-members are not within the jurisdiction of

12/9/2015 7:18 PM

APEGA and therefore cannot be required to do anything without the court.
94

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before

12/9/2015 2:34 PM

them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.
There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require evidence to detain.
95

As part of a complaint investigation? No, this should be later.

12/9/2015 11:35 AM

96

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before

12/8/2015 10:03 PM

them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.
There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require evidence to detain.
97

If an interview is necessary, it should occur. An interview also gives the subject of the complaint a chance to explain

12/8/2015 3:35 PM

their actions - I suspect some complaints would be resolved in a more timely manner if this level of communication
was permitted.
98

Something similar to the warrant process needs to be in place - justification and specification regarding the request

12/8/2015 12:40 PM

needs to be provided.
99

I have concerns over the appearance of our independent association being able to compel testimony from non-

12/4/2015 9:35 AM

members in a non-judicial environment.
100

An interview by an expert in the field...yes.

12/4/2015 12:07 AM

101

Especially in cases of questionable language skills.

12/3/2015 3:04 PM
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102

too much power! APEGA 'investigators' have no training, no background check and impariality of for example police.

12/2/2015 9:25 PM

103

Again, I see where this is coming from and the need, but I am wary of allowing investigators to compel someone to do
anything without some form of oversight and training.

11/30/2015 2:08 PM

104

Better to use moral suasion than regulatory edict. We are not the police.

11/30/2015 9:47 AM

105

Again, good luck with the non-members and what would be the sanctions for non-compliance by members ?

11/30/2015 9:32 AM

106

Under what law or penalty would non-Engineers be compelled to submit? Fully agreed that those who are bound by

11/30/2015 8:26 AM

the statute submit to it.
107

Again, all collected data needs to be kept private to those involved only. The investigation activities and results should

11/29/2015 8:12 PM

remain private. The public only needs to know about the findings.
108

members should be advised to have a lawyer present prior to any interrogation

11/29/2015 3:39 PM

109

Need to have some system of evaluating the relevancy of the interview - cannot be just fishing.

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

110

The courts maintain the power to subpoena and try. Apega is not a police force or the long arm of the law.

11/29/2015 9:15 AM

111

Members yes... non members... how can they be expected to submit? APEGA is NOT the legal system (or God).

11/28/2015 1:42 PM

112

This could be easily perceived as stepping over the boundaries into law practice.

11/28/2015 1:16 PM

113

Individuals have rights. The Act cannot violate these rights. other methods likely should be found.

11/28/2015 9:52 AM

114

This is definitely a power that should be reserved for the legal system. At least in the US the accused has Miranda

11/28/2015 3:59 AM

rights. In the text above no one accused or otherwise appear to have the right to refuse.
115

Strongly Disagree: Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person

11/27/2015 11:55 PM

to appear before them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails
to cooperate. There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these
demands just the same as Police require evidence to detain.
116

Good luck, again! Don't see this being successful in the general public; neither popular with the general membership

11/27/2015 9:49 PM

either.
117

Who do you think you are? My god, give APEGA suphonea rights? APEGA can't even balance its own budget.

11/27/2015 7:11 PM

APEGA should not have extra powers. This is hubris. I can't believe you asked this.
118

What will you propose to do if I as a non-member if I refuse? Even police can't force me to submit to an interview and

11/27/2015 6:51 PM

answer questions.
119

You have the right to remain silent.

11/27/2015 6:29 PM

120

Not sure how you intend to require non-members to comply.

11/27/2015 4:24 PM

121

You have no authority over non-members.

11/27/2015 4:18 PM

122

Does the law allow us to do this? If it gets to this point, maybe the case should be referred to the judicial system? I

11/27/2015 4:14 PM

would be concerned that APEGA is not qualified to handle this.
123

This is an abuse of power and goes to a level in excess of legal system requirements. Completely disagree with this

11/27/2015 3:54 PM

recommendation. Could be in contravention with confidentiality agreements a member has with their employer
124

Only as required by existing Provincial and Federal laws.

11/25/2015 11:28 AM

125

see answer to 13. Ok, submit to and interview, but investigator's powers must have limits.....

11/24/2015 8:35 PM

126

In Canada people are allowed to remain silent - the investigative body can make as it will of their non participation.

11/24/2015 7:36 PM

APEGA has currently no authority to sub poena witnesses -where will it find this required authority. Personally I think
you need to get a sound legal opinion ( beyond that of your current Counsel )on due process
127

who is going to pay this person if it can be shown they would loose income -especially say an hourly employee of a

11/24/2015 4:49 PM

firm
128

This is an attempt to be quasi-judicial, without the being a legal court. Bring a civil-contempt of court? Enter onto
private property without a court issued warrant? This reccomendation needs to be reviewed with the light of the
Magna Carta.
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129

I believe the role of the Investigative Committee is to determine the validity of a complaint should be able to be
accomplished with the current ability to require the member under investigation to produce documents. If the need

11/21/2015 6:09 PM

arises such that individuals outside of APEGA's membership are required to participate in an investigation and formal
proceeding, then such a complaint is likely to require a formal hearing anyway. Further, APEGA's role is to oversee the
practice of their members but should not have authority over members of the general public, unless the nature of a
complaint is serious enough, which again, would likely result in a formal hearing. Finally, the additional information that
may result from this could slow down the investigative process.
130

APEGA should have no power over non-members. That power should be limited to the legal system.

11/21/2015 12:39 PM

131

Again - I do not know any APEGA member who I would trust to go and demand that someone "submit" to an interview.

11/20/2015 8:34 AM

What does the APEGA Investigator training program look like? This has to be defined and implemented or use those
who know how to properly work with people when an investigation is ongoing and no decision has yet been made.
132

What does compel mean, with or without representation, the ability to not answer questions. I think this violates a

11/19/2015 9:52 AM

persons charter rights.
133

The rules for forcing testimony or producing evidence should be the same as used by the courts.

11/17/2015 8:30 AM

134

Same as before, non members should not be compelled by the EGGP Act. Make the case before a judge.

11/16/2015 4:56 PM

135

How can a member of the public be REQUIRED? Shouldn't this be left to law enforcement?

11/15/2015 7:05 AM

136

Again, Section 13 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "A witness who testifies in any proceedings has the

11/14/2015 10:58 AM

right not to have any incriminating evidence so given used to incriminate that witness in any other proceedings, except
in a prosecution for perjury or for the giving of contradictory evidence." Does this change violate that right?
137

I presume that it will be under a judicial order or warrant or sub-poena.

11/13/2015 5:23 PM

138

See previous comment

11/13/2015 7:24 AM

139

Why not the Investigative Committee? If the investigators identify a need for certain documents, the Committee should

11/12/2015 10:03 PM

request those documents, and not the investigators.
140

Non members shay be required to submit to an interview if they are making a complaint.

11/12/2015 9:22 PM

141

This sounds like usurping the role of the police and courts and cannot improve APEGA's social license. The existing

11/12/2015 8:38 PM

Act already gives APEGA effective tools to gather evidence. Increasing the scope pushes the association beyond selfregulation.
142

Should only be able to compel members to submit to an interview.

11/12/2015 8:09 PM

143

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:56 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
144

APEGA should be able to compel testimony if they obtain a warrant for such an interview (and complete the typical

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

process for obtaining such a warrant).
145

APEGA should be able to discuss the complaint with the complainant. "Any person" however is an altogether different

11/12/2015 12:35 AM

matter. The choice of the words "submit to an interview" has negative connotations.
146

Please see comments relative to the previous item.

11/9/2015 7:24 PM

147

But; the interview should be face to face of complainant to defendent , unless it is necessary to protect the identity of a
whistle-blower,

11/5/2015 2:23 PM

148

If it is a crime, then let the judiciary do its job.

11/5/2015 7:33 AM

149

APEGA investigators must not overstep their boundaries. APEGA jurisdiction shall be limited to members only, for the

11/4/2015 8:08 PM

sake of public interest and good.
150

I do not think even the police have this kind of overriding powers.

11/4/2015 6:47 PM

151

Agree, however as previously stated, APEGA should formalize a policy that if a matter is before the Courts (either

11/4/2015 12:40 PM

criminal or civil), that any APEGA investigation or disciplinary action be held in abeyance until such time as the Courts
have made a decision and appeals have been exhausted.
152

What are courts for?

11/4/2015 9:45 AM

153

This is an investigation into a member and should be confined as such. If it is into actions by a non-member into the

11/2/2015 3:53 PM

field of engineering then there are other actions that already cover this.
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154

If people don't choose to participate, APEGA should avoid getting into bullying confrontations. If members choose not

11/2/2015 12:47 PM

to participate there are consequences, and their membership and ability to work as an engineer or firm could be
jeopardized. APEGA should leave it at that rather than behave like an authoritarian professional association.
Engineers don't behave that way, why would our professional association?
155

Is this legal?

11/2/2015 10:20 AM

156

Of course!

10/31/2015 8:32 PM

157

with reasonable ground.

10/31/2015 2:41 PM

158

What oversite is proposed? What penalty is proposed for failure to comply and how will you apply it against non-

10/30/2015 6:38 PM

members?
159

needs legal review, I think.

10/30/2015 5:38 PM

160

APEGA investigators should have absolutely no power whatsoever over non-members.

10/30/2015 1:40 PM

161

Agree once the interview is recorded and made available for review by the person being investigated.

10/29/2015 5:17 PM

162

Compelling non-members to submit to an interview seems excessive. It will not improve APEGA's reputation with the

10/29/2015 9:01 AM

general public. Those who must be compelled to provide an interview are unlikely to provide reliable information.
163

Again, concerns with non-members and what defines a non-member list that would be included to submit for interview.
Need guidelines for the investigators as well.

10/29/2015 8:30 AM

164

See comments for #13.

10/28/2015 8:07 PM

165

Non-members should require a court order. Members and non-members should be protected from criminal self-

10/28/2015 7:27 PM

incrimination
166

Not nearly enough detail given here. I have no idea where this falls from a legal standpoint and no controls or

10/28/2015 6:52 PM

guidelines governing this proposal have been suggested. It sounds like a free for all.
167

if compelling that they submit to an interview then what protection will be afforded that person?

10/28/2015 2:50 PM

168

See section 11 and 13 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. APEGA (or any other professional body) should not

10/28/2015 8:59 AM

have the right to require (force) the public (specifcally non-members) to produce documents.
169

As long as the Investigators are part of the Investigative Committee
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Q15 Recommendation: As part of the
complaint investigation process, APEGA
investigators be given the authority to bring
civil contempt-of-court proceedings for
failing to cooperate.
Answered: 1,256
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Strongly agree

26.19%

329

Somewhat agree

31.93%

401

Somewhat disagree

15.13%

190

Strongly disagree

21.26%

267

I do not have an opinion on this matter

5.49%

69

Total

1,256

#

Comments:

Date

1

Let courts authority be not exercised by any other institutions.

12/18/2015 4:13 PM

2

I think a judge should be doing this, not APEGA.

12/18/2015 4:02 PM

3

This authority belongs to the judiciary not to AP EGA

12/18/2015 3:53 PM

4

A power grab and unnecessary to enforce the act.

12/18/2015 3:36 PM

5

This power can be misused

12/18/2015 2:42 PM

6

Only the laws of Alberta prevail

12/18/2015 10:10 AM

7

How can an independent investigator be given the same legal power as a judge? What in an investigators background
would ensure this is not done frivoulously?

12/18/2015 9:11 AM

8

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:31 AM

9

Perhaps through some form of court proceeding - APEGA should not be attempting to serve the purpose of the court

12/17/2015 7:04 PM

systems
10

Failing to cooperate with a fair investigation is unethical... i.e. a decision for disciplinary action or suspension of license
by APEGA.
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11

APEGA should not have any court like powers? Are the peers that are judging us qualified to act in this manner?
Especially if they are so-called "APEGA investigators". It sounds a bit like a witch hunt is going to be taking place. "The

12/17/2015 1:16 PM

APEGA investigators are on the trail of another mentally challenged P.Eng, a colleague has been held in contempt of
court for not attending an interview and his children are being compelled to hand over documents. The family is leaving
their home as his licence has been suspended pending a medical assessment and he is unable to practise.".
12

Assuming the process is transparent and clearly laid out for those who are called to be part of the investigation

12/17/2015 11:08 AM

process, especially non-members.
13

Maybe easier for high profile case but where do you draw the line between APEGA investigators and law

12/17/2015 9:57 AM

enforcement?
14

This implies the investigation is equivalent to a legal proceeding.

12/16/2015 6:21 PM

15

Apegga thinks they need a "police" force to bring charges forward?

12/16/2015 5:53 PM

16

Totally inappropriate.

12/16/2015 3:10 PM

17

While I agree, this could be a contentious topic. While I agree, it will beneficial to know if this authority has been

12/16/2015 2:32 PM

granted to other entities outside of law enforcement and the judiciary.
18

There should be additional language for what constitutes failing to cooperate and reasonable timelines for subject to

12/16/2015 12:35 PM

cooperate.
19

Only towards members.

12/16/2015 10:55 AM

20

So long as individuals be given authority to compel APEGA to submit to some kind of hearing if there is any allegation
of abuse-of-process. For instance, in EI decisions they have the investigator, then a board of referees, and finally the

12/16/2015 10:27 AM

umpire. Or something like that. Anyway, if somebody is marginalized by the process in an EI decision, they are
provided a couple of avenues to appeal. This happened to me! I was subject to an EI decision, the investigator was
rigidly locked against considering any evidence that I had to present, so the dispute went to the board of referees. I
got a place to state my case, same as my former employer, and the board of referees was compelled to listen to both
sides. In my case the investigator's decision was overruled. My former employer could have chosen to appeal to an
even higher authority, the "umpire". In my case it didn't go any further, but I was sure thankful for the comprehensive
process that was mindful of the possibility that abuse of process can possibly happen and individuals can be unfairly
judged against. My point is, I think APEGA should enact a similarly comprehensive process in these disputes.
21

In my mind only a court order should a be allowed to lead to a contempt-of-court proceeding. APEGA is not a court,

12/16/2015 9:50 AM

nor should we be.
22

APEGA cannot act as a judicial body; this would not pass a court challenge

12/16/2015 8:50 AM

23

See comments to 13

12/16/2015 8:48 AM

24

Answers issue to 14.

12/16/2015 12:43 AM

25

Even if the provisions should exist, applying the same should be done with extreme care; otherwise, APEGA's self

12/15/2015 9:51 PM

regulatory system will be viewed as non-functional.
26

This is an engineering self regulating organization and must not act like FBI or RCMP. Apega may consider tougher

12/15/2015 9:48 PM

registration process to ensure qualified members are adopted.
27

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:20 PM

28

Only if given reasonable notice and time to cooperate (as least 2 weeks).

12/15/2015 9:15 PM

29

I think that the individual needs a right to rebut/ debate the reasonableness of the request before such a filing would be

12/15/2015 5:33 PM

made.
30

Again, APEGA investigators are not qualified to act as Peace Officers.

12/15/2015 5:19 PM

31

this sounds totally legal. We have systems in place already.

12/15/2015 4:50 PM

32

I don't believe this is resposability of Apega.

12/15/2015 4:34 PM

33

We have to learn about due process and fair jugment if granted this powers.

12/15/2015 4:05 PM

34

If it does not infringe on other laws in place

12/15/2015 3:39 PM

35

With the help of Alberta Justice, but not as an independent judicial body.

12/15/2015 3:15 PM

36

See comments in question 13

12/15/2015 3:12 PM

37

Not sure if we should go outside APEGA to penalize someone for this action especially if they are not a member of

12/15/2015 3:10 PM

APEGA
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38

I would expect this to be a last resort

12/15/2015 2:21 PM

39

It depends how technical the issue that is in hand.

12/15/2015 2:00 PM

40

You're going to sue a member of the public for declining an interview?

12/15/2015 1:15 PM

41

If your present powers work - leave it. This presents APEGA as too nasty - if you can solve issues by your moral

12/15/2015 12:57 PM

authority it is better than legal and make you more loved
42

It is beyond APEGA's capacity

12/15/2015 12:40 PM

43

See item 14

12/15/2015 12:12 PM

44

I think APEGA must be clear on its focus and boundaries. If my comments are off then let there be a forum for

12/15/2015 12:04 PM

members to understand APEGA's focus, roles and boundaries or at least that of the Disciplinary Committee.
45

Again this is giving APEGA authority which it should not have.

12/15/2015 11:43 AM

46

That is an empowerment of the court of law

12/15/2015 11:08 AM

47

This I can agree with, provided that APEGA can show it's membership that it has done everything else within it's

12/15/2015 10:14 AM

power to deal with the matter fairly otherwise. My only other point here is that, if a member or other entity decides
voluntary to give up APEGA membership prior to the suggested noted legal action being required, that APEGA then
"cease and desist" the noted legal actions at that point in time (ie, why would I want my membership dollars being
spent after that point in time?).
48

This would appear to imply that Apega has the power of the court, which seems somewhat high handed. The general
thrust of these questions seems to be to provide Apega with sweeping powers over its members. I do not feel that this

12/15/2015 10:07 AM

is in the best interest of the membership, and all disciplinary action should be done with careful due process.
49

There is an existing process for removing Members who do not cooperate with an investigation. Anyone else is not
subject to our laws, this is a completely superfluous idea.

12/15/2015 9:47 AM

50

What does "bring...proceedings" mean? If it means initiate, ok. But if it means convict, no!

12/15/2015 9:38 AM

51

If it is an order from the Court, then the Court has the authority to bring such charges against the individual. APEGA

12/15/2015 9:28 AM

informs the Court of noncompliance.
52

Members must cooperate with an investigation.

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

53

How does the right against self incrimination apply? Or does it apply at all? Clarification needed.

12/15/2015 8:55 AM

54

So are APEGA members now going to fund civil proceedings for failing to cooperate? These "recommendations" are
really getting out of control.

12/15/2015 8:52 AM

55

consider all the circumstances

12/15/2015 8:44 AM

56

These powers belong where they are presently with the courts, not with APEGA investigators. Canadian Bill of Rights

12/15/2015 8:36 AM

S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
57

Of course this assumes that our investigators are good at their jobs....

12/15/2015 8:36 AM

58

Only if this is the way to make this a fair process for all the parties involved.

12/15/2015 8:33 AM

59

However, I would like to see wording around this

12/15/2015 8:07 AM

60

Ridiculous - this is why we have real courts of law

12/15/2015 8:00 AM

61

Against members only.

12/15/2015 7:13 AM

62

cooperation should be voluntary

12/15/2015 7:10 AM

63

Only the investigative committee should have this authority.

12/15/2015 6:44 AM

64

You are not a court.

12/15/2015 6:04 AM

65

Concerned where all this legal wording will end up, i.e. need for more, and expensive, lawyers, on staff.

12/15/2015 4:10 AM

66

Same comments as before

12/15/2015 3:14 AM

67

Suspension should be at the discretion of APEGA subject only to its' judgement as to the Member's failing to

12/14/2015 10:33 PM

cooperate.
68

Great care should be taken to avoid dragging APEGA's professional name to the mud.

12/14/2015 10:33 PM

69

They should have the ability to refer this type of situation to the courts not be the court.

12/14/2015 10:31 PM
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70

See comment 12 and 13.

12/14/2015 10:16 PM

71

Again the quasi-judicial capacity is beyond the scope that I think this body should have access to.

12/14/2015 10:15 PM

72

give this authority to only the investigative committee, not all investigators.

12/14/2015 10:05 PM

73

see # 13

12/14/2015 9:51 PM

74

Unless the issue is being handled by law enforcement, I think it is very unethical and potential unconstitutional to force

12/14/2015 9:51 PM

a non-member to produce documents or "submit" to interviews and / or then bring what should legally be court
decisions if they do not cooperate.
75

Somewhat agree - Criminal CoC.

12/14/2015 9:30 PM

76

Briefing Note is inadequate in providing the background information. Is APEGA's intent to re-design the Investigative
protocols to something akin to a Summary Trial or Court Martial? Based on the limited information provided, it appears

12/14/2015 8:32 PM

that this recommendation is going beyond "reasonable".
77

This should not be done under APEGA. This is the job of the Law. Members pay APEGA so that the member can

12/14/2015 8:06 PM

receive benefits not be reprimanded by APEGA. This should be done by someone outside of APEGA.
78

Professional ethics and law should be held separate. This is why we have a professional society.

12/14/2015 7:46 PM

79

Major corporation executives and Government Body representatives can incapacitate professionals psychologically

12/14/2015 7:44 PM

and financially which could be misrepresented as contempt.
80

Care should be taken that the Laws of Alberta are not being contravened that are availed to a person in a Court of

12/14/2015 7:17 PM

Law.
81

I am having real difficulty with where I see this whole process going

12/14/2015 6:51 PM

82

I see most cases where this could be an issue to be a cause for proceedings outside of APEGA's jurisdiction or subject

12/14/2015 6:40 PM

to existing protocols.
83

No, too much power for APEGA. How would that help protect the public?

12/14/2015 6:33 PM

84

The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "Any person charged with an offence has the right … c) not to

12/14/2015 5:36 PM

be compelled to be a witness in proceedings against that person in respect of the offence…" I would append "with the
exception of the member under investigation."
85

Case by case basis. Information may be biased that is given and this must be taken into consideration.

12/14/2015 5:12 PM

86

I think contempt-of-court charges should actually involve a court.

12/14/2015 4:52 PM

87

APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

to you want this power and how much will it be influenced? What are the limits to your proposed amendment?
88

No - APEGA is not a judge, nor should an investigation be a court proceeding. If a case goes that far, than it should be

12/14/2015 12:32 PM

in civil (or criminal) court and the investigation closure should reflect that.
89

APEGA's jurisdiction should be limited to the practice of engineering. If there is a criminal aspect to the investigation, it

12/14/2015 11:49 AM

belongs in the court system.
90

APEGA is not a court system. Contempt of court is reserved for the law.

12/9/2015 7:19 PM

91

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before

12/9/2015 2:34 PM

them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.
There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require evidence to detain. Especially if involving non-members who arn’t being compensated for
their participation.
92

Wrong part of the process.

12/9/2015 11:36 AM

93

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before
them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.

12/8/2015 10:03 PM

There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require evidence to detain. Especially if involving non-members who arn’t being compensated for
their participation.
94

Something similar to the warrant process needs to be in place - justification and specification regarding the request

12/8/2015 12:40 PM

needs to be provided.
95

Not sure of the value of doing this

12/5/2015 11:06 AM

96

APEGA is not the court

12/4/2015 12:07 AM
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97

If someone won't cooperate they should be automatically suspended.

12/3/2015 3:05 PM

98

againg too much power. APEGA is no court of law!

12/2/2015 9:25 PM

99

I am a little leery of potential unintended consequences. Will APEGA investigators have sufficient training and legal

12/2/2015 9:41 AM

expertise to discharge this appropriately?
100

There needs to be the potential for sanctions if we're brining in this level of investigation...but again, this is getting into

11/30/2015 2:10 PM

a quasi-judiciary level and required training and oversight.
101

I would be concerned if non-members were caught by this.

11/30/2015 1:20 PM

102

Lack of cooperation should move the case up to the disciplinary committee which could apply civil contempt of court
proceedings.

11/30/2015 11:08 AM

103

I lack sufficient understanding and knowledge to respond

11/30/2015 9:33 AM

104

Need to explicitly define "failing to cooperate"

11/30/2015 9:27 AM

105

Are APEGA investigators members of the court? If not, then this is appears to be an illegal motion.

11/30/2015 8:27 AM

106

With the assurance that APEGA General Regulations limit the complaint investigation process to affected parties.

11/30/2015 1:29 AM

107

Does this change take into consideration where the person has a good reason for being unable to cooperate like being

11/29/2015 8:17 PM

in another country. Does APEGA make use of Skype and other remote communication conveniences in their
investigation proceedings? ie. Notarized written responses to investigation questions? Unless APEGA is willing to
compensate interviewees for lost employment wages during interview process, APEGA should be flexible and
considerate of the interviewee's time.
108

What court?

11/29/2015 6:18 PM

109

The first paragraph of the Full Briefing Note appears to indicate that this authority already exists.

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

110

If this is just a complaint. Who are we in contempt of not talking to? The kangaroo court of apega? Charges are to be

11/29/2015 9:18 AM

laid by courts and Police, and judge, not by Apega.
111

APEGA is not and should not become a court of law

11/28/2015 9:23 PM

112

Agree for members but not for non-members.

11/28/2015 4:56 PM

113

Against members... but under what authority is this applicable tonon members? Also, what is the integrity of the
APEGA Investigators?

11/28/2015 1:43 PM

114

failing to cooperate should speak for itself

11/28/2015 1:35 PM

115

Crossing boundaries with civil law.

11/28/2015 1:16 PM

116

Refer to courts if necessary - this is not a judicial body

11/28/2015 11:14 AM

117

APEGA investigators are not a part of the court system and should not be given the powers of one without an internal
system of checks and balances. If it is a court matter, the court already has this power.

11/28/2015 4:01 AM

118

Currently, the Discipline Committee and the Appeal Board have the authority to compel any person to appear before
them, to produce documents, and to bring contempt of court proceedings against a person who fails to cooperate.

11/28/2015 12:04 AM

There needs to be better clarification of any justification for the Investigative Committee making these demands just
the same as Police require evidence to detain. Especially if involving non-members who arn’t being compensated for
their participation.
119

APEGA has no authority over the general public! And should not!

11/27/2015 9:52 PM

120

Formal inquiry is the only fair process.

11/27/2015 8:50 PM

121

Yes sir, dear leader. Maybe imprison my family if I dont cooperate. Who do you people think you are?

11/27/2015 7:12 PM

122

Malleus Maleficarum

11/27/2015 6:30 PM

123

APEGA is not a Court. Civil proceedings should remain purely under the jurisdiction of the Courts

11/27/2015 4:25 PM

124

I think we are getting too much into the judicial system here. It's like we are reinventing the wheel.

11/27/2015 4:15 PM

125

Strongly disagree. APEGA has no right in law to demand this, particularly if the company has a confidentiality

11/27/2015 3:54 PM

agreement with the Member.
126

Unfortunately, given 13 and 14 this may be needed if those proceed, but I think APEGA is going too far on these

11/26/2015 9:10 AM

matters, and, frankly, I don't think it should create a big bureaucracy around this that members have to pay for.
127

Only as required by existing Provincial and Federal laws.

11/25/2015 11:28 AM
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128

This seems to be empire building around APEGA investigative function. Again, where is the groudswell of public

11/24/2015 8:37 PM

complaint that suggests this is appropriate?
129

see previous comment

11/23/2015 6:33 PM

130

I agree that this is appropriate for APEGA members but not for non-APEGA members. APEGA does not and should

11/21/2015 6:10 PM

not have authority over the general public.
131

The authority must come with ability to impose consequences for not complying.

11/21/2015 3:01 PM

132

This is a duplication of the legal system and just another way for lawyers to make money.

11/21/2015 12:40 PM

133

Again - what does the training look like for these APEGA investigators? Legal training? Interview training? Working

11/20/2015 8:36 AM

with difficult people training? and it goes on and on.
134

I would prefer that Apega bring court action to compel the presentation of evidence, where there are checks and

11/19/2015 9:54 AM

balances and due legal process involved.
135

Contempt of court if for people actually in court. You are not the court APEGA.

11/18/2015 2:26 PM

136

The rules for forcing testimony or producing evidence should be the same as used by the courts.

11/17/2015 8:31 AM

137

Section 11c of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "Any person charged with an offence has the right ... (c) not
to be compelled to be a witness in proceedings against that person in respect of the offence;" Does this change violate

11/14/2015 11:00 AM

that right?
138

As I understand, contempt of court will be applicable only with the violation of a judicial order or warrant.

11/13/2015 5:25 PM

139

This is a professional association, not a sub-entity of the Alberta Courts system.

11/13/2015 7:26 AM

140

Why not the Investigative Committee? If the investigators identify a need for certain documents, the Committee should

11/12/2015 10:03 PM

request those documents, and not the investigators.
141

The Act first requires changes removing immunity from civil judicial proceeding for all those making a complaint,

11/12/2015 9:42 PM

providing evidence or conducting the investigation.
142

No evidence has been presented for a need for this sort of action. Compelling a member of the public to appear at an

11/12/2015 8:38 PM

APEGA committee under threat of civil action seems heavy handed if not excessive.
143

This authority should remain within the disciplinary committee and appeals board. Do not extend to the investigative

11/12/2015 8:10 PM

committee.
144

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:56 PM

145

Perhaps if the typical court proceedings are followed by APEGA (warrants obtained for the cooperation), but at this
point it will likely have become a civil case outside the jurisdiction of APEGA.

11/12/2015 3:07 PM

146

Perhaps APEGA needs to go to court for such powers. The existing judicial system has the necessary powers. Should

11/9/2015 7:25 PM

every professional association be given the same powers as a court?
147

The Investigative Committee would need the authority to gather documents to complete a proper investigation.

11/9/2015 2:06 PM

148

This should only apply to Members of APEGA

11/9/2015 7:53 AM

149

APEGA is not a court. Could be handled by warning of requirement for stamp of approval of additional engineer on

11/5/2015 2:23 PM

documents, published if continued recalcitrance. (See previous answer regarding face to face interview before any
formal action).
150

If it is a crime, then let the judiciary do its job.

11/5/2015 7:33 AM

151

Demonstrate the need with case histories.

11/4/2015 8:45 PM

152

These repeated attempts at enforcement are borderline demeaning. APEGA investigators must not overstep their

11/4/2015 8:09 PM

boundaries. APEGA jurisdiction shall be limited to members only, for the sake of public interest and good.
153

Agree, however as previously stated, APEGA should formalize a policy that if a matter is before the Courts (either

11/4/2015 12:40 PM

criminal or civil), that any APEGA investigation or disciplinary action be held in abeyance until such time as the Courts
have made a decision and appeals have been exhausted.
154

Likely to lead to flagrant violations of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. APEGA will be in court forever.

11/4/2015 9:47 AM

155

Members only.

11/2/2015 3:53 PM

156

This seems over the top, not sure I would agree with this approach. If people are choosing not to cooperate, we need

11/2/2015 12:48 PM

to be prepared to move forward with the investigation without their assistance.
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157

What oversite is proposed?

10/30/2015 6:40 PM

158

Trying to acquire way too much power for APEGA investigators!

10/30/2015 1:41 PM

159

I think if a person does not consent to provide information, they should not be forced to.

10/29/2015 5:18 PM

160

As per previous comments, non-members is the concern here and their knowledge prior to business dealings with

10/29/2015 8:32 AM

members and impacts to them including investigation.
161

What qualifications are required for a person to be an APEGA investigator? Are they independent from anything that

10/28/2015 8:09 PM

would be a conflict of interest?
162

Only if member or non-member is protected from criminal self-incrimination

10/28/2015 7:27 PM

163

See previous response. More detail required.

10/28/2015 6:52 PM

164

If they do cooperate in providing the requested information / interview will the information collected be used against

10/28/2015 2:51 PM

that person? if so what protection is provided to the person?
165

As long as the Investigators are part of the Investigative Committee
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Q16 Recommendation: As part of the
complaint investigation process, APEGA
investigators be given the authority to enter
and inspect any place where a Member
works.
Answered: 1,253

Skipped: 161
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Strongly
disagree
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Responses

Strongly agree

19.39%

243

Somewhat agree

31.36%

393

Somewhat disagree

17.40%

218

Strongly disagree

28.89%

362

I do not have an opinion on this matter

2.95%

37

Total

1,253

#

Comments:

Date

1

Why should investigators treat member under discipline a criminal?

12/18/2015 4:14 PM

2

This authority belongs to the judiciary.

12/18/2015 3:54 PM

3

Does this mean anywhere in the world? There is no restriction that they may only examine and not remove any

12/18/2015 3:53 PM

materials, or that what they examine must be pertinent to the investigation.
4

This is a grotesque abuse of power, with no right of appeal presented. If the workplace is someone's home, it is a

12/18/2015 3:37 PM

disgusting invasion of privacy.
5

Police cannot enter a premises without a Warrant. There needs to be much better justification for this action to occur.

12/18/2015 3:07 PM

What happens to non-public spaces like home offices? Is APEGA going to give itself authority to invade such spaces?
6

not any member - just the member under investigation.

12/18/2015 2:26 PM

7

There sare established legal processes oin Alberta and Canada that govern such highly intrusive action . APEGA

12/18/2015 10:10 AM

should not have such power.
8

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:31 AM

9

Buy your jackboots!

12/17/2015 10:45 PM
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10

Perhaps through some form of court proceeding - APEGA should not be attempting to serve the purpose of the court

12/17/2015 7:06 PM

systems
11

Again, who are these "APEGA investigators"? They sound like private detectives. No, they should not be able to enter

12/17/2015 1:18 PM

and inspect without a court order. Even a police officer needs a warrant to enter your premises. So, go and get one.
12

This action could have legal impacts, and must be considered carefully. Investigators must be trained and deemed

12/17/2015 11:09 AM

competent for such action.
13

There should be strong language around why that would be permitted. Even police needs warrant for that. Who is

12/17/2015 10:00 AM

ensuring the balance of power?
14

Not sure I understand why the location of work is important. How a member works and the quality of work is important.

12/17/2015 8:17 AM

Can't a member work out of the back of a truck these days?
15

I'm ok with this so long as all required legal obligations regarding a search (warrant etc) are satisfied

12/16/2015 6:18 PM

16

Is a warrant required to perform this? Seems to be vague as to why it is needed - search and seizure of documents
and records? accident worksite? or just for convenience of the investigator? Seems to be an extraordinary power.

12/16/2015 6:06 PM

17

Subject to permission from the member's employer.

12/16/2015 5:15 PM

18

APEGA is completely overstepping in this regard.

12/16/2015 3:11 PM

19

Many comanies run from homes, we need to consider privacy.

12/16/2015 2:47 PM

20

While I agree, this could be a contentious topic. While I agree, it will beneficial to know if this authority has been
granted to other entities outside of law enforcement and the judiciary.

12/16/2015 2:32 PM

21

If it doesn't violate confidentiality agreement between the member and his/her client.

12/16/2015 1:57 PM

22

should focus on the complaint?

12/16/2015 1:15 PM

23

This is a slippery slope from my perspective. Without a proper warrant for search, can APEGA do this legally?

12/16/2015 12:37 PM

24

This is pretty open-ended power. What can they do, rip down walls looking for concealed evidence? Would they

12/16/2015 10:30 AM

compelled to pay for damage they cause if evidence isn't found? Let's say a member hides confidential information
behind a password-protected encrypted database. Are members compelled to provide the password? Can they be put
into a mental institution indefinitely until they provide the information? What if the password is lost and they can never
provide it, are they locked up forever? I don't know what abuses such power can be twisted for, but it's easy to
imagine all kinds.
25

What are the boundaries for home offices?

12/16/2015 10:14 AM

26

Workplace inspection seems pretty invasive for an investigation of a complaint.

12/16/2015 9:59 AM

27

There should be detail list of the place to be investigated. There are home based working members.

12/16/2015 9:55 AM

28

Get a warrant from a judge. That is what any police officer has to do with good reason.

12/16/2015 9:51 AM

29

APEGA should operate like OSHA does in the US. OSHA inspectors will come to a worksite and reqest access. If

12/16/2015 8:57 AM

access is denied they will obtain legal access with a search warrant to allow them access to the site. Allowing
unlimited access to businesses and homes is not acceptable. The investigative committee must also be required to
sign any non-disclosure agreements and confidentiallity agreements before entering into workplaces. There are certain
wrokplaces that some committee members will not be allowed. For example a committee member who works for
Boeing must not be allowed to enter a workplace of an individual who works for Bombardier.
30

This will lead to trespass and invasion of privacy charges against APEGA.

12/16/2015 8:51 AM

31

With du notice.

12/16/2015 7:36 AM

32

This must involve "just cause". I am sure there is a legal argument concerning trespass or permission to enter.

12/15/2015 10:02 PM

33

It will also depend on the owner of the place.

12/15/2015 9:51 PM

34

With out the corporation or owner's consent, free access should only be possible to public property/locations. All other

12/15/2015 9:21 PM

private property/locations (e.g. corporate office, private or home office) must require the corporation or owners
consent, or a judicial warrant, in order to allow access and inspection.
35

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:20 PM

36

A member can work anywhere today, this feels like it would be far too broad a power, and would potentially invade
privacy rights.

12/15/2015 5:35 PM
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37

Again, APEGA investigators are not qualified as Peace Officers. If you need this, get a Peace Officer to obtain a

12/15/2015 5:20 PM

warrant.
38

Not the member's home, if he works there.

12/15/2015 4:23 PM

39

Only with a warrant if private property or without owners' consent. This is sounding more like the Gestapo with every

12/15/2015 3:16 PM

question...next there will be Jack Boots kicking down the door!
40

Only with a valid court order if they cannot get permission.

12/15/2015 3:11 PM

41

APEGA is overstepping here, the court of law has this authority

12/15/2015 2:59 PM

42

1-2 day notice should be given

12/15/2015 2:21 PM

43

The work place need to agree.

12/15/2015 2:01 PM

44

Must be far enough along the process that there is good grounds to "tarnish" the person's reputation, if in fact they are

12/15/2015 1:58 PM

found innocent. Also may be unsafe, probably best left to proper authorities.
45

Only when it is a subject to the complaint.

12/15/2015 1:19 PM

46

Is APEGA now the RCMP?

12/15/2015 1:16 PM

47

Only in extreme cases eg where life is threatened - again this presents you as a nasty legalistic organization.

12/15/2015 12:59 PM

48

Notice to be provided.

12/15/2015 12:55 PM

49

If and only if the investigators first demonstrate just cause equivalent to that which our local law enforcement agencies

12/15/2015 12:47 PM

must to obtain a warrant to do the same.
50

It is beyond APEGA's capacity

12/15/2015 12:41 PM

51

In a professional manner reflecting the Professionalism of APEGA as an association.

12/15/2015 12:38 PM

52

Like a raid? Don't be ridiculous.

12/15/2015 12:16 PM

53

See item 14

12/15/2015 12:13 PM

54

Especially if it's in the interest of a member in case he suffers hardships and injustice even though they do their best to

12/15/2015 12:10 PM

be professional and protect the interest of the public and their employers.
55

This should require a warrant, just like a police investigation. This also raises the issue of the employer not giving

12/15/2015 11:50 AM

consent - APEGA should not be able to go anywhere just because one of their members went there.
56

Absolutely not. If it is thought that this is needed in a particular situation APEGA should have to seek a court order.

12/15/2015 11:47 AM

Lawyers have to do this when they are investigating on behalf of a client.
57

There is no automatic right to enter homes and offices of members or non members regarding this action. This is one
step too far.

12/15/2015 11:30 AM

58

Members sometimes practice out of their homes. A court order should be required to enter the premises.

12/15/2015 11:27 AM

59

If and only if the investigated person agrees upon it

12/15/2015 11:09 AM

60

If investigations are given these powers, what are the checks and balances to prevent abuse of these powers.

12/15/2015 10:43 AM

61

APEGA already does this essentially when they conduct interviews and inspect work of members and permitees. I
personally have participated in one of these interviews.

12/15/2015 10:28 AM

62

I do not at all agree with what is noted here. If APEGA feels it would really need to take such action, APEGA and the
Alberta government should instead agree to rules where, if APEGA determined that such steps were necessary, that

12/15/2015 10:23 AM

APEGA first be required to bring such a request to a Canadian court judge, where the opposite side (APEGA member
or APEGA permit holding company) in the case could then argue fairly as to why such an inspection should not take
place. I am not really sure as to why APEGA would think this type of action would really be necessary in any case.
APEGA's review process in my mind should definitely not include such an "active search" process.This completely
"over-steps" APEGA's primary mandate.
63

Absolutely not. Police must obtain warrants for search from a judge. Why should apega be allowed higher privilege

12/15/2015 10:09 AM

than the due process required by police??
64

I agree, however I do think this will be a challenge when dealing with a large company/organization/government.

12/15/2015 10:09 AM

65

Employers don't want outsider poking into their business.

12/15/2015 10:05 AM

66

permission should be provided by the companyin advance.

12/15/2015 9:59 AM
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67

This should only be done with Law Enforcement officers. Again, a duly sworn warrant should be required, and even

12/15/2015 9:51 AM

then should have limitations which exclude private residences and dwellings.
68

No way. Must have legally justifiable reasons - public safety. Not just evidence discovery.

12/15/2015 9:40 AM

69

APEGA needs to provide a burden of proof that an Employer is complicit in the actions of the Member. A Court order

12/15/2015 9:35 AM

can restrict the investigations to the actions of the Member, and also require that APEGA upholds all confidentiality
requirements. As stated, this is a disincentive for an Employer to hire a Professional Member, since that might expose
them to investigations and liability.
70

who provides oversight?

12/15/2015 9:23 AM

71

That should be left at the discretion of the facility / office manager.

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

72

But, if the person is self employed, and working from home, just make sure, the privacy of the other family members

12/15/2015 9:10 AM

are not disturbed.
73

but a search warrant and police would need to be in attendance

12/15/2015 9:06 AM

74

Is this another joke? Maybe there would be circumstances where this would be desirable (e.g., fatalities), but the

12/15/2015 8:56 AM

circumstances need to be clearly defined. Is there not other legislation that would assist APEGA in this area? Does
the phrase "any place where a Member works" include private residences or the offices of other company's for those
who do contract work?
75

I am concerned for the safety of the investigators, who are not police but are Members themselves. Are they trained

12/15/2015 8:56 AM

for such an operation? Who guarantees their safety in a potentially hostile environment? Also, just the act of entering a
premises implies guilt of the person involved, which may not be the case.
76

good step

12/15/2015 8:44 AM

77

These powers belong where they are presently with the courts, not with APEGA investigators. Canadian Bill of Rights

12/15/2015 8:37 AM

S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
78

This depends on a lot of circumstances....

12/15/2015 8:37 AM

79

Who will oversee the investigators to make sure there is no foul play in the findings?

12/15/2015 8:34 AM

80

I think the Member ought to be given notification where appropriate.

12/15/2015 8:19 AM

81

ridiculous invasion of privacy

12/15/2015 8:00 AM

82

Only if criminal activity has been proven

12/15/2015 7:58 AM

83

Only the investigative committee should have this authority.

12/15/2015 6:44 AM

84

Provided permit by court is given.

12/15/2015 6:37 AM

85

This is becoming absurd. You are attempting to grant yourself powers that I suspect violate federal charters.

12/15/2015 6:05 AM

86

Employers, as APEGA permit-holders, have a big stake in all this. A cooperative two-way approach right from the start

12/15/2015 4:19 AM

between APEGA and employer would be fully appropriate and expected..
87

No

12/15/2015 3:14 AM

88

Even criminal investigation need to be supported with the court order to run such an investigation.

12/15/2015 12:25 AM

89

I am concerned about the competence of the investigators. Can this be cited?

12/15/2015 12:21 AM

90

Are all the APEGA investigators trained before entering the work places? Will there be liability issues?

12/14/2015 11:46 PM

91

APEGA investigators should obtain a warrant

12/14/2015 11:18 PM

92

Must be on line with current legislation ruling private property

12/14/2015 10:49 PM

93

To be carried out only if there is a need for it. Breach of privacy should not be encouraged.

12/14/2015 10:35 PM

94

APEGA can require that documents related to a case be brought forward and reviewed in accordance with the exiting

12/14/2015 10:19 PM

regulations. Inspecting any place a member works is a violation of privacy and, as per previous comments, could bring
undue stress to the individual under investigation even if a complaint is frivolous. Each case should be investigated on
the merits of a case and the APEGA member must submit relevant documentation. Investigation by APEGA of a
workplace is absolutely unacceptable.
95

Absolutely not - again the body is trying to be Judge, Jury, Prosecutor and cop all rolled into one - unacceptable.

12/14/2015 10:16 PM

96

What does "inspect" mean? Tear files and records apart? Rifle desks? With or without prior notice? Better understand

12/14/2015 9:53 PM

what is OK before you give out this power.
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97

Should a warrant be needed similar to criminal investigation?

12/14/2015 9:39 PM

98

Have a court order when you do.

12/14/2015 9:31 PM

99

Apega is not a police force. Oh&s should take jurisdiction.

12/14/2015 9:24 PM

100

This could be someone's home and for what purpose?

12/14/2015 9:18 PM

101

If APEGA is looming to have the same rights as police, they should obtain a court order such as a warrant to intrude

12/14/2015 9:17 PM

on the propey on a third party.
102

What if the member works from home? Or uses home as a part-time office?

12/14/2015 8:25 PM

103

this should be on a request for appointment basis

12/14/2015 8:15 PM

104

OIPC (PIPA) heard of it??

12/14/2015 8:11 PM

105

Within the law with reasonable notice - like a warrant. Those who have nothing to hide will likely oblige but discretion

12/14/2015 8:10 PM

would be nice because a mistake on APEGA's behalf could easily do enough damage to a member's reputation.
106

The investigator should obtain a permit.

12/14/2015 8:07 PM

107

A member's place of work is not under the authority of APEGA. This would interfere with a member's employment and

12/14/2015 7:53 PM

might even break an employee's conditions of employment (confidentiality clauses, etc.)
108

These types of inspections may have other motives (remove information, etc.)

12/14/2015 7:45 PM

109

Cannot violate current 'search and seizure' laws. Court orders may be needed.

12/14/2015 7:38 PM

110

Seriously Is this in Canada or Russia

12/14/2015 7:05 PM

111

This should require a search warrant from a court.

12/14/2015 6:59 PM

112

A place of work is a loose definition and it places access restriction rights for owners (I.e. for safety)in conflict with
those of an investigator. I see this as a challenging area.

12/14/2015 6:43 PM

113

No, that includes a house. Must be more specific.

12/14/2015 6:34 PM

114

There should be a limitation that this not include a members primary residence if it is also their place of work.

12/14/2015 5:18 PM

115

A member needs to be informed before entry...otherwise, it is overstepping the boundaries of a workplace

12/14/2015 5:14 PM

environment. Regardless, it should be fairly evident if there is an issue based on all information gathered.
116

This should be a criminal matter with a proper warrant etc

12/14/2015 4:59 PM

117

There should be some constraint if a member works from home.

12/14/2015 4:53 PM

118

I can't see this being allowed under the Charter of Rights and Freedoms this may be allowed by search warrant which

12/14/2015 4:27 PM

would require peace officer status, I don't feel the our investigators should have peace officer status
119

APEGA needs to provide more detail on the circumstances when this amendment would be enacted. To what extent

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

to you want this power and how much will it be influenced? What are the limits to your proposed amendment?
120

No. If it is to that point where the member is not cooperating, a formal court order or search warrant should be issued

12/14/2015 12:34 PM

by a provincial judge. APEGA is a regulator, and should never be at a level of investigation, where inspection at work
needs to happen - if it were to go that far, it should be in a civil or criminal court.
121

We should define what 'inspection' entails. The police require a warrant, with requires involvement of a judge. But

12/14/2015 11:50 AM

nothing for APEGA 'investigators'?
122

"including all digital media to which the Member has access"

12/12/2015 10:24 AM

123

Police require a warrant for search and seizure; would need to make sure legal control does not "ruin" articles for

12/11/2015 5:18 PM

futher or future legal cases....
124

Only if defined as where the member works in consideration of the permit to practice in question or if that individual is

12/10/2015 3:23 PM

doing work of an Engineering application. Inappropriate to apply to a Member who may hold secondary employment
that is not governed by the regulation.
125

Check section 198 of EPEA

12/10/2015 8:43 AM

126

This violates the laws of trespass. A search warrant is required by law to search premises.

12/9/2015 7:22 PM

127

Police cannot enter a premises without a Warrant. There needs to be much better justification for this action to occur.

12/9/2015 2:34 PM

What happens to non-public spaces like home offices? Is APEGA going to give itself authority to invade such spaces?
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128

What if they work from home, you'll barge in on their families? Inspect what? A complaint process should not give the

12/9/2015 11:38 AM

power to inspect someone's underwear drawer.
129

If this is part of a legal right to enter, I would change my response to "agree". If APEGA can compel members and

12/9/2015 11:04 AM

non-members to produce documents and be present for an interview, there would be little reason to inspect
workplace.
130

Police cannot enter a premises without a Warrant. There needs to be much better justification for this action to occur.

12/8/2015 10:04 PM

What happens to non-public spaces like home offices? Is APEGA going to give itself authority to invade such spaces?
131

This may need to depend on the nature of the charges and for larger firms, it may need to be restricted to specific

12/8/2015 12:40 PM

locations/offices. Something similar to the warrant process needs to be in place - justification and specification
regarding the request needs to be provided.
132

How broad could this get? There maybe an office where the Member does work but many Members also work out

12/5/2015 12:38 PM

their private homes. Would this change allow APEGA to enter their home?
133

Such matters would have to be carefully handled

12/5/2015 11:06 AM

134

who's complaint....some layman that knows nothing about engineering...this warrants investigation??

12/4/2015 12:09 AM

135

I don't think an investigator should have the right to enter my home because I work from home. I also think that having

12/3/2015 2:03 PM

an investigator enter the premises of businesses could be problematic as well, for example going to an active
industrial site at your whim and collecting documents could have Intellectual Property implications and/or safety
concerns.
136

This seems a bit harsh. Is there a better process that can be used to compel member's cooperation??

12/3/2015 10:32 AM

137

ask for court order! You are NOT a Police!

12/2/2015 9:26 PM

138

I don't think we can get away with some form of "just cause" argument here. If it is a publically visible jobsite (i.e. on a

11/30/2015 2:15 PM

construction project where the inspector can see something obvious), then I think they may have grounds to request
access...BUT...if they are going to be able to demand entry, I think we need some form of judiciary back up for
oversight. No different than Workplace Health Inspectors...if they see something, they can ask, if denied, they need a
warrant or similar before they can barge right in.
139

"...where a memeber works" need to be defined as some member's work from home and privacy issues come up when
an investigation into his/her workplace can have blurred lines betwen personal and work related documents.

11/30/2015 1:47 PM

140

Would a warrant be required? Who determines if it's necessary to have access to private property?

11/30/2015 11:09 AM

141

May not be legal, invasion of privacy, and may create liability for APEGA. The employer should cooperate such that

11/30/2015 9:49 AM

this is unnecessary.
142

Only acceptable means would be with an independent court-issued subpoena

11/30/2015 9:34 AM

143

This is going too far

11/30/2015 9:28 AM

144

This is part of submitting to the statute.

11/30/2015 8:27 AM

145

Some members use shell-companies and their homes for tax purposes when the real engineering is completed on

11/30/2015 8:18 AM

another site. Is this sufficient to gain access for EPCs were a member doesn't 'work' but spends all of their time?
146

I compare this to getting a warrant to search work premises. Should this authority be tied to local police/RCMP warrant

11/29/2015 8:27 PM

processes? Is this a police/RCMP matter? Again, it would be VERY important that APEGA adhere to confidentiality
rules where only those involved with the investigation know the data. Even un-involved employees of the co in
question should NOT be enlightened about what is being investigated until the investigation has concluded and guilt
has been confirmed. Then APEGA should consider what to do with issues discovered that are non-APEGA related ie.
CRA infractions. Does APEGA also regulate tax reporting?
147

Is this the duty of APEGA for the police?

11/29/2015 6:22 PM

148

Suggest this be done with approval of the employer...

11/29/2015 2:58 PM

149

To what end? Are there rules about a person's work space?

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

150

If the concern is strong enough, APEGA should involve the police.

11/29/2015 9:42 AM

151

Police can request subpoena and warrant from a judge. Apega has no moral status to illegally search and seize.

11/29/2015 9:19 AM

152

We have a legal system and police for this.

11/29/2015 8:07 AM

153

I cannot believe that this power is even being considered!

11/28/2015 9:24 PM

134 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
154

APEGA has no legal capability, short of getting a warrent, to enter a member's place of work. I'd suggest whoever is

11/28/2015 1:44 PM

writing these statements to seriously look at how society operates.
155

Provided sufficient advance notice be provided.

11/28/2015 1:17 PM

156

With a court order, and following the restrictions of the court order.

11/28/2015 9:53 AM

157

There may be confidential materials or information which may not be related to the investigation that the investigators

11/28/2015 9:47 AM

have no right to probe. This type of authority would have to be carefully circumscribed or limited.
158

They should obtain a court order like anyone else.This is too arbitrary and undefined authority to be taken lightly.

11/28/2015 4:03 AM

159

Police cannot enter a premises without a Warrant. There needs to be much better justification for this action to occur.

11/28/2015 12:06 AM

What happens to non-public spaces like home offices? Is APEGA going to give itself authority to invade such spaces?
160

There have to be limits. Including, but not limited to, workplace safety, safety training, etc.

11/27/2015 9:54 PM

161

This needs clarification - it sounds like they could do a search without first proving there is substantial cause for a

11/27/2015 9:51 PM

search.
162

We already have the burden of a legal system. Rules of common law should apply.

11/27/2015 8:51 PM

163

With reasonable cause.

11/27/2015 8:19 PM

164

Should be accompanied by law enforcement in case there is an incident.

11/27/2015 7:17 PM

165

Get a warrant like everyone else. This is getting disturbing.

11/27/2015 7:12 PM

166

Only if you can go before a judge and get a search warrant.

11/27/2015 6:51 PM

167

Not without a court order. Not even the Gestapo can have this unfettered right

11/27/2015 6:51 PM

168

Like the Stasi?

11/27/2015 6:30 PM

169

If a third-party objects to APEGA investigators entering a place where a member works, a court order should be

11/27/2015 6:13 PM

obtained by APEGA to enter the space.
170

I would only support this in cases where a judge issues a for search order.

11/27/2015 5:35 PM

171

What are they looking for? Are they trained to know what to look for? Things are starting to feel Orwellian to me.

11/27/2015 4:16 PM

172

Within the Canadian legal system, you cannot search a work place which may include my home or vehicle without a
warrant. This could also impact APEGA members employment, based on an investigation. Employers will not allow an

11/27/2015 3:54 PM

APEGA investigator on their site without a warrant. The decision which would not have anything to do with the
member.
173

Only as required by existing Provincial and Federal laws.

11/25/2015 11:29 AM

174

The investigators must be required to apply to the Court for a search warrant and must meet legal requirements to
qualify for the warrant.

11/25/2015 9:24 AM

175

sounds rather fascist. Limits? Due Process? Some members operate home offices.

11/24/2015 8:39 PM

176

you need some type of court order - you can't just walk in uninvited

11/24/2015 4:51 PM

177

APEGA should not entertain the idea of authority to enter and inspect property. Even the police need a warrant to do

11/23/2015 6:35 PM

so.
178

Need to set out the conditions explicitly.

11/23/2015 11:48 AM

179

I believe this is appropriate but needs to be done with sufficient notice.

11/21/2015 6:11 PM

180

Get a search warrant - call the cops.

11/21/2015 3:02 PM

181

Should be limited to the legal system and only with a warrant issued by a judge.

11/21/2015 12:41 PM

182

No - not without proper training and accompaniment of professional investigator and well trained, police involvement.
We do not need another police force within APEGA and that is what all these questions are leading to.

11/20/2015 8:38 AM

183

for what purpose is the inspection? to find out if they have a nice desk, or is this a poorly worded clause giving apega
the right to enter and seize records and conduct investigations of other workers without notice. Rethink what it is you

11/19/2015 9:56 AM

are trying to accomplish
184

Are you the police now too?

11/18/2015 2:26 PM

185

The rules for forcing testimony or producing evidence should be the same as used by the courts.

11/17/2015 8:38 AM
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186

For members it is easy to agree but for permit holders to allow access without good and valid reasons should not be

11/16/2015 4:59 PM

required. If the investigators can make the case that a visit is required and necessary then there must be boundaries
placed on the right to access.
187

This will require very clear definitions

11/16/2015 2:19 PM

188

You have to be kidding! You are not the police.

11/16/2015 7:11 AM

189

Require due process.

11/15/2015 4:13 PM

190

Again, Section 8 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "Everyone has the right to be secure against

11/14/2015 11:01 AM

unreasonable search or seizure." Does this change violate that right?
191

See comments in items #14 and #15.

11/13/2015 5:25 PM

192

Think of the personal ramifications to this individual

11/13/2015 2:32 PM

193

Are you bringing a search warrant?? Try reading the Constitution to learn what rights the citizens of this country have.

11/13/2015 7:27 AM

194

No. Not without proper measures to request permission from the business owner. Same treatment should be

11/12/2015 10:05 PM

considered if the business is home based.
195

There are legal things for those sorts of things requiring prior judicial authorization in each and every case. I am not
sure who APEGA thinks they are here do you envision doing this at 4:00am

11/12/2015 9:46 PM

196

APEGA should require, as the police would, a court order.

11/12/2015 8:38 PM

197

Investigators have the right to compel members to supply documents and appear for an interview. This is sufficient.

11/12/2015 8:12 PM

198

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:56 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
199

Need to protect the civil rights of members. Investigators must establish grounds for entry and inspection.

11/12/2015 6:02 PM

200

APEGA should be able to search premises if they obtain a warrant for such an activity (and complete the typical
process for obtaining such a warrant).

11/12/2015 3:08 PM

201

Police need a search warrant, and APEGA may require the same.

11/12/2015 12:37 AM

202

See comment to previous item.

11/9/2015 7:26 PM

203

Would require some restrictions in cases where a member works out of their home.

11/9/2015 4:01 PM

204

This seems very "Gestapo-ish" and a violation of Civil Rights.

11/9/2015 7:55 AM

205

See previous comment

11/5/2015 2:23 PM

206

If it is a crime, then let the judiciary do its job.

11/5/2015 7:34 AM

207

Demonstrate the need with case histories.

11/4/2015 8:46 PM

208

Currently the RCMP requires a court order, signed by a judge to enter private premises. APEGA investigators must

11/4/2015 8:09 PM

not overstep their boundaries.
209

Again, APEGA should formalize a policy that if a matter is before the Courts (either criminal or civil), that any APEGA

11/4/2015 1:03 PM

investigation or disciplinary action be held in abeyance until such time as the Courts have made a decision and
appeals have been exhausted. This authority should only be exercised if there is a clear relationship between the
nature of the act giving rise to the investigation and the Member’s workplace. In order to ensure appropriate discretion
in exercising this power, APEGA investigators should be required to obtain a Court Order to proceed and should also
be required to provide notice to the proprietor(s). This would be consistent with many other jurisdictions, and also with
the general public’s understanding of investigation proceedings. As previously stated, question whether enabling the
Registrar to initiate an investigation without Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee
(Members) oversight is appropriate (given other proposals regarding outsourcing investigations and authority of
investigators). In these proposals, concerned about omission of checks and balances in the system to ensure that an
investigation is warranted. Including the Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee in the
decision of whether or not to pursue an investigation would restore, at least in part, some balance to the system
however there can be significant resources and costs involved for Permit Holders / Members / their employers in
complying with investigative requests. Another way to restore some balance would be to give those parties alternative
recourse than litigation with respect to cost recovery where Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline
Committee decisions result in a finding of no offense committed.
210

ever hear of the Charter of Rights?

11/4/2015 9:51 AM

211

Provided it is in areas that deals with the complaint. It is NOT a fishing expedition.

11/2/2015 3:54 PM
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212

This seems like a violation of the civil rights of our members. Even the police can't do this without following their

11/2/2015 12:51 PM

approval process, why does APEGA get their authority written into law differently? Who is checking on the
investigators to make sure they are making good decisions on this? The judge doesn't always sign every search
warrant put forward by the police, APEGA needs to be careful that they stay on the right side of our nation's laws.
213

Not without a court order!!

11/1/2015 8:07 AM

214

Go through a process similar to a court order.

10/31/2015 8:33 PM

215

The police need a warrant from a judge in order take the action proposed. What oversite is proposed?

10/30/2015 6:42 PM

216

Not without some form of legal warrant

10/30/2015 6:04 PM

217

checks and balances need to be in place. Must be authorized by the investigations committee

10/30/2015 5:38 PM

218

APEGA needs to define the qualifications of the investigators (are/were they members of police for instance?) How

10/30/2015 3:47 PM

can a company remain non-liable for items it has a contract for non-disclosure? What are the legal restrictions when
investigation Member's work area?
219

This is only the role of law enforcement.

10/30/2015 8:54 AM

220

This needs to be greatly expanded. What powers does APEGA have when they enter a workplace. Free access to all

10/29/2015 5:20 PM

hard and soft copy records? Limited access? etc.
221

this authority shall not be higher than law enforcement where the police will still require court order to enter premises.

10/29/2015 9:17 AM

222

A judicial warrant should be required for such action.

10/29/2015 9:06 AM

223

I'm assuming you'd need a court order for this sort of thing. Is there not already a legal process for this? What consists

10/28/2015 8:14 PM

of a "lawful search and seizure?" What if that person works from home? What consists of an "inspection"? What would
be reasonable grounds to justify this sort of power?
224

Depends where (domicile vs office) and with what grounds / basis the investigator has to do this.

10/28/2015 2:53 PM

225

Private property laws?

10/28/2015 9:01 AM

226

I don't see how this would be relevant to an issue regarding Engineering Practice

10/27/2015 8:43 PM
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Q17 Recommendation: To amend the
legislation to increase the timeframe within
which a complaint against a former Member
or Permit Holder may be commenced to 10
years (from two years) following the date of
cancellation of membership.
Answered: 1,248

Skipped: 166
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Responses

Strongly agree

13.78%

172

Somewhat agree

29.09%

363

Somewhat disagree

23.48%

293

Strongly disagree

27.48%

343

I do not have an opinion on this matter

6.17%

77

Total

1,248

#

Comments:

Date

1

APEGA must be given authority to investigation on the basis of concrete evidences against company or member.

12/18/2015 4:16 PM

2

Let the time limitation stay related to the date of the unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct, not just related to the

12/18/2015 4:00 PM

date of membership cancellation. As I read this, if a complaint against a practicing member was made past the 10 year
"normal" limitation, the complaint could be held forward until the membership was cancelled, and the complaint could
be reactiviated. Could potentially be 30 or 40 years after the event. How does disciplining a member who is no longer
practicing, protect the public? What suspension or restriction of practice will be available for someone with a cancelled
membership?
3

10 years if much too long - five years is reasonable.

12/18/2015 3:37 PM

4

Refer to the Alberta Limitations Act, R.S.A.2000, c.L-12 for guidance on acceptable timeframes. It allows for 2 years
after the date on which the claimant first knew, or in the circumstances ought to have known; or 10 years after the

12/18/2015 3:08 PM

claim arose. Whichever period expires first. Why is APEGA not learning from precedents of Alberta if it is trying to act
as a body of law? No need to duplicate legislation! There is also a right to be tried in a reasonable time as per the
Charter or Rights which should also be considered here.
5

10 years following the date of cancellation membership is too much. Shouldn't be a single day more than 2 years.

12/18/2015 2:24 PM

6

Thsi could ruibn peoples career and right to make a living.

12/18/2015 10:10 AM
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7

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:31 AM

8

5 years maximum! Get it done, or don't start it.

12/17/2015 10:46 PM

9

It does not help to resolve the wrongdoing .

12/17/2015 8:26 PM

10

I think a timeframe like 5 years is a better balance.

12/17/2015 4:50 PM

11

I believe that this amendment is fundamentally flawed. I comment on two bullet points stating the rationale: "A former

12/17/2015 1:28 PM

Member should not be able to avoid professional accountability for prior conduct simply by waiting for the two-year
period to expire and then applying for reinstatement without suffering consequences for that prior conduct." I agree.
That is ridiculous. So why has APEGA allowed that. The more sensible solution is that reinstatement of membership
also means that you take on your previous professional accountability. Why is 10 years sensible? Issues could be 12,
18, 30 years in the future? Are there statistics to show that xx% of complaints fall between 2 and 10 years? APEGA
appears to spend a lot of time chasing non-members to become members so that they can suspend them from
practising. Then not practising, want to hold them accountable for past work. I don't disagree that people should be
accountable, I just feel that this is an ineffective solution. Again, resetting the clock should just not be allowed, under
any circumstances.
12

I could see 5 years, not 10 years.

12/17/2015 11:08 AM

13

If that is reasonable based on previous history. May be hard to obtain evidence after that long.

12/17/2015 10:01 AM

14

How about 7 years.

12/17/2015 8:18 AM

15

What is the basis for 10 years? Is there a legal precedent from other professional organizations that we should align

12/16/2015 6:19 PM

with?
16

Is there an impact on liability insurance that must be carried? Is it needed if a person applies for re-instatement and

12/16/2015 6:12 PM

the request for that includes a review of discipline and complaints before professional status is granted again?
17

I think that 10 seems a stretch because there are other vehicles to go after a member or previous member, regardless

12/16/2015 5:02 PM

of the issue and particularly if there is a public safety issue or failure at hand. Long term, I think 10 years is a bit much
to go after members after they have retired from APEGA, except in extreme cases of unskilled practice or
unprofessional conduct. It seems more reasonable to be 5 if things are no longer running. As far as abusing the
timeframe, it seems more reasonable to go after addressing the "reinstatement" issue if there are complaints after a
member has cancelled.
18

I'm concerned about how long a Member or Permit Holder would be likely to remember or retain information related to

12/16/2015 4:40 PM

a complaint.
19

I would rather have the focus be on something recent. 10 years after the fact seems less likely to reach a solid

12/16/2015 3:23 PM

conclusion
20

10 years seems excessive, especially given the current timeframe is 2 years. Even 5 years would seem more

12/16/2015 3:11 PM

appropriate.
21

Is APEGA willing to step into the field of Law Inhancement?

12/16/2015 1:19 PM

22

Does this fall in line with language for the current limits of liability associated with stamping and sealing documents? If

12/16/2015 12:39 PM

so, then I agree.
23

suggest five year period

12/16/2015 11:24 AM

24

If they are no longer practicing in any jurisdiction, I fail to see why this is required. Again, as long as they are not

12/16/2015 11:13 AM

practicing anywhere or applying anywhere.
25

I don't think members should ever be able to walk away from bad work. On the other hand, if a person worked on

12/16/2015 10:34 AM

something in 1984 and based their work on 1984 standards, they should not be punished because standards evolved
and their work no longer complies with current standards. It's like, you built a bridge 30 years ago and now the rules
have changed. So what, you are compelled to rip the bridge down and build a new one, presumably at your own
expense? Anyway, yes, if they failed to live up to 1984 standards on their hypothetical bridge built in 1984, and
nobody notices until say 50 years later, then I agree the person could be held accountable even so long after the fact.
26

The CRA requires the books be kept for 6 years. The engineering law requires 2 years duration. Without document as

12/16/2015 10:00 AM

evidence, there will be no good output for the investigation. However, for some large projects lasting more than a year,
a statement could be added to the engineering service contract that the complaint duration will be up to 10 years..
27

10 years seams too long. As long as the member is no longer practicing how would the public be served by APEGA

12/16/2015 9:55 AM

investigating a 10 year old case.
28

Appropriate parameters must be included.

12/16/2015 7:37 AM
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29

As there will be no record what happened during those 10 years. Keeping records of 10years will create additional

12/15/2015 9:52 PM

burden.
30

but 10 years seems too long.

12/15/2015 9:50 PM

31

This question seems confusing. If there was a cancellation of membership, should there not have already been a

12/15/2015 9:37 PM

complaint or reason, along with an investigation, that determined membership cancellation was warranted? Related
complaints occurring years later, may be submitted to APEGA. But if these complaints stemmed from before and up to
the original case against the member, then no further action or investigation should be required, if the original
investigation was thorough and proper. A better solution to the problem as stated in the briefing note, is to be able to
decide a variable length of time for a suspension/cancellation of membership (and prevent re-applying) based on the
severity of the case and evidence arising from the investigation, and presented at the hearing.
32

Ten years is too long for holding anybody in jeopardy after relinquishing membership. Ongoing membership gives
sufficient room for most investigations without moving towards a police state.

12/15/2015 8:39 PM

33

This would be reasonable if the individual is still practicing in another jurisdiction.

12/15/2015 5:36 PM

34

I agree that 2 years is too short and the current phrasing needs to be changed. My concern is that it is too open ended

12/15/2015 4:50 PM

with wide ranging consequences. I'd like to see a balanced presentation of the downside in addition to the upside
presented in the notes and videos.
35

The unjust deliberate delay to prevent the member from practicing must be structured.

12/15/2015 4:07 PM

36

What is the basis of the 10 year time frame?

12/15/2015 3:40 PM

37

Too long a period - recommend max of 5 years

12/15/2015 3:13 PM

38

it would need to be phased-in

12/15/2015 2:17 PM

39

Keep it as is.

12/15/2015 2:05 PM

40

Do not understand why 2 years has to be increased.

12/15/2015 1:23 PM

41

Even though the former member may have been completely in the wrong, if it takes more than 24 months for a
complaint to be filed someone is not efficient enough.

12/15/2015 1:17 PM

42

Leave it the same at 2 years.

12/15/2015 12:56 PM

43

agree only insofar that the investigation is completed keeping in mind best practises at the time of design and NOT

12/15/2015 12:54 PM

expecting members to meet unknown future changes in best practises
44

An increase to 5 years would seem reasonable.

12/15/2015 12:54 PM

45

There is no use in it

12/15/2015 12:46 PM

46

Only in situations where the work performed by a professional member or association has an effect extending to a 10
years period (like foundation design and structural integrity of a building which should have a longer lifetime than 2

12/15/2015 12:43 PM

years).
47

Does the Statute of Limitations have a say here?

12/15/2015 12:14 PM

48

I think 5 years is ideal as too long a period may give investigators time to be unduly relaxed. We need some "heat" to

12/15/2015 12:13 PM

bring out the best in a situation.
49

Suggest 5 years

12/15/2015 11:58 AM

50

Memories fade over time and records tend to get destroyed or lost. 10 years is too long. 5 years might be a more

12/15/2015 11:51 AM

reasonable compromise.
51

Don't understand the concern about former members. If someone has an issue with a former member the two parties

12/15/2015 11:49 AM

should have this resolved by a court.
52

Whatever time frame is placed on this should be consistent with practicing members and permit holders. As I recall,

12/15/2015 11:36 AM

previous legislation (prior to the last revision of the Act) held a professional member responsible from cradle to grave.
The current legislation holds a member responsible for a more limited time frame citing maintenance as a major
element in determining the longevity of a design.
53

10 years is too long and 2 years too short so let's try five years and we can always increase in future or make a sliding

12/15/2015 11:33 AM

scale given members a chance to get used to the idea that all of their work would now have a 5 year warranty. Older
members need time to adjust.
54

5 years seems enough to me.

12/15/2015 11:13 AM
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55

way too long - especially if a person is deceased such action could end up in freezing that member's estate. IMO two

12/15/2015 10:58 AM

years is adequate for any past actions
56

I think this is excessively aggressive on APEGA's part.

12/15/2015 10:46 AM

57

Keep the 2 years term

12/15/2015 10:35 AM

58

I would suggest re-wording it such that if any member or permit holder applies for re-instatement following cancellation

12/15/2015 10:31 AM

of membership, that the period related to the complaint has to be within the previous 10 years. My issue is with those
members and permit holders who cancel their membership because they stopped practicing, who would now be
potentially liable for any complaints related to their entire period of previous practice, as long as it was lodged within 10
years of cancellation. This extends the period of potential liability well beyond the accepted 10 year limitation period
on construction and geoscience related work. The legislation should clearly limit the complaint window to the 10 years
prior to the date when the member re-applies for a licence.
59

If some engineering works fails to perform as required or public safety is at risk, usually the perpetrators(members and

12/15/2015 10:31 AM

private party) are long gone from scene and difficult to apprehend in 2 years.
60

I am not sure how fruitful a complaint in year 8, 9 or 10 would be? I do agree 2 years is too short - in particular on

12/15/2015 10:15 AM

large scale projects.
61

No. If there is some problem, Apega must act quickly. The thrust of all the questions is for more power for apega to

12/15/2015 10:10 AM

act quickly, but this opens up the debate the opposite direction, saying apega can drag their feet for 10 years before
dealing with an issue. Absolutely not.
62

2 years is enough time.......if the mis-deed is not evident in this time, it should not be held against the member. I am

12/15/2015 10:07 AM

sure that if you look hard enough everyone may have made an error in the last ten years that lead to nothing.
63

It should be amended to indicate the time frame for filing charges. Extending these timelines is extremely costly for

12/15/2015 9:53 AM

insurance and upkeep for small firms and single proprietors Members.
64

10 years seems like an excessive time frame, particularly for individual Members. Retention of records for 10 years is

12/15/2015 9:41 AM

problematic. I suggest 5 years is more appropriate.
65

Basis?

12/15/2015 9:40 AM

66

So much for a peaceful retirement... How does punishing a retired non-practicing member protect the public?

12/15/2015 9:26 AM

67

I agree, but think that 5 years is a more reasonable number.

12/15/2015 9:19 AM

68

10 years is too long.

12/15/2015 9:13 AM

69

I think two years is more than enough. You can not sue a doctor for malpractice if its over 2 years. Engineers should
stand for themselves.

12/15/2015 9:12 AM

70

Would this not be covered by the Limitations Act? Should it not at least be consistent with the language of the

12/15/2015 9:05 AM

Limitations Act?
71

10 years is an excessively long extension from the existing 2 years. Professionals will have to be insured long past

12/15/2015 8:58 AM

retirement in some cases and may lack the information they need to defend themselves.
72

Two to 10 is a big jump. I do agree with clarifying the language about initiating v. completing the investigation. But if

12/15/2015 8:58 AM

you're doing to do that why not also add in a performance timeline to complete the investigation (e.g. a one year time
frame to investigate and issue a decision) since it also seems fair that an investigation shouldn't drag on forever.
73

I suggest 7 years

12/15/2015 8:42 AM

74

10 years is a long time...after a member has already had their membershiop cancelled....

12/15/2015 8:39 AM

75

The date should be two years from when the complainant was made aware or ought to of been aware of the

12/15/2015 8:38 AM

malpractice. This should not be tied to when a member cancels their registration. Client always has recourse through
insurance.
76

These powers belong where they are presently with the courts, not with APEGA investigators. Canadian Bill of Rights

12/15/2015 8:37 AM

S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
77

Time frame too long. Government is trying to make all professionals liable for eternity, which may affect descendants

12/15/2015 8:27 AM

78

How does this compare to other engineering/geo-science associations?

12/15/2015 8:07 AM

79

Only if member has not been accessible, i.e., left Canada and then returned

12/15/2015 8:00 AM
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80

Often, engineering faults take many years to manifest, so this amendment fits well with the amendment to allow
licensing jurisdictions the power to act on the disciplinary hearings of other licensing jurisidictions. That way, if a

12/15/2015 7:58 AM

member cancels registration in one jurisdiction and sets up shop in another, there is an opportunity to protect the
public from potential unsafe, unskilled practice that is currently allowed to occur by border hopping.
81

to 5 years instead

12/15/2015 7:40 AM

82

10 years is a long time for anything other than hard evidence to hold any value.

12/15/2015 7:14 AM

83

10 years seems to long 5-6 years seems more appropriate

12/15/2015 6:49 AM

84

I don't see why there should be a limitation put on the time at all. If we are trying to capture this why not greater.

12/15/2015 6:46 AM

85

5 years would be more realistic

12/15/2015 6:17 AM

86

Two years sounds a little short, but ten a little long.

12/15/2015 4:21 AM

87

Need more data on the criteria

12/15/2015 3:15 AM

88

should be less than 10 years

12/15/2015 3:01 AM

89

10 years seems too long. 5 seems reasonable.

12/15/2015 1:14 AM

90

10 years seems pretty extreme...

12/14/2015 10:50 PM

91

A 10 year time-frame is too long for parties to sustain detailed reliable and full memory of events. Maximum time

12/14/2015 10:43 PM

frame should be no greater than 5 years.
92

Owners and clients will know of any major issues or deficiencies well within a 2 year time period from the date a

12/14/2015 10:22 PM

member cancels their license.
93

I think 10 years is too long but 2 years is not enough either. 5 years makes more sense to me.

12/14/2015 10:17 PM

94

Ten years seems somewhat excessive

12/14/2015 10:10 PM

95

Not appropriate whatsoever. I have been with my consulting company for 17 years. Many professionals do not stay at

12/14/2015 9:54 PM

one employer for more than 5. In addition, project records are often not kept for more than 5 to 7 years, unless
required by contract or law. I could rationalize 3 or 4 max years, but I consider 10 years to be exceptional. Retirement
is another issue that should be considered here, and the lack of documentation of the issue after a 10 year period.
96

Unlimited if practicing in other province

12/14/2015 9:40 PM

97

It needs to be consistent with other statute of limitations requirements (Minimize the law).

12/14/2015 9:32 PM

98

Not sure what the background is for changing from 2 years to 10years?

12/14/2015 8:40 PM

99

For those of us who have recently retired or will soon be retiring for practice, we will have to maintain Errors and
omissions insurance after ceasing our practice. Even a small premium will add up to a substantial sum over 10 years.

12/14/2015 8:38 PM

Had we known about this many years ago we adjusted our rates to put 10 years of premiums aside to cover future
costs after retiring from practice. Perhaps APEGA can deal with the underwriters to provide preferred rates for retired
members.
100

There was no valid reason provided by this Briefing Note to reflect a need to change from 2 years to 10 years. And this

12/14/2015 8:35 PM

recommendation is non-comformative to any reasonable sense of statute of limitations.
101

Although if a member is retired, I do not agree with pursuing a discipline hearing simply to impose a fine. The

12/14/2015 8:26 PM

discipline hearing should be motivated by public protection, not revenue generation.
102

This should follow statute of limitation law. The Alberta Limitations Act sets 2 years as the term which is extended to 10

12/14/2015 8:22 PM

years if there is a judgement. The same wording should be used in the APEGA.
103

Get real! Insurance has 1 year SOLs! Most are 2 years . And want to make ours 10 years!? That's actually stupid!

12/14/2015 8:13 PM

Look at all the other professions and the laws of AB! Its 2 years max.
104

What exactly do you mean by "commenced to 10 years"? Is this the proper use of the word commenced?

12/14/2015 8:12 PM

105

APEGA can act in a responsible way without using excessive force. Consider that for every conflict, there is more than

12/14/2015 7:48 PM

a single party involved. Each side is subject to an opinion which may not consist of facts.
106

Too many things can change in 10 years time.

12/14/2015 7:41 PM

107

Longer than 2 years, but not 10

12/14/2015 7:26 PM

108

This would require members to retain 10 years of records. Would agree to a time period greater than 2 years,

12/14/2015 7:21 PM

something like 7 years, similar to government record requirements.
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109

I don't see any valid reason to go back 10 years, two seems just fine and this lines up with the statute of limitations.

12/14/2015 7:00 PM

110

10 years is too long a period of time, should not be more than 7, and the time should depend on the scale of the

12/14/2015 7:00 PM

problem - a collapsed building is different from a shifted sidewalk.
111

Perhaps for permit holders, though 10 years seems excessive and exceeds most legal record retention requirements

12/14/2015 6:47 PM

in any case.
112

That seems like a drastic increase. Why not 5 years? Why 10?

12/14/2015 6:35 PM

113

There should be a distinction between matters of grave public concern, which should have a longer timeframe, and

12/14/2015 5:39 PM

relatively trivial matters, which should maintain the current timeframe.
114

Too long.

12/14/2015 5:15 PM

115

The main purpose is to protect the public. If they are no longer a member, they're not a threat any longer. 2 years is

12/14/2015 5:01 PM

sufficient for someone wronged to make a complaint
116

I agree in principle that 2 years is too short, but 10?

12/14/2015 4:43 PM

117

the evidence trail is awfully cold at 10 years, 5 years may be more feasible

12/14/2015 4:28 PM

118

Shout be a statute of limitations, based on proven Canadian Law. 10 years seems too long, if the membership is

12/14/2015 12:36 PM

cancelled, what is the reason or advantage to extend it to 10 years?
119

I don't see the benefit of such an extension

12/14/2015 11:51 AM

120

10 years may be a bit too long. 5-7 years seems more reasonable.

12/14/2015 9:55 AM

121

statute of limitations in general business is 7 years, we can already be sued beyond the grave; believe a limit of 5 is

12/11/2015 5:20 PM

enough.
122

Yes if this is consistent with current provincial statute of limitations

12/10/2015 3:33 PM

123

Can you modify the statute of limitations?

12/10/2015 8:44 AM

124

Members do not carry insurance after their practice has ended cost of practice will increase and members who did not

12/9/2015 7:27 PM

have the opportunity to charge more for the increased liabilities will be personally on the hook for damages incurred.
Personal record keeping would be required for 10 years of work history to prove innocence. No other professional
organization has a 10 year accountability after canceled memberships.
125

I think the current 2 year timeframe is adequate. 10 years is too long.

12/9/2015 4:13 PM

126

Refer to the Alberta Limitations Act, R.S.A.2000, c.L-12 for guidance on acceptable timeframes. It allows for 2 years

12/9/2015 2:35 PM

after the date on which the claimant first knew, or in the circumstances ought to have known; or 10 years after the
claim arose. Whichever period expires first. Why is APEGA not learning from precedents of Alberta if it is trying to act
as a body of law? There is also a right to be tried in a reasonable time as per the Charter or Rights which should also
be considered here.
127

7 years should be the revised time frame as this is what is required for people to maintain record of communication. 10
years is too long to maintain records of past activities.

12/9/2015 11:06 AM

128

Equipment and systems in some sectors are getting a shorter renewal time (software, computer hardware, etc) while

12/9/2015 8:18 AM

other sectors are expected to last (bridges, roads). This may be appropriate for some sectors but not others. Five
years is my suggestion or make it sector specific.
129

Refer to the Alberta Limitations Act, R.S.A.2000, c.L-12 for guidance on acceptable timeframes. It allows for 2 years
after the date on which the claimant first knew, or in the circumstances ought to have known; or 10 years after the

12/8/2015 10:04 PM

claim arose. Whichever period expires first. Why is APEGA not learning from precedents of Alberta if it is trying to act
as a body of law? There is also a right to be tried in a reasonable time as per the Charter or Rights which should also
be considered here.
130

So long as the clause is not used to turn former members into scapegoats for issues, this makes sense.

12/8/2015 3:37 PM

131

Seems like a waste of resources.

12/5/2015 5:31 PM

132

10 years appears over kill

12/5/2015 4:56 PM

133

I believe 10 years is too long

12/5/2015 11:06 AM

134

We can be sued for twenty five years so why not.

12/3/2015 3:07 PM

135

I think 10 years is too long, 5 years makes more sense.

12/3/2015 2:04 PM
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136

10 years is too long. A lot of things could have changed over 10 years. Equipment/facilities/infrastructure wears out,

12/3/2015 10:36 AM

corrodes and can be improperly used/operated. I think 10 years starts to push the limit of a valid timeline to d an
investigation.
137

A period of 5 years would seem more appropriate. However, a duration that is consistent across Canada is what

11/30/2015 10:54 PM

should be established.
138

I suggest seven (7) years as a maximum.

11/30/2015 4:41 PM

139

More than two, certainly...five, sure, seven, maybe (you can be declared dead in that timeframe if you vanish), but 10?
Unless it involves the loss of life (or likelihood there of), then 10 is too long.

11/30/2015 2:18 PM

140

5 years seems appropriate

11/30/2015 1:22 PM

141

Maybe 5 years

11/30/2015 9:35 AM

142

Evidence may be difficult to gather if too much time has passed, especially if companies are not required to keep

11/30/2015 9:22 AM

records for that long.
143

A bit of justification on the number 10 would be valuable to the members

11/30/2015 8:10 AM

144

If this change is requesting that complaints against a defendant may be made 10 yrs AFTER the defendant has
cancelled their APEGA membership and the complaint was for an issue WHILE the defendant was still an APEGA

11/29/2015 8:34 PM

member then I agree. BUT, APEGA must also take into consideration during their investigation that APEGA can not
declare guilt just because data from the complaint incident is no longer available. 10 yrs is a long time and company
date for that time frame may no longer be available. There must be concrete evidence that the defendant violated
APEGA regulation. The key thing to this change is that the defendant may have committed the violation while he/she
was an APEGA member.
145

way to long to resurrect a complaint

11/29/2015 3:40 PM

146

10 years seems way too long. 2 years or 5 years seems more appropriate.

11/29/2015 2:59 PM

147

10 years is too long. 5 years would ne a reasonable maximum

11/29/2015 11:52 AM

148

If they are not practicing, what benefit is there of retroactive punishment? If no one was concerned 10 years ago, why
now?

11/29/2015 9:43 AM

149

In the event a court finds that unprofessional practice and criminal negligence lead to significant loss to the public or

11/29/2015 9:34 AM

individual only. Apega should be able to assist the public with finding fault and remedial study and forensic analysis.
150

Public safety is at stake here.

11/29/2015 12:08 AM

151

Why draw this out? A lot can happen in ten years.

11/28/2015 1:46 PM

152

Statue of limitation on many "thing" is seven years. Ten is too long.

11/28/2015 1:22 PM

153

5 years would seem more reasonable

11/28/2015 1:18 PM

154

How about 5 yr. rather than 10?

11/28/2015 12:32 PM

155

Recommend 5 years

11/28/2015 11:15 AM

156

Let's follow the Income Tax Act and use 7 years - records before this time are likely difficult to reconstruct and may be
unreliable.

11/28/2015 9:55 AM

157

To what end? If they are not a member for 10 years what possible good is it to censor them after the fact. If there was
actual harm it is a matter for the courts not APEGA.

11/28/2015 4:04 AM

158

Refer to the Alberta Limitations Act, R.S.A.2000, c.L-12 for guidance on acceptable timeframes. It allows for 2 years

11/28/2015 12:32 AM

after the date on which the claimant first knew, or in the circumstances ought to have known; or 10 years after the
claim arose. Whichever period expires first. Why is APEGA not learning from precedents of Alberta if it is trying to act
as a body of law? There is also a right to be tried in a reasonable time as per the Charter or Rights which should also
be considered here.
159

More information is needed - why 10 years? What if a given project or facility has changes made within those 10
years - would the original individual or company still be held liable if changes were made by others within their 10 year
period?
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160

How do you intend to enforce this or any of the proposed changes to engineers who are used as international
workshare. Right now, multiple companies have engineering stamping and permit to practice stamping occurring

11/27/2015 9:37 PM

outside of Canada for projects within Canada. If they cause harm to Canadians how does APEGA intend to ensure the
guilty party (ies) are held accountable. International workshare will be a difficult task for APEGA to ensure competency
and quality are followed outside Canada's border. APEGA cannot simply visit an office or engineer in India and China
and hold those accountable.
161

Violates normal rules of law.

11/27/2015 9:11 PM

162

What is the process for other professions??? Doctors? Lawyers?

11/27/2015 8:52 PM

163

Maybe start with a 7 year, the same as taxes

11/27/2015 8:28 PM

164

This provision should follow the provisions of the limitations act. The limitation related to the time of the incident not to

11/27/2015 8:26 PM

a future date. As you are aware the act was passed to ensure the financial viability of the profession. This amendment
attempts to circumvent the spirit of the limitation act.
165

5 to 7 years is adequate

11/27/2015 8:10 PM

166

Depends on the issue. Some design problems may not show up for decades, whereas others are more immediately

11/27/2015 7:19 PM

detectable and a longer timeframe is unreasonable.
167

I think APEGA needs to be broken up if they think this is good policy.

11/27/2015 7:13 PM

168

I feel 5 years would be a more practical duration for this purpose.

11/27/2015 7:06 PM

169

This will place a member at an extreme disadvantage with respect to records and other information being unavailable
to them. Companies we work for are notorious for not having complete records of ones work that you did when

11/27/2015 6:56 PM

working for them, and the staff turnover under a 10 year rule would be a real problem for a member accused of
unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct
170

Would this even be legal?

11/27/2015 6:31 PM

171

I have seen examples of poor engineering of structures that were covered up by the 2 year rule, and the perpetrators
never sanctioned - See Dana Village foundation repair.

11/27/2015 5:37 PM

172

I do not see the need for this as long as the complaint is recorded in case the member reapplies for membership within

11/27/2015 4:28 PM

the 10 years, unless they are still practicing in another jurisdiction.
173

10 years is an excessive time frame and not reasonable.

11/27/2015 4:27 PM

174

To what end? If the member has already cancelled the membership, why do we want to do this?

11/27/2015 4:17 PM

175

Completely absolutely disagree with this recommendation. To impose a 10 year timeframe is unreasonable and

11/27/2015 3:58 PM

excessive, the current 2 year is more reasonable. Records may be destroyed or companies go out of business in 10
years. A member may be retired and have dementia in 10 years, all of retirement savings could be at risk, again
particularly if a complaint could be launched anonymously or verbally. Exceeds current statute of limitations. I am a
Summit award-winning APEGA member in good standing and an active volunteer for APEGA for over 25 years with an
unblemished professional record. Will be watching the status of this recommendation and will resign as an APEGA
member in advance of it's implementation. As well am now not interested in becoming a Life Member. My 25 years of
volunteering with APEGA ends today. Am ashamed of what APEGA has become with these recommendations,
particularly when APEGA Council will make proposed changes without a member vote. These changes must go out to
our members for a vote, prior to being submitted to GOA Legislative Committee in accordance with the APEGA Act.
These comments need to be presented to APEGA Council without editing.
176

Why 10 years?

11/26/2015 9:10 AM

177

OMG! This is the first time companies are mentioned. This time frame is beyond most reasonable time frames. A

11/25/2015 5:18 PM

Board member has up to 6 yrs. post board position. Too much here folks.
178

I am not sure that this is coincident with other professional associations (e.g., AMA). If it is, then it would be

11/25/2015 9:26 AM

reasonable to align with other professions.
179

these time limits seem arbitrary. Should the limits not be proportional to the nature of the work performed? Especially

11/24/2015 8:41 PM

when linked the previous fascist proposals, this recommendation is not insignificant
180

Recommend seven years similar to CRA rules for businesses to retain documents

11/24/2015 8:10 PM

181

You need to tighten the wording to avoid the issue you describe. Personally I think extending it beyond two years
encourages your Investigative staff to draw things out too

11/24/2015 7:41 PM

182

Isn't there a time frame on the provincial books that protects engineers and architects if error is found 10 years (I think

11/24/2015 4:56 PM

or maybe longer) after the work is accepted how does this fit in
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183

In my opinion, 10 years is too long - especially if a professional retires at 60 to 65 years of age. If a complain is

11/24/2015 10:37 AM

registered, the former member may not be in good medical shape to respond. Also, what happens to a life member?
How about extending the timeframe from two to four years?
184

The public perception of APEGA investigating the unskilled practice / unprofessional practice of a seventy-five year

11/23/2015 6:43 PM

retiree after forty years previously unquestioned membership would be a public relations nightmare for APEGA, and do
nothing but tarnish its reputation.
185

I think 10 years is too long.

11/23/2015 11:50 AM

186

10 yrs from the event under investigation not 10 yrs from cancellation of membership. needs to be in line with statute

11/23/2015 10:20 AM

of limitations.
187

Should a member cancel their registration or have their registration cancelled, a timeframe of 10 years beyond that

11/21/2015 6:12 PM

point is well beyond reason as to when they should be accountable to APEGA.
188

This is longer than the statute of limitations for most real crimes.

11/21/2015 12:42 PM

189

It would be consistent to have the timeframe for complaints the same as professional liability.

11/20/2015 2:08 PM

190

This is an excessive extension of Apega's ability to collect fines or other monetary penalties. If Apega sees fit to

11/19/2015 9:58 AM

pursue charges they should do it within the timelines.
191

Acceptable to require a timeframe of 10 years after the date of the complaint.

11/18/2015 12:45 PM

192

Maybe 5 years? so that you have enough time to see that something is working properly, but not longer than 7 years

11/17/2015 10:42 AM

as documentation and archives are usually deleted...
193

10 years is way too long and does little to protect the public. Suggest 5 years but even that is long given that the

11/16/2015 5:01 PM

member or permit holder has continued to practice for the period of time. This is not protecting the public but maybe
cautioning members to do the right thing.
194

5 years

11/16/2015 4:49 PM

195

10 years may be excessive, 6 or 7 may be more adequate

11/16/2015 2:20 PM

196

Should be 5 years unless exteuating circumstances

11/15/2015 4:15 PM

197

Section 11b of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "Any person charged with an offence has the right... (b) to

11/14/2015 11:03 AM

be tried within a reasonable time;" Does this change violate that right?
198

What happens in the case where the member or permit holder is either deceased or mentally incapacitated to defend,

11/13/2015 5:29 PM

but the company for whom the member worked or holds the same permit exists.
199

Agree that two years is too short, but not sure of the basis for 10 years given the aspect of "diminished recollection".

11/13/2015 3:02 PM

200

They are no longer a member, as a result I am not sure what authority the legislation would have. if there is
malpractice it should be dealt within a civil proceeding. I struggle with what the discipline could even look like - does

11/13/2015 8:25 AM

APEGA provide a listing of previous or retired members?
201

1) does a retired engineer now need to buy insureance to protect himself? 2) This needs to be alligned with APEGAs

11/13/2015 8:24 AM

requirements on doucmentation management (i.e. if a document needs to be stored for 10 years then it is not
reasonable to look at any complaint that exceeds the document life cycle) 3) given the increase in fines, and the 10
year extension, an engineer could theoretcially loose a large part of his retirement when they are well into their
retirement.
202

I don't see what the point of this is. If they are no longer a member and haven't been for 10 years, what exactly will this

11/13/2015 7:29 AM

accomplish? Other than wasting member fees.
203

Records keeping legislation is related to 7 years. Not more than 7 years.

11/12/2015 10:06 PM

204

If APEGA can't get their "Act" together in 2 years APEGA should have no additional authority to raise allegations in 10

11/12/2015 9:51 PM

years when evidence memory and records are stale, lost or incomplete. Two years is the standard legal limitation to
make a claim.
205

This should reflect the date of the completion of the work under investigation not the membership. 10 years is an

11/12/2015 8:39 PM

arbitrary time frame that requires evidence to support it.
206

Perhaps 5 years would be better - 10 years is a very long time and could result in long and involved investigations with

11/12/2015 8:15 PM

limited effective consequences.
207

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect
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208

A fivefold increase in the complaint period seems excessive. The statute of limitations in Alberta is 2 years and

11/12/2015 3:11 PM

APEGA's complaint period matches that. If the statute of limitations increases, I don't have an issue with APEGA's
complaint period increasing to match.
209

Five years would probably be better

11/11/2015 4:18 PM

210

Perhaps this is OK but there needs to be strong protection against malicious use of such powers.

11/9/2015 7:27 PM

211

Proposed change is consistent with the Alberta Limitations Act

11/9/2015 4:04 PM

212

If an incident requiring investigation of a former member is brought to light, in my opinion the matter should be

11/9/2015 2:16 PM

investigated under the jurisdiction of the courts. It is APEGA's role to regulate the profession, and a member who has
not been registered for over two years seems to no longer be a part of the profession.
213

After the 2 years, it would be a matter for the courts.

11/9/2015 2:15 PM

214

A lot of civil actions must be commenced in two years -- why do we need ten years?

11/9/2015 7:56 AM

215

Replace the word "cancelation" with "expiry" ?

11/5/2015 2:27 PM

216

One important thing to remember, is the fact that during this time frame there could be new research findings

11/5/2015 10:57 AM

regarding design procedures/ guidelines which may render older procedures unsafe/or safety comprising. The
engineer in following older procedures/guidelines in his/her design, and doing his due diligence , and then ten years
later something goes wrong should not be held accountable for what happened as he did his/her best and used the
available methods to achieve a save and economic design.
217

If it is a crime, then let the judiciary do its job.

11/5/2015 7:35 AM

218

Demonstrate the need with case histories. How does this protect the public? Waiting 10 years to make a complaint
when the member or permit holder is no longer practicing seems to be a waste of resources. Limited resources should

11/4/2015 8:52 PM

be directed towards bad actors in current practice.
219

In combination with the previous proposals (anonymous tips, subjectivity or mere wish of the Registrar), a member

11/4/2015 8:09 PM

may be accused of anything and even face temporary punishment while investigated, ten years in his retirement.
Revenue Canada infractions by taxpayers are prescribed after seven years.
220

Agree that APEGA should have the authority to investigate and then discipline a Permit Holder or Member in cases

11/4/2015 1:03 PM

where it is obvious that they are cancelling their membership temporarily in order to avoid an investigation or Order.
Currently APEGA is restricted to a two-year period for such actions, which is a reasonable amount of time for a Permit
Holder or Member to be inactive and then subsequently reactivate. Propose that there may be other ways to
accomplish this such as if a member has been inactive for two years or more, they must reapply based on
Professional Reputation which could carry a higher application fee and would also be subject to scrutiny to the extent
that APEGA may decide to not accept the application. Alternately, APEGA could continue the investigation / discipline
proceedings to fruition and if the individual is found to have committed an offense, the Discipline Order and fines could
be held in abeyance until reapplication.
221

This should be limited to 5 years as information from longer periods is not as accurate.

11/4/2015 9:36 AM

222

Only for specific instances.

11/2/2015 3:55 PM

223

seems like a long time. Are such cases typically so slow to develop?

11/2/2015 3:06 PM

224

I think 5 years would be more appropriate. The ongoing costs for insurance would be a burden to retired engineers.

11/2/2015 1:18 PM

225

This seems reasonable as sometimes the awareness of issues takes time to understand or observe. APEGA should

11/2/2015 12:52 PM

keep the wording to commit to 2 years from the time a complaint is filed to resolution. Leaving it longer or worse
leaving it open ended is unfair to our members.
226

Complaints may be commenced 10 years after the completion of a specific project, not the cancellation of

11/1/2015 6:12 PM

membership.
227

10 years is what it is for practicing engineers so a cancelled membership shouldn't be a way to avoid action. Consider

11/1/2015 8:35 AM

that 10 years is longer than some projects are intended to last in total lifetime.
228

10 years could be too long. It should not apply to all fields!

10/30/2015 11:54 PM

229

I've been practicing for more than 30 years. If I retire tomorrow and in ten years someone files a complaint from when I
first began practicing, will APEGA investigate?

10/30/2015 6:46 PM

230

Two years is sufficient, 10 years is onerous

10/30/2015 6:05 PM

231

I would recommend a time frame of 5 years. 10 Years is too long.

10/30/2015 9:36 AM

232

7 years would be appropriate.

10/30/2015 8:55 AM
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233

I am unclear as to whether the limitation periods for other fields is for ten years after cancellation of membership (i.e.
retirement) or for ten years after construction/implementation. Ten years after cancellation of membership could be

10/29/2015 1:00 PM

decades after the work was completed and is too long. The criteria should be ten years after
construction/implementation.
234

why 10 years. CRA audit only 7 years. Please substantiate the number of years.

10/29/2015 9:17 AM

235

Why should it take that long to investigate and it should follow current Canadian law precedents.

10/29/2015 8:34 AM

236

If someone is no longer practicing engineering then they are of no risk to the public. 2 years is more than enough time

10/28/2015 6:52 PM

to bring a claim forward.
237

two years is sufficient time to initiate a complaint and that an additional two years to complete the investigation of a

10/28/2015 2:57 PM

former member is more than sufficient; ten years appears excessive and unreasonable
238

Two or three should be enough. 10 years seems much too long.

10/28/2015 1:11 PM

239

Ensure this is aligned with statue of limitations before proceeding with recommendation.

10/28/2015 9:02 AM

240

Why starting from 2 years?

10/28/2015 8:05 AM

241

I cannot image being able to produce documentation in defence of a complaint of malpractice 10 years after retiring

10/27/2015 8:45 PM

from practice
242

Why an investigation is not getting closed in two years?

10/27/2015 2:03 PM
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Q18 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to make the Registrar the case manager
for all proposed Recommended Discipline
Orders.
Answered: 1,241

Skipped: 173
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Answer Choices

Responses

Strongly agree

21.35%

265

Somewhat agree

41.42%

514

Somewhat disagree

13.38%

166

Strongly disagree

12.17%

151

I do not have an opinion on this matter

11.68%

145

Total

1,241

#

Comments:

Date

1

Any office bearer should not act as case manager.However any independent member from association could be
selected as case manager.The victim should be given an appropriate voice to make her/his reservation with evidences

12/18/2015 4:22 PM

for section of case manager.However the registrar can make final decision for a case manager without agreeing with
victims unfair representation.
2

I notice that #19 does NOT allow any comments. My comments for #19 are: How much of this control of the discipline

12/18/2015 4:16 PM

process, and influence of the outcomes would take place, before we are no longer a self regulating profession? What
is the difference from what is proposed here, and what a government appointed regulator would look like? In the
current political climate, this may appear to be an open invitation for the government to take over the regulatory roles
of our profession.
3

No oversight, no audit trail. Highly disagree with this.

12/18/2015 3:09 PM

4

This removes not only the tights of members but also any input from committees.

12/18/2015 10:10 AM

5

This is necessary to better protect the public.

12/18/2015 12:32 AM

6

And initiate complaints. You can't be serious. That is a total conflict.

12/17/2015 10:46 PM

7

It depends on individual doing job at a given time.

12/17/2015 8:28 PM

8

A lot of responsibility on the Registrar.

12/17/2015 5:39 PM
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9

The Discipline committee should be making the decisions on discipline. The Registrar should keep a record of who is

12/17/2015 1:37 PM

under disciplinary action.
10

I'm confused in that "severity of the sanctions will reflect the severity of the offences". Do they not presently? Surely

12/17/2015 1:31 PM

you don't need one person to review everything, you simply need a guideline regarding the offences and penalties. I
believe that a committee is better to serve this purpose. It seems that a lot of power and high workload is being given
to the Registrar - so surely they will subsequently delegate. So, I suggest that we delegate and keep this with the
Discipline Committee.
11

Why do we not use the same person from the Discipline committee as the case manager? Or why does the

12/17/2015 12:44 PM

committee not review all cases, either in a timely fashion or on a lookback basis, to ensure consistency and fairness?
The Registrar does not seem to be the appropriate person for that responsibility when we already have a Discipline
Committee to oversee discipline.
12

Need the clarify what are all the roles and responsibilities of the Registrar. And how to ensure balance of authority.

12/17/2015 10:10 AM

13

There needs to be oversight to ensure there is no bias or discrimination in the registrar's rullings

12/16/2015 6:28 PM

14

Consistency is needed for cases of similar situations. Need to be able to delegate the Registrar's authority to staff or it

12/16/2015 6:17 PM

will eat up considerable time.
15

Presumably the Registrar is currently a full-time position, how will the Registrar be able to handle the additional

12/16/2015 5:44 PM

duties?
16

Again, leaves this position open to abuse and/or favoritism. Prefer that more than one arms-length individual is

12/16/2015 4:40 PM

involved. Registrar can implement but need to allow for a fair and balanced approach.
17

While I don't disagree with the principles of trying to maintain consistency, I'm not sure the Registrar is the appropriate

12/16/2015 3:13 PM

case manager.
18

While I agree that a consistent case manager is required, I am not entirely sure that this role should be taken up by the

12/16/2015 2:41 PM

registrar.
19

I would want the member to always have the platform to respond to whatever allegation is made against them, and the
Registrar compelled to publish that response. Let's say a member publishes slander and libel and the Registrar

12/16/2015 10:37 AM

doesn't want to be compelled to publish that. Well obviously, the member is responsible for whatever they say, and a
court could require that member to remove or correct any such statements. But it wouldn't be up to the Registrar to
editorialize such comments as a member chooses to publish, only that they are published with equal weight as the
Registrar's own judgments.
20

A better solution is to develop written sanctions for offences. This list does not need to be published.

12/16/2015 9:00 AM

21

As the case manager and the initiator of investigations and the body assigning investigators, it seems like there could

12/16/2015 8:52 AM

be a conflict of interests.
22

We are putting a lot of responsibility in one office, what oversight is envisioned ?

12/16/2015 7:37 AM

23

Case manager should be based on the nature of the case and proficiency/ experience in the field.

12/15/2015 9:54 PM

24

Without enormous amount of previous cases to compare and use as a basis, sanctions will always be variable and

12/15/2015 9:45 PM

nonequivalent, even with a single human making the decision. And with technology changing so fast, past criteria and
severity may be quickly outdated and not useful. Flexibility in deciding sanctions is probably a better goal to strive for,
and across multiple qualified decision makers, not just one person.
25

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:20 PM

26

would there be an independent appeal committee to protect members from the registrar (i.e. single entity) make all

12/15/2015 8:41 PM

such decisions?
27

This proposal should have been earlier in the sequence of the survey. I could accept this if the Registrar had a second

12/15/2015 5:40 PM

title re Discipline, and if there was an organizational possibility that the roles could be separated. In my opinion the
Discipline role needs more experience as a practicing member!
28

Same comments as earlier. The principle is good but be cautious of the practice.

12/15/2015 4:39 PM

29

I see the benefit of comparable violations. How about the field of specialization at which the offence occurred.

12/15/2015 2:06 PM

30

Strange for a few reasons, not the least of which is the ideological incompatibility of wishing to centralize the

12/15/2015 1:01 PM

sanctioning process internally to improve consistency whilst attempting to accept without question the decisions made
by other jurisdictions as referenced in preceding survey questions. Not all cases will have all the same factors. There
may be mitigating criteria. A better course of action would be to develop better guidelines as to what's an appropriate
sanction and make this material available to all parties involved.
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31

why does the Registrar now need to be the case manager? why would the Investigative Committee not be the
appropriate place to perform this function?

12/15/2015 12:56 PM

32

It may not be practical to involve registrar alone as case manager in all the cases. He can be involved only when
there Inconsistencies. Moreover there should be checks and balances in the system to avoid decisions being biased

12/15/2015 12:34 PM

or subjective as the registrar could be the sole powerful entity
33

Will the Registrar´s other duties allow time for this time commitment?

12/15/2015 12:17 PM

34

Speed and consistency are positive aspects of this change, but this seems to be part of a risky and undemocratic shift

12/15/2015 11:56 AM

to centralize all power with the unelected registrar.
35

What powers does the Registrar have in this regard? Is there authority to modify the disciple order without consultation

12/15/2015 11:52 AM

with the Discipline Committee? If so I disagree,
36

not independent enough - the role should be filled by someone who is not a member but has a background in such

12/15/2015 11:00 AM

issues - such as an ombudsman or a privacy commissioner
37

The Registrar is getting a lot of power in these proposed changes; how do we know he'll act faithfully and not abuse

12/15/2015 10:49 AM

his powers?
38

Although I completely agree with the intent of the brief, I believe the implementation is completely wrong. The "case

12/15/2015 10:46 AM

manager" role should remain as it is. What should change is that the Registrar should be allowed to review and
acccept or reject what has been determined as a fair punishment, and that the Registrar be compelled to explain to the
case manager as to why the Registrar has rejected the punishment the case manager has come to agreement on with
all parties involved. I believe that, if the case manager were to continue to disagree with the Registrar as to why the
Registrar's punishment was wrong, that the case manager and the other parties involved be allowed to state in a
formal APEGA record as to why they all believe the Registrar was wrong, but that the Registrar would still be able to
retain the final authority to actually spell out and deliver final punishment. What this then does is it allows for a certain
amount of "check on record" on Registrar power, which I believe is a very necessary part of this type of process. I do
agree that expeditious and consist judgements are a good thing, however, they should come at the expense of having
checks within the system. Also, in general the steps of each of the time periods involved with each step should be
shortened.
39

Time is of the essence in public safety issues.

12/15/2015 10:33 AM

40

Why, to what end?

12/15/2015 10:11 AM

41

Registrar already has a role and this is not it.

12/15/2015 9:41 AM

42

Isn't there a danger in concentrating too many powers in the hands of a few people?

12/15/2015 9:28 AM

43

although I am uncomfortable with all the multiple proposed legislative changes that give all the power and duties to

12/15/2015 9:12 AM

one person (the Registrar). One person cannot do it all alone and would be delegating to people who are frequently
fired or choose to leave APEGA for secret reasons.
44

I think this places too much power with the Registrar.

12/15/2015 9:06 AM

45

Is this not centralizing the regulatory power to the office of the registrar? I question if this is desirable if we wish to
maintain self governance?

12/15/2015 8:59 AM

46

The Registrar is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of

12/15/2015 8:42 AM

Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
47

I would like to understand what would involve being the case manager before voting in favor of this

12/15/2015 8:37 AM

48

This should not be handed to one person but to a responsible committee

12/15/2015 8:02 AM

49

This is possible in 2015, but short sighted on the longer term. The mandate will continue to grow until the original

12/15/2015 6:48 AM

intent is no longer achievable (maybe it would take until 2080 but it will happen).
50

I would recommend a detailed review of the Registrar job description and roles, with a review of division of time and
weighting of tasks, to make sure this is a role the Registrar can properly take on, without compromising other key

12/15/2015 4:26 AM

APEGA duties.
51

Right people is all

12/15/2015 3:16 AM

52

in a real court of law, we have many different judges for different cases and sometimes there is a jury, not one judge.

12/15/2015 3:04 AM

No one person should have this power that APEGA wants..
53

I need to understand what unskilled practices there are in Canada in my area of expertise (control valves etc.)

12/14/2015 11:52 PM

54

This is coming across wrongly perhaps, but 'decision maker' is seemingly implying a singular person.

12/14/2015 10:53 PM
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55

The Registrar should not impose penalties. Penalties or disciplinary action should be done on a case by case basis

12/14/2015 10:27 PM

through the Disciplinary Committee who evaluates each situation and background circumstances.
56

Absolutely NOT. The right way to clean up the time lag and inconsistency in the discipline committee is not to take the

12/14/2015 10:01 PM

responsibility away from them. All this does is place the onus on a different person rather than the case manager. You
are equating "consistent" and Timely" with "better". Better alternate: Registrar + case manager review the RDOs
together, with Registrar having the ultimate decision.
57

Should be left to a committee or panel, not simply the registrar. I do not believe that any issue would ever require a
unilateral response in such a short time that a committee couldn't accomplish in the same timeframe.

12/14/2015 9:56 PM

58

Don't overload him.

12/14/2015 9:32 PM

59

the committee and the registrar need to be separate

12/14/2015 8:16 PM

60

Agree. The problem with AB and Canadian/USA law is they do not tie everything together! It is the entire picture of all

12/14/2015 8:15 PM

the time he/she has been a P.Eng that provides an accurate view of what happening!
61

Can they handle the workload? Are we gunning for a salary raise for the Registrar?

12/14/2015 8:13 PM

62

Unskilled practice may be a result of a number of factors. I feel that I have been sanctioned for a number of years (15)

12/14/2015 7:53 PM

as a result of bowing down to excessive power from executives / managers. This has had long standing psychological
effects and has impaired abilities to work effectively. In the interim, this kind of bullying goes on unnoticed for
corporations to build policy and discredit practitioners afraid to confront.
63

Seems like the Registrar is getting a whole lot of new and unchecked powers here. Where are the balances to all this

12/14/2015 7:39 PM

power?
64

Seems overly prescriptive, a policy/practice document could as easily determine a process where discipline severity is

12/14/2015 6:51 PM

reviewed and appropriate sanction levels recommended without altering the Act.
65

Need a 3rd party committee, maybe composed of peers.

12/14/2015 6:35 PM

66

I strongly disagree unless there is a requirement that decisions be made within a reasonable timeframe.

12/14/2015 5:40 PM

67

Case by case basis. I don't think one person or body should have a general response to an individual event. I would

12/14/2015 5:17 PM

agree that a committee may be a better idea.
68

The Registrar might not have the time to personally handle all cases with RDO's and therefore might set up a

12/14/2015 4:56 PM

committee to assist in the process. This would be the wrong way to go. Let the current Discipline process happen and
ensure uniformity of sanctions, etc. through the APEGA staff assigned to assist the the Discipline and Investigative
Committee.
69

An independently elected board would seem more appropriate.

12/14/2015 4:45 PM

70

I don't see issues with the current self-regulation model. The Registrar should oversee the timeframes of all cases, but

12/14/2015 12:37 PM

should not be a case manager in any.
71

may need a paralegal base at least for this kind of action (does the registrar have prudent defendable legal knowledge

12/11/2015 5:21 PM

for this part of the job.
72

I think members should remain in this role. Consistency can be achieved via other ways such as policies and

12/11/2015 4:58 PM

guidelines.
73

Too much power for the registrar

12/11/2015 4:28 PM

74

So far in the survey it seems that we are adding workload to the registrar. I agree with a single decision maker for

12/11/2015 10:18 AM

consistency across cases, as long as the single decision maker has the support to complete the case manager
workload and other duties of the registrar
75

The registrar should act as case manager to standardize the process. The Investigated person should still be able to

12/9/2015 7:32 PM

reject the order recommended by the investigative committee and be referred to the discipline committee for a formal
hearing.
76

How does the Membership, or the Public, know that the Registrar is acting consistently and reasonably with respect to
RDO's? Will all case results be publicized as case history for all interested parties to review and assess against

12/9/2015 2:35 PM

current cases? I see no oversight built in and would not approve of such a change. It requires blind faith in the
Registrars office as currently presented here.
77

Why bother changing it though, seems like this isn't the Registrar's purview.

12/9/2015 1:44 PM

78

Uncertain who determines the sanctions now (mediator, litigator, APEGA, etc). Consistent and transparent sanctions
should be the ultimate goal.

12/9/2015 11:08 AM
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79

Authority needs to rest with member boards.

12/8/2015 11:06 PM

80

How does the Membership, or the Public, know that the Registrar is acting consistently and reasonably with respect to

12/8/2015 10:04 PM

RDO's? Will all case results be publicized as case history for all interested parties to review and assess against
current cases? Will there be a library of evidence and case histories such as CANLIL.org? Who will be auditing this
body in the interest of the membership, rather than the Registrars office? As showing in 1 and 2 above, this goes
against the privacy protection currently in place. I see no oversight built in and would not approve of such a change. It
requires blind faith in the Registrars office as currently presented here.
81

This has a potential to bypass fair processes

12/8/2015 1:48 PM

82

Concerned that the registrar is taking on too many duties.

12/7/2015 8:53 AM

83

Seems fine given that the member admitting to the accusations must agree to the RDO otherwise it will be referred to

12/5/2015 5:37 PM

the full discipline committee.
84

I like the concept

12/5/2015 11:07 AM

85

Third party expertise is required. I don't feel the registrar holds this expertise in the 50+ disciplines that are considered

12/4/2015 12:10 AM

the practice of engineering
86

I'm not sure that making the Registrar the case manager here will be the improvement, defining the criteria in policy

12/3/2015 2:05 PM

will be improvement.
87

Why should I assume that the registrar is sufficiently well informed and experienced with such issues?

11/30/2015 4:42 PM

88

I don't know what this means.

11/30/2015 3:16 PM

89

Too much power in hands of Registrar. Create a Surveillance team.

11/30/2015 9:54 AM

90

Really need to see details of how the Registrar is held to account

11/30/2015 9:30 AM

91

Could be the disciplinary team/ council?

11/30/2015 8:10 AM

92

I think this would give the Registrar too much control. If standardizing or timeliness is an issue, a standing board of

11/30/2015 5:35 AM

members should be created to act as case manager
93

Acceptable insofar as the Registrar has either the capacity to manage the case volume, or the authorization to

11/30/2015 1:32 AM

delegate certain duties in the event of an excessive volume of cases.
94

Will the severity of the offenses be categorized by member "demerits" (ie. like driver's license demerits). The higher
the demerits the greater the severity of the infractions? Will lenience be given to 1st time offenders?

11/29/2015 8:39 PM

95

One would need to understand the power being allocated to a single individual, this seems to go against the
engineering profession where decisions are made by teams of professionals, not dictated by single parties.

11/29/2015 6:25 PM

96

Will this be one person? Will they have the capacity to undertake the expanded role?

11/29/2015 3:14 PM

97

regular reviews of registrar by council or investigative committee required to ensure no misuse of power

11/29/2015 11:53 AM

98

Can the Registrar handle all the cases? Does he not have other demands like regular members who do the cases

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

now?
99

This gives too much power to the registrar. APEGA needs a list of offences and corresponding punishments to ensure

11/29/2015 9:45 AM

it is fair rather than letting the punishment be so subjective.
100

If everything is reviewed by one individual. I want that individual elected and effective so we do not form a kingdom of
corruption.

11/29/2015 9:36 AM

101

Sure hope we have competent, ethical Registrar now that they have such power.

11/29/2015 8:08 AM

102

I assume the Registrar (singular person) might have her hands full with regular APEGA duties and therefore do not

11/28/2015 2:02 PM

believe this as a reasonable addition to those duties.
103

The circumstances under which this power could be exercised should be based on criteria clearly described and

11/28/2015 1:51 PM

established.
104

how does APEGA protect against abuse of the authority by Registrar?

11/28/2015 1:38 PM

105

If this power is granted there should be an appeals process available.

11/28/2015 4:06 AM

106

How does the Membership, or the Public, know that the Registrar is acting consistently and reasonably with respect to
RDO's? Will all case results be publicized as case history for all interested parties to review and assess against

11/28/2015 12:48 AM

current cases? I see no oversight built in and would not approve of such a change. It requires blind faith in the
Registrars office as currently presented here.

153 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
107

I'm not sure that it is ever wise to place all authority in the hands of an individual, it would lead to eras of disciplinary

11/27/2015 11:40 PM

action marked by the person in authority. I do agree that sanctions should be pre-defined for different violations, &
APEGA needs to explain the rules to its membership.
108

Only as long as the Registrar has sufficient knowledge in all fields such that "apples compare to apples".

11/27/2015 9:59 PM

109

Registrar!? No!

11/27/2015 9:56 PM

110

Should be unbiased third party. We already have a legal system.

11/27/2015 8:52 PM

111

Making the Registrar the decision-maker!! when the case manager........ No, the Registrar as a case manager must be

11/27/2015 7:00 PM

overseen by others when it comes to making the decisions..
112

However, he can't delegate this. He must do it himself. He must be held accountable for any and all errors and be

11/27/2015 6:55 PM

subject to similar investigations for unprofessional conduct if it is found that he didn't exercise the appropriate degree
of review and checking.
113

Explain this more. I thought he already was.

11/27/2015 4:20 PM

114

I would guess that the Registrar currently does not have the qualifications to do all this. Will they get training?

11/27/2015 4:18 PM

115

This recommendation puts to much authority with the Registrar, without over site. Also creates a bottleneck with the

11/27/2015 3:58 PM

organization, recognizing even that the Registrar is more than just one person, it is a department within APEGA
Administration.
116

Is this too much of a burden for the Registrar's office?

11/26/2015 9:11 AM

117

Again, competence or lack thereof is in serious doubt here. APEGA knows very little of geoscience so I doubt any

11/25/2015 5:20 PM

Registrar is competent in that domain.
118

Only once a full investigation is completed.

11/25/2015 11:29 AM

119

this seems to be an effort to achieve consistency and equity across all Orders.......seems reasonable, it the Orders are

11/24/2015 8:43 PM

reasonable in the first place
120

There needs to be stronger accountability than I see at present..

11/24/2015 7:45 PM

121

Too much power for the Registrar. Should be the Discipline committee

11/24/2015 7:40 PM

122

We have a functioning discipline committees.

11/23/2015 6:46 PM

123

Excellent idea.

11/23/2015 11:50 AM

124

This is currently an authority provided to the Discipline committee along with the appeals and process involved. This is
placing the registrar in legislative position of having powers of the investigative committee and powers of the disciplice

11/19/2015 10:00 AM

committee at the same time. It is conceivable that the registrar could launch a complaint with the investigativce
committee and then decide on the RDO on the same complaint. Sounds like an issue of seperation of powers.
125

Puts a lot of power in one person. If the problem is that the Investigative Committee is inconsistent or too slow,

11/17/2015 8:43 AM

address that more directly.
126

my concern would be the reduction of the "peer review" process.

11/16/2015 5:02 PM

127

The collective wisdom of the Discipline Committee provides a more balanced approach. This is a great volunteer

11/13/2015 10:23 PM

growth position an allows members to understand the discipline process and communicate the process to other
members giving awareness and understanding to larger audience.
128

We really, really need strong oversight on the case manager. This NEEDS to be done by another group where is is
their only task. If the excuse is "it will take more work" then put our for volunteers. If you need a volunteer call me

11/13/2015 8:28 AM

(Brian Krest). I appreciate what we are tryging to do but in reality transparency is most effective when it works both
ways. The members need just as much transparency as the public. To load this onto the Council is not reasonable (as
they are already very busy).
129

This one actually makes sense.

11/13/2015 7:29 AM

130

What is the infrastructure behind the registrar. There is too much concentration and diversity of decisions that have to

11/12/2015 10:11 PM

be made by the Registrar in this version of the Engineering Act. A fully appointed group of case managers may be
better qualified to handle the RDOs.
131

Appears unclear what the everyone's role and responsibility is now. This begs the question: Is APEGA currently not
making consistent and timely decisions or imposing comparable sanctions for comparable violations? If the answer is
they are not, then it invites another question with respect to what basis they are taking these decisions or taking these
actions?
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132

I reject the premise out of hand that "having the same decision-maker ... will result in consistent and timely decisions."

11/12/2015 8:54 PM

This statement is complete conjecture. Consistent decisions in assessing sanctions come from well defined
processes, disciplined adherence to the processes and clear criteria for assessing performance. Concentrating
authority in the hands of one person is no guarantee of consistency.
133

Are not the committees part of the self-regulation process which APEGA has under the Act. Does not this change

11/12/2015 8:41 PM

represent an appointed, by council, regulator?
134

Registrar should not be given too much authority. All proposed RDOs should be reviewed by the Registrar who has
authority to either submit to a Disciplinary committee member for formal sanction or reject and require further

11/12/2015 8:34 PM

investigation/negotiation.
135

The discipline committee should be responsible for this

11/12/2015 7:57 PM

136

Agree with having the same case manager for proposed RDO's. Doesn't necessarily need to be the Registrar.

11/12/2015 3:14 PM

137

I can see the Registrar acting in an advisory role, but not as case manger. Intrinsic to self-governance would be

11/12/2015 12:49 AM

committee involvement in determining Discipline Orders. If there is a problem with consistency, then there likely
needs to be more information provided to the Discipline Committee on findings and typical orders that have been
assessed with those findings so that the current findings are in accordance with criteria established in policy.
138

In addition, perhaps clear policy and guidelines need to be implemented to guide the Case Manager(s) and help them

11/9/2015 7:31 PM

implement consistent decisions. We have the same problem on the BOE, even though we have guidelines!
139

Comment for #19: I feel that if the parties involved have agreed to a Recommended Discipline Order, the Registrar

11/9/2015 2:26 PM

need not refer them back to the Discipline committee for a formal hearing, but they should be able to reject the RDO
and send the parties back for re-negotiation only if they provide comments with the referral. Additionally, they should
only be able to refer the parties back for renegotiation if the proposed Order contains inconsistent disciplinary
recommendations when compared to similar infractions. If re-negotiations between parties fail, then a formal hearing
may commence.
140

There should be a central and overarching case manager, but may not necessarily need to be the Registrar. I've seen

11/9/2015 2:22 PM

inconsistencies with the severities of orders not matching those of the violations.
141

Too much POWER to the Registrar.

11/9/2015 7:57 AM

142

Prefer the present system with some modifications: 1. The receiver of the complaint passes no comment on the
validity or other aspect until the initial face to face meeting of both sides is held by a member of the Disciplinary

11/5/2015 3:34 PM

committee..
143

Not enough specifics are given.

11/5/2015 7:38 AM

144

Demonstrate the need with case histories.

11/4/2015 8:52 PM

145

Again, the almighty one person bestowed with life altering powers over the members, all under the pretext of quickly

11/4/2015 8:10 PM

emergent situations. We are professionals in a civil society not soldiers in a battlefield.
146

Registrars come and go. This makes no sense. All this is about is a power grab for administrators.

11/4/2015 8:01 PM

147

The recommendation should be reworded to recognize that APEGA is actually proposing to do away with the concept

11/4/2015 1:03 PM

of “case manager” altogether. However, agree with the intent of the proposal; the RDOs are the result of an
Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee (Members) decision so it retains appropriate
oversight while streamlining administration. With respect to Recommendation 19 (no comment section available in the
survey), agree that the Registrar should have the authority to review and accept RDOs; again, this part of the proposal
retains appropriate oversight while streamlining administration. However, the other proposed authorities should be
revisited as they may serve to perpetuate an issue that has been endemic to the “case manager” concept all along… If
an Investigative Panel has reviewed the merits of a case / investigation, heard the Permit Holder or Member’s
arguments and come to a decision with respect to an RDO then it should just be a matter of the Registrar and / or the
Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee to accept the RDO unless, and only unless, their review finds that due
process was not followed.
148

Review discipline orders and send back to the respective committee any discrepancies or inconsistencies from

11/2/2015 3:57 PM

previous decisions.
149

The idea of using one person for consistency is probably a good one as long as someone instructs the registrar on

11/2/2015 12:54 PM

their mandate and boundaries. It would be good to have someone elected by the membership with the overriding veto
power in case of a stalemate between the registrar and the committee (likely scenario).
150

one (1) set of eyes may lead to mistakes, unless I am misunderstanding this
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151

I disagree with the premise that "having the same decision-maker review all proposed Recommended Discipline

11/2/2015 6:53 AM

Orders will result in consistent and timely decisions." Just because there would be one "decision-maker" does not
mean the results will be consistent.
152

I agree that one person should review all RDOs, but not necessarily the Registrar.

11/1/2015 6:12 PM

153

I would agree to this approach if the recommendation is worded such that the register points out any inconsistency in

11/1/2015 8:22 AM

the disciplinary committee's decision and asks the committee to reconsider their decision in view of the inconsistency.
The final recommendation should be from the committee, not the registrar!
154

I wonder if most of these recommendations are made by the registrar.

10/31/2015 10:04 AM

155

Having one person administer discipline to NHL hockey players hasn't guaranteed comparable sanctions for

10/30/2015 6:55 PM

comparable violations. Why will it be any different for APEGA? Won't having only one person do this make this person
the bottleneck in the system? If this person resides in Rainbow Lake how will all members have equal access to this
person to defend their actions and disclose mitigating circumstances.
156

The Registrar will still need to be accountable to some sort of committee who periodically reviews he sanctions

10/28/2015 8:21 PM

imposed to ensure they are not only consistent, but also appropriate. There will need to be oversight.
157

Regiatrar (P. Eng.) may not be competent to act as a geoscience case manager

10/28/2015 7:29 PM

158

This should be decided by a panel of people not one individual who may or may not be fair. Their will also be
inconsistency when the person in that role is changed out.

10/28/2015 6:52 PM

159

A 'case manager' should be only on the 'chairperson' level as a facilitator

10/28/2015 8:07 AM

160

I disagree with the promise that the public needs to be better protected and I strongly disagree that an APEGA staff

10/27/2015 8:47 PM

member should manage the Disciplinary prodess
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Q19 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to give the Registrar the express
authority to review and approve proposed
Recommended Discipline Orders, reject
proposed Recommended Discipline Orders
and refer the matter to the Discipline
Committee for a formal hearing, or refer the
matter back to the parties for further
negotiation, with or without suggested
amendments or other direction.
Answered: 1,234

Skipped: 180
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20%

0%
Strongly
agree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
disagree

Answer Choices

Strongly
disagree

I do not
have an
opinion on
this matter

Responses

Strongly agree

17.67%

218

Somewhat agree

40.76%

503

Somewhat disagree

15.40%

190

Strongly disagree

18.07%

223

I do not have an opinion on this matter

8.10%

100

Total

1,234
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Q20 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to increase discipline-related fines for
Members to a maximum of $100,000.
Answered: 1,232

Skipped: 182
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Strongly agree

20.37%

251

Somewhat agree

31.66%

390

Somewhat disagree

19.32%

238

Strongly disagree

23.30%

287

I do not have an opinion on this matter

5.36%

66

Total

1,232

#

Comments:

Date

1

This would cause member to go bankrupt at the same time for requirement of fine.There should not be any fine but

12/18/2015 4:27 PM

any moderate charges up to 1000 $ max be imposed as penalty if member is proven guilty.If member is proven
innocent and not guilty she/he should be paid full remuneration with interest and job security with removal of any
remark from her/his records and files within maximum 3 moths time.
2

Maximums should be related to the current value of a practice, not some fixed number.

12/18/2015 4:18 PM

3

This is highly unclear depending on the offense. Further study and a better briefing note required before approval.

12/18/2015 3:10 PM

4

APEGA is not for punishing its members. Its a professional organization. Members pay a significant amount of fees

12/18/2015 2:28 PM

every year. 100,000 dollars fine is nothing but ambitious revenue generating idea. No fine should be more than
$10,000 (ten thousands dollars).
5

We need to be careful with this one. I note that you do not state what the current maximum is.

12/18/2015 2:22 PM

6

$100,000 seems very high. This should be $50,000

12/18/2015 11:27 AM

7

The ultimate penalty should be removal of license to practice

12/18/2015 8:44 AM

8

This is necessary to better protect the public. The existing fines for Members are very low.

12/18/2015 12:32 AM

9

Not sure whether EPCs have any issue with that number.

12/17/2015 8:30 PM

10

Ay large amount of increase. A lot of discretion must go into the decision on what is reasonable under the
circumstances.

12/17/2015 5:41 PM
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11

I'm not convinced by the choice of $$ value and wonder what the evidence is that this will be the right number for a

12/17/2015 1:38 PM

deterrent. Additionally, I would like to see what the range of fines for offences are before voting on a maximum. i.e.
show a histogram and see whether they are skewed to the low or high end.
12

The maximum amount feels very high although I understand not everyone is fined to the max. I don't believe it is

12/17/2015 10:14 AM

APEGA roles to cause hardship to anyone. APEGA roles should be to ensure the person who is that guilty to deserve
that much fine should not practice again.
13

As long as the insurance rate for that kind of coverage is not too high

12/17/2015 8:19 AM

14

I feel as though this is possibly a bit high. I don't have an issue with increasing it from 10K, but a more appropriate

12/16/2015 5:22 PM

number in my mind is less than 10K for a first offence and increasing after that, especially if the intent is to defer
offenders and particularly defer repeat offenders. I don't know many members that wouldn't be offput by the first fine,
let alone a higher potential second fine.
15

$100,000 seems very high. If an action is so severe to warrant that much of a fine, then surely the action is an offence

12/16/2015 4:41 PM

that can be tried in the courts?
16

$100,000 seems excessive (and likely very difficult to enforce).

12/16/2015 3:14 PM

17

I believe the current max fine is $10,000. It should be increased as a percentage of the previous max fine. APEGA

12/16/2015 2:50 PM

main goal is to protect the public not fines.
18

What is the current Max. fines? How I will compare if not given. "Too Low" is too generic.

12/16/2015 2:32 PM

19

I think an increase in the fine is appropriate, but believe the maximum amount should be set higher. Why should it be
less than for a Permit Holder?

12/16/2015 2:29 PM

20

Should APEGA make a "law" above current law?

12/16/2015 1:23 PM

21

How was this amount determined? Is $100,000 the right value?

12/16/2015 12:41 PM

22

seems excessive, suggest $20,000

12/16/2015 11:27 AM

23

I agree with fining a company. Not sure how I feel about fining the individual. Really though, people should just lose
their license to practice if it gets to that.

12/16/2015 11:17 AM

24

While it may be true that the current maximum has not kept pace with inflation, this increase seam to vastly exceed

12/16/2015 9:59 AM

the pace with inflation. Just another money grab from APEGA
25

Need to clarify what the increased fines are for the first, second and subsequent offences.

12/16/2015 9:02 AM

26

The fees is not to compensate the problem but to deter the offenders. Accordingly the right cap amounts will vary and

12/15/2015 9:58 PM

are to be determined for different types of offenses (from silly mistake to a major ethical disorder amounting to
corruption). So, categorize and then put a higher cap.
27

I could accept a maximum of $50,000, and then this number indexed to inflation starting now.

12/15/2015 9:50 PM

28

This is too high

12/15/2015 9:25 PM

29

For individuals, I think a lower amount is appropriate.

12/15/2015 8:43 PM

30

Why not just add another zero? Fines for individuals should not exceed $10K and then only in the most

12/15/2015 6:02 PM

incontravertable egregious case. $100K is unheard of - even for physicians. A $10K penalty is a bitter sting to
administer, but $100K is draconian. However, for organizations, I'd consider a percentage, perhaps 10%, of the
revenue relevant to the issue at hand, and cap it to $100K. If there is such a rush of offenders, then legislate the option
of bringing criminal charges.
31

This is too high & potentially life altering for a member, however it might be ok in a larger Permit holding practice.

12/15/2015 5:43 PM

32

I agree on increasing fines but 100k seems dangerous. For most individuals this would be a serious financial hardship
yet the proposed changes as a whole appear to remove legal recourse. Second, loss of license to practice is a severe

12/15/2015 4:50 PM

penalty for an individual member. If the offence is serious then losing a license for longer would better protect the
public.
33

I think we need a sliding scale: $100,000 is a relatively small sum for a maximum penalty. Serious infringements - a

12/15/2015 4:43 PM

bridge collapsing - should have much higher penalties.
34

A more moderate jump to $50,000 would be more appropriate.

12/15/2015 4:31 PM

35

Unskilled practice can be prevented by continuing education not by increasing fines. No professional would like to

12/15/2015 2:11 PM

make a mistakes.
36

Depending on the severity of the unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct.
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37

It should allow for inflation or be related to the inflation index, not a set value (to avoid it going stale through time).

12/15/2015 2:01 PM

38

Why is there no comment field for question 19? Are they seriously arguing that our currency has inflated by an order of
magnitude over the last 30 years? The Bank of Canada say's its halved in value.

12/15/2015 1:08 PM

http://www.bankofcanada.ca/rates/related/inflation-calculator/ The inflation argument is spurious deflection. A one time
adjustment to $20k may be justifiable, and a better plan would be for APEGA to index the fines to data it gathers from
its own salary survey.
39

You must make sure that the fine does not bankrupt the individual - and condemn his family to poverty for life.

12/15/2015 1:03 PM

40

For companies $50,000 For Individuals $10,000 No penalty if it is determined that there is little or no public risk.

12/15/2015 12:59 PM

41

advise the current fines and also when they were applicable - better that we all can review the previous cases for

12/15/2015 12:58 PM

maximums to advise what the new maximum should be at this time
42

These fines should have kept pace with inflation, year-over-year, so that the membership does not now have to look at

12/15/2015 12:50 PM

such a large dollar amount increase. This is not a good way to manage a request of this type to APEGA's membership.
I am also now of the opinion that increasing fines to the levels indicated seem instead to be an attempt to address the
issue of "damages" rather than the issue of "deterrent", so on a more fundamental level, I also disagree with APEGA
trying to outright trying to financially cripple someone for life. This is not how I look at these types of fines. The fines do
need to be large enough that they do serve as a deterrent, but these fines are not to be, for example, a "profit center"
for APEGA. I also do not believe it is in APEGA's interest to now make such a one time massive increase in it's
financial penalties to the point where someone could walk into a Canadian court of law and argue to a judge that
APEGA's new fine increases are not truly "justifiable" and that in that process the court may also view the sharp
increase as more "punitive"-related than "deterrent"-related. I am fundamentally OK with the use of a fine structure for
punishments, but it has to be a fine structure that makes sense and that is "reasonable" and I do not see that with what
APEGA is currently proposing. I can very easily see someone who would be now fined with these very large fines and
very easily challenging the very (recent) large increase in the APEGA fee schedule in a Canadian court and winning
that challenge, as I see very little in the way of additional good background from APEGA as to the complete and total
thought process behind the now very large fines APEGA is suggesting here. My preferrenceis APEGA to show at least
some sort of year-over-year "schedule of fine increase" to then get to somewhere closer to the inflation adjustment
APEGA wants. So, for example, in Year 2016, it goes to $20K, in 2017, to $40K, in 2018, to $60K, and so on. In this
way, the change in fine amounts is more gradual, and is less likely to be challenged in a court of law, and that there is
also additional time to judge as to the effectiveness and fairness of the new fine amounts/schedules proposed over a
longer period of time.
43

There is no use in it

12/15/2015 12:46 PM

44

not everyone is in oil and gas industry making big $$$

12/15/2015 12:42 PM

45

Depending on severity, there should be the fine plus total and unconditional rewoking of the permit to practice.

12/15/2015 12:22 PM

46

Whi's getting the money? If ut the association, then they have a conflict of interest.

12/15/2015 12:17 PM

47

Fines shouldn't be necessarily done to completely impoverish or ruin a member financially. What's the sense in asking
a member to pay a fine of $20,000 when he is owing $60,000 or more on legitimate responsibility already? How does

12/15/2015 12:17 PM

that make him a better person or help the public? I think he may be worse for it.
48

I think the need for a 10 fold increase needs to consider the number of times that the current maximum has been
imposed. My recollection is very infrequently. So unless discipline decisions are going to get much tougher the

12/15/2015 11:56 AM

increase is nice but it is really meaningless.
49

The size of fine would be subject to the ability of the disciplined member to pay. A one person operation could be

12/15/2015 11:46 AM

financially damaged by a $100,000 fine, whereas a person working for a multinational engineering company would
have the fine covered by the company. In the latter case, the fine is a business expense.
50

Again I believe that fines need to increase however I would propose a sliding scale whereby fines increase somwhat

12/15/2015 11:35 AM

each year to get to $100,000 in year 3.
51

The cost of everyone's insurance will go up and only large corps can handle that. Small business will fall to the

12/15/2015 11:15 AM

wayside or have to merge. That sucks.
52

What is to happen to a member who refuses - or does not have the resources - to pay the fine?

12/15/2015 11:11 AM

53

The proposed fines are going up by and order of magnitude. I think the problem is that we have very large and very

12/15/2015 10:54 AM

small engineering firms, and consequently what's an insignificant fine to one is life-threatening to the other. Fines
ought to be relative to the size of the firms so as to be an appropriate deterrent.
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54

I support increasing fine levels to reflect inflation, etc. However, unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct should be

12/15/2015 10:49 AM

punished by banning the member/permit holder from any future practice. A $100,000 maximum fine would not
necessarily stop someone from reapplying again. I would need to see the full schedule of fines before commenting
further on this issue.
55

Members at $100,000 but Permit Holders should be prorated based on their annual revenue for example.

12/15/2015 10:37 AM

56

Should not be a defined number

12/15/2015 10:23 AM

57

Unsure what the intended outcome of this increase is. Is it the intent to fiscally destroy members? Seems open to

12/15/2015 10:13 AM

abuse.
58

Members don't carry insurance to levy fines of this amount. You requiring each member to have liability insurance.

12/15/2015 10:09 AM

This is wrong.
59

how was this $ arrived at and is it consistent with other professional associations?

12/15/2015 10:02 AM

60

This is a punitive number for one man consulting engineers. Some sort of sliding scale based on annual income from

12/15/2015 9:38 AM

engineering services would be more appropriate
61

(Why wasn't there an option for comments on question 19?) The fines need to be proportional to the discretion and to
the member's ability to pay. Bankrupting a member for a single mistake which could lead to a lot of unnecessary

12/15/2015 9:36 AM

misery, whereas $100,000 is not nearly enough for a willful misdeed by a multinational corporation.
62

I agree with increasing fines, but $100,000 is too high for an individual provided the average wage and taxes for

12/15/2015 9:21 AM

engineering services. The fine should be slightly lower.
63

The maximum should not be 100,000. It should be around one third of 1000 CAD.

12/15/2015 9:19 AM

64

$100,000 fine for an individual is too high.

12/15/2015 9:17 AM

65

The Registrar is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of

12/15/2015 8:42 AM

Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
66

The fine must be commensurate with the issue.

12/15/2015 8:40 AM

67

Would like to understand the fines schedule before voting on this

12/15/2015 8:38 AM

68

If this fine was established in the 80's and the proportional fine is to be adjusted to keep pace with inflation, it should

12/15/2015 8:37 AM

be reflected as such. Inflation has not increased 10 fold since 1980. Even at an inflation rate of 4%/annum this would
still only be a 4 fold increase from 1980 to today. It should reflect the current environment, but not be overstated or
exaggerated. I would agree this needs to be changed, but perhaps on a sliding scale basis which adjusts for inflation to
reflect what was described.
69

Where does fine money go?

12/15/2015 8:29 AM

70

Fines that large need to be tied to specific actions, not allowed across the board.

12/15/2015 8:21 AM

71

There are many members who do not have $100k and would be far too severe punishment. And to some members

12/15/2015 8:14 AM

this may not be a problem at all.
72

This is an unreasonable penalty based on the potential for subjective and personally biased decisions coming out of

12/15/2015 8:03 AM

the process being recommended.
73

I do not think an increased maximum fine will do anything. Having your name publicly listed in far worse already. Has

12/15/2015 7:16 AM

increased jail time stopped the "war on drugs"? No.
74

probably $50K

12/15/2015 6:53 AM

75

Discipline related fines should be related solely to the work which was completed. Why are we setting a fine amount in

12/15/2015 6:49 AM

the legislation as inflation will continue to change the amounts ?
76

Too harsh for a young engineer.

12/15/2015 6:39 AM

77

Why no comment box in Q19? The difficulty is that investigations are carried out by volunteers... For Q20, fines should

12/15/2015 6:17 AM

be proportional to the degree of unearned enrichment. Why a 10 fold increase? BAsed on what metric?
78

License revocation is punishment enough if there is wrong-doing- that eliminates their ability to provide a living in the

12/15/2015 5:23 AM

engineering field - a hefty fine can only be construed as malicious; not a deterrent.
79

Appropriate for a Company but too harsh for an individual, given the impact a guilty verdict itself will have on their

12/15/2015 4:29 AM

career.
80

Would like to see the list of criteria

12/15/2015 3:16 AM
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81

setting a dollar value seems to be shortsighted. Shouldn't we use economic metrics to keep the fine relevant?

12/15/2015 1:16 AM

82

I do not have enough work knowledge to agree or to disagree with the magnitude of fines.

12/14/2015 11:57 PM

83

The maximum seems somewhat higher than I would think is reasonable.

12/14/2015 10:22 PM

84

Not necessary. Financial risk in the form of a fine is secondary to that of loosing ability to practice as a deterrent

12/14/2015 10:12 PM

85

Fines shouldn't be financial. They should only be suspensions

12/14/2015 10:06 PM

86

about time.

12/14/2015 10:01 PM

87

Should be limited to max $50k

12/14/2015 9:58 PM

88

At present it is likely that the benefit reaped from unskilled practice would outweigh any fines imposed. It is therefore

12/14/2015 9:41 PM

fitting that the fines should be in line with the potential benefit gained through the unskilled practice.
89

The amount is significant (to me at least). However, a permit holder (Engineering firm) that is too low. You also need

12/14/2015 9:34 PM

to tie it to inflation in a meaningful way (like TFSA Accounts).
90

This is too high of fine for members to pay. Any case that requires that high of fine should have been dealt with by

12/14/2015 9:28 PM

oh&s or the provincial/federal court which have the authority to impose fines this high.
91

This is a lot for one person. If someone is not engaged in professional practice, their professional license should be

12/14/2015 9:25 PM

taken away from them instead. If they engage in the practice, then they should be fined if they engage and are not a
registered member. I don't understand why you would have a fine, but continue to allow them to practice. Not being
allowed to practice (for a period of time) the profession is a far greater punishment.
92

$10k is not an insignificant amount for most individuals

12/14/2015 9:22 PM

93

Individual fine is too large.

12/14/2015 9:22 PM

94

Depends on the consequences of the negligence.

12/14/2015 8:54 PM

95

Appears to be excessive, based on no punishment model being presented.

12/14/2015 8:42 PM

96

would like to review further prior to a final decision

12/14/2015 8:19 PM

97

Discipline related problems may correlate to prior misunderstandings as a result of excessive use of power by
executives which date back a period of time. These kinds of psychological factors can fester for a long time without

12/14/2015 7:59 PM

effective understanding of the root cause of the problem. Such fines may be penalizing the wrong party.
98

Fines have to be commiserate with the offence.

12/14/2015 7:25 PM

99

Hey, no place for comment on the previous recommendation! There should be a review committee, too much power

12/14/2015 7:03 PM

will be given to the registrar in the previous recommendation! Very dangerous!
100

Must be matched to both the severity and the members' ability to pay. Fines should not be the primary driver of the

12/14/2015 6:57 PM

association - restrictions to the right to practice is far more meaningful - and fair to all parties (no question of fairness
in ability to pay as there is no punitive nature just loss of privilege) why turn the association into a litigator.
101

$100K is a ridiculous sum of money to be levied against an individual for unprofessional acts. Punitive beyond what
even the most egregious acts would warrant.

12/14/2015 6:03 PM

102

The amount should be allowed to change in pace with inflation. There should be provisions for fines against Members

12/14/2015 5:42 PM

under financial duress.
103

I don't know what the current level is as you have not mentioned it?

12/14/2015 5:18 PM

104

CPI would indicate a fine increase of 2.15 x or approximately $22,000

12/14/2015 5:07 PM

105

Max fines should only be imposed in very limited circumstances

12/10/2015 3:34 PM

106

I like larger sticks, but there are better ways to do this. Check out EPEA: 230 Where a person is convicted of an

12/10/2015 8:46 AM

offence under this Act and the court is satisfied that as a result of the commission of the offence monetary benefits
accrued to the offender, the court may order the offender to pay, in addition to a fine under section 228, a fine in an
amount equal to the court’s estimation of the amount of those monetary benefits. Wala. No incentive to break the
rules, because you can take away all their "benefits".
107

I think there should be a graduated scale, depending on the type of case, and not just the $100k. For example - using
the title of engineer should not be punished by a $100k fine.
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108

Isn’t this making the risks of being a professional beyond the benefits? This seems highly unreasonable to throw out

12/9/2015 2:36 PM

without better qualifying the associated offences. As it is currently stated it is unreasonable to expect acceptance.
There are already mechanisms for Civil and Criminal proceedings and punishments, which can enforce large
punishments. Those are much more publicly reviewed and balanced systems than APEGA is, and APEGA needs to
meet much higher standards of due process before it should be given such discipline power.
109

Nobody thinks about a potential fine, it is the loss of the ability to practice that really hits home. Besides, who has

12/9/2015 1:49 PM

$100K to pay fines, you'll bankrupt people.
110

What are the fine amounts now?

12/9/2015 11:09 AM

111

Isn’t this making the risks of being a professional beyond the benefits? This seems highly unreasonable to throw out

12/8/2015 10:06 PM

without better qualifying the associated offences. As it is currently stated it is unreasonable to expect acceptance.
There are already mechanisms for Civil and Criminal proceedings and punishments, which can enforce large
punishments. Those are much more publicly reviewed and balanced systems than APEGA is, and APEGA needs to
meet much higher standards of due process before it should be given such discipline power.
112

This may need to be revisited to a higher maximum - for many top individuals, this may not be enough to prevent

12/8/2015 12:42 PM

misbehaviour
113

Can we put some type of percentage based maximum so we don't have to keep changing the limits?

12/7/2015 8:54 AM

114

Not sure what the fines are now.

12/6/2015 4:35 PM

115

Maximum fines should be based on the annual salary of the member, otherwise the penalty may be extremely harsh

12/5/2015 5:41 PM

or still remain a slap on the wrist. Care must be taken to ensure that the employer of a member cannot effectively pay
the fine for the member.
116

The penalties need to match the impact on public safety

12/5/2015 11:08 AM

117

fining a member $100,000 creates a situation where the risk of practicing engineering especially with the current state
of building and fire codes far out weighing the benefits of practicing engineering. Fix the building codes and possibly

12/4/2015 12:12 AM

this is reasonable
118

This is extremely important regarding fluent technical english skills. If you don't understand what was said to you, how
can you perform adequately. Others who recommend MITs with inadequate language skills should also be held

12/3/2015 3:12 PM

accountable.
119

I don't think the actual amount of the fine matters as this is not a deterrent to unprofessional or unskilled practice.

12/3/2015 2:07 PM

Nobody today says, oh I think I'll act unprofessionally as it is only $10k... The true deterrent is the loss of the ability to
practice your profession (or lose your permit) is the critical thing here and financially crippling a person doesn't make
sense to me.
120

The amount of the fine should reflect the seriousness of the infraction. And also whether the permit holder corrected

12/3/2015 10:40 AM

the infraction.
121

how about $20,000,000? It is totally unreasonable amount.

12/2/2015 9:28 PM

122

As long as the discipline process is sufficiently skilled and reliable.

12/2/2015 9:47 AM

123

An increase is appropriate but the maximum for an individual should be less than 100,000.

11/30/2015 10:57 PM

124

why would apega fine its members - compensation for damages should be left to the courts to decide

11/30/2015 1:25 PM

125

Does it mean by paying $100k one is accepted back? The penalty should be more related to the professional practice

11/30/2015 8:11 AM

- protecting the public rather than on the 'criminal punishment' style.
126

Amount seems too high - $100 000 could "ruin" a person's ability to provide for their family. I think $50 000 is sufficient

11/30/2015 5:40 AM

deterent
127

Because I don't know how fairly discipline decisions are made, the defendant should have the option to appeal if they
feel they are being unfairly disciplined - at the defendant's cost. At this point, guilt has been confirmed - only the fine is

11/29/2015 8:44 PM

under dispute so the defendant should pay for the costs associated with appealing the decision.
128

I don't know what the maximum fine was before. Presumably the fine would be in alignment with the degree of the

11/29/2015 3:17 PM

offence?
129

Do fines really protect the public?

11/29/2015 9:46 AM

130

Proper legal action and lawsuits should be the venue for punishment such as this.

11/29/2015 8:10 AM

131

As a point of clarity, I assume this references a member who practices outside of his or her trained discipline and base

11/28/2015 2:05 PM

my response accordingly.
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132

Should a dollar value be kept out of the Act to avoid the requirement to have to go back to the government to adjust
this value? Place in the regulations?

11/28/2015 1:56 PM

133

Whar;s the max today?

11/28/2015 1:25 PM

134

A maximum of $50,000 would be more appropriate - still a substantial sum.

11/28/2015 1:20 PM

135

$100,000.00 could lead the disciplined member into bankruptcy as he (she) would probably not have a job. Perhaps,

11/28/2015 12:38 PM

up to $50,000.00 would be more reasonable.
136

Should be $200,000. An amount less than 1 years income is not substantial enough.

11/28/2015 9:57 AM

137

Are you trying to deter or bankrupt? Does this apply to minor infractions, major infractions, individuals or partnerships.

11/28/2015 4:11 AM

This may be grossly excessive. If actual laws have been broken or others harmed there are already means of redress
through the court system.
138

Isn’t this making the risks of being a professional beyond the benefits? This seems highly unreasonable to throw out
without better qualifying the associated offences. As it is currently stated it is unreasonable to expect acceptance.

11/28/2015 1:12 AM

There are already mechanisms for Civil and Criminal proceedings and punishments, which can enforce large
punishments. Those are much more publicly reviewed and balanced systems than APEGA is, and APEGA needs to
meet much higher standards of due process before it should be given such discipline power.
139

I somewhat agree as this still seems to be a minimum fine. Many permit holders today in their professional services

11/28/2015 12:03 AM

fees include (in addition to standard professional fees of their individual professional members involved on the
project), a further charge that is based on a percentage of the total cost of the project or certain aspects of the cost of
the project. The income from these percentage charges of major expenditure projects would dwarf even a $500,000
permit holder fine. Projects such as this would likely have wider implications and proportionately higher risk to the
safety and protection of the general public. Some thought perhaps should be given to accommodate some of the
newer costing methods.
140

There needs to be a progressive scale so that more profitable firms are subject to higher fines & individuals are not

11/27/2015 11:46 PM

fined exorbitantly. Individuals should be hurt more by actions than by fines.
141

Need more information - is there a range of fines?

11/27/2015 10:04 PM

142

Needs a scaled list of fines appropriate to the gravity of offense

11/27/2015 9:42 PM

143

Again, if an engineer located outside of Canada is used as a workshare employee, how do you intend to collect on this

11/27/2015 9:38 PM

financial penalty?
144

APEGA has already damaged members compensation by over supplying the market. Now you want even more

11/27/2015 8:55 PM

capacity to tax the poor?? Engineering salaries have halved in comparison to other professions in the last 25 years.
145

I would want my day in court as we seem to setting this up so to have the registrar the hanging judge and jury too

11/27/2015 7:02 PM

146

According to the Bank of Canada, $10,000 in 1980 would be equivalent to approximately $28,000 in 2015; the

11/27/2015 6:32 PM

$100,000 seems excessive if $10,000 in the early 1980's was appropriate. Moreover, why should the maximum fine
"represent a penalty that will impose a significant financial hardship on the Member ..." when the loss of a licence or
permit will impose a financial hardship by removing one's livelihood? A $30,000 maximum fine, indexed to inflation,
seems more appropriate to me.
147

Discipline action is more than enough.

11/27/2015 5:13 PM

148

This is as ridiculous as a flat tax. A 10 fold increase in max fines is not going to deter offenders, it is going to deter

11/27/2015 4:31 PM

people from practicing! This is a shocking suggestion.
149

I do not think it is ethical for APEGA to profit from the mistakes of its members. Civil suits for recompense for the

11/27/2015 4:30 PM

affected party are a more reasonable financial approach. APEGA has the authority to stop someone working in their
profession - that should be incentive enough. If the fines are increased, they should be linked to salary not a defined
amount.
150

This amount is a totally unreasonable amount for an individual member.

11/27/2015 4:26 PM

151

I am very much against punitive settlements and am more interested in rehabilitation.

11/27/2015 4:19 PM

152

The fine amounts are too onerous, and rationale for change because of ":inflation" is not rigorous. Members are not
compensated enough for this fine potential. Not that I have had any complaints against me over my 25 year spotless

11/27/2015 3:58 PM

APEGA membership, but given complaints are proposed to be allowed based on anonymous or verbal, I will not take
that risk.
153

It is official now. This is a money grab in my view.

11/25/2015 5:22 PM

154

A maximum fine of $100,000 is to severe for an individual member.

11/25/2015 3:04 PM
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155

I agree it should be increased. However, if $10,000 was an appropriate amount in the 80's, it should be a similar

11/25/2015 12:34 PM

amount based on inflation between then and now, which I doubt is an order of magnitude. Perhaps it needs to
increase regularly and be tied to inflation, or salary rate increases.
156

Need very clear, concise guidelines; not an arbitrary dollar amount, at the whim of the Registrar.

11/25/2015 11:31 AM

157

The amount of $100,000 seems high

11/25/2015 8:08 AM

158

boosting maximums may be appropriate, but need some discretion....max should rarely be applied.

11/24/2015 9:02 PM

159

I assume we all have insurance to cover such a fine? It would be nice to know if we do... I can't imagine having to

11/24/2015 6:18 PM

mortgage my house and therefore penalize my entire family if I make a mistake.
160

Need to have sanction criteria fully documented and vetted. A fine of $100,000 could bankrupt many sole practioners.

11/23/2015 11:53 AM

161

Costs of discipline hearing should be the limit, to a maximum of 100000.

11/23/2015 10:23 AM

162

The mandate of APEGA is to protect the public, not to punish individuals.

11/21/2015 6:14 PM

163

Have a formula that doesn't need a change in legislation to keep up with inflation.

11/21/2015 3:04 PM

164

Unprofessional conduct is way too vague to be liable for fines of this magnitude.

11/21/2015 12:46 PM

165

For Recommendation 19 (there was no comment box) this puts all the power in the Registrar. Not a good idea.

11/20/2015 8:45 AM

Recommendation 20. I can also see this getting out of hand - unprofessional conduct? $100,000. Way too high.
166

This sounds excessive abuse or authority and an attempt at intimidation of the member to co-operate.

11/19/2015 10:02 AM

167

More acceptable to impose a reasonable percentage of the member's previous year's earnings. This allows more of
an ability to pay.

11/18/2015 12:50 PM

168

The proposed increase is more than three times the Bank Of Canada inflation rate since 1980 (10 k$ in 1980 is 28 k$

11/17/2015 8:50 AM

now.) Increasing the fine to 30 k$ is inline with this-100k$ is not.
169

fines to be established on remuneration

11/16/2015 4:50 PM

170

That seems a bit high.

11/16/2015 7:12 AM

171

I presume that the economic situation of the member or permit holder at the time assigning the fine will be considered

11/13/2015 5:38 PM

in the extent of the fine. Is the maximum regardless of the extent of damage which the member's or permit holder's
action might have caused?
172

The price jump is to great for the Member.....the money collected should be donated to charitable organizations which

11/13/2015 2:42 PM

would remove the perception of 'income generator'
173

I trust that the fine would be case specific and also consider ability to pay. Levying a fine of $100K in a circumstance

11/13/2015 8:34 AM

when it cannot be paid is not useful.
174

I would be more inclined to agree if I understood what policies would be in place. Until then I feel like I would be
giving a blank cheque

11/13/2015 8:29 AM

175

While fines clearly need to increase, I don't have any idea if this level is reasonable.

11/13/2015 7:31 AM

176

Too big. A 10 times increase of the maximum fine may act as a disincentive for the members. Please reconsider the

11/12/2015 10:49 PM

number.
177

Would agree only if all APEGA Executive and all Committees members who are also APEGA Professional Members

11/12/2015 10:17 PM

would be subject to review of their unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct in fulfilling there responsibility in their
role with APEGA. There is no such mechanism in place to do that should a member have such a complaint. Such
issues have been discarded by APEGA. Perhaps if a fine or disciplinary action is possible it will result in more sound
APEGA decisions.
178

if $10,000 was appropriate in 1980, then based on inflation ~$30,000 would be appropriate today.

11/12/2015 8:57 PM

179

This is retrograde. Prevention is preferred over punitive action. There are cost recovery measures in place.

11/12/2015 8:44 PM

180

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:58 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
181

Increasing tenfold is excessive. If it were to keep pace with inflation a $10k fine in 1980 would be ~$28.25 in 2015. A

11/12/2015 3:18 PM

maximum fine increase to $25,000 or $30,000 could be considered.
182

Really that much, seems excessive

11/12/2015 2:48 PM

183

With falling oil price and the job market condition, there is no need to change the limit.

11/12/2015 2:42 PM

165 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
184

50,000 should be sufficient

11/11/2015 4:19 PM

185

The maximum could be increased.

11/10/2015 11:50 PM

186

Excessive fines can totally destroy a member's financial health. Is that what APEGA is trying to accomplish? Reduce

11/9/2015 7:34 PM

the number of practitioners? I think the proposed maximum for members is excessive.
187

I feel that a maximum fine of $50,000 would provide sufficient incentive of members to govern themselves, whereas a

11/9/2015 2:36 PM

maximum fine of $100,000 could potentially destroy a member's financial future. I feel that terms of suspension should
also be added as possible judgements against unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct.
188

I agree that $10,000 is too low, but I also believe $100,000 is too high. $50,000 would be more appropriate. I wouldn't

11/9/2015 2:31 PM

want to bankrupt and financially cripple a fellow engineer.
189

This could put an undue financial strain on small practitioners and permit holders.

11/9/2015 7:58 AM

190

I feel it is too much for individuals;

11/5/2015 10:59 AM

191

Demonstrate the need with case histories. Are there repeat offenders that need this penalty?

11/4/2015 8:54 PM

192

Livelihoods will be destroyed in the name of public interest. A lot more work is needed to define and refine the scale of

11/4/2015 8:10 PM

discipline related fines. Lastly, why must APEGA have the highest fine in the country?
193

With all the changes proposed to give more power to administrators, not members - I cannot support this proposal.

11/4/2015 8:03 PM

194

Recognizing that the fines have not been revised since the 1980’s, the proposal to increase to a maximum of

11/4/2015 1:04 PM

$100,000 seems egregious without the context of a Schedule. Analysis of the research briefing provided essentially
shows that APEGA is proposing to adopt the highest maximum penalty of a cross-section of other professional
associations without providing rationale as to what it believes it will accomplish with the proposed increase.
Consideration should be given to a balance of cost recovery for the investigative and discipline process, and of
penalty. However, with respect to penalties, the fact that Permit Holders and Members are subject to criminal charges
and civil litigation for contraventions of the Act are more compelling penalties than an APEGA fine. Also question the
proposed increase in light of the relatively poor collections history of fines described in the consultation sessions; if
APEGA cannot collect fines based on the current maximums, how is increasing them going to accomplish a higher
standard? A sister proposal is to increase non-Member fines to be equivalent with the proposed Member fines,
however it is arguable that the non-Member fines should in fact be higher than those for Members.
195

how does this help anything?

11/4/2015 9:56 AM

196

$50,000 max. as per majority of other associations with a clause that can address increases through inflation.

11/2/2015 4:00 PM

197

The new fines should be tied to something like inflation. Agreed they are outdated, but this represents about 8%

11/2/2015 12:58 PM

annual inflation, far above real inflation. A more reasonable approach would be $20,000 to $25,000 to keep it on par
with the $10,000 from the 1980's. Our forefathers did not intend for the association to take a full year's salary from
their members, that could be cruel punishment that would go far beyond penalizing the individual, this could put their
families at the food bank or worse. I do not believe that was the intent of the original fine structure.
198

Increase seems well beyond inflation

11/2/2015 11:23 AM

199

There should be no limit specified. The fine should fit the crime. A Member that greatly benefits from unskilled practice

11/2/2015 1:48 AM

or unprofessional conduct should be fined relative to how much benefit the Member obtained from the unskilled
practice or unprofessional conduct.
200

You are assuming all engineers are rich, which is not the case. The fine should stay as it is now.

10/30/2015 11:58 PM

201

It is a conflict of interest for APEGA to assess fines and also benefit from the receipt of fines. APEGA should be able

10/30/2015 7:09 PM

to collect fines in proportion to the cost of the investigation and hearing. Fines in excess of costs should go to some
other agency. Fines also should impose a similar burden for a similar offence. For example traffic fines in Finland are
based not only the seriousness of the offence but also on the offenders income.
202

This seems high

10/30/2015 6:06 PM

203

Make the 100k indexed to the CPI from 2015 dollars; to keep the deterent current.

10/30/2015 4:41 PM

204

There should be a provision that allows APEGA to adjust the fines over time or as the need arises.

10/30/2015 3:48 PM

205

The fine should be 1% of the average annual gross receivables for the year before, the year(s) during, and the year

10/30/2015 9:04 AM

after the unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct.
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206

The fine should be based on years as a professional member. As someone who has only recently received
professional status, my net worth is not greater than $100k. I would have to file for bankruptcy. You wouldn't get paid.

10/29/2015 5:29 PM

It would also end my career as an engineer. Consider making fine brackets based on years of service. It's fair to
assume that a 30 year veteran is in a position to do far more professional damage than someone who just received
professional status, as well it is expected that the 30 year veteran is far less likely to engage in unprofessional conduct
based on an assumed greater depth of knowledge of the field.
207

The justifications for increased maximum fines are based on inflation, on public expectations, and on deterrence.

10/29/2015 1:24 PM

Based on inflation, the increase should not be more than three-or-fourfold. We should do what is right, not what is
popular with the public. If significant harm is done to the public, then the harmed members of the public will be
compensated through litigation. Having APEGA collect fines for its coffers is of no recompense to the
public.Individuals rarely engage in bad practice because they are knowingly incapable and thus the fines are not
deterrents. It would be appropriate to increase fines to $30,000 maximum.
208

Please substantiate the number, and also explain what is the use of the fine funds. If the goal is to protect public

10/29/2015 9:21 AM

safety then I recommend to use the funds for public use.
209

I agree that $10,000 is too low but $100,000 seems like a huge leap. What would be the minimum fine? Is it

10/28/2015 8:28 PM

progressive (ie: $10,000 for first offence, $50,000 for second offence etc)
210

should be indexed to ability to pay

10/28/2015 7:30 PM

211

Should be scaled in some way. Do not think $100,000 fine will discourage the behaviour of one making millions

10/28/2015 9:04 AM

annually.
212

I'm not supportive of financial penalty.

10/28/2015 8:08 AM

213

The existing legislation sets a maximum of $10,000. The Bank of Canada CPI data shows an inflation increase from

10/27/2015 8:51 PM

1984 to 2015 of 108.7% or just under $21,000. This looks like an unmitigated cash grab from discipline related fines
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Q21 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to increase discipline-related fines for
Permit Holders to a maximum of $500,000.
Answered: 1,231

Skipped: 183
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Responses

Strongly agree

22.10%

272

Somewhat agree

29.98%

369

Somewhat disagree

18.36%

226

Strongly disagree

23.07%

284

I do not have an opinion on this matter

6.50%

80

Total

1,231

#

Comments:

Date

1

That fine could be even Million dollars to a member company for any violation but should not be any fine to individual

12/18/2015 4:29 PM

member except for cancellation of license.
2

Maximums should be related to the current value of a practice, not some fixed number.

12/18/2015 4:18 PM

3

As a small shop, this is a very large number, well in excess of 2-3 years revenue. Not reasonable.

12/18/2015 3:11 PM

4

APEGA is not a money graving business organization

12/18/2015 2:29 PM

5

$500,000.00 seems very high.

12/18/2015 11:28 AM

6

The increase asked for is dis-proportional to the original fines, even given the time span

12/18/2015 8:17 AM

7

should be more

12/18/2015 6:34 AM

8

This is necessary to better protect the public. The existing fines for Permit Holders are very low. The fines for Permit

12/18/2015 12:33 AM

Holders shall be raised to a maximum of $1,000,000.
9

This fine is similar to consequential damages. Not acceptable.

12/17/2015 8:31 PM

10

Same comment as for recommendation number 20.

12/17/2015 5:42 PM

11

The $500,000 maximum appears to have been pulled from thin air - what is the justification? To a small consultancy
this would be significant, to a multi-national major it is not. Maybe you'd be better with a sliding scale based on income

12/17/2015 1:38 PM

or employees. I can't support a random number.
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12

The briefing does not discuss where the funds from fines will be used.......this absolutely needs to be clarified.

12/17/2015 12:47 PM

13

That may be reasonable depending on the offence.

12/17/2015 10:14 AM

14

May be okay for large corporations but would certainly bankrupt a small entity. Realize it is a max and need some

12/16/2015 6:20 PM

guidelines on applying sanctions.
15

I think it makes sense to increase the fine. A more appropriate method might be a progressive limit on discipline fines

12/16/2015 5:25 PM

for permit holders makes sense also. It could be per offense, or more appropriately, by holder size (1 member firms
would be disproportionally hit when compared with member firms who have 1000's of members in Alberta)
16

What was the previous limit?

12/16/2015 2:33 PM

17

leave this to court to decide if APEGA really thinks the permit holders should be fined to $500,000.

12/16/2015 1:27 PM

18

Same comment as Item #20.

12/16/2015 12:42 PM

19

seems excessive, suggest $50,000

12/16/2015 11:28 AM

20

should be lower

12/16/2015 10:35 AM

21

While it may be true that the current maximum has not kept pace with inflation, this increase seam to vastly exceed

12/16/2015 10:00 AM

the pace with inflation. Just another money grab from APEGA
22

Need to clarify what the increased fines are for the first, second and subsequent offences.

12/16/2015 9:02 AM

23

The right maximum amounts should vary depending on different types of offenses (from overlook to a major
corruption). So, categorize and then put a higher cap.

12/15/2015 10:00 PM

24

I could accept a maximum of $200,000, and then this number indexed to inflation starting now.

12/15/2015 9:50 PM

25

Only Under certain circumstances

12/15/2015 9:26 PM

26

For corporations a higher amount may be appropriate.

12/15/2015 8:44 PM

27

Draconian, unprecedented, and likely to incur unfavorable press upon APEGA

12/15/2015 6:07 PM

28

Too high for a one-time offence. If framed as a repeated and ongoing violation then would be more acceptable.

12/15/2015 5:44 PM

29

I agree on raising fines but losing a permit for longer is better. For example this is huge for small company but small

12/15/2015 4:52 PM

for a very large organization whereas losing permits to practice is inherently scaled to the organization size. We are
getting into numbers that can lead to abuses so who gets the money? Looking at many of these proposed changes it
appears they increase Apega powers and reduce controls over application of these powers.
30

Similar comment to #20.

12/15/2015 4:43 PM

31

Rationale for a large fine defined and adhered to uniformly.

12/15/2015 3:43 PM

32

Should be proportional to the net value of the company

12/15/2015 3:27 PM

33

The fine shall be related to the severity of the unskilled practice.

12/15/2015 2:04 PM

34

Similar to previous comment, include inflation somehow.

12/15/2015 2:02 PM

35

Firms may have gotten larger.

12/15/2015 1:14 PM

36

The fine should not put them out of business and cause innocent people to lose their jobs and so reduce the
professions ability to serve the public

12/15/2015 1:04 PM

37

For companies $50,000 For Individuals $10,000 No penalty if it is determined that there is little or no public risk.

12/15/2015 1:00 PM

38

see comments for recommendation 21

12/15/2015 12:59 PM

39

Again, my same comments to what is noted in item 20 would also apply here.

12/15/2015 12:50 PM

40

There is no use in it

12/15/2015 12:46 PM

41

Yes, if a medium to large size corporation (or multinational) and should be commensurate with the offense really...!

12/15/2015 12:20 PM

42

See comment to previous recommendation.

12/15/2015 11:57 AM

43

To a multinational engineering company, $500,000 would be an expense. A fine of $5,000,000 is more appropriate.

12/15/2015 11:47 AM

44

Needs to see the rank and list of penalties

12/15/2015 11:36 AM

45

See comments on the preceding recomendation

12/15/2015 11:36 AM

46

Small companies could suffer.

12/15/2015 11:18 AM
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47

What is to happen to a permit holder who refuses - or does not have the resources - to pay the fine?

12/15/2015 11:12 AM

48

Could be higher for larger corporations

12/15/2015 11:01 AM

49

Again, it seems like a lot and might be abused

12/15/2015 10:56 AM

50

I agree that permit holders should be more punishable by fines as the individual practicing engineers not included in

12/15/2015 10:52 AM

the sanction would still be potentially able to practice.
51

$1000000 would be be more appropriate for large organizations

12/15/2015 10:49 AM

52

No, Permit Holders on a prorated basis on their annual revenue or other basis. $500,000 is loose change to the large

12/15/2015 10:39 AM

consultancy crowd.
53

Should not be a defined number

12/15/2015 10:23 AM

54

Firms that are engaging in improper professional behavior may need the higher fine possibility to ensure compliance.

12/15/2015 10:14 AM

There is some sketchy firm behavior that goes on out there.
55

Employers do carry insurance to cover this.

12/15/2015 10:10 AM

56

It's more of a cash grab than discipline.

12/15/2015 10:08 AM

57

appears high!!! How does this compare with other professional assoc.?

12/15/2015 10:04 AM

58

The range in revenues varies by several orders of magnitude for permit holders and fines should reflect this. Fines

12/15/2015 9:50 AM

should be much larger for large size permit holders, say $5 million; smaller for smaller permit holders, < $100k.
59

This is a punitive number for one man consulting engineers. Some sort of sliding scale based on annual income from

12/15/2015 9:38 AM

engineering services would be more appropriate
60

The fines need to be proportional to the discretion and to the member's ability to pay. Bankrupting a member for a

12/15/2015 9:36 AM

single mistake which could lead to a lot of unnecessary misery, whereas $500,000 is not nearly enough for a willful
misdeed by a multinational corporation.
61

It should be around 10000 CAD.

12/15/2015 9:19 AM

62

Many Permit Holders are just one-person incorporated businesses? Relative to Q20, is this recommendation really fair
under these circumstances?

12/15/2015 9:10 AM

63

The Registrar is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of
Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;

12/15/2015 8:44 AM

64

The fine should be commensurate with the issue.

12/15/2015 8:41 AM

65

If imposed this dollar figure could close the majority of permit holders.

12/15/2015 8:40 AM

66

Would like to understand the fines schedule before voting on this

12/15/2015 8:39 AM

67

Same comment as previous. Also, this may require permit holders to have insurance for this eventuality.

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

68

it should be related to proportion of misconduct impact

12/15/2015 8:07 AM

69

Or more, should depend on the size of corporation or practicing members. Look at Engineering giant SNC, 500k is

12/15/2015 7:16 AM

nothing to them. This should be 50M for a corporation of that size.
70

Probably 250K

12/15/2015 6:53 AM

71

This amount should cover inflation for a lot longer than $100,000.

12/15/2015 6:50 AM

72

See Q20

12/15/2015 6:17 AM

73

see 20.

12/15/2015 4:29 AM

74

Some comment as before

12/15/2015 3:17 AM

75

setting a dollar value seems to be shortsighted. Shouldn't we use economic metrics to keep the fine relevant?

12/15/2015 1:16 AM

76

It needs to be increased to the value which is apparently higher than the member. This max amount compare to

12/14/2015 10:32 PM

member max amount seems unfair. This amount should increase to max of 2,000,000$ at least.
77

Again not necessary.

12/14/2015 10:12 PM

78

about time.

12/14/2015 10:02 PM

79

max fines should be related to the issue at hand and liability of the situation.

12/14/2015 9:59 PM

80

Strongly agree provided fines are in keeping with the nature and extent to which the violation occured.

12/14/2015 9:41 PM
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81

You also need to tie the max to inflation in a manner similar to the TFSA (or perhaps years of Max TFSA contributions

12/14/2015 9:35 PM

- you are showing near 100.
82

Not all permit holders are large corporations. Again oh&s or the provincial court should have been involved in a matter

12/14/2015 9:29 PM

serious enough to warrant a fine this large.
83

This is a lot for one person. If someone is not engaged in professional practice, their professional license should be

12/14/2015 9:26 PM

taken away from them instead. If they engage in the practice, then they should be fined if they engage and are not a
registered member. I don't understand why you would have a fine, but continue to allow them to practice. Not being
allowed to practice (for a period of time) the profession is a far greater punishment.
84

need to survey data of most permit holder firms net income. Most small companies are less than 9 people and this

12/14/2015 9:23 PM

would destroy those companies.
85

This amount should be much higher, particularly for large multi-national corporations with revenues in the billions. I

12/14/2015 8:30 PM

would like to see penalties set at a percentage of revenue. for a small business owner, a $500,000 fine will be
significant. For a large multi-national firm, this amount would be immaterial and not function as a deterrent.
86

this may be onerous

12/14/2015 8:19 PM

87

Fines have to be commiserate with offense.

12/14/2015 7:25 PM

88

This is not high enough relative to the max limit proposed for individuals.

12/14/2015 7:22 PM

89

Seems too high, suggest 100k instead

12/14/2015 7:02 PM

90

Again, fines/litigation are a poor mechanism for a professional organization. Why make it seem OK to breech ethics if

12/14/2015 7:00 PM

you can afford a payment? No fine amount is likely fair to the largest institutional offence and likely any fine may be
overly onerous to offenders in a poor financial situation.
91

The amount should be allowed to change in pace with inflation.

12/14/2015 5:42 PM

92

I don't know what the current levels are?

12/14/2015 5:18 PM

93

CPI 2.15 x increase = $22,000. I agree corporation should be higher ... maybe $100,000 or size related

12/14/2015 5:08 PM

94

This fine should be relative to a particular scale. Example: this would be a very deep hit for smaller permit holders

12/14/2015 4:30 PM

versus larger ones.
95

I'm unclear why Permit holders would be subject to higher fines that that of the disciplines....

12/14/2015 11:52 AM

96

might not ne high enough for some of the very large companies

12/12/2015 9:51 AM

97

Same thing, EPEA: Additional fine where monetary benefits acquired by offender 230 Where a person is convicted of

12/10/2015 8:47 AM

an offence under this Act and the court is satisfied that as a result of the commission of the offence monetary benefits
accrued to the offender, the court may order the offender to pay, in addition to a fine under section 228, a fine in an
amount equal to the court’s estimation of the amount of those monetary benefits.
98

I think there should be a graduated scale, not just a maximum.

12/9/2015 4:16 PM

99

As APEGA has now made individual contractors get Permits, does a $500k penalty make sense? At this point, there is

12/9/2015 2:36 PM

no difference in fines for Members or Permit holder, and this needs to be realized and acknowledged by APEGA as
excessive. Isn’t this making the risk of being a professional outweigh the benefits? This seems highly unreasonable to
throw out without better qualifying associated offences. As it is currently stated it is completely unreasonable to expect
acceptance.
100

Individual contractors must now have permits and this fine would be crushing. I appreciated that this is meant for a

12/9/2015 1:50 PM

larger offense but it opens the door to punitive punishment.
101

Not sure how fines are calculated but this seems reasonable.

12/9/2015 11:10 AM

102

Against a company yes, against an individual no.

12/9/2015 8:21 AM

103

As APEGA has now made individual contractors get Permits, does a $500k penalty make sense? At this point, there is
no difference in fines for Members or Permit holder, and this needs to be realized and acknowledged by APEGA as

12/8/2015 10:06 PM

excessive. Isn’t this making the risk of being a professional outweigh the benefits? This seems highly unreasonable to
throw out without better qualifying associated offences. As it is currently stated it is completely unreasonable to expect
acceptance.
104

This may need to be revisited to a higher maximum - for many large firm, this may not be enough to prevent

12/8/2015 12:43 PM

misbehaviour and may be more of a minor settlement rather than dissuasive
105

Can we put in some kind of percentage system so we don't have to keep changing the limits?
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106

Maximum fines should be based on the average annual profit of the permit holder, otherwise the penalty may be

12/5/2015 5:42 PM

extremely harsh or still remain a slap on the wrist.
107

Half a million is simply too much

12/5/2015 11:08 AM

108

This amount may not be enough. Perhaps a percent of yearly income as based on the last tax assessment.

12/4/2015 11:43 AM

109

Fix the building codes so engineers aren't at the mercy of non-engineers and maybe this has merit

12/4/2015 12:13 AM

110

Not the primary deterrent so I think it is overkill but need to be able to fine them something I guess.

12/3/2015 2:07 PM

111

The amount of the fine should reflect the seriousness of the infraction. And also whether the permit holder corrected

12/3/2015 10:40 AM

the infraction.
112

it should depend on size of the company.

12/2/2015 9:29 PM

113

Requires skilled and reliable discipline process.

12/2/2015 9:47 AM

114

The threat and wealth of an organization is significantly greater than that of a member and this maximum should be

11/30/2015 10:58 PM

higher than 500,000.
115

I'd like to see the fine increased even higher for permit holders that are large corporation ($ 1 million) and decreased

11/30/2015 2:06 PM

for permit holders that are smaller ($250 K) in size. A tiered system would be more appropriate due to the different
sizes a permit holder may have.
116

I'm not in favour of imposing fines - instead it should be directed towards the professional practicing in the interest of

11/30/2015 8:12 AM

the public safety.
117

Amount is too high - $250 000 seems more reasonable.

11/30/2015 5:40 AM

118

Agree if the defendant has an appeal option.

11/29/2015 8:45 PM

119

Permit holders can be a 1 person company or a major corporation. To paint them all with the same brush is illogical

11/29/2015 9:48 AM

120

Most professional small business corporations would be bankrupt and dismantled due to a fine of this size. This is

11/29/2015 9:40 AM

destructive punishment and does not improve the quality of practice.
121

Proper legal actions and/or lawsuits should the venue for this.

11/29/2015 8:10 AM

122

I am not familiar with the limits and basis for large fines and therefore cannot provide reasonable response to this
question. Fines should be commensurate with the severity of the infraction.

11/28/2015 2:06 PM

123

Should a dollar value be kept out of the Act to avoid the requirement to have to go back to the government to adjust
this value? Place in the regulations?

11/28/2015 1:56 PM

124

Possibly pro rated to the Permit Holders business size - a $500,000 fine for a 1 person business making $150,000 per

11/28/2015 1:22 PM

year could drive them into insolvency - surely not the intent of the punishment?
125

In many cases of smaller companies, the permit holder and the professional member that just got fined & disciplined,

11/28/2015 12:51 PM

are the same person. So this would be a double fine for that individual. In multi-discipline firms, it would not be fair to
bankrupt the firm, affecting the other disciplines & professional members, just because one of the disciplines was shut
down.
126

Depending on the size of the Permit holder this mount could be paltry. This must be meaningful.

11/28/2015 9:58 AM

127

Such huge fines should be a matter for the courts. Having such sweeping powers invested in APEGA without a

11/28/2015 4:14 AM

corresponding system of checks and balances as developed in the legal system, is a major assault on the rights and
freedoms of the members.
128

As APEGA has now made individual contractors get Permits, does a $500k penalty make sense? At this point, there is

11/28/2015 1:14 AM

no difference in fines for Members or Permit Holders, and this needs to be realized and acknowledged by APEGA as
excessive. Isn’t this making the risk of being a professional outweigh the benefits? This seems highly unreasonable to
throw out without better qualifying associated offences. As it is currently stated it is completely unreasonable to expect
acceptance.
129

Need more information - what is the range of fines?

11/27/2015 10:04 PM

130

Needs a scaled list of fines appropriate to the gravity of offense

11/27/2015 9:43 PM

131

Again, if an engineer located outside of Canada is used as a workshare employee, how do you intend to collect on this

11/27/2015 9:39 PM

financial penalty?
132

We have a legal system already.

11/27/2015 8:56 PM

133

$500k is massive, $200k would be more thank a slap on the wrist for most.

11/27/2015 8:31 PM
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134

How are you going to determine the appropriate fines? The courts are upset with Fed rules setting minimum gaol
terms.

11/27/2015 6:57 PM

135

Discipline action is more than enough

11/27/2015 5:14 PM

136

While this is not out of the realm of reasonable for top ten firms, the risk is much higher for smaller practices. This

11/27/2015 4:33 PM

would only serve to discourage small firm's from starting up.
137

See previous comments

11/27/2015 4:31 PM

138

Same comment as previous.

11/27/2015 4:19 PM

139

For Permit Holders who are small firms this is too onerous.

11/27/2015 3:58 PM

140

Fine should take size of company into consideration.

11/26/2015 5:13 PM

141

No!

11/25/2015 5:22 PM

142

Fines on permit holders should be larger than for members, but my same comments apply here about the amount.

11/25/2015 12:35 PM

143

Too high

11/25/2015 8:09 AM

144

as in 20

11/24/2015 9:02 PM

145

APEGA needs to ensure that we have insurance coverage available to us (maybe at additional cost) to cover such

11/24/2015 6:19 PM

fines.
146

permit holder may be a single individual member the fine should be 100,000 times the number of members in the

11/24/2015 5:00 PM

permit holder company to a max of 500,000
147

I believe Permit Holders have the potential to have a greater effect on the public than any individual member.
Consequently, the size of the deterrent should be much greater. I would suggest a $1,000,000 fine maximum.

11/24/2015 10:49 AM

148

The fines should be linked to the capacity of the member or permit holder to pay. Putting fine amounts in the act
creates a situation where the fine will become irrelevant again as inflation occurs.

11/23/2015 2:53 PM

149

Permit holders may be 1 man operations, there should be some rational concerning the size of the company or gross

11/23/2015 10:25 AM

corporate income.
150

A lot of permit holders are individual persons. A fine in that order would totally destroy those people - not that APEGA

11/21/2015 12:48 PM

would care
151

This makes more sense as a company needs to be held to a higher standard than an individual who may be guilty of

11/20/2015 8:47 AM

unprofessional conduct that puts no one at risk except at risk of being offended.
152

An excessive use of authority, and appears like an attempt to intimidate permit holders to play along and accept an

11/19/2015 10:03 AM

RDO.
153

More acceptable to impose a reasonable percentage of the Permit Holder's previous year's earnings. This allows

11/18/2015 12:50 PM

more of an ability to pay.
154

A $500,000 fine could be impossible for some Permit Holders to pay?

11/17/2015 3:03 PM

155

This is way too high.

11/16/2015 7:12 AM

156

See comment in item #20.

11/13/2015 5:38 PM

157

Can you prove if the Member acted alone or was prompted by Permit Holder? Monies collected should be donated to

11/13/2015 2:43 PM

charitable organizations
158

I trust that the fine would be case specific and also consider ability to pay. Levying a fine of $500K in a circumstance

11/13/2015 8:35 AM

when it cannot be paid is not useful
159

That seems low to me. If a company has committed a serious breach of the act and put the public in harms way as a

11/13/2015 7:33 AM

result a higher fine may be warranted.
160

Considering that 86% of the Canadian Engineering and Architectural firms have less than 20 employees, the $500k

11/12/2015 10:49 PM

mark is very high for a permit holder, making prohibitive even the practice insurance, since insurance companies will
only the $500k maximum. Long term this will be a disincentive for members to want to obtain a permit to practice. A
penalty system based on the size of the project undertaken by the permit holder at fault would be more appropriate.
161

See previous response

11/12/2015 10:18 PM

162

$500,000 might be perfectly acceptable for a large engineering firm, there needs to be a reasonable fine established

11/12/2015 8:37 PM

for small permit holders.
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163

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:58 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
164

Is this an adequate deterrent to very large engineering companies? Perhaps a % of revenue would allow for a more

11/12/2015 5:55 PM

meaningful deterrent across a wider range of company sizes.
165

This increase seems excessive for smaller businesses. Perhaps scaling the fine based on the size of the permit

11/12/2015 3:21 PM

holder or based on a factor of the Member fine. Perhaps $125k - $150k for smaller Permit Holders?
166

This amount may be somewhat low.

11/12/2015 12:52 AM

167

Not sure how often this amount would be applied and what the consequences might be. I could see how it destroys

11/9/2015 7:34 PM

some smaller companies.
168

Permit holders may be single member business owners or large corporations with thousands of professional
members. Fines need to reflect the scope of the permit holders services and the severity of the offense.

11/9/2015 4:10 PM

169

A maximum of $250,000 would be sufficient for permit holders.

11/9/2015 2:36 PM

170

I agree they should go up, but even $200,000 would crush a small engineering firm. There are other methods of

11/9/2015 2:34 PM

punishing, such as revoking or suspending licenses that could also be effective, but $500,000 is far too great.
171

This seems like overkill.

11/9/2015 7:59 AM

172

See question 20 comments.

11/4/2015 8:55 PM

173

Again, recognizing that the fines have not been revised since the 1980’s, the proposal to increase to a maximum of
$500,000 seems egregious without the context of a Schedule. Analysis of the research briefing provided essentially

11/4/2015 1:04 PM

shows that APEGA is proposing to adopt the highest maximum penalty of a cross-section of other professional
associations without providing rationale as to what it believes it will accomplish with the proposed increase.
Consideration should be given to a balance of cost recovery for the investigative and discipline process, and of
penalty. However, with respect to penalties, the fact that Permit Holders and Members are subject to criminal charges
and civil litigation for contraventions of the Act are more compelling penalties than an APEGA fine. Also question the
proposed increase in light of the relatively poor collections history of fines described in the consultation sessions; if
APEGA cannot collect fines based on the current maximums, how is increasing them going to accomplish a higher
standard? A sister proposal is to increase non-Permit Holder fines to be equivalent with the proposed Permit Holder
fines, however it is arguable that the non-Permit Holder fines should in fact be higher than those for Permit Holders.
174

Fines do not protect the public.

11/4/2015 9:57 AM

175

This seems a little high but is at least in the appropriate order of magnitude.

11/2/2015 12:59 PM

176

Increase seems well beyond inflation

11/2/2015 11:23 AM

177

Some permit holders are 1-3 man shows, hefty fines like these could bankrupt the company and may not defer

11/2/2015 8:49 AM

companies from doing the same using a different corporate name
178

There should be no limit specified. The fine should fit the crime. A $500,000 fine on a multi-billion dollar project is not a

11/2/2015 1:48 AM

huge deterrent to the Permit Holder.
179

for public safety nature issues fine shall be more 1million s

10/31/2015 2:46 PM

180

It should be tied to the project|product cost

10/30/2015 11:59 PM

181

Conflict of interest to assess and collect fines. Fines collected by APEGGA should be reflective of investigation and
hearing costs.Excess should go to other agency. Fines should be reflective of the Permit Holder's income from

10/30/2015 7:10 PM

operations in Alberta.
182

Indexed to CPI, 2015 dollars.

10/30/2015 4:42 PM

183

The fine should be 5% of the average annual gross receivables for the year before, the year(s) during, and the year

10/30/2015 9:05 AM

after the unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct.
184

Maximum fine size should also be a step structure based on years of operation and headcount of engineers on staff.

10/29/2015 5:30 PM

185

See comments for question 20.

10/29/2015 1:26 PM

186

Please substantiate the number, and also explain what is the use of the fine funds. If the goal is to protect public

10/29/2015 9:21 AM

safety then I recommend to use the funds for public use.
187

Should be indexed to ability to pay. $500K is a pittance to a major corporation, but can cause bankruptcy to a two-man
company.

10/28/2015 7:31 PM

188

Maximum fine of $500,000 is too low for Billion dollar companies.

10/28/2015 9:05 AM
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189

not supportive of financial penalty

10/28/2015 8:08 AM

190

As per the previous issue of member fines this looks like a cash grab

10/27/2015 8:52 PM
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Q22 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to increase fines for unlicensed
individuals for scope-of-practice or use-oftitle violations to a maximum of $100,000.
Answered: 1,227

Skipped: 187
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Comments:

Date

1

There should be fine and minimum 3 Months jail provision.

12/18/2015 4:30 PM

2

Maximum fine values should not be a fixed number, but should include some relevant escalator.

12/18/2015 4:22 PM

3

A fine limit of $100K seems excessive. The courts are in place for plaintiffs to claim retribution. That in itself is a

12/18/2015 10:33 AM

significant punishment for offenders (in time, cost & reputation).
4

The increase asked for is dis-proportional to the original fines, even given the time span

12/18/2015 8:17 AM

5

This is necessary to better protect the public. The existing fines are very low.

12/18/2015 12:33 AM

6

Fines should be incremented, however this limit is too low, won't deter violations.

12/17/2015 10:06 PM

7

Same comment as for recommendation no. 20.

12/17/2015 5:43 PM

8

This seems to be over the top - and will this be a sliding scale? Who decides the fine? I'd like to see some examples

12/17/2015 1:40 PM

first. Personally it looks like a revenue generator for APEGA.
9

Who receives the $100K and what will it be used for?

12/17/2015 12:48 PM

10

I think this area is weak and enforcement seems... limited. Again, I think it should be a progressive tier as listed though

12/16/2015 5:26 PM

(10K, 50K 100K?).

176 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
11

$100,000 seems very high. If an action is so severe to warrant that much of a fine, then surely the action is an offence

12/16/2015 4:41 PM

that can be tried in the courts?
12

Skeptical as to how this could be effectively enforced.

12/16/2015 3:16 PM

13

What is the current Max. fines?

12/16/2015 2:34 PM

14

I believe the maximum fine should be set higher.

12/16/2015 2:29 PM

15

This should be scaled up or down based on severity of the violation.

12/16/2015 12:43 PM

16

The biggest issue is non-engineers practicing engineering. This seems to be happening all the time.

12/16/2015 11:19 AM

17

Not a bad idea

12/16/2015 10:41 AM

18

shoulder be lower, 50,000

12/16/2015 10:36 AM

19

What are the current max. penalties for the last few questions?

12/16/2015 10:17 AM

20

Need to clarify what the increased fines are for the first, second and subsequent offences.

12/16/2015 9:03 AM

21

Regardless of the current fines, use-of-title violation charges should be made against all institutions and individuals
purporting to be engineering technologists or engineering technicians of any field of engineering or offering

12/15/2015 10:48 PM

engineering education in any field of engineering unless the institution is accredited to provide engineering programs
acceptable to APEGA. The Institutes of Technology in Alberta provide only confusion for the public when seeking
appropriate sources for engineering information or training by labelling their programs drilling engineering technology,
electrical engineering technology, etc. Such courses should be labelled drilling technology, electrical technology, etc.,
graduates of such programs should be identified as drilling technologists, electrical technologists, etc. without including
the word 'engineering'.
22

Still prefer a tiered penalty for 1st, 2nd, and 3rd offense. So suggest $25,000, $50,000, and then $100,000 plus prison

12/15/2015 9:54 PM

time, for the 3 tiers.
23

Too high

12/15/2015 9:27 PM

24

$100k for use of a title by a non PEng.? What if his/her work is of better quality than most PEngs. could deliver?

12/15/2015 8:55 PM

25

Draconian, unprecedented, and likely to cast APEGA is a negative light

12/15/2015 6:07 PM

26

Again, this feels too broad as stated. Repetition & on-going violations could draw such a fine.

12/15/2015 5:46 PM

27

All in favour of higher penalty - however our lawyers are saying that they don't think the RCMP will investigate these

12/15/2015 5:22 PM

offences.
28

I agree that the fines are too low and should vary with severity. I disagree about scaling them for significant financial

12/15/2015 4:52 PM

hardship which I feel should go through the courts where the justice system has determined what we consider just or
not.
29

Same comments: this is too low for a maximum.

12/15/2015 4:44 PM

30

I have no idea how enforceable this is so the amount is secondary

12/15/2015 4:29 PM

31

Should be higher

12/15/2015 3:46 PM

32

Should be proportional their net income

12/15/2015 3:27 PM

33

This should be $500,000 for misrepresentation.

12/15/2015 3:20 PM

34

perhaps in these cases you should consider a minimum fine as well.

12/15/2015 2:32 PM

35

Unqualified, unlicensed, and unregulated individuals shall be punished harshly because they are braking the law and

12/15/2015 2:05 PM

misleading the public !
36

Again, with allowance for inflation

12/15/2015 2:02 PM

37

See response to inflation argument in commentary on question 20.

12/15/2015 1:15 PM

38

As before stated: Bankrupting people will not make us popular and may be viewed as cruel and unusual punishment

12/15/2015 1:05 PM

39

For companies $50,000 For Individuals $10,000 No penalty if it is determined that there is little or no public risk.

12/15/2015 1:00 PM

40

I am more strongly inclined to fine more heavily those that try to take advantage as is noted in this item. That said,

12/15/2015 12:54 PM

again, my same qualifiers as was noted in item 20 would still apply (ie, please try to have a year-over-year
"adjustment" period on fines of this type). That said, overall, I do more support fines for this type of behavior than
larger fines for items 20 and 21.
41

There is no use in it

12/15/2015 12:47 PM
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42

hopefully warning comes prior to issuing penalty

12/15/2015 12:44 PM

43

This is a matter for the courts, not the association

12/15/2015 12:23 PM

44

How many times in recent history has the current max fine been assessed. I think rarely. So unless APEGA is going

12/15/2015 11:59 AM

to get much more aggressive in this regard the change is really meaningless.
45

Almost every multinational engineering company has numerous individuals working for them who have engineer in

12/15/2015 11:57 AM

their title, even though these people are physicists or something else and not registered with APEGA. Given that
power engineers are permitted to use the title and the Microsoft MCSE argument of the earlier 2000s, it has become
common for software developers to carry engineer in their titles. The fine sounds good, but unless APEGA is really
going to seriously embark on a concerted effort to protect use-of-title it is a battle we are losing.
46

Fines too high.

12/15/2015 11:51 AM

47

See comments on #20 recommendation

12/15/2015 11:37 AM

48

Fakers need to pay.

12/15/2015 11:19 AM

49

I think the net effect of increasing this fine will be that all such cases will inevitably end up in court.

12/15/2015 10:58 AM

50

The fines should deter unlicensed individuals from practicing.

12/15/2015 10:53 AM

51

$500000 would be more appropriate.

12/15/2015 10:50 AM

52

This is the jurisdiction of the Courts not APEGA.

12/15/2015 10:44 AM

53

Should not be a defined number

12/15/2015 10:23 AM

54

I actually think this should be even higher!

12/15/2015 10:17 AM

55

Microsoft software engineers!!!

12/15/2015 10:10 AM

56

Fraud should be punished to the extent that it is punished in the civil legal system. How far will this go? If a farmer

12/15/2015 9:56 AM

builds a labour saving device for use on their and somebody is injured while using it, were they practicing engineering
when they designed or welded it? If a family installs a swing for their children in their yard, and an overweight adult is
injured when it breaks under their weight, were they practicing engineering when they chose the rope to build the
swing? How clear will the language be? How broad will the scope be? “practice of engineering” means (i) reporting on,
advising on, evaluating, designing, preparing plans and specifications for or directing the construction, technical
inspection, maintenance or operation of any structure, work or process (A) that is aimed at the discovery, development
or utilization of matter, materials or energy or in any other way designed for the use and convenience of humans, and
(B) that requires in that reporting, advising, evaluating, designing, preparation or direction the professional application
of the principles of mathematics, chemistry, physics or any related applied subject, or (ii) teaching engineering at a
university
57

In my experience, while some violations are egregious, others are done in desperation. Many capable foreign
engineers (& other professionals) are enticed to this country, via federal government initiatives, only to discover their

12/15/2015 9:56 AM

credentials are unjustly discounted by provincial jurisdictions, forcing these engineers into lower paid occupations. A
better alignment of federal government and provincial regulators messaging is needed.
58

the practice of engineering and geoscience is not fully defined and regulated by apega so this would be meaningless.

12/15/2015 9:27 AM

59

See comments from #20.

12/15/2015 9:22 AM

60

It should be 500,000CAD.

12/15/2015 9:20 AM

61

I think the "scope-of-practice" violations will be very difficult to prosecute or fine.

12/15/2015 9:13 AM

62

I strongly agree but if APEGA cancels the membership because the member didn't fill the professional development

12/15/2015 9:06 AM

hours it is not fair. APEGA should have informed the member and given some time for the member to fill the hours
instead of informing the member we are cancelling the membership is not fair.
63

Apega is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of Rights S.C.

12/15/2015 8:45 AM

1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
64

I suggest a maximum of $500,000.00

12/15/2015 8:45 AM

65

Fines for this situation must not occur until significant publicity/advertising of the situation has occurred. A smaller $

12/15/2015 8:42 AM

amount should be considered.
66

The fines should be much higher for those who practice without a license and should be adjusted accordingly. Again,

12/15/2015 8:39 AM

perhaps this should be on a sliding scale which increases over time to account for inflation.
67

Would like to understand the fines schedule before voting on this
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68

Same comment as number 20

12/15/2015 8:16 AM

69

it should be related to proportion of misconduct impact

12/15/2015 8:08 AM

70

Should be higher depending on the circumstances.

12/15/2015 7:16 AM

71

It can be difficult for large organizations to maintain 100% compliance at all times. Correcting a discovered issue is

12/15/2015 7:00 AM

easy. Putting policy/procedures in place is easy. Preventing individuals from making an error is more challenging (HR
messes up a title, a non engineer manager doing a reorg messes up a title, etc.).
72

I think given the possible fines, APEGA should be investing in alternative methods to address unlicenced concerns.

12/15/2015 6:52 AM

73

Too harsh for young people.

12/15/2015 6:39 AM

74

The suggested $ 100,000 is still less - It should be as close to 1 million dollars

12/15/2015 6:39 AM

75

Proposed fines appear too high.

12/15/2015 6:21 AM

76

See Q20

12/15/2015 6:20 AM

77

setting a dollar value seems to be shortsighted. Shouldn't we use economic metrics to keep the fine relevant?

12/15/2015 1:16 AM

78

The first sentence in the Discussion tells a crime.

12/15/2015 12:01 AM

79

I suggest it be increased to $300,000.

12/14/2015 10:42 PM

80

This should be increase also. This value may not hold many people from practicing that as the amount does not seem
high enough. Max value can be increase to 250,000$ at least.

12/14/2015 10:35 PM

81

Those who are leading the public that they are practicing individuals when they are unlicensed deters the value of
engineering and the association and must be stopped. All individuals claiming to be practicing should be registered and

12/14/2015 10:30 PM

monitored.
82

Again for individuals the maximum listed here is too high I think.

12/14/2015 10:24 PM

83

The nature of most of the recommendations made so far in this survey undermine our profession and ethics of our

12/14/2015 10:14 PM

members. I am disappointed to see the aggressive changes proposed. Sincerely Disappointed APEGA.
84

Unlicensed individuals should be very strongly punished. There are too many people faking credentials

12/14/2015 10:07 PM

85

The benefit to an unlicensed individual in holding themselves out as an engineer and receiving compensation as such

12/14/2015 9:45 PM

still likely far outweighs these fines in many cases. The fines should be such that any benefit received by the individual
in practicing illegally be removed. The fines should be consistent with the extent to which the individual / company
profitted from the misuse of title and the duration of the offence.
86

Also write in an inflation factor similar to the TFSA.

12/14/2015 9:36 PM

87

This is too high of fine. The civil court should be consulted for violations that warrant this large of fine.

12/14/2015 9:30 PM

88

A warning should be provided first before issuing a fine as punishment for violation.

12/14/2015 9:27 PM

89

I don't these fines are enough. It is far too easy to call oneself an engineer and practice in an unregulated manner

12/14/2015 8:59 PM

90

need to be reviewed,

12/14/2015 8:19 PM

91

Fines have to be commiserate with the offence.

12/14/2015 7:25 PM

92

Title violations seem less severe compared to unskilled practice. These amounts need to better reflect that.

12/14/2015 7:23 PM

93

Same comment as before for unprofessional acts. $100K is beyond reasonably punitive.

12/14/2015 6:04 PM

94

The amount should be allowed to change in pace with inflation. There should be provisions for fines against Members

12/14/2015 5:42 PM

under financial duress.
95

I don't know what the current levels are...but in this instance, it doesn't matter. Non professionals should not be

12/14/2015 5:20 PM

allowed to practice anything - the stamp should be respected.
96

Similar to last comments. These increases are way higher than inflation.

12/14/2015 5:09 PM

97

Should be higher than the fines for members...

12/14/2015 4:46 PM

98

To me, this is a criminal offense - the courts should handle this type of mis-representation. I see no benefit to place a

12/14/2015 11:53 AM

cap for this type of offense.
99

So long as the rules in place for using that maximum are well established and public.

12/10/2015 8:48 AM

100

I think that $100k is too high for this, where there has not been a serious violation or incident.

12/9/2015 4:17 PM
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101

It is far to excessive to go from $6,000 to $100,000. This is just a bully tactic from APEGA to enforce collection of ever

12/9/2015 2:36 PM

increasing fees.
102

From $6000 to $100,000. Don't be ridiculous. Maybe you should spend more time encouraging people to see benefits

12/9/2015 1:53 PM

of membership then trying to force them to join something that lots of people get around having to actually sign up for.
103

It is far to excessive to go from $6,000 to $100,000. This is just a bully tactic from APEGA to enforce collection of ever

12/8/2015 10:06 PM

increasing fees. As many members are individual consultants who are incorporated, and have been forced into Permit
Holding, there is no difference in fines for Members vs Companies, and this needs to be realized and acknowledged
by APEGA as grossly excessive.
104

It is highly important that we protect the titles that we have earned. There are far too many unlicensed
individuals/organizations that are riding very close to the limits of this issue.

12/8/2015 3:40 PM

105

This should be the last resort after other avenues of informing and requests to cooperate fail.

12/8/2015 1:54 PM

106

This may need to be revisited to a higher maximum - for many top individuals, this may not be enough to prevent

12/8/2015 12:43 PM

misbehaviour
107

Maximum fines should be based on the annual salary of the member, otherwise the penalty may be extremely harsh

12/5/2015 5:42 PM

or still remain a slap on the wrist. Care must be taken to ensure that the employer of a member cannot effectively pay
the fine for the member.
108

We need to guard the profession

12/5/2015 11:08 AM

109

If you are holding yourself out to be an engineer and aren't significant financial deterrents are of use.

12/3/2015 2:08 PM

110

This seems like a very high fine for a situation that is usually due to lack of understanding by an individual or
organization. Maybe this sort of fine should be for repeat offenders after they've been told to stop practising?

12/3/2015 10:44 AM

111

What is a current max fine and why it is not divulged here for a comparison?

12/2/2015 9:30 PM

112

Unregistered individuals pose a greater concern than members and their maximum penalty should be significantly

11/30/2015 10:59 PM

larger than the maximum for a member.
113

including the local govt. bodies; i.e. municipalities must be inculded into violation.

11/30/2015 10:13 AM

114

You could go even higher on this one; perhaps $500k

11/30/2015 9:36 AM

115

I'm not in favour of imposing fines - instead it should be directed towards the professional practicing in the interest of

11/30/2015 8:13 AM

the public safety.
116

The amount is too high - $50 000

11/30/2015 5:40 AM

117

Misrepresenting themselves as an APEGA member when they clearly are not is pretty straight forward and has a

11/29/2015 8:47 PM

visible impact on APEGA reputation.
118

Again, I don't know what the current fines are.

11/29/2015 3:17 PM

119

Any thought of retaining a graduated scale? Why was a potential jail term dropped?

11/29/2015 10:28 AM

120

This protects APEGA's existence

11/29/2015 9:48 AM

121

How can a person who is determined not to be a member of this group be punishable by this group? That is what

11/29/2015 8:12 AM

proper courts are for. The ability for Injunctions and lawsuits already exist.
122

How can APEGA assume that it has the right to impose fuines on anyone other than its members? If a non member

11/28/2015 2:10 PM

(but a graduated engineer) practices engineering and a charge is lodged against them, APEGA can issue a "cease
and desist" order to the individual and, by extension, to the individual's employer. If that individual is a sole party (e.g.
in a consulting capacity), then APEGA should be able to publish the fact that this idividual is not registered and
therefore not cleared to practice engineering.
123

Should a dollar value be kept out of the Act to avoid the requirement to have to go back to the government to adjust
this value? Place in the regulations?

11/28/2015 1:57 PM

124

Excessive penalty at the maximum, with nothing detailed about progression. Perhaps a similar structure as is existing,

11/28/2015 1:25 PM

but with $10, $20 and $50k penalties for repeat offenses?
125

Recommend $200,000. Must be more than 1 years income.

11/28/2015 9:59 AM

126

Please show calculation method

11/28/2015 8:52 AM

127

It is far to excessive to go from $6,000 to $100,000. This is just a bully tactic from APEGA to enforce collection of ever

11/28/2015 1:25 AM

increasing fees.
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128

Needs a scaled list of fines appropriate to the gravity of offense

11/27/2015 9:45 PM

129

Again, if an engineer located outside of Canada is used as a workshare employee, how do you intend to collect on this

11/27/2015 9:39 PM

financial penalty?
130

There are still too many of these guys around

11/27/2015 8:32 PM

131

$500,000 or up to 10 years in jail......this is fraud

11/27/2015 8:14 PM

132

Only if the disgraced president is the first to pay this.

11/27/2015 7:14 PM

133

Again this is not an APEGA issue, rather it is a court issue. So APEGA should only be empowered to approach the

11/27/2015 7:06 PM

police or other body to place this before the courts.
134

Again, how are you going to determine 'appropriate' fines? Who gets the money? Provincial Gov't or APEGA?

11/27/2015 6:59 PM

135

The stated amount is far to high for an individual.

11/27/2015 4:27 PM

136

This is not a mistake; this is a clear violation of a policy. In this case, I am not as adverse to some form of punishment.

11/27/2015 4:21 PM

137

No, there needs to be better inclusion of foreign qualified Eng's and Geo's before you start going for a money grab. I'm

11/25/2015 5:24 PM

ashamed now to be an APEGA member is this is the direction they are going. Where is the value of being a member if
the purpose is to only punish and fine?
138

The maximum penalty is too high

11/25/2015 3:05 PM

139

Need very clear, concise guidelines; not an arbitrary dollar amount, at the whim of the Registrar.

11/25/2015 11:32 AM

140

as in 20

11/24/2015 9:03 PM

141

Should match the fine for licensed members.

11/24/2015 6:19 PM

142

Again, this is not enough. Imposters need to be dealt with severely. $250,000 is what I propose. The severity of

11/24/2015 10:52 AM

misrepresentation needs to be properly communicated.
143

Again needs to based on the capacity and the potential damage not a fixed amount.

11/23/2015 2:54 PM

144

This seems extreme for cases of use-of-title.

11/21/2015 6:15 PM

145

Sounds like an excessive use of apega's authority.

11/19/2015 10:03 AM

146

Fine seems high.

11/17/2015 8:51 AM

147

fines should be based on remuneration

11/16/2015 4:51 PM

148

The maximum fine should be subject to increase in consideration of the extent of damages resulting from the

11/13/2015 5:38 PM

individual's actions. See also comments in item #20.
149

Too steep of a change

11/13/2015 2:44 PM

150

Current fines are probably too low but I'm not sure how you'd ever justify a $100,000 fine

11/13/2015 7:35 AM

151

This should be higher, goes to ethics.

11/12/2015 10:51 PM

152

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:58 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
153

Same as member fine increase ($25k - $30k to increase at rate of inflation from 1980 to 2015).

11/12/2015 3:22 PM

154

about time... the act is not to punish engineers, but to punish those who are not engineers

11/12/2015 2:49 PM

155

Please see comments regarding related items.

11/9/2015 7:35 PM

156

Perhaps a $50,000 limit for individuals would be adequate and still provide sufficient protection to the public.

11/9/2015 2:39 PM

157

That's a lot. I agree they should be increased, but not by so much.

11/9/2015 2:38 PM

158

I am an engineer because I graduated a six year engineering program in a technical university not because APEGA

11/4/2015 8:11 PM

says so. This resembles a cash grab.
159

How does this compare to medical and legal communities?

11/4/2015 6:51 PM

160

The proposal is to increase non-Member fines to be equivalent with the proposed Member fines, however it is

11/4/2015 1:04 PM

arguable that the non-Member fines should in fact be higher than those for Members.
161

$50,000 max.

11/2/2015 4:01 PM

181 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
162

Compared to the original fines from the 1980's of $2k, $4k or $6k, the new $100k seems very high and not in line with

11/2/2015 1:03 PM

original intent. Our association did not intend to bankrupt people based on infringement on the practice of an
engineer. Allowing such a high amount right off the bat gives too much power, I would suggest a sliding scale starting
at $25k for a first offense and then working up to $100k if the violations persist. I agree that the fines need to be
financially painful.
163

Increase seems well beyond inflation

11/2/2015 11:23 AM

164

There should be no limit specified. The fine should fit the crime. Any unlicensed individual that greatly benefits from

11/2/2015 1:48 AM

unskilled scope-of-practice or use-of-title violations should be fined relative to how much benefit the unlicensed
individual obtained from the unskilled scope-of-practice or use-of-title violations.
165

Conflict of interest to assess and collect fines. Fines collected by APEGGA should be reflective of investigation and

10/30/2015 7:10 PM

hearing costs.Excess should go to other agency. Fines should be reflective of the offender's income.
166

Indexed to CPI going forward.

10/30/2015 4:42 PM

167

The fine should be 1% of the average annual gross receivables for the year before, the year(s) during, and the year
after the unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct.

10/30/2015 9:06 AM

168

As worded this amendment implies that a person or company could be liable to receive the maximum fine for a first
offence which is utterly ridiculous since most of the public would not even be aware of the penalties. Consider

10/29/2015 5:33 PM

retaining the same step fine structure and make increases to that, up to $100/$500k for third and subsequent offences.
169

Given that APEGA membership has a self-interest in restricting practice of work that may fit within a broad definition of
engineering but not within a narrower definition, the level of these fines is better determined by the legislators.

10/29/2015 1:34 PM

170

Please substantiate the number, and also explain what is the use of the fine funds. If the goal is to protect public
safety then I recommend to use the funds for public use.

10/29/2015 9:21 AM

171

Only companies should be fined for hiring non registered engineers. For example there are job adds where companies

10/29/2015 3:16 AM

look for engineers, however the qualifications required indicate that 'technicians' are accepted for that position...the
name of the job posting and therefore the name of the position is Engineer. Here is the point, if that technician (in an
engineering position) fails, and causes damage to the public. An registered who supervise the work of the technician
might be involved or might be fined, when it was the company who created a fake engineering position the only one
that should be fined.
172

I agree especially regarding use-of-title. There are many people who call themselves engineers because their

10/28/2015 8:29 PM

company includes it in their specific job title. Some of these companies or individuals come out the US. The current
fine is definitely to low. What would be the proposed minimum?
173

Permit holders should be required to certify as part of permit requirements that protected titles are only given to

10/28/2015 7:33 PM

members of APEGA
174

Should be scaled in some way. Do not think $100,000 fine will discourage the behaviour of one making millions

10/28/2015 9:05 AM

annually.
175

Disciplinary actions should be limited only to the suspension and not finacial penalty.

10/28/2015 8:09 AM

176

This has nothing to do with inflation (108.7%). Use of title violations often occur with expat staff of multi-national

10/27/2015 9:00 PM

companies who have been entitled to use the title "Engineer" in their jurisdictions of origin. RM's are generally aware of
this issue and try to insure that violations do not occur but errors can occur. The public in these instances has no risk
and notification should remain the way to handle these issues
177

Individual may miss to renew by annual fee or they might have transferred to another place.
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Q23 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to increase fines for unlicensed
companies for scope-of-practice or use-oftitle violations to a maximum of $500,000.
Answered: 1,226

Skipped: 188
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disagree
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disagree
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agree
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Answer Choices

I do not
have an
opinion on
this matter

Responses

Strongly agree

43.80%

537

Somewhat agree

26.92%

330

Somewhat disagree

11.66%

143

Strongly disagree

12.48%

153

I do not have an opinion on this matter

5.14%

63

Total

1,226

#

Comments:

Date

1

Fine with mandatory 3 months jail provisions.

12/18/2015 4:30 PM

2

Maximum fine values should not be a fixed number, but should include some relevant escalator.

12/18/2015 4:22 PM

3

500k seems excessive, especially if the case is that someone was not aware of use-of-title violation.

12/18/2015 3:12 PM

4

This is the most agregious of all the situations you have listed.

12/18/2015 2:23 PM

5

This is necessary to better protect the public. The existing fines for Unlicensed Companies for scope-of-practice or
use-of-title violations are very low. The fines for Unlicensed Companies shall be raised to a maximum of $1,000,000.

12/18/2015 12:33 AM

6

Fines for violations should be increased, but this limit is too low to deter further violations.

12/17/2015 10:07 PM

7

See comment under recommendation 20.

12/17/2015 5:44 PM

8

This seems to be over the top - and will this be a sliding scale? Who decides the fine? I'd like to see some examples

12/17/2015 1:46 PM

first. Personally it looks like a revenue generator for APEGA.
9

Again, who receives the money and how will it be used?

12/17/2015 12:48 PM

10

This should be expanded to include firms that are registered in other jurisdictions, but may not be registered in Alberta
to practice.

12/16/2015 5:27 PM

11

What was the current max. fine?

12/16/2015 2:35 PM
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12

I believe the fine should be set higher.

12/16/2015 2:29 PM

13

it should be based on how much they made through unlicensed practice.

12/16/2015 1:30 PM

14

Same comment as Item #22.

12/16/2015 12:44 PM

15

shoulder be lower

12/16/2015 10:36 AM

16

Need to clarify what the increased fines are for the first, second and subsequent offences.

12/16/2015 9:03 AM

17

Still prefer a tiered penalty for 1st, 2nd, and 3rd offense. So suggest $100,000, $250,000, and then $500,000 plus

12/15/2015 9:55 PM

prison time, for the 3 tiers.
18

What if the work quality is better than licensed companies could deliver?

12/15/2015 8:55 PM

19

Should be a higher amount.

12/15/2015 8:45 PM

20

Nonsense

12/15/2015 6:09 PM

21

Per previous comments about one-time vs ongoing.

12/15/2015 5:46 PM

22

Same answer, APEGA's lawyers are leery about the probability of successfully obtaining a prosecution.

12/15/2015 5:22 PM

23

I particularly agree since losing a license is not a penalty for these companies.

12/15/2015 4:52 PM

24

Same comment

12/15/2015 4:44 PM

25

Should be proportional to the net value of the company

12/15/2015 3:28 PM

26

Again, with allowance for inflation.

12/15/2015 2:02 PM

27

see previous comments on fines

12/15/2015 1:05 PM

28

For companies $50,000 For Individuals $10,000 No penalty if it is determined that there is little or no public risk.

12/15/2015 1:00 PM

29

Please see item 22 comments on this item.

12/15/2015 12:54 PM

30

There is no use in it

12/15/2015 12:47 PM

31

See item 22

12/15/2015 12:23 PM

32

See comment to previous recommendation.

12/15/2015 12:00 PM

33

Almost every multinational engineering company has numerous individuals working for them who have engineer in

12/15/2015 11:57 AM

their title, even though these people are physicists or something else and not registered with APEGA. Given that
power engineers are permitted to use the title and the Microsoft MCSE argument of the earlier 2000s, it has become
common for software developers to carry engineer in their titles. The fine sounds good, but unless APEGA is really
going to seriously embark on a concerted effort to protect use-of-title it is a battle we are losing.
34

Fines too high

12/15/2015 11:52 AM

35

See comments on #20

12/15/2015 11:37 AM

36

As per my last comment.

12/15/2015 10:58 AM

37

$1000000 would be more appropriate

12/15/2015 10:51 AM

38

Prorated on annual revenue or other basis.

12/15/2015 10:40 AM

39

Should not be a defined number

12/15/2015 10:23 AM

40

APEGA does need to police engineering and geology being practiced in Alberta otherwise what is their purpose. Will
this mean that all machine or welding shops will need Engineering oversight now? “practice of engineering” means...

12/15/2015 10:09 AM

...directing the construction... ...of any structure, work or process... ...that is aimed at the discovery, development or
utilization of matter, materials or energy or in any other way designed for the use and convenience of humans..." It
seems to me that operating a machine shop, welding shop, auto shop, or building a an airplane in your garage, among
many other activities, all would fall under that broad definition of the "practice of engineering."
41

IF they're not who they say they are, then it's essentially identity theft!

12/15/2015 10:09 AM

42

appears high! how does this compare with other professional associations?

12/15/2015 10:05 AM

43

1 million CAD.

12/15/2015 9:20 AM

44

While I somewhat agree, I think this opens up a complete quagmire with respect to the use of foreign entities for
engineering works to be constructed or used in Alberta.

12/15/2015 9:19 AM
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45

Apega is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of Rights S.C.

12/15/2015 8:45 AM

1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law;
46

...not until significant publicity/advertising of this has occurred.

12/15/2015 8:43 AM

47

I would like to understand the fines schedule before voting on this

12/15/2015 8:40 AM

48

The fine should be more than a million dollars

12/15/2015 6:40 AM

49

See Q20. By the way, what are ou doing about persons who withold themselves as "software engineers"?

12/15/2015 6:21 AM

50

setting a dollar value seems to be shortsighted. Shouldn't we use economic metrics to keep the fine relevant?

12/15/2015 1:16 AM

51

Again this value does not seems to be holding many company from practicing. For the companies this value can be in

12/14/2015 10:36 PM

the range of max amount of 2,000,000$.
52

See comment 22.

12/14/2015 10:31 PM

53

Really, has this been a big issue in the past?

12/14/2015 10:15 PM

54

That number is way too low. Unlicensed companies should face severe fines

12/14/2015 10:07 PM

55

Depending on the scope of unlicensed practice the fines likely should be higher still.

12/14/2015 9:45 PM

56

Again write in an inflation function like TFSA has.

12/14/2015 9:37 PM

57

Same comments as for individuals... Fines should be increased more than this to act as a deterrent.

12/14/2015 9:01 PM

58

Again, this amount would be immaterial to a large multi-national corporation.

12/14/2015 8:31 PM

59

Fines have to be commiserate with the offence.

12/14/2015 7:26 PM

60

Values need to be revised for all proposed fines to represent relative severity and ability to pay. 100k for an individual

12/14/2015 7:26 PM

may represent significant upset for many years. The majority of businesses will employ more than a few individuals
and 500k seems relatively low in comparison.
61

Too high

12/14/2015 7:02 PM

62

The amount should be allowed to change in pace with inflation.

12/14/2015 5:43 PM

63

I agree...but don't know the current levels and there is no indication if this is in line with other professional

12/14/2015 5:21 PM

organizations.
64

Should be higher than those fines for licensed companies.

12/14/2015 4:46 PM

65

not high enough for very latge companies?

12/12/2015 9:51 AM

66

EPEA: Additional fine where monetary benefits acquired by offender 230 Where a person is convicted of an offence
under this Act and the court is satisfied that as a result of the commission of the offence monetary benefits accrued to

12/10/2015 8:48 AM

the offender, the court may order the offender to pay, in addition to a fine under section 228, a fine in an amount equal
to the court’s estimation of the amount of those monetary benefits.
67

Again, I think a graduated scale be used, depending on the size of the company.

12/9/2015 4:17 PM

68

It is far to excessive to go from $6,000 to $100,000. This is just a bully tactic from APEGA to enforce collection of ever
increasing fees. As many members are individual consultants who are incorporated, and have been forced into Permit

12/9/2015 2:36 PM

Holding, there is no difference in fines for Members vs Companies, and this needs to be realized and acknowledged
by APEGA as grossly excessive.
69

$500,000 seems an excessive jump and it is a scare tactic that seems like all bluff.

12/9/2015 1:54 PM

70

This may need to be revisited to a higher maximum - for many top individuals, this may not be enough to prevent

12/8/2015 12:43 PM

misbehaviour
71

Maximum fines should be based on the average annual profit of the permit holder, otherwise the penalty may be
extremely harsh or still remain a slap on the wrist.

12/5/2015 5:42 PM

72

This amount may be insufficient.

12/4/2015 11:44 AM

73

This would be a strong deterrent so I agree.

12/3/2015 2:08 PM

74

This seems like a very high fine for a situation that is usually due to lack of understanding by an individual or

12/3/2015 10:45 AM

organization. Maybe this sort of fine should be for repeat offenders after they've been told to stop practising?
75

it should depend on size of the company.

12/2/2015 9:31 PM
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76

Unregistered companies are a bigger concern than registered companies and their maximum penalty should be higher

11/30/2015 11:00 PM

than that of a member company.
77

I'm not in favour of imposing fines - instead it should be directed towards the professional practicing in the interest of

11/30/2015 8:13 AM

the public safety.
78

Again - too high - $250 000

11/30/2015 5:40 AM

79

damages should reflect cost of remedial repair or design, not a parasitic free retirement for legal council ambulance

11/29/2015 10:09 AM

chasers.
80

The proper legal and court system already has the ability to make injunctions and determine lawsuits. APEGA is NOT

11/29/2015 8:13 AM

a proper court system.
81

Again, where does APEGA get the idea that it can be the overlord for anyone other than its own members?

11/28/2015 2:11 PM

82

Should a dollar value be kept out of the Act to avoid the requirement to have to go back to the government to adjust
this value? Place in the regulations?

11/28/2015 1:57 PM

83

This amount could be paltry for some companies. This must be meaningful to the offence and the size of the company

11/28/2015 10:00 AM

and the business they have conducted based on the offence.
84

please show calculation method

11/28/2015 8:53 AM

85

It is far to excessive to go from $6,000 to $100,000. This is just a bully tactic from APEGA to enforce collection of ever

11/28/2015 1:30 AM

increasing fees. As many members are individual consultants who are incorporated, and have been forced into Permit
Holding, there is no difference in fines for Members vs Companies, and this needs to be realized and acknowledged
by APEGA as grossly excessive.
86

Needs a scaled list of fines appropriate to the gravity of offense

11/27/2015 9:45 PM

87

$1,000,000 or up to 15 yrs in jail

11/27/2015 8:14 PM

88

Only if the disgraced president is the first to pay.

11/27/2015 7:15 PM

89

See previous comments

11/27/2015 6:59 PM

90

Same comment as previous.

11/27/2015 4:21 PM

91

Sounds like the US doesn't it? Can't you work out an agreement with another regulatory agency if a permit holding

11/25/2015 5:26 PM

company is guilty of some error instead of adding insult to injury? What is the incentive for co's and professionals to
comply except through fear and harassment?
92

as in 20

11/24/2015 9:03 PM

93

Should match the fine for APEGA permit holders.

11/24/2015 6:20 PM

94

Should be $2,500,000 for companies.

11/24/2015 10:52 AM

95

See previous

11/23/2015 2:54 PM

96

Again consideration of size of company.

11/23/2015 10:25 AM

97

Excessive use of apega's authority

11/19/2015 10:04 AM

98

see comment in item #22.

11/13/2015 5:39 PM

99

That seems high.

11/13/2015 7:35 AM

100

It should be higher, it's not fair to the permit holders, nor it addresses the ethical aspect.

11/12/2015 10:52 PM

101

We need clear criteria for when maximum fines will be applied.

11/12/2015 8:39 PM

102

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:59 PM

103

Same increase as for Permit Holders ($125k - $150k). Fines related to size of the company.

11/12/2015 3:23 PM

104

Please see comments regarding related items.

11/9/2015 7:35 PM

105

$500,000 is too high. I agree they should be increased, but to something a little more reasonable.

11/9/2015 2:52 PM

106

Perhaps a limit of $250,000 would be sufficient incentive for unlicensed companies.

11/9/2015 2:39 PM

107

The proposal is to increase non-Permit Holder fines to be equivalent with the proposed Permit Holder fines, however it

11/4/2015 1:04 PM

is arguable that the non-Permit Holder fines should in fact be higher than those for Permit Holders.
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108

I would advocate for discretion in discerning willful actions.

11/2/2015 3:10 PM

109

Same comment as previous. $500k for a first offense is pretty harsh, would recommend a sliding scale starting lower

11/2/2015 1:05 PM

such as $50k. That would likely be a sufficient deterrent for most companies, especially for those that seek to comply
after the fine is made.
110

Increase seems well beyond inflation

11/2/2015 11:23 AM

111

There should be no limit specified. The fine should fit the crime. A $500,000 fine on a multi-billion dollar project is not a

11/2/2015 1:48 AM

huge deterrent to the Permit Holder.
112

Conflict of interest to assess and collect fines. Fines collected by APEGGA should be reflective of investigation and

10/30/2015 7:10 PM

hearing costs.Excess should go to other agency. Fines should be reflective of the Permit Holder's income from
operations in Alberta.
113

Indexed to CPI going forward.

10/30/2015 4:42 PM

114

The fine should be 5% of the average annual gross receivables for the year before, the year(s) during, and the year

10/30/2015 9:06 AM

after the unskilled practice or unprofessional conduct.
115

See previous response.

10/29/2015 5:33 PM

116

See comments for question 22.

10/29/2015 1:35 PM

117

Please substantiate the number, and also explain what is the use of the fine funds. If the goal is to protect public
safety then I recommend to use the funds for public use.

10/29/2015 9:21 AM

118

$500,000 is small for larger companies.

10/28/2015 9:06 AM

119

$fines are not the right way to punish/ correct.

10/28/2015 8:09 AM

120

There is no accompanying information to explain why such a significant increase is required or how big this problem is.

10/27/2015 9:03 PM
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Q24 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to authorize APEGA to file discipline
orders with the Court if the order includes
fines or costs. These orders would be
enforceable as Orders of the Court.
Answered: 1,225
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Strongly agree

32.65%

400

Somewhat agree

34.78%

426

Somewhat disagree

11.59%

142

Strongly disagree

14.78%

181

I do not have an opinion on this matter

6.20%

76

Total

1,225

#

Comments:

Date

1

Courts should be involved when there is any kinds of fine.

12/18/2015 4:31 PM

2

APEGA should go through the due process of the courts like any other organization.

12/18/2015 4:02 PM

3

APEGA is not a court of law. Should not be granted such powers.

12/18/2015 3:12 PM

4

Again, APEGA should not focus to get fines as one of their revenue generating sources

12/18/2015 2:31 PM

5

This is necessary to improve regulatory effectiveness and efficiency.

12/18/2015 12:33 AM

6

Apega needs to go to court for law enforcement.

12/17/2015 8:33 PM

7

Members should have the ability to defend against the decision in a civil court especially if the funds are significant i.e.
newly $100,000 or $500,000. So I don't believe that APEGA should have full rights as a court and just file the papers. It
appears that APEGA wishes to give powers to the Registrar and become its own court with full legal rights to search,

12/17/2015 1:46 PM

without a warrant, treat members as guilty until proven innocent, and file documents as Orders of the Court.
8

Agreed that the order should be upheld by the Court.

12/17/2015 12:49 PM

9

I believe any order needs an appeal process and the courts can be utilized to finalize any fines

12/16/2015 12:43 PM

10

I hate court systems, I suppose they are a necessary evil.

12/16/2015 10:42 AM
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11

first define reasonable amount of fine

12/16/2015 10:37 AM

12

Agree only if and when Court agrees with the full APEGA application.

12/16/2015 8:54 AM

13

If necessary, APEGA should have to file a civil lawsuit.

12/15/2015 8:46 PM

14

If they did this with physicians, there would be no one available to heal the sick. Nonsense

12/15/2015 6:09 PM

15

I think we would have to increase our diligence to handle these matters like a court would then - records, evidence and

12/15/2015 5:23 PM

procedures.
16

I agree that Apega should have the right to file orders with the court for payments of Apega's costs. However we have

12/15/2015 4:54 PM

a legal system in place to protect everyone, and this change appears to make Apega's policies over-ride individual
rights without controls as we do in the justice system. The individual penalties are potentially large enough that a
person wouldn't have enough to fight in court if they strongly disagreed with Apega's assessment whereas Apega
would have ample funds.
17

I think you have to have an appeal process which would allow the plaintiff to appeal to a Court.

12/15/2015 4:45 PM

18

So what is that you DO with our dues payments? Is this not a cost of doing business, reflected in the payments we

12/15/2015 3:21 PM

make to APEGA at-large?
19

Orders of the court should come through the court.

12/15/2015 3:13 PM

20

within the realm of due process

12/15/2015 2:33 PM

21

This is unfair and unacceptable.

12/15/2015 2:15 PM

22

Assuming APEGA disciplinary panel took the decision professionally and objectively without prejudice based on the

12/15/2015 2:09 PM

member ethnicity, country of origin, and color !
23

I feel this is taking APEGAs role too far.

12/15/2015 1:19 PM

24

Due process should be preserved.

12/15/2015 1:17 PM

25

This presents APEGA as legalistic and nasty. All it will take is one case where this is misapplied to a person and
therefore causes him/her and his/her family to suffer (unintendedly) and we will be in the newspaper, like a big nasty
corporation. APEGA is unique in that it has huge moral authority - I say avoid the big stick, if you can get what you

12/15/2015 1:10 PM

want without it.
26

As long as the entity being fined has had ample opportunity to make a case withing the existing system that the fines
are not appropriate, then I otherwise strongly agree.

12/15/2015 1:00 PM

27

The costs would only be recovered if the member ends of being deemed offending. Therefore it could be
questioned/perception whether APEGA justly deemed them offending just to recover an expensive and lengthly and
possibly troublesome investigation or relations between all parties became hostile near the end.

12/15/2015 1:00 PM

28

don't have enough knowledge on how this works in canadian court practice

12/15/2015 12:45 PM

29

This is too much power. Why can't the members registration be suspended until the money is paid.

12/15/2015 12:02 PM

30

I rather have the civil law suit involve in the process

12/15/2015 11:39 AM

31

APEGA's discipline process is not as rigorous as cases in law courts, so I don't think discipline orders ought to be
treated as Court orders. No process is infallible (including Court orders), so let's not compound injustices.

12/15/2015 11:02 AM

32

To have any teeth, the fines have to be enforceable.

12/15/2015 10:54 AM

33

By offending members, I'm assuming that this will only be applicable to members who are convicted of an offence. Will
members who are wrongly accused also have the same expedited right to recover their legal costs and loss of
operation costs from APEGA?

12/15/2015 10:13 AM

34

Keep the government out. The NDP has no right to APEGA monies!

12/15/2015 10:10 AM

35

This should only be for Permit Holders, not individual Members or sole Proprietors.

12/15/2015 9:57 AM

36

only if mutually agreed

12/15/2015 9:39 AM

37

APEGA is not a court and should not be granted court-like powers.

12/15/2015 9:00 AM

38

Apega is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of Rights S.C.
1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law; The Candian legal

12/15/2015 8:47 AM

system should be a the only body authorized to do this as it is already. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (a) the
right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived
thereof except by due process of law;
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39

The entire matter should be handled through the courts to ensure fairness

12/15/2015 8:05 AM

40

I don't think the governance within APEGA needs to develop the experience or skills to replace civil authority. The
court has a role and should continue to have a role. This is not appropriate for APEGA

12/15/2015 6:54 AM

41

Please follow appropriate legal recourse.

12/15/2015 6:23 AM

42

Would agree more if the fines weren't inflated as you are requesting.

12/15/2015 5:23 AM

43

Then what do our fees pay for?

12/15/2015 3:07 AM

44

Civial lawsuit, although difficult, is important

12/14/2015 10:56 PM

45

To be an effective conductor of competent practice APEGA does need to be empowered.

12/14/2015 10:49 PM

46

Fines placed on an individual or corporation should NOT be placed into the civil courts to recoup funds. The individual
or member can be banned from having a permit or membership until the fine is paid. This should be sufficient.

12/14/2015 10:33 PM

47

The support for this depends upon the extent of this burden that is now being imposed upon and individual who may
never have the funds to start with - it may well bankrupt them I don't think APEGA should be in the business of

12/14/2015 10:26 PM

bankrupting people or businesses.
48

Subject to internal APEGA appeal and court appeal upholding the result.

12/14/2015 10:03 PM

49

This should be left to the legal system. Apega is overstepping their bounds here.

12/14/2015 10:00 PM

50

I don't agree if the fine limits are increased. The current fine thresholds would be agreeable.

12/14/2015 9:32 PM

51

This is the cost of doing business and should be averaged out.

12/14/2015 8:18 PM

52

Will the court have a review process to ensure the discipline is appropriate???

12/14/2015 7:05 PM

53

You may not be able to chase a person for money...especially if they don't have the money. Please check the current
Alberta economy.

12/14/2015 5:22 PM

54

It is not a civil or criminal court. Any fines should be consistent with the offense and not related to the cost of the
investigation.

12/14/2015 1:33 PM

55

Not enforceable outside province. Former members owing fines have relocated and escaped sanctions

12/10/2015 3:36 PM

56

Monetary fines must be paid to continue practice but APEGA does not require judicial powers.

12/9/2015 7:42 PM

57

I don't understand the legalities of this. It would seem there should be some due process and the party being
disciplined having some recourse.

12/9/2015 4:18 PM

58

As stated previously, the fine increases are grossly excessive and poorly defined. This is just a bully tactic from
APEGA to enforce collection of ever increasing fees. Why would a sensible member want to allow Court endorsement

12/9/2015 2:36 PM

of such terror tactics?
59

No due process and it assumes guilt.

12/9/2015 1:55 PM

60

Does the proposed legislation include penalty for member filing complaint in case it is unfounded? If not, I disagree

12/9/2015 11:14 AM

with the ability to recover costs with only the guilty.
61

As stated previously, the fine increases are grossly excessive and poorly defined. This is just a bully tactic from

12/8/2015 10:08 PM

APEGA to enforce collection of ever increasing fees. Why would a sensible member want to allow Court endorsement
of such terror tactics?
62

As long as the member has a recourse to appeal at the court to be fair.

12/8/2015 1:55 PM

63

I worry about extenuating circumstances that might mitigate a fine or penalty that might come to light within a more

12/5/2015 12:45 PM

formal court proceeding.
64

Need to be able to enforce

12/5/2015 11:09 AM

65

The court and APEGA are separate entities. APEGA should not have final say a court should

12/4/2015 12:15 AM

66

Recovery of costs should be restricted to cases which involve parties where they knowingly did something wrong. The
involved parties should also have the ability to recover costs from Apega if they are found to be not at fault.

12/3/2015 10:47 AM

67

Orders of the Court are different from the APEGA kangaroo court.

12/2/2015 9:50 PM

68

As long as the discipline process is sufficiently skilled and reliable.

12/2/2015 9:48 AM

69

This creates an uneven playing field for the member and give APEGA ability to spend more than it otherwise might, to
win the argument. This is unfair to the member.

11/30/2015 9:59 AM
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70

But the defendant should have access to an appeal option just in case an APEGA Registrar error does occur. Nobody

11/29/2015 8:52 PM

is perfect. Sometimes new evidence is make available after the investigation has completed.
71

How much Will APEGA spend on this? How much will APEGA reasonably recover in addition to what they would

11/29/2015 9:50 AM

recover without the court order?
72

We already have a legal system. APEGA is NOT a proper legal system onto itself.

11/29/2015 8:14 AM

73

On what basis does APEGA believe that the it could have Court orders issued in these cases? What comparative
research has been done by APEGA into how other regulated bodies (e.g. Chartered Accountants, etc.) handle similar

11/28/2015 2:13 PM

issues... or Is APEGA attempting to write the law?
74

Is APEGA wanting to become another Court of Law? Would APEGA members of the committees be required to have

11/28/2015 2:00 PM

Law degrees as well as Engineering degrees?
75

Only in the cases where the party is guilty.

11/28/2015 10:02 AM

76

The civil procedure is in place to protect both sides. Effectiveness and efficiency does not warrant bypassing hundreds
of years of jurisprudence.

11/28/2015 4:19 AM

77

As stated previously, the fine increases are grossly excessive and poorly defined. This is just a bully tactic from
APEGA to enforce collection of ever increasing fees. Why would a sensible member want to allow Court endorsement

11/28/2015 1:33 AM

of such terror tactics?
78

I think costs should be born by the government, not individuals.

11/27/2015 11:50 PM

79

No trial? Doesn't this rely on all the other recommendations in this survey pertaining to forcing witnesses and evidence

11/27/2015 10:00 PM

to be present/ed?
80

All of the preceding items in this survey give too much power to relatively short term members of Discipline

11/27/2015 9:59 PM

committees, often lacking in jurisprudence and/or in the branch of engineering under complaint
81

Again, if an engineer located outside of Canada is used as a workshare employee, how do you intend to enforce?

11/27/2015 9:40 PM

82

Why can't APEGA work in the current legal system? Do you think you are above the law? I am disgusted with the
questions being asked.

11/27/2015 7:16 PM

83

I disagree until my other concerns about having the Registrar as judge and jury are addressed. And if the member or
non member has the right of appeal in the court system..... i.e no rubber stamping of APEGA decisions.

11/27/2015 7:09 PM

84

How would the offender contest the amount of the fine?

11/27/2015 7:00 PM

85

APEGA is not a Court suitable for determining Civil actions.

11/27/2015 4:34 PM

86

Strongly disagree, due process of the Canadian Legal system must be followed. APEGA is not above the Law.

11/27/2015 3:59 PM

87

No, we must all work within the judicial system and APEGA is the not almighty ruler.

11/25/2015 5:26 PM

88

Need very clear, concise guidelines; not at the whim of the Registrar.

11/25/2015 11:32 AM

89

if the Association goes to the trouble and expense of making an Order, it should be enforceable. However, this places

11/24/2015 9:06 PM

a higher responsibility on APEGA to get it right - to act with due process and proper discretion. Taken in total, these
recommendations suggest that APEGA has aspiration to grow in size, power and to make itself a profit centre. This is
not in the best interest of the public....more in the best interest of aggrandizement of the Association.
90

Again, we need to protect our members in the event of being fined and jeopardizing family finances in the event of a
mistake (errors and omissions insurance) that will cover any fines. APEGA must provide us with an avenue to pursue

11/24/2015 6:21 PM

appropriate liability insurance coverage.
91

APEGA is not a court. Should there be fines that are to be recovered from members, there needs to be a proper
judicial procedure followed to demonstrate the validity of such and provide an individual with an opportunity to defend
themselves and challenge the validity of such fines. Further, it seems the intent of this is to avoid the need to go to

11/21/2015 6:22 PM

court, however, I fully expect that if an individual did not comply they will end up appealing through the courts anyway.
92

People should under no circumstances be deprived of their right to due legal process, and that's not APEGA's process

11/21/2015 12:51 PM

93

no, If Apega wants the authority of a court , it needs to strengthen it protections to members, currently the courts
provide this.

11/19/2015 10:05 AM

94

Unless APEGA has followed similar processes as the Court, relying on the Court for enforcement seems inconsistent
and inappropriate.

11/17/2015 8:52 AM

95

Difficult to respond without full understanding of the process and right to appeal as there also needs to be appropriate

11/13/2015 3:09 PM

checks and balances,
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96

Everyone has the right to be tried in a Court of Law, even for civil actions. This is once again guilty until proven

11/13/2015 7:37 AM

innocent. Apega is not a judicial emntity, although it seems some people want it to be.
97

Although civil court action is costly and time consuming, it is the method society accepts as reasonable.

11/12/2015 8:46 PM

98

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to
the public we are sworn to protect

11/12/2015 7:59 PM

99

Costs recovered should require a civil lawsuit. Costs of that lawsuit should be added to the total costs recovered.

11/12/2015 3:24 PM

100

I believe that members should have the right to due process in the courts for discipline orders which include fines. The
findings of the orders should not become automatic enforcement by the courts when there hasn't been any review of

11/9/2015 2:52 PM

the findings or order by a court authority. I do feel that the association should be able to pursue court costs from
members when the orders of the committee are held up by the courts.
101

The Court system is there for a reason. Let's use it as is intended.

11/9/2015 8:01 AM

102

Apega should act as a stand-alone entity.

11/7/2015 6:15 AM

103

Agree, as long as the Discipline Order decision retains oversight by an Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee /
Discipline Committee (Members).

11/4/2015 1:05 PM

104

Only if discipline orders come from the Discipline or Investigative Committees.

11/2/2015 4:03 PM

105

People who are found guilty should have to pay their fines. If they disagree, there is an appeal process but not the
paying the fine would be unacceptable. Making the collection process easier and cheaper seems to be sensible.

11/2/2015 1:06 PM

106

APEGA needs the oversite of the Courts.

10/30/2015 7:13 PM

107

APEGA's council would have the legal power to garnishee wages or take money from a member without access to a

10/30/2015 9:49 AM

trial. This is wrong.
108

Recover only half the costs.

10/30/2015 9:24 AM

109

Agree once cost's have a reasonable cap and there is a mechanism to review and dispute costs prior to payment. As
worded, there is absolutely no incentive for APEGA investigators to ensure that they are economically responsible

10/29/2015 5:36 PM

when investigating an allegation that they are quite sure that they will win. Even if a member is guilty, the fine and
costs must be fair and controlled.
110

If a member or public non-member disagrees with a finding or an imposed fine, there should be an appeal
mechanism. At present, it appears that this is to not pay the fine and to argue in civil court. This would still be possible

10/29/2015 1:44 PM

with the proposed change, except that the fine would be collected prior to the appeal. This may be unreasonably
burdensome on the appellant.
111

Legal rights and right to trial.

10/29/2015 8:41 AM

112

For Fines allocation, the fines can be used by APEGA to recovr the costs to prosecute, but allocation of the remaining

10/28/2015 9:07 AM

dollars should not be decided by APEGA.
113

I can agree as long as the fines suggested in the previous sections are not approved
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Q25 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to expressly authorize the Registrar to
inform the public that APEGA is taking
action against an unlicensed individual or
company for use-of-title and scope-ofpractice violations, even though Court
decisions have not been made.
Answered: 1,221

Skipped: 193
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I do not
have an
opinion on
this matter

Responses

Strongly agree

35.22%

430

Somewhat agree

32.60%

398

Somewhat disagree

13.19%

161

Strongly disagree

15.32%

187

I do not have an opinion on this matter

3.69%

45

Total

1,221

#

Comments:

Date

1

For any unlicensed member or company APEGA should register a criminal offence against member and/or company

12/18/2015 4:38 PM

and make it public on site and to newspapers as well.
2

no, informing the public before a Court decision is made is not right.

12/18/2015 3:13 PM

3

Court decision should be made prior to information being released

12/18/2015 2:44 PM

4

Public should be notified but only after full investigations are completed

12/18/2015 8:46 AM

5

This is necessary in the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:34 AM

6

There must be a clear danger to the public for this notification to occur before court decision has been passed.

12/17/2015 12:51 PM

7

I feel as though this should wind its way through the courts and be vetted through due process before APEGA notifies

12/16/2015 5:33 PM

anything. In the event of a serious matter, the court can impose an injunction and require public notification - and it
might be more appropriate to see that from the courts rather than write it into our act.
8

Jumping the gun. Allow for due process.

12/16/2015 4:42 PM
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9

Wait for the outcome of the review

12/16/2015 3:26 PM

10

Unless there is a realistic potential for harm, the presumption should be innocence until proven otherwise.

12/16/2015 2:30 PM

11

See previous comment regarding similar issue.

12/16/2015 10:58 AM

12

I think the unlicensed entity should have voice to state their side of the story, same as a member ought to; and the
Registrar be compelled to publish that opposing viewpoint. If it's a public statement to a newspaper, I suppose it is fair
that the Registrar require the offending entity to limit their response to no more words than the Registrar's own

12/16/2015 10:45 AM

advisory - and the Registrar be compelled to submit both sides to the media.
13

Word the change to allow the Registrar to disclose that an investigation is being conducted without disclosing the

12/16/2015 10:04 AM

names of unlicensed individuals or companies.
14

Nothing should be published until after a preliminary hearing to determine validity of the case.

12/16/2015 9:06 AM

15

The function(s) of the registrar should be contained within the regulations of APEGA, not specified in the Act. The

12/15/2015 11:02 PM

registrar's activities regarding public notifications can be determined by the discipline or enforcement committees after
an investigation has been conducted and the appropriate course of action determined.
16

Accused needs to have at least a hearing to present their information before determining if a public disclosure is
warranted.

12/15/2015 9:58 PM

17

on companies only.

12/15/2015 9:58 PM

18

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:22 PM

19

APEGA is self-regulating. If someone is not a member then they should be subject to public scrutiny immediately.

12/15/2015 8:47 PM

20

perhaps available to the inquiring public, but not advertised publicly, until a decision has been made

12/15/2015 8:43 PM

21

Too much risk if we loose the case but have gone public.

12/15/2015 5:24 PM

22

Tacking action is a fact and therefore is a matter of public record in the courts. Informing members is a way of drawing
attention to the actions of the association that a member would have access to as a member of the public.

12/15/2015 4:31 PM

23

We have a duty to prove first.

12/15/2015 4:23 PM

24

Once a matter of public record, it's public. Whether the media cares or not is not under your control.

12/15/2015 3:22 PM

25

Again, going public before decision should not be pursued.

12/15/2015 3:14 PM

26

No too sure if the Registrar is the correct individual. Why not replace "Registrar" with "APEGA"?

12/15/2015 3:00 PM

27

Court decision should be made first.

12/15/2015 2:16 PM

28

Again, people are innocent until proven guilty.

12/15/2015 1:20 PM

29

May give the impression of guilt before guilt has been determined. Wait for the court decisions. Do them as quickly as
you can.

12/15/2015 1:11 PM

30

This is a completely different situation that the earlier items (where the entity was an APEGA member) where APEGA
already immediately knows that the given entity is definitely NOT an APEGA member and is yet in very obviously and

12/15/2015 1:04 PM

straightforward violation of "the law." In such a case, my minimum expectation is that APEGA be allowed full discretion
under the law to immediately notify the public at that point, as at no such time was the entity ever considered in the
first instance of "violation" as an APEGA member.
31

Just inform the relevant clients only not the entire world.

12/15/2015 1:03 PM

32

APEGA could be put in bad light/negative-media if actions were not held up in court. One negative on this would
worse than 999 rights.

12/15/2015 1:03 PM

33

Does not allow fair review by the court.

12/15/2015 12:25 PM

34

As long as there are clear guidelines

12/15/2015 12:08 PM

35

This amounts to trying an individual in the court of public opinion. The real solution is accelerating the process and
announcing a final decision quickly.

12/15/2015 12:03 PM

36

Almost every multinational engineering company has numerous individuals working for them who have engineer in
their title, even though these people are physicists or something else and not registered with APEGA. Given that

12/15/2015 11:59 AM

power engineers are permitted to use the title and the Microsoft MCSE argument of the earlier 2000s, it has become
common for software developers to carry engineer in their titles. The fine sounds good, but unless APEGA is really
going to seriously embark on a concerted effort to protect use-of-title it is a battle we are losing.
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37

OK. But by doing so, APEGA may tarnish the reputation by so informing the public, and it may leaving itself open to
being sued.

12/15/2015 11:04 AM

38

Increases public awareness about the need to be licensed to practice.

12/15/2015 10:56 AM

39

If it is a non-civil or non-criminal issue then APEGA needs to do this independent of Court. Court cases drag on for

12/15/2015 10:43 AM

years and are ineffective at stopping inappropriate practice.
40

Should wait for the court decisions

12/15/2015 10:39 AM

41

Guilty until proven innocent?

12/15/2015 10:16 AM

42

Not legal and violates innocence belief till a court order.

12/15/2015 10:12 AM

43

If the party is innocent, the party is still shamed.

12/15/2015 10:11 AM

44

Slander and/or libelous.

12/15/2015 9:58 AM

45

This needs more thought. Are there not court documents that would inform the public of an APEGA action, if they
were inclined to investigate on their own? If APEGA is not successful in the action, could APEGA be liable for damage

12/15/2015 9:29 AM

to reputation by the unlicensed individual or company? I don't think any decision to inform the public should be made
by a single person. Is there a process within APEGA, that would require consensus by several individuals before
informing the public?
46

Strongly agree for the unlicensed. Somewhat disagree for scope-of-practice alleged "violations" since they aren't
violations until the Court rules. Innocent until proven guilty, however

12/15/2015 9:17 AM

47

I strongly agree as far as this individual doesn't use the title but this person can do his or her task without putting the
stamp.

12/15/2015 9:09 AM

48

If the individual or company does not hold a licence and there are suggestions they are doing engineering work or

12/15/2015 9:03 AM

using engineering/geoscience as a title, that information absolutely should be made public. These individuals have not
been vetted by APEGA as non-members and are not entitled to any protection of identity by APEGA.
49

Due process.

12/15/2015 9:01 AM

50

What if the decision is overturned? I disagree with any changes that allow APEGA to inform the public before a

12/15/2015 8:55 AM

decision has been made.
51

Apega is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of Rights S.C.

12/15/2015 8:47 AM

1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law; The Candian legal
system should be a the only body authorized to do this as it is already. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (a) the
right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived
thereof except by due process of law;
52

Again, you may not 'punish' a person until he/she has been found guilty.

12/15/2015 8:44 AM

53

It would probably suffice to warn the client's of the unlicensed individual or company of any impending action being

12/15/2015 8:20 AM

considered
54

I somewhat agree provided that APEGA conducts an initial investigation first to determine that the unlicensed company

12/15/2015 8:03 AM

is performing work that is considered engineering. Damaging the reputation of law-abiding companies due to a
misunderstanding will harm APEGA's reputation. We must be very careful to preserve APEGA's reputation.
55

Caution to this one, no need for slander cases. While our fees are low compared to other professions, I still don't
understand the value of my current fees.

12/15/2015 7:18 AM

56

APEGA should make a decision on language - taking action or investigating? The Alberta Bar advises whether a
member is under investigation, and further information can be petitioned.

12/15/2015 6:26 AM

57

On fence. Depends on case

12/15/2015 3:18 AM

58

Not before final decision of the Court

12/15/2015 12:28 AM

59

The facts must be deemed to be clear and factual and this can only be deemed so by issued judgement.

12/14/2015 10:51 PM

60

I would agree to notify the public only once the decision has been made they are in violation APEGA is not a court and
should not risk notify the public without court approval of a decision.

12/14/2015 10:34 PM

61

Innocent until proven guilty is a fundamental law in Canada.

12/14/2015 10:16 PM

62

Need definition of "rare cases"

12/14/2015 10:03 PM

63

Public notices should not be made until court order is received unless immediate public danger or safety is evident.

12/14/2015 10:01 PM
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64

The court decision much be reached.

12/14/2015 9:32 PM

65

As per the previous comments.. Much stronger deterrent s required here

12/14/2015 9:03 PM

66

one needs to be found guilty, before advertising

12/14/2015 8:21 PM

67

Care should be taken that this does not open the Association to liability and should be used in extreme cases
(presumption of innocence).

12/14/2015 7:27 PM

68

This seems to getting too far ahead of the process

12/14/2015 7:03 PM

69

No, what if it is determined that person is not-guilty, then he/she cannot get another job. No, there is no point.

12/14/2015 6:39 PM

70

Innocent until proven guilty.

12/14/2015 5:44 PM

71

I agree in this case because it has been determined that they are very likely unlicensed

12/14/2015 5:12 PM

72

It would be better to wait until the decision is made.

12/14/2015 4:45 PM

73

I agree with the unlicensed portion as that is cut and dry, an individual is or isn't licensed. The scope of practice

12/14/2015 1:36 PM

notification should only be after the conclusion of the court.
74

I think the court decision should be made before it goes public.

12/9/2015 4:19 PM

75

Why is APEGA continuously trying to skip due process? As stated “Currently, the Court, on application by Council,
may grant an injunction ordering an unlicensed person or company from doing anything that contravenes the

12/9/2015 2:37 PM

Engineering and Geoscience Professions Act. “ Let the court do it’s job.
76

Smear their name before they have been proven of wrongdoing, great idea.

12/9/2015 1:56 PM

77

Yes but only under advice from Counsel. Any liable case that is the result of an unfounded suspension and the
resulting public "shaming" of the accused might not be useful.

12/9/2015 11:17 AM

78

Innocent until proven guilty.

12/9/2015 8:23 AM

79

Why is APEGA continuously trying to skip due process? As stated “Currently, the Court, on application by Council,
may grant an injunction ordering an unlicensed person or company from doing anything that contravenes the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions Act. “ Let the court do it’s job.

12/8/2015 10:09 PM

80

Judgement needs to be applied, it may not be appropriate in all cases

12/8/2015 12:44 PM

81

Preliminary investigations/fact finding must first ensure that the accusations are not frivolous.

12/5/2015 5:43 PM

82

As long as such public notification does not put APEGA in jeopardy related to being sued for slander or something

12/5/2015 12:47 PM

similar.
83

I agree with the concept

12/5/2015 11:10 AM

84

I think that it needs to 1st be proven that a person / company is actually in violation (whether via court or some other
legal means) and then the public can be informed, not before.

12/3/2015 2:10 PM

85

Only "somewhat". Sounds like a kangaroo court.

11/30/2015 4:46 PM

86

If there are findings within APEGA showing that the individual or company is putting the public at risk, then certainly. If
we are self regulating, then we need to be able to protect the public. Perhaps a registration of the finding with the

11/30/2015 2:26 PM

Court before the notice to the public goes out?
87

Publish on APEGA material only, not is public media. May create liability for APEGA if actions are harmful.

11/30/2015 10:02 AM

88

Need to see where liability falls if APEGA action is not supported by a subsequent Court decision

11/30/2015 9:34 AM

89

Assume this is following investigation but pre-court decision

11/30/2015 8:58 AM

90

This can be libel if not handled appropriately.

11/30/2015 8:21 AM

91

Confirming that a defendant is or is not an APEGA member is simple to check. Going public with this information is the
right thing to do if public safety is at risk. But it is important for APEGA to confirm that public safety is at risk to protect

11/29/2015 9:00 PM

APEGA from a counter lawsuit from the defendant for libel and loss of business. Does Canada have a legal
requirement that only APEGA members may perform certain businesses/services? ie. home construction - structural
engineering is involved. How does APEGA decide what they have regulatory authority over?
92

Potential for lingering unfounded accusations if case results are not easily accessible and kept up to date - the general
media does not often follow up on old news.

11/29/2015 10:32 AM

93

Once the action has been taken and the court of law has charged and tried successfully Apega should take action. We

11/29/2015 10:12 AM

must always follow Canadian law and people remain innocent until proven guilty. We are not a Kangaroo Court.
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94

After they have b en proven guilty, go ahead. APEGA doesn't want to get a reputation for continuously alerting the

11/29/2015 9:52 AM

public, only to have the person or company found innocent
95

Suspend and splash a person's name for actions that have not been proven? That is wrong. Timely execution of

11/29/2015 8:16 AM

proper process. Then report any findings.
96

Guilty until proved Innocent? Where are the ethics in such a statement?

11/28/2015 2:14 PM

97

public perception that APEGA is a take action organization is important

11/28/2015 8:55 AM

98

Why is APEGA continuously trying to skip due process? As stated “Currently, the Court, on application by Council,

11/28/2015 1:37 AM

may grant an injunction ordering an unlicensed person or company from doing anything that contravenes the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions Act. “ Let the court do it’s job.
99

It's not clear to me why courts would be involved, I thought discipline is an internal matter.

11/27/2015 11:52 PM

100

before the court decision names should not be mentioned.

11/27/2015 11:18 PM

101

Presuming-innocence issue, yet again. Tainting public views and affecting the persons and/or companies under

11/27/2015 10:03 PM

investigation before charges have been justified.
102

Innocent until proven guilty

11/27/2015 10:00 PM

103

How is that even legal?

11/27/2015 8:53 PM

104

This is your only role. Protect the brand.

11/27/2015 7:18 PM

105

APEGA is in an excellent position to know who it's members are; unlicensed use-of-title and scope-of-practice

11/27/2015 6:38 PM

violations should be very straightforward for APEGA to determine, with almost no chance of false prosecution.
106

This would result in undue harm to wrongfully accused and place APEGA in a position of risk for damages caused to

11/27/2015 4:36 PM

such an individual or company.
107

Pretty clear they are not qualified, if they are not a permit holder.

11/27/2015 4:23 PM

108

Canadian Legal system must be followed. APEGA is not above the law.

11/27/2015 3:59 PM

109

Only once these violations have been proven. Until then, it is speculation.

11/25/2015 12:40 PM

110

Need to follow existing Federal and Provincial legal guidelines.

11/25/2015 11:33 AM

111

this decision should be made relevant to each case

11/24/2015 9:07 PM

112

Need to assume innocent until proven guilty. If public safety is at risk call the police. Not APEGA's job to spread
unfounded rumours.

11/24/2015 7:43 PM

113

As per previous comment, presumption of guilt, not presumption of innocence is usual public perception (usually
fanned by media sensation); this coupled with anonymous complaints can readily destroy the reputation of innocent
parties.

11/23/2015 6:55 PM

114

Identify that the issue is being investigated, but do not name the individual or company until findings are finalized.

11/17/2015 8:54 AM

115

I think there is a difference between an allegation of something and whether there is sufficient evidence to take action.
The fact that something has been alleged should not be on the public record. It should only be on public record if it
has been "vetted" and found that there is sufficient merit to proceed to investigate further.

11/16/2015 3:19 PM

116

This is guilty before anything has been proven.

11/16/2015 7:13 AM

117

Again, Section 11(d) of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms states "Any person charged with an offence has the right
... (d) to be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to law in a fair and public hearing by an independent and

11/14/2015 11:07 AM

impartial tribunal;" Does this change violate that right?
118

Name should not be published until decision is rendered.

11/13/2015 10:26 PM

119

See comments in the previous items concerning rights of members and permit holders until final judgement.

11/13/2015 5:41 PM

120

As long as there is criteria as to when this is done to balance aspect of damage to reputation before being proven
guilty.

11/13/2015 3:12 PM

121

If people or companies are claiming to be engineers and/or geoscientists when in fact they are not, the public should
be notified

11/13/2015 7:38 AM

122

Heavy handed.

11/12/2015 8:47 PM

123

not only must justice be done, it must appear to be done, the discipline process has to be completely transparent to

11/12/2015 7:59 PM

the public we are sworn to protect
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124

Wait until Court decisions have been made (innocent until proven guilty).

11/12/2015 3:25 PM

125

No public communications should be made until Court decisions have been made. Unnecessary notification of the
public could open APEGA to exposure against suits of libel or other defamatory claims.

11/9/2015 2:54 PM

126

A Court action would require to be finalized prior to APEGA making the public aware.

11/9/2015 2:53 PM

127

Due process via the Courts needs to be followed.

11/9/2015 8:02 AM

128

APEGA cannot assume its powers are above the Law, the Courts findings and decisions.

11/5/2015 7:47 AM

129

APEGA is often found to be on the wrong side of the law when these go to court. Over-reach is a big problem.

11/4/2015 8:05 PM

130

Publication of a company’s or an individual’s name associated with a disciplinary action should not be made until /
unless a Court decision has been made. The Recommendation as it stands has serious reputational implications for
companies and individuals who have not had the benefit of due process, and exposes APEGA to potential litigation. To

11/4/2015 1:05 PM

comply with the transparency request, propose that APEGA can publish certain details of an investigation that are
already public due to other means (i.e. media), and/ or can publish that an investigation is being undertaken but not
publish the name of the company or individual.
131

guilty until proven innocent? this sets APEGA up for lawsuits for damages.

11/4/2015 10:02 AM

132

Similar to my comment for Recommendation 1, there is a slight risk of harm to an individual or company if they are
named as violating the Act but then cleared by the Court.

11/2/2015 4:45 PM

133

Provided APEGA has done its due diligence to ensure itself that the act is in fact a violation.

11/2/2015 4:04 PM

134

I would be inclined to take action based on a court decision.

11/2/2015 3:14 PM

135

Ideally the investigation should be concluded before anything is made public. However, there may be a public safety

11/2/2015 1:09 PM

interest to publishing this information to keep other people safe. On that note, I could live with the idea that the public
is made aware of an investigation as long as it was appropriately tempered as "investigation in progress" and APEGA
makes the commitment to publish the investigation findings no matter which way they go.
136

What if APEGA is wrong and the company did not do anything wrong, their name could get tarnished for no reason.

11/2/2015 8:53 AM

137

The registrar should first seek the permission of a judge, who may authorise to so inform the public.

10/30/2015 7:16 PM

138

Checks and balances need to be in place to ensure that there is oversight of the Registrar.

10/30/2015 5:40 PM

139

Again, there would need to be clear procedures as to when you would advertise this. If APEGA is incorrect in taking
action, it could damage a company's reputation.

10/30/2015 3:51 PM

140

G U P I again.

10/30/2015 9:50 AM

141

I cannot see how the public would be served by announcing investigations when no decisions have been made

10/27/2015 9:05 PM
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Q26 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to enable investigators, rather than
investigative panels, to investigate
complaints and report the findings to
investigative panels.
Answered: 1,216

Skipped: 198
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I do not
have an
opinion on
this matter

Responses

Strongly agree

28.78%

350

Somewhat agree

39.47%

480

Somewhat disagree

12.50%

152

Strongly disagree

12.75%

155

I do not have an opinion on this matter

6.50%

79

Total

1,216

#

Comments:

Date

1

It will save some cost of investigation/s while keeping results without impact.

12/18/2015 4:39 PM

2

Relying on the investigative expertise of a single individual may be more efficient, but it may also result in a lower

12/18/2015 4:35 PM

quality investigation.
3

Only if such investigators are qualified as such, and not volunteer engineers.

12/18/2015 3:14 PM

4

Needs to be more than one individual. The investigative panel should be used.

12/18/2015 8:47 AM

5

This is necessary in the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:34 AM

6

Who selects the investigators? Might it be the registrar who is able to initiate a complaint? Who pays the investigators.

12/17/2015 10:51 PM

Looks to be both costly and ripe with potential for abuse.
7

Training and competency of individual investigators must be carefully considered and ensured.

12/17/2015 12:51 PM

8

While investigators should be chosen for their fairness skill and acumen in gathering information - it may be difficult to
confirm that the evidence gathered was not prejudiced by secondary attitudes toward the investigated or the matter

12/17/2015 12:01 PM

being investigated. .
9

The investigators should be trained professional with experience especially if only one investigator.
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10

In cases where time is of the essence

12/17/2015 8:23 AM

11

Will improve consistency and quality of reports (hopefully). Subject Experts will certainly need to be drawn from the IC

12/16/2015 6:24 PM

or outside that group if necessary. Major shift in role of IC.
12

I think many eyes are better than one and lead to balanced decisions, even though they are more costly and more time

12/16/2015 5:39 PM

consuming. I feel as though it would be more appropriate to approach investigations with a team of professionals than
one person - particularly as our association is now hiring non-professionals who may not be fully up to speed on our
work or the work that we do but very good at the investigative process. They may make wrong conclusions than a
panel that includes professionals as well as investigators. If an investigator is used, then they do need to be linked to
the panels somehow or have the professional insight into the issue before starting an investigation.
13

This brings possible doubt to validity of the process as a single individual's evaluation is only as good as his/her
capability to perform this task and without bias as well. I would not want to be on the other end of an investigation with

12/16/2015 12:47 PM

a single non-qualified or biased investigator.
14

Panels generally suggest that a collective interpretation of information is practiced rather than personal bias filtering

12/16/2015 11:00 AM

out information.
15

How will APEGA check that investigators are competent and treat the accused fairly?

12/16/2015 9:09 AM

16

Would only agree if very narrow restrictions are placed on the scope of what investigators are permitted to do.

12/16/2015 8:55 AM

17

With appropriate subject matter expertise and training.

12/16/2015 7:41 AM

18

The briefing note does not establish any justification for a need for speed which overrides the need for a thorough

12/16/2015 12:13 AM

investigation. Nor does it provide any indication of where these 'highly trained investigators' are to be found. There is
no one more competent to determine unskilled practice in an engineering discipline or unprofessional conduct than
another registered engineering practitioner in that discipline. APEGA certainly does not need ex members of any
police force to provide investigators. APEGA investigators should be registered members of APEGA. I believe the
nomenclature used for, and responsibilities of, the investigator(s) are best dealt with in the regulations rather than be
included in the Act. The investigator writes the investigation report which focuses on complaints regarding activities
within the Engineering and Geoscience Professions Act. If such activities conflict with aspects of other civil or criminal
legislation, additional investigation(s) by other investigators shall be undertaken by others.
19

Individual investigator would cause for a potential bias due to individual's pre-conceived notion on an issue or similar. A

12/15/2015 10:09 PM

panel is meant for eliminating such biases.
20

The investigators need to be experts with many years of related experience, and appropriate for the area of

12/15/2015 10:03 PM

engineering, geology, etc. being investigated. They also need to be up-to-date with the latest related technologies in
the area being investigated.
21

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:22 PM

22

Does this just mean an individual as opposed to a group to be an investigator? Then OK I agree.

12/15/2015 8:48 PM

23

The investigative panel should then make the decision to indict based on the facts provided by the investigator - while
the investigator should understand that their role is to provide any and all relevant facts, good, bad and otherwise and

12/15/2015 6:14 PM

that the role of the investigator is not as a prosecutor, but as a fact gatherer only.
24

Not sure what qualifies an investigator. I prefer a panel of my licensed engineering peers.

12/15/2015 5:24 PM

25

The Process must be seen to be open, unbiased and must be defendable.

12/15/2015 5:06 PM

26

Impartiality would be a concern if only one person is doing the complete investigation.

12/15/2015 3:23 PM

27

The findings of an Investigator should only be used to determine whether a full investigation is required

12/15/2015 3:16 PM

28

A panel of peers should be the minimum standard.

12/15/2015 3:15 PM

29

more qualified investigators will be required

12/15/2015 2:33 PM

30

Leave it to the investigative panels.

12/15/2015 2:18 PM

31

While individuals are generally more efficient than groups, they should remain impartial. Are there checks and
balances to ensure the information just the facts?

12/15/2015 1:31 PM

32

Where technically competent to do so.

12/15/2015 1:27 PM
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33

My only comment to this is that somewhere it is very explicitly noted (in APEGA regulations) that at no time in the
future would any hired investigator be then allowed to become a part of any "panel", "committee," etc (simply not

12/15/2015 1:12 PM

allowable!). I have no issue if APEGA feels it expeditious to hire resources to assist in investigations. That said,
APEGA needs to be the entity directing such "hired resources." I do not want to find out that the "tail is wagging the
dog." (ie, that hired investigators are being unduly and unfairly "influenced" (from the outside) when they
perform/complete their investigatory work, to show a potentially "biased" result from their investigative work).
34

Make sure the investigator is practical fair and knowledgeable in the field he/she is investigating

12/15/2015 1:12 PM

35

first, only current and active Members in good standing shall be permitted to investigate - no other individuals better to
have a panel of current and active Members to investigate, rather than individuals

12/15/2015 1:03 PM

36

No bias control

12/15/2015 12:20 PM

37

Investigative panels should not precluded from doing further investigation based on the investigators report.

12/15/2015 12:05 PM

38

The investigators should be professional members trained in investigative techniques to trained investigators with no

12/15/2015 12:03 PM

APEGA professional affiliation.
39

Who are these investigators? Are they full-time paid APEGA staffers or third-parties contracted by APEGA? Is there

12/15/2015 11:06 AM

such an increase in the amount of complaints that the current system is overwhelmed? If so, APEGA should
investigate the root causes to identify issues so that complaints are minimized in the first place. I'd like to see more
details on this in the future.
40

This all hinges on the integrity of investigators, and how do we assure ourselves that this won't be abused.

12/15/2015 11:06 AM

41

training is a key to effective action

12/15/2015 10:52 AM

42

APEGA would need to use private investigators as a resource.

12/15/2015 10:44 AM

43

Single investigators? Appointed or hired by whom? Sounds like spies, rather than organized professional panels.

12/15/2015 10:17 AM

44

This puts too much power into the hands of individual investigators.

12/15/2015 10:15 AM

45

If appointed by the discipline committee

12/15/2015 10:13 AM

46

the investigation panel has to take the lead on this and not assign it to some other party.

12/15/2015 10:07 AM

47

Does this mean having single investigators rather than a panel of several investigators doing investigations? I feel this
may bias the findings in some cases.

12/15/2015 9:04 AM

48

This is someone's livelihood and APEGA claims enough fees to not have to skimp out and have one person make a
decision.

12/15/2015 9:02 AM

49

Apega is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of Rights S.C.
1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law; The Candian legal

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

system should be a the only body authorized to do this as it is already. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (a) the
right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived
thereof except by due process of law;
50

As long as the investigators are good at their jobs....

12/15/2015 8:45 AM

51

Only if there is a way to guarantee no conflict of interest on the side of the investigators

12/15/2015 8:42 AM

52

It would depend on who the investigators are and how they are engaged. Will they themselves be monitored?

12/15/2015 8:25 AM

53

will there be two or only one investigator?

12/15/2015 8:11 AM

54

This would need to be limited to individuals with strict qualifications who can demonstrate an unbiased reporting and
decision making process.

12/15/2015 7:21 AM

55

I like streamlining. Commitees can evaluate the qualifications of the investigator without requiring an onerous process.

12/15/2015 6:56 AM

56

Investigation must be reviewed by panel.

12/15/2015 6:41 AM

57

Who manages the actions of the investigator on behalf of APEGA - feels like not enough oversight.

12/15/2015 6:27 AM

58

No. I like a group. Limits the chance of favouring or grudge

12/15/2015 3:19 AM

59

Who are these investigators and how can we trust their work?

12/15/2015 1:17 AM

60

The word "investigators" must be used carefully. How are investigators created? I have taught "consultants" hired by
my former Company to do work that I was doing.

12/15/2015 12:10 AM
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61

A competent investigator will seek the advice he deems to be required in order to make sound judgement but oblige
the investigator to seek council to support his judgement in circumstances where suspension of licence to practice is

12/14/2015 10:57 PM

involved.
62

A single individual may be biased or not have sufficient information to report back and may miss key information. A

12/14/2015 10:36 PM

panel with members of various skill sets and knowledge is required to make a full informed decision.
63

Investigators are not members (P.Eng.) and how they can investigate practice of members? Nonsence. They are not

12/14/2015 10:34 PM

qualified to investigate practice of professional engineer
64

Again be careful of the cop, prosecutor and judge and jury roles that could be arising with this one.

12/14/2015 10:28 PM

65

IT AIN'T BROKE; DON'T FIX IT! The change may improve the Quickly" part but will lose on the "Properly" part. With

12/14/2015 10:16 PM

no engineering background the investigators can still contribute greatly but they are not everything. The IC system as
it stands with the investigators support allows the panel to be the eyes and ears of the IC and fill in the engineering
part, either through themselves or by getting independent engineering opinion. Ultimately the IC, composed of the
Member's peers, is the decider, and both the investigator's and the Panel's observations are integral parts of a fair
process. The report can be written by either the Investigator or the panel based on case complexity, but either way it's
the Panel's report. The system WORKS and previous issues of slow timing have been largely addressed.
66

should be made by committee, not an individual

12/14/2015 10:02 PM

67

Will APEGA pay the investigators and investigative panels? Where is all of this money going to come from?

12/14/2015 9:51 PM

68

A panel is 10 times as slow if there are two people on it. One investigator can put the package together.

12/14/2015 9:39 PM

69

I don't agree that extra money needs to be spent on paid employees. There are many more members who are trained

12/14/2015 9:33 PM

in investigating that would gladly volunteer if asked.
70

a panel is required

12/14/2015 9:26 PM

71

Should not these investigators work under the authority of the registrar?

12/14/2015 9:05 PM

72

a committee of our peers is best

12/14/2015 8:22 PM

73

This seems like a good approach.

12/14/2015 6:40 PM

74

Individuals are prone to judgement bias. Having a single individual investigate complaints will not acceptably normalize
for this bias.

12/14/2015 6:06 PM

75

As long as the process is not insulting, invasive, or in attempt to ruin a person's standing. The investigation must be
discreet but fair.

12/14/2015 5:27 PM

76

Members of the the Investigative Committee should be allowed to accompany the hired investigators and to review
questions the investigators intend to ask.

12/14/2015 5:01 PM

77

This does not seem to follow due process. All efforts should be thorough and approved by a panel before you do
something that may destroy someone's livelihood.

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

78

We are self regulators, and the panels should do the investigations, not an investigator as there is too much risk for
one person to make report findings and could call into question biases, etc.

12/14/2015 1:39 PM

79

Agree that it is useful to use investigators but prof members of Investigative Committee must work with investigators to
be entirely knowledgable about allegations.

12/10/2015 3:37 PM

80

Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to the criminal and
civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting members to act in

12/9/2015 2:37 PM

these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine sizing. They are acting
outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained lawyers on staff, with better
documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be better accountability of the
Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
81

What are the qualifications of the investigators? It does sound like some streamlining but it depends heavily on the
powers of the investigators.

12/9/2015 1:58 PM

82

As long as the resulting investigation is not biased by the investigator, one is adequate.

12/9/2015 11:18 AM

83

Evidence is better supported when more than one individual is involved. A single person can abuse a system, more

12/9/2015 8:25 AM

than one investigator makes abuse far less likely.

202 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
84

Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to the criminal and
civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting members to act in

12/8/2015 10:09 PM

these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine sizing. They are acting
outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained lawyers on staff, with better
documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be better accountability of the
Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
85

Further clarification on who is considered a "trained investigator" must be provided. More than one investigator should
be involved to identify potential conflicts of interest between an investigator and the investigated.

12/5/2015 5:46 PM

86

Hopefully this would speed up the process

12/5/2015 11:10 AM

87

an individual may possess bias a panel must be consensus based

12/4/2015 12:15 AM

88

The panel needs to be involved in serious investigations. A panel provides a better chance than a single investigator of
being unbiased.

12/3/2015 10:51 AM

89

is APEGA planning to hire PIs?

12/2/2015 9:51 PM

90

My preference is for a team to work on an investigation.

11/30/2015 11:02 PM

91

With the appropriate oversight on investigators. If the investigators are becoming akin to APEGA police, the Registrar

11/30/2015 2:29 PM

the DA, then we need police chiefs and captains to be QA/QC on the investigators.
92

I agree with the proposed change, however the briefing note does not make clear how the "Investigators" will be

11/30/2015 10:30 AM

chosen, and what skill sets they will have or require.
93

Process should be similar to other regulatory bodies. Panels provide a more balanced decision. Timeliness may be
achieved via a more efficient process.

11/30/2015 10:04 AM

94

This may create an economy of engineers that would not be impartial, as their KPI would be to prove the allegations. If
they do not prove the allegations they would not be performing their duties effectively. A panel provides impartial
views enabling a fair review.

11/30/2015 8:27 AM

95

With the assurance that qualifications of the investigators are held to a reasonable standard of competence.

11/30/2015 1:36 AM

96

Again, the investigators must adhere to confidentiality agreements.

11/29/2015 9:02 PM

97

Where do the highly trained investigators come from and how are they paid - not covered in the Full Briefing Note.

11/29/2015 10:32 AM

98

How do we prevent investigator bias?

11/29/2015 9:52 AM

99

Let's not consider "investigative panels" as "committees" and judge their responses accordingly. An Investgator (or
more) should review the facts and make recommendations from the facts... not a group of people who have only
reports of the infractions upon which to base their case ... and decisions.

11/28/2015 2:17 PM

100

Should be panel not an individual

11/28/2015 11:17 AM

101

There is nothing to stop investigative panels from delegating the investigations to particular investigators who would
report back to the panel.

11/28/2015 9:55 AM

102

Provided investigators are trained, and highly qualified in investigations.

11/28/2015 8:02 AM

103

What is meant by investigator? An off-duty police officer, private investigator, a motorcycle gang? Will the rights be

11/28/2015 4:22 AM

respected or will this operate extra-legal?
104

Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to the criminal and

11/28/2015 1:51 AM

civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting members to act in
these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine sizing. They are acting
outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained lawyers on staff, with better
documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be better accountability of the
Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
105

What number of people does investigators indicate? More information is needed here.

11/27/2015 10:15 PM

106

Needs a number appropriate to the gravity of offense

11/27/2015 10:04 PM

107

To do this you have to improve the level of expertise of investigators and pay them. Panels collectively carry more

11/27/2015 8:31 PM

knowledge than single investigators
108

individual investigators are susceptible to corruption...need the check and balance of a panel

11/27/2015 8:16 PM

109

There needs to be some control over investigators - they should not be able to decide and investigate of their own
accord.

11/27/2015 4:23 PM
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110

Should continue with investigative panels. It is working now, and with current technology, communication can be

11/27/2015 3:59 PM

timely and efficient.
111

This would be situation dependent.

11/25/2015 11:33 AM

112

if the sole intent is to have skilled, paid investigators relieve volunteer panels of burden, this is good. We should not
have an incentive to create work for under used investigators

11/24/2015 9:09 PM

113

No offenc emeant but APEGA Investigators are ex police officers as I understand it and I thi k in one case a Phys Ed
graduate so no thanks. Our members are ENTITLED to be INVESTIGATED solely by their peers.

11/24/2015 7:49 PM

114

Investigators must be of the highest skill and quality themselves else we risk yielding the moral authority to conduct
these investigations.

11/24/2015 10:54 AM

115

Investigators must be registered members APEGA who have additional training in investigation techniques.

11/23/2015 6:59 PM

116

Need to find a balance on how much can be done by volunteers and how much is done by paid staff.

11/23/2015 2:55 PM

117

The investigators are not necessarily Engineers and members should be subject to review by their peers, the essence

11/21/2015 6:24 PM

of a self-regulating body.
118

Qualifications?

11/21/2015 3:08 PM

119

This is a much needed step in improving the investigative process.

11/16/2015 5:04 PM

120

The panel feels right

11/15/2015 4:19 PM

121

Assumption is that this should allow for a more streamlined and effective process.

11/13/2015 3:13 PM

122

Need to see what the scope of their powers will be...

11/13/2015 2:51 PM

123

This makes sense to expedite the proces

11/13/2015 7:39 AM

124

There is no elaboration on the professional qualifications of investigators nor the professional responsibility of the

11/12/2015 10:30 PM

decisions or recommendations being made by them. This also applies to commitees with all investigation being on
public record including the names of all investigators or investigation commitees
125

Are not member panels the self-regulatory channel for this action?

11/12/2015 8:47 PM

126

Judgement by jury of peers. I'm in favour of investigations being conducted by a small panel.

11/12/2015 3:26 PM

127

Who would the investigators be? Is there a self-governance digression here?

11/12/2015 1:01 AM

128

Who are these "Investigators" and who ensures that their actions are above reproach?

11/9/2015 7:39 PM

129

I feel that the investigative panel members should be trained by investigators in order to ensure that investigations are

11/9/2015 3:00 PM

performed by members, thus adhering to the principle of self-regulation, rather than having non-professionals
investigate the conduct or practice of professionals.
130

The investigative panel, consisting of members, should be performing the investigation with the training and guidance
of a professional investigator to assist the panel in gathering the information that they require.

11/9/2015 2:59 PM

131

Investigative panels have their purpose. The rush and doing things "quickly" have no merit here.

11/4/2015 8:11 PM

132

These powers should remain with members, not administrators.

11/4/2015 8:06 PM

133

Agree that investigations should be outsourced to professional investigators, however question whether enabling the
Registrar / Investigators to initiate an investigation without Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline

11/4/2015 1:05 PM

Committee (Members) oversight is appropriate (given other proposals regarding outsourcing investigations and
authority of investigators). In these proposals, concerned about omission of checks and balances in the system to
ensure that an investigation is warranted. Including the Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline
Committee in the decision of whether or not to pursue an investigation would restore, at least in part, some balance to
the system however there can be significant resources and costs involved for Permit Holders / Members / their
employers in complying with investigative requests. Another way to restore some balance would be to give those
parties alternative recourse than litigation with respect to cost recovery where investigations and / or Investigative
Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee decisions result in a finding of no offense committed.
134

How are investigators selected? While I understand that they are trained/qualified for investigational work, what depth

11/2/2015 4:49 PM

of understanding do they have for engineering-specific projects? This is relevant to ensure they look for the right
information and ask the right questions. Otherwise when the panel is ready to make a decision, they may find they
need additional information that was not gathered by the investigator.
135

Need to have investigators defined on who, what qualifications and reporting structure before agreeing to this.
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136

The use of "investigators" is pretty ambiguous. As a professional association, I would expect that a member would be

11/2/2015 1:12 PM

called to investigate another member's actions. Pairing them with a trained investigator would be a good idea (idea
used at several of my work places) to ensure the process is followed, but the member ensures the right technical
scrutiny is given.
137

The participation of professional engineers of a relevant discipline in investigations of alleged unskilled practice is

11/2/2015 7:30 AM

important as the professional engineers understand what the standards of good practice are. The practice of
engineering is very diverse and investigators may lack the detailed knowledge to complete an effective investigation.
Option include providing investigative training to the engineering members of panels, selecting investigative panel
members from the subset of the community who have been provided such training at work and are experienced in
workplace investigations, or hiring investigators who also have an engineering background.
138

I am unfamiliar with if the "highly trained investigators" are paid or volunteer

11/1/2015 6:16 PM

139

APEGA should not rely on the impressions and opinions of one investigator.

10/30/2015 7:19 PM

140

Checks and balances need to be in place to ensure that there is oversight of the investigators.

10/30/2015 5:40 PM

141

too much chance of bias in one individual

10/30/2015 1:55 PM

142

Building a bureaucracy around investigations. Poor use of my membership fees!

10/30/2015 9:51 AM

143

There needs to be controls put in place to ensure cases of low profile and public interest do not have too many

10/29/2015 5:39 PM

resources applied to them, especially when you are proposing to have the person being investigated pay costs.
144

Need clear guidelines of process for investigators and proper management.

10/29/2015 8:43 AM

145

members should be investigated by panels, they have earned that right.

10/28/2015 1:18 PM

146

Criteria.

10/28/2015 9:08 AM

147

I cannot see how non APEGA members can investigate complaints of improper practice

10/27/2015 9:07 PM
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Q27 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to enable investigative panels to
become the decision-makers and have the
same powers and decision-making
authority as the Investigative Committee
currently has. The panels will review
investigation reports and decide whether to
dismiss a complaint, propose a
recommended order, or refer the complaint
to a disciplinary hearing.
Answered: 1,213

Skipped: 201

100%

80%

60%
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20.69%
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disagree
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disagree
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9.15%

0%
Strongly
agree
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Answer Choices

I do not
have an
opinion on
this matter

Responses

Strongly agree

20.69%

251

Somewhat agree

43.53%

528

Somewhat disagree

13.77%

167

Strongly disagree

12.86%

156

I do not have an opinion on this matter

9.15%

111

Total

1,213

#

Comments:

Date

1

No details on how the panels will be selected from the pool, who will make the selections, who will determine the

12/18/2015 4:38 PM

number of members or public members to be selected.
2

The decisions effect people's livelihoods. A more thorough review is required.

12/18/2015 4:04 PM

3

A panel should NEVER have the same power as the Investigative Committee. Otherwise, why have a committee??

12/18/2015 3:14 PM

4

We have seriously too many different types of panels, committees, the registrar etc. What is the difference?

12/18/2015 2:27 PM

5

Need a proper segregation of responsibilities. Panel investigates but independent committee needs to review as well.

12/18/2015 8:48 AM

6

Unsure of what background, experience and skills are present in the investigators, vs the panel members

12/18/2015 8:24 AM
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7

This is necessary in the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:34 AM

8

Too much polarization of power.

12/17/2015 8:36 PM

9

I tend to think decision-making authority should remain with the Investigative Committee.

12/17/2015 4:56 PM

10

Can't we just make the Investigative Committee a little larger and reduce the number of votes needed to make a
decision?

12/17/2015 1:43 PM

11

Careful attention to the oversight role of the Investigative Committee is required if we move to this model, particularly
in terms of consistency and fairness.

12/17/2015 12:54 PM

12

In a court of law - the jury hears the evidence to make a decision on the limited basis the judge instructed them to.
Being judge and jury has its pitfalls.

12/17/2015 12:04 PM

13

It might lead to quicker decisions, Committee should have more than a review capacity though.

12/16/2015 5:42 PM

14

Whats the difference with a panel or a committee???

12/16/2015 12:45 PM

15

Investigative panel should be impartial to the decision-making.

12/16/2015 11:00 AM

16

This tends to put more power into the hands of individual investigators than panels or committees. I'm not contrary to
this so long as a member has a voice to state their side of the story, and the Registrar be compelled to publish that

12/16/2015 10:47 AM

side. The more power is concentrated onto individuals, the more likely those individuals are to be coerced into abusing
those powers. Members need a means to protect themselves against such abuse.
17

More details of the panels needs to be provided.

12/16/2015 9:10 AM

18

Agreement would depend on the investigative panels having the same terms of reference as the Investigative

12/16/2015 8:58 AM

Committee. If that were the case, why duplicate it?
19

Investigative Committee should have veto over decision making panels, in order to have broader influence in the

12/15/2015 10:04 PM

decision, if necessary.
20

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:22 PM

21

Panel could be in its first activity and decision powers would be inappropriate, and consistency goals would be lost.

12/15/2015 5:49 PM

22

In principle, but be careful

12/15/2015 4:47 PM

23

The layers between investigators and the committee must be maintained.

12/15/2015 3:15 PM

24

Leave it to the Investigative Committee.

12/15/2015 2:19 PM

25

Their result should still be reviewed by the investigative committee to have a check and create more consistency.

12/15/2015 2:04 PM

26

Are the requirements to be in the investigative panel similar to those required to be on the Investigative Committee?

12/15/2015 1:31 PM

27

What then becomes the role of the investigative committee?

12/15/2015 1:31 PM

28

What I do not like about this suggestion is that now a hired investigator is that much closer to the actual (more final)

12/15/2015 1:18 PM

decision making part of the process. My preference is: you either have the hired investigators and keep the rest of the
process as it is now, or, you leave out the hired investigators and you instead make this item 27 change. I do not like
trying to have both changes made at once without first testing one or the other first. I am concerned that any
investigator APEGA hires could potentially be corrupted by a company with deep pockets, and that without additional
steps/checks in place within APEGA, that that type of corruption could then spread that much more quickly if the steps
that are currently in place are then also gotten rid of, just to expedite the entire process (not good)..
29

The committee is to ensure consistent actions and interpretation. It would be difficult for different panels to have the
same consistency. If more meetings are required of the committee so be it. Perceived inferior consistently for the sake
of expediency will not appear/be-perceived fair to each party being investigated.

12/15/2015 1:10 PM

30

power must continue to rest with committee - also only current and active Members in good standing shall be on the
Investigative Committee

12/15/2015 1:04 PM

31

I don't know why??

12/15/2015 12:09 PM

32

This is naive to think that an investigators report will always be fully comprehensive. The Investigative Committee
should have the authority to do follow up investigation.

12/15/2015 12:08 PM

33

We need to be careful here not to put too much power into the hands of the personnel that just performed the
investigation as there needs to be a 'cooler heads' prevai review.l

12/15/2015 11:42 AM

34

I'd like the process to be fair to both sides of an investigation, so there ought to be checks and balances in place to
ensure that.

12/15/2015 11:08 AM
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35

The Investigative Committee sets rules and panel does legwork.

12/15/2015 10:45 AM

36

This sounds more like a problem of Apega expecting its volunteers to do the lions share of the work. Instead of hiring
investigative professionals as a "secret police" force, perhaps renumeration of services that are stretched thin on
volunteers is a better solution. Lets keep the analysis of wrongdoing done by professionals that actually know the

12/15/2015 10:22 AM

difference, not some "rent a cop" investigators.
37

one hit squad is enough.

12/15/2015 10:13 AM

38

Panel decisions must be fully transparent and rational. Current process and decision making is overly secretive, much
like a latter day star chamber.

12/15/2015 10:01 AM

39

How is the investigative panel assigned? If by the Investigative Committee, then it would be the Investigative
Committee that would assign the panel such powers.

12/15/2015 9:50 AM

40

Elsewhere you seem to want to give power exclusively to the Registrar.

12/15/2015 9:18 AM

41

Investigative panels should still be subject to checks and balances and should remain responsible to the investigative
committee, should complaints of bias or unprofessionalism come forward.

12/15/2015 9:05 AM

42

Stop delegating. Hire more people if that's your problem.

12/15/2015 9:03 AM

43

Apega is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of Rights S.C.

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law; The Candian legal
system should be a the only body authorized to do this as it is already. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (a) the
right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived
thereof except by due process of law;
44

These decsisions need to be made by a highly-regulated body, whose members are well-versed in the regualtions.
Not by another body.

12/15/2015 8:46 AM

45

The Investigative Committee should review the case

12/15/2015 8:26 AM

46

The advantage of having the decision-making authority at the committee level is that there is a high probability that

12/15/2015 8:05 AM

decisions will be consitent. Consistency brings fairness.
47

This doesn't appear to be aligned with the briefing note.

12/15/2015 6:30 AM

48

They are both a list of people depends on their experience

12/15/2015 3:19 AM

49

How much work does the investigative committee actually do? Is this truly necessary?

12/15/2015 1:19 AM

50

I believe there should be some limits set to cases where this control can be used.

12/15/2015 12:33 AM

51

(Please see my response to 26).

12/15/2015 12:11 AM

52

Subject to the Investigative Committee selecting the panel members.

12/14/2015 11:08 PM

53

The investigative panels are volunteers with the organization and should not have final decision making authority.

12/14/2015 10:38 PM

Rather, they should only provide recommendations to the Committee.. The Committee is a subsidiary of APEGA and
should remain ultimately responsible for any final decisions.
54

See comments for the last question.

12/14/2015 10:29 PM

55

This adds absolutely nothing of use to the existing investigative process and takes away the objectivity and

12/14/2015 10:20 PM

perspective of the IC as a whole. Presently the simple complaints require very little time of the IC anyway. Also,
frequently Panels need that perspective on the more complex cases to get it right.
56

There are only a dozen investigations resolved per year; the committee needs to learn how to read faster.

12/14/2015 9:34 PM

57

Why create another level, is the investigative committee that busy?? Okay, they could get busy. Then should be a
process for defining when this is necessary and a justification for allowing the panel to have authority

12/14/2015 7:08 PM

58

I like the idea of a panel. Must be made of peers though.

12/14/2015 6:40 PM

59

Investigative bodies will offer opinions anyways...it does not need to be law.

12/14/2015 5:29 PM

60

improves efficiency but I feel this amendment weakens the whole concept of peer to peer judgment, a committee
decision would carry more weight than a panel decision

12/14/2015 4:35 PM

61

I do not have sufficient information on the investigative panel to place any kind of trust in their abilities.

12/14/2015 2:20 PM
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62

Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to the criminal and
civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting members to act in

12/9/2015 2:37 PM

these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine sizing. They are acting
outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained lawyers on staff, with better
documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be better accountability of the
Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
63

Is a panel skilled in all the areas required to make final decisions?

12/9/2015 2:00 PM

64

A second review of investigative work improves the consistency and quality of the process. It may be more costly but

12/9/2015 11:20 AM

I think it's worth having to separate entities.
65

Panels should have the same requirements as the committee for experience and skillset or take on a simpler form of

12/9/2015 8:26 AM

cases.
66

Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to the criminal and

12/8/2015 10:09 PM

civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting members to act in
these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine sizing. They are acting
outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained lawyers on staff, with better
documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be better accountability of the
Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
67

There needs to be check and balances and clearly defined parameters around this power.

12/8/2015 12:44 PM

68

I do not know enough about the inner working to offer an opinion on this item.

12/5/2015 12:49 PM

69

Again hopefully it will speed up things

12/5/2015 11:10 AM

70

Depends on who is on investigative panels, need to ensure the same standards for all investigations are followed and
outcomes are the same for the same evidence.

12/3/2015 2:11 PM

71

Who makes up the investigative panels? Who are they?

12/3/2015 10:52 AM

72

what is wrong with present system? The briefing note doesn't address that. What are the 'self-regulatory, professional
associations in Alberta' ?

12/2/2015 9:55 PM

73

who will the investigative panel consist of? currently the investigative committee comprise of P.Eng/P.Geo volunteers,
will the investigative panel has the same education/ethics as the investigative committee?

11/30/2015 2:16 PM

74

Model this the same as other regulatory bodies such as the NEB and AUC. Adopt their procedures as they reflect best
practices.

11/30/2015 10:07 AM

75

I like the concept of sober second thought

11/30/2015 9:38 AM

76

Good to have such delegated authority to advance an investigation, but important that we ensure line of site to the
Investigative Committee for such decisions.

11/30/2015 1:37 AM

77

Is the investigative panel more than 1 person and consists of people with independent and diverse backgrounds with
the proper legal training to take over these decisions (vs (avoid), for example, buddies of a shared racial/career
background)? How are the members of the investigative panel vetted? In order for this power to be transferred to the

11/29/2015 9:20 PM

Investigative Panel, the panel must consist of unbiased individuals with "judge-like" mindsets.
78

Why is investigative panel no capitalized, one would extent that it be a term with a competent and representative

11/29/2015 7:45 PM

definition? Is the panel working jointly with the Committee or does it have a second agenda not clearly defined?
79

See comments on 26.

11/29/2015 10:33 AM

80

Why have an investigate committee? Are there so many complaints that they cannot be investigated in a timely

11/29/2015 8:17 AM

manner?
81

If I can understand this as the "Panel" being active in the investigations and owning the results of their assessments,

11/28/2015 2:18 PM

then this is the way to go.
82

The distinction between an investigative panel and investigative committee is not clear.

11/28/2015 9:59 AM

83

Strongly Disagree: Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to
the criminal and civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting

11/28/2015 1:54 AM

members to act in these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine
sizing. They are acting outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained
lawyers on staff, with better documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be
better accountability of the Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
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84

It's not clear to me why panels are required, are there so many violations that the committee is overwhelmed? If so,

11/27/2015 11:55 PM

we have a much larger issue to address, that is, the propriety of our membership!
85

How does a panel differ from a committee? It sounds like they are the same thing.

11/27/2015 10:16 PM

86

Needs to be appropriate to the gravity of offense

11/27/2015 10:05 PM

87

Panel verses Committee..... what is the advantage? need an explanation.

11/27/2015 7:11 PM

88

What value does this bring to the membership or public?

11/27/2015 4:37 PM

89

not sure that the briefing notes explain this, but it seems that the Registrar still has some oversight to insure
consistency and at least that final review by the Registrar offers some efficiency ???

11/24/2015 9:17 PM

90

We do need to do a better job of expediting the process for all concerned.

11/24/2015 10:56 AM

91

The Investigative Committee used to meet monthly. Is this not longer the case? If it is, isn't a decision within a month
of completion of the Invetigation Report soon enough. I also recall the Investigative Committee calling emergency
meetings when the situation required it.

11/23/2015 12:01 PM

92

The IC as a whole has much greater depth than the 2-3 person panel. Open discussion of a case may highlight items
that were not adequately addressed by panel.

11/23/2015 10:29 AM

93

I believe the Investigative Panel should prepare the report but I believe an overview by the Investigative Committee is
appropriate.

11/21/2015 6:26 PM

94

The IC is given certain statutory powers, the investigars should report to the IC, they should be fulfilling a staff function
not a legislative function.

11/19/2015 10:07 AM

95

They can make recommendations, but the final decisions should still be the IC.

11/17/2015 10:47 AM

96

Screening and training for investigators must be equivalent to those provided to the investigative Committee

11/17/2015 8:55 AM

97

Investigative Committee should remain the decision maker (consistent approach, more depth and breadth of

11/13/2015 10:30 PM

experience)
98

The decision of the investigative committee should be forwarded to the Registrar to make the final decision as per

11/13/2015 5:45 PM

many the added authority proposed for the registrar.
99

It is not clear as to the "why" and difference between a panel and committee?

11/13/2015 3:15 PM

100

yes, as long as the investigative panels will report to the Investigative Committee.

11/12/2015 10:54 PM

101

See previous written response. No professional responsibility here withthe type of authority being suggested.

11/12/2015 10:32 PM

102

The panel is a sub-committee of the Investigative Committee and should report to the IC not act on its behalf. Short

11/12/2015 8:53 PM

cuts are a reduction of the self-regulation process. Could the IC meeting schedule be adjusted or an there be an
increase in numbers to allow it to effectively deal with this type of issue?
103

The oversight by the full committee is required to ensure uniformity and that things are not overloked

11/12/2015 8:01 PM

104

If a panel is approximately as qualified as the Investigative Committee then why not grant them the same decision
making authority as the committee.

11/12/2015 3:27 PM

105

This response is in tandem with my response to Q26.

11/12/2015 1:02 AM

106

Need to better define the makeup of the investigative panels.

11/9/2015 4:16 PM

107

For the same reason there should be a Registrar or similar central body reviewing all of the disciplinary orders,
different investigative panels could have wildly different decisions between cases.

11/9/2015 3:00 PM

108

The Peer review process needs to be maintained. I'm not sure paid investigators are "peers"

11/9/2015 8:41 AM

109

Why? Is Investigative Committee too busy?

11/5/2015 7:51 AM

110

Change not justified.

11/4/2015 8:07 PM

111

Agree that the Investigative Panel (Members) should be given the proposed authorities, and in addition the
Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee should have authority with respect to whether or

11/4/2015 1:05 PM

not to allow the Registrar / Investigator to pursue an investigation in the first place.
112

This is suitable so long as the panels are made up of Investigative Committee members and the Committee retains an

11/2/2015 4:53 PM

oversight function to maintain consistency of decisions across panels (as described in the briefing note).
113

Make recommendations to the Investigative Committee.

11/2/2015 4:06 PM

114

This would seem reasonable as long as the panels have some checks and balances to ensure consistency.

11/2/2015 1:13 PM
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115

Participation of the Investigative Committee as a whole in decision making ensures that all members become familiar

11/2/2015 7:39 AM

with the considerations in the decisions and that decisions will be consistent. Decision making by a subset (panel)
could impair this, depending on the number of investigations being conducted and the size of the panels relative to the
size of the committee. More information needs to be communicated.
116

The size of the Investigative Panel must be discussed with the membership.

11/1/2015 6:18 PM

117

What's the difference between a Panel and a Committee? How many members constitute a Panel? How will APEGA
ensure the Panel performs an arms length investigation?

10/30/2015 7:22 PM

118

What legal background and experience will these panels have? How many will there be? More bureaucracy?

10/30/2015 9:54 AM

119

provides a second check / balance in the system

10/28/2015 3:02 PM

120

Individual bias could exist. This should only be used in the extreme of circumstances where public interest is at risk.

10/28/2015 9:09 AM

121

The makes the investigative panel Judge, Jury and Executioner rather than investigator and prosecutor. The
Investigative Committee must retain the decision making power

10/27/2015 9:15 PM
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Q28 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to ensure the Investigative Committee
is the pool or roster from which Members of
the investigative panels will be drawn. The
Investigative Committee will also have an
oversight function to review panel
decisions to ensure there is consistency of
decisions by different panels in similar
circumstances.
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Strongly agree

34.85%

421

Somewhat agree

42.55%

514

Somewhat disagree

6.13%

74

Strongly disagree

5.79%

70

I do not have an opinion on this matter

10.68%

129

Total

1,208

#

Comments:

Date

1

This is necessary in the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:34 AM

2

Just keep the registrar from having a vote. That would seem to be a conflict.

12/17/2015 10:52 PM

3

see previous comment.

12/17/2015 1:43 PM

4

We need to very careful about roles and responsisbilities, and individual competencies as we move to more layers of
oversight in the process.

12/17/2015 12:55 PM

5

Will there be a review before the decision is released by a panel?

12/16/2015 6:28 PM

6

I think they should also be able to have veto over a decision or recommendation from a panel to enforce consistency

12/16/2015 5:43 PM

or reverse a decision that seems disproportionate to the issue.

212 / 228

APEGA's Legislative Review Fall 2015 Survey
7

Even though APEGA seeks to maintain consistency of precedent, I can still easily imagine abuse of process. Take
care that such abuse is considered as a very real possibility. I've met lots of sneaky crafty individuals in my career that
wouldn't think twice about abusing power for whatever reason they can imagine. People need protection from such

12/16/2015 10:52 AM

individuals, even if just the power to say "this is what happened to me and this is why it is unfair". For example, if I buy
something from Amazon, they let me publish my own independent review and I can say pretty much whatever I want,
good or bad, publish photos, whatever. Why not give the same platform to members for career-affecting board
decisions? I don't see what harm it could possibly do to APEGA to require the Registrar to publish whatever story
members want to tell with regard to decisions affecting them and their career. If somebody is treated unfairly, and they
are allowed to say so, then presumably this could let APEGA stamp out such unfairness of process and become an
even better organization. Am I wrong?
8

The panel and the committe should be made up of different persons. This will ensure the committee is independent
from the panel and provides proper oversight.

12/16/2015 9:12 AM

9

Depending upon the complaint, this Committee pool or roster may not be eligible to be part of a panel.

12/16/2015 8:55 AM

10

How many members does the Investigative Committee have? It sounds like it might be too small to handle
investigations expeditiously. Then this requirement detracts from APEGA's abilities.

12/15/2015 8:50 PM

11

Too incestuous and opportunity for conflict - the two should be completely unrelated and independent.

12/15/2015 6:16 PM

12

Committee should provide majority of members to panel, but specialty skills and extra resources might be needed to

12/15/2015 5:51 PM

be timely.
13

This is the opposite of the last question. How can both be recommended? It is important the committee has final say

12/15/2015 1:13 PM

not a panel, regardless of the number of committee reviews during the process.
14

An appointed/elected committee should have the power to call upon any randomly selected member of the

12/15/2015 12:33 PM

association, i.e. like selecting a jury by a court judge.
15

The Registrar is also ensuring consistency. Is there overlap?

12/15/2015 12:06 PM

16

How many members are in the committee and how many would be in a panel?

12/15/2015 11:09 AM

17

The IC should be acquiring panel members based on their relevant experience NOT just because they are IC
members.

12/15/2015 10:48 AM

18

It would be advisable to include public members on such panels.

12/15/2015 10:47 AM

19

All members should have a say in who is part of the pool/roster.

12/15/2015 10:39 AM

20

Impossible to tell what the intent of this change is.

12/15/2015 10:23 AM

21

what is a "highly trained" investigator?

12/15/2015 9:31 AM

22

Apega is not a judge, nor a court of law, and agian can not be both Invetigator and Judge Canadian Bill of Rights S.C.

12/15/2015 8:49 AM

1960, c. 44 (b) the right of the individual to equality before the law and the protection of the law; The Candian legal
system should be a the only body authorized to do this as it is already. Canadian Bill of Rights S.C. 1960, c. 44 (a) the
right of the individual to life, liberty, security of the person and enjoyment of property, and the right not to be deprived
thereof except by due process of law;
23

What if none on the Investigative Committee is fit to investigate due to conflict of interests?

12/15/2015 8:49 AM

24

Ahhhh, now you are being more clear as to where the panel members would be sourced. Yes.

12/15/2015 8:47 AM

25

If the committee membership is sufficient that committee members, and only committee members, make up the
investigative panel, it may work. What you lose, however, is the dynamics and efficiency of a single committee. Adding

12/15/2015 8:09 AM

a bureaucracy to oversee and review decisions is just that - bureaucracy. Efficiency will decline.
26

See Q27

12/15/2015 6:31 AM

27

Don't understand the purpose here. Need to be able to tap into the professions to have the right expertise for the
situation, not restrict it.

12/15/2015 4:33 AM

28

Ok. If they are of good standing with the public

12/15/2015 3:20 AM

29

See 27

12/15/2015 12:35 AM

30

Any activity must be accompanied by a cost. Investigators cannot be free of charge. When appointed, what are their

12/15/2015 12:15 AM

wages? And, do they agree with the wages?
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31

See also the previous item comments. This sounds good until you read the full briefing note, which actually discusses
something quite different. It talks about fundamental changes to the investigative system. The present system where

12/14/2015 10:32 PM

the investigative responsibility is shared between the Panel and the investigators is MUCH stronger and more likely to
produce a thorough, timely, complete investigation. The present whole is far superior than the sum of its parts. Do not
equate "speedy" with "thorough" or "correct", as you do by removing key elements of the process; the Panel's and IC's
part in it.
32

This is getting too complex an arrangement, also see comments for the last two questions.

12/14/2015 10:30 PM

33

this sounds like codified laws. Are we going the way of Europe where everything will need to be designed by the rules.

12/14/2015 9:29 PM

This is where this would lead and would stifle innovation
34

Refer to previous response

12/14/2015 7:30 PM

35

I am not in favor of the wording of this note...it is unclear what you are trying to achieve?

12/14/2015 5:31 PM

36

if the previous two amendments are enacted then it only makes sense that the panels come from an investigative

12/14/2015 4:36 PM

committee
37

This question should have been placed before Question 27, as it explains panel membership. That said, this still
seems like you are shortcutting due process without providing sufficient rationale.

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

38

See previous. I am concerned about the proposed lack of oversight in the investigation process.

12/14/2015 11:55 AM

39

As long as the public Council members are part of the Investigative Committee

12/12/2015 10:31 AM

40

Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to the criminal and
civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting members to act in

12/9/2015 2:37 PM

these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine sizing. They are acting
outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained lawyers on staff, with better
documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be better accountability of the
Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
41

Not a job for volunteers with no formal training.

12/9/2015 2:01 PM

42

Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to the criminal and

12/8/2015 10:10 PM

civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting members to act in
these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine sizing. They are acting
outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained lawyers on staff, with better
documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be better accountability of the
Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
43

Concerned about fairness and uniformity.

12/8/2015 1:57 PM

44

I think it would be a good changr

12/5/2015 11:11 AM

45

We should do whatever is best for choosing members for the investigative panel.

12/4/2015 11:49 AM

46

As long as the investigative committee is large, otherwise other members should supplement the pool.

12/3/2015 3:19 PM

47

Adopt the NEB process.

11/30/2015 10:07 AM

48

Consistency review of decisions is a good thing. Who vets the members of the Investigative Committee?

11/29/2015 9:22 PM

49

If the panel members are currently Committee members then why not ask the Committee to perform the investigation?

11/29/2015 7:47 PM

50

Depending on the circumstances, expert members who are not members of the Investigative Committee would be the

11/29/2015 9:54 AM

most qualified to conduct the review.
51

While responding as I have above, I do not belioeve APEGA needs to set up multi level panels or committess to get to

11/28/2015 2:19 PM

the bottom of the types of issues we are talking about here.
52

What would be the minimum number of members on an investigative panel? Too few members could allow a

11/28/2015 2:03 PM

miscarriage of justice.
53

There may be situations where a specific individual should be added to an investigative panel due to expertise - an not

11/28/2015 10:05 AM

just as a witness. tread carefully in restricting the choice of panel members.
54

The investigatve committee would have to include a very large number of specialized members to cover all possible
areas of investigation by the panels. The ability to bring in other specialists when required would seem to be
advisable.

11/28/2015 10:02 AM

55

Not clear how the members of either are determined. Could be a problem if membership is voluntary and vigilantes or
agenda driven individuals volunteer.

11/28/2015 4:24 AM
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56

Strongly Disagree: Why is APEGA continuing to cling to self governance? It is trying to act as a law body equivalent to
the criminal and civil courts, but does not employ full time lawyers in these regulatory positions. It’s still expecting

11/28/2015 1:54 AM

members to act in these roles when they are no more qualified than a Civil Engineer is to be doing a Gas Turbine
sizing. They are acting outside their discipline. It’s time to consider government regulation, or get full time trained
lawyers on staff, with better documentation and transparency on proceedings, and internal auditing. There needs to be
better accountability of the Registrar and various committees to prevent corruption and mistakes.
57

If Investigative Committee is cosmopolitan and numerous enough to ensure knowledge in the field of complaint

11/27/2015 10:10 PM

58

Better be limits on how panels are set up and how they are monitored. Who watches the watchers, indeed.

11/27/2015 10:09 PM

59

Why is this needed?

11/27/2015 4:38 PM

60

May be more appropriate to bring in members, who are not on the Investigative Committee. Again, expertise required
is situation dependent.

11/25/2015 11:35 AM

61

There is an obvious necessity that serious issues will require the action of the Committee and not a panel.

11/25/2015 9:37 AM

62

some effort should be made to insure that the pool or roster includes Members from smaller populations - software

11/24/2015 9:19 PM

engineers, environmental geoscientists or similar
63

I thought this was current practise??

11/24/2015 7:50 PM

64

Does this need to be part of the Act, can it it simply be an administrative policy of APEGA?

11/23/2015 7:02 PM

65

How will this happen in light of previous recommendation.

11/23/2015 10:31 AM

66

This does not seem to be consistent with question 27 in that it refers to the Investigative Committee having oversight

11/21/2015 6:27 PM

whereas question 27 indicates the Investigative Panel acts as the Investigative Committee currently does.
67

This is inconsitent with the application of administrative law. This then will create the Investigative Committee as an

11/19/2015 10:09 AM

appeal body to which panel decisions will be referred to. The appeals committee already serves that purpose.
68

Seems inconsistent with #28 and the earlier ones that had powers to the Registrar instead of the Inv Comm

11/17/2015 8:56 AM

69

As per comment in item #27, this decision will be better left for the Registrar.

11/13/2015 5:46 PM

70

Can APEGA provide a schematic of the number of Committees presently in this process and what the future Process
may look like, in the briefing notes?

11/13/2015 2:54 PM

71

This suggests significant role and responsibility confusion within APEGA. Previous question proposed one case
manager to have consistent decisions.

11/12/2015 10:35 PM

72

Please also provide the number of panel members (suggest 5 normally assigned with a minimum quorum of 3)

11/12/2015 8:46 PM

73

This is a good idea to enhance the efficiency of investigations.

11/12/2015 3:28 PM

74

This is getting convoluted.

11/5/2015 7:53 AM

75

Agree that the Investigative Committee (Members) should be given the proposed authorities, and in addition the
Investigative Panel / Investigative Committee / Discipline Committee should have authority with respect to whether or
not to allow the Registrar / Investigator to pursue an investigation in the first place.

11/4/2015 1:07 PM

76

Rewrite. Why "ensure" consistency? That's a sounds good word no one can live up to. Consistency with a pool of

11/2/2015 3:20 PM

people? It's not going to happen. You can strive for consistency. You can't ensure it any more than a court judge can.
And given the complex circumstances around engineering and science cases, consistency will be very elusive.
77

Aligned with previous comments.

11/2/2015 1:13 PM

78

There will likely be a reticence to overturn decisions of panels by the committee as a whole. Even where it does

11/2/2015 7:45 AM

overturn a decision, there will be a delay during which an erroneous decision will be in place. Is it more important that
decisions be consistently correct or timely. More information should be communicated regarding the workload of the
committee and the times required to complete investigations.
79

There may be other best choices of expertise than members of the Committee. The best resources should be used to
investigate

11/1/2015 8:38 AM

80

The investigative committee should be independent of APEGA, otherwise too much concentration of power and as a

10/29/2015 3:21 AM

result, we have a monopoly of power.
81

The briefing note refers to the use of 'Investigators' and not members of the Investigative committee. I do not support
the use of non-member 'Investigators'
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Q29 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to give APEGA additional settlement
and dispute resolution mechanisms to
resolve complaints.
Answered: 1,207

Skipped: 207
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Answer Choices

Responses

Strongly agree

45.24%

546

Somewhat agree

39.27%

474

Somewhat disagree

4.97%

60

Strongly disagree

5.55%

67

I do not have an opinion on this matter

4.97%

60

Total

1,207

#

Comments:

Date

1

The mechanisms in the Act are sufficient as is, in my opinion.

12/18/2015 3:15 PM

2

if APEGA plans to disclose the guilty members there needs to be written decisions for audit purposes.

12/18/2015 2:41 PM

3

This is necessary to improve regulatory effectiveness and efficiency.

12/18/2015 12:34 AM

4

This will promote biased decisions.

12/17/2015 8:37 PM

5

I agree in principle but would like to know some examples of what is meant. What are these potential "alternative
settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms". It sounds less open.

12/17/2015 1:53 PM

6

I agree that alternate methods of dispute resolution can be beneficial, but these must clearly defined.

12/17/2015 1:00 PM

7

The mechanisms are not defined

12/17/2015 8:25 AM

8

add the phrase - "when this is in the public's interest"

12/16/2015 6:33 PM

9

I think that this should be strongly encouraged, especially since it is a mechanism included in many of our construction
contracts as a preference to court proceedings. Further, I think that methods resolved between the parties which agree
to dispute resolution in this manner generally not including the registrar should not be put on any public record.

12/16/2015 5:49 PM

10

Should start with this before any adversarial type of approach,

12/16/2015 4:50 PM
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11

With this recommendation, the Registrar will not require approval from the investigative committee to approve a

12/16/2015 3:15 PM

settlement. However, there is no information relayed back to the investigative committee on the decision approved by
the Registrar. It will be great if this loop is closed.
12

As long as this doesn't mean going "slack" on offenders. Actual safety infractions should be harsh. Perhaps these
could apply on the "when someone hurts someone's feelings" or professionalism sort of of complaints.

12/16/2015 11:27 AM

13

Oh wow, hearings with expensive lawyers and evidence and discovery and subpoenas. This is absolutely perfect for
rich people to abuse process against poorer people who cannot afford such mechanisms.

12/16/2015 10:53 AM

14

Other mechanisms for dispute resolution are acceptable but none are presented. All complaints must be reviewed by
the Disciplinary or Inivestigative Committee.

12/16/2015 9:14 AM

15

If the Act is to be amended to give APEGA additional settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms to resolve
complaints I think these mechanisms should be stated in the amended Act.

12/16/2015 12:24 AM

16

Mechanisms have not been proposed.

12/15/2015 10:11 PM

17

The lowest possible effective "force" should be used on the "use of force" continuum

12/15/2015 6:19 PM

18

Need to know what these mechanisms are.

12/15/2015 5:25 PM

19

Absolutely!

12/15/2015 5:07 PM

20

Only so long as ALL parties agree to this. That is the key.

12/15/2015 1:32 PM

21

Provided all parties are in agreement, I have no issue with what is proposed on this item.

12/15/2015 1:24 PM

22

Slippery slope, if a member does not have the financial means or feels threatened by the formal process and so
inadvertently agrees to a separate process. Again perception of mistreatment could arise especially within such a

12/15/2015 1:20 PM

culturally diverse profession. Again expedient does not always mean fair. Please review the definition of expediency
("the quality of being convenient and practical despite possibly being improper or immoral"). Who will assess this is
working.
23

in the public's interest, best to investigate and discipline - these are serious issues and concerns

12/15/2015 1:08 PM

24

BUT Keep it simple fair and without too much power to APEGA You guys are getting carried away with over kill.

12/15/2015 1:06 PM

25

Speed and consistency are positive aspects of this change, but this seems to be part of a shift to move power from the

12/15/2015 12:18 PM

from the members to the registrar.
26

APEGA reserves the right to treat an accused member as if they were before a court of law subject to large penalties,

12/15/2015 12:12 PM

or, to permit the Registrar to decide if a much less stringent penalty is appropriate. How is consistency maintained?
27

Too broad. Specifics are needed before anything should get approved.

12/15/2015 10:24 AM

28

I believe that settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms are an extremely valuable tool to resolve a conflict and

12/15/2015 9:25 AM

can drastically expedite a solution.
29

What are these additional settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms? This should be spelled out before we're

12/15/2015 9:06 AM

required to voice our opinion on it. Very vague..
30

Lack of detail here to offer an opinion. But less severe cases could be dealt with using alternative settlement and

12/15/2015 8:29 AM

dispute resolution mechanisms
31

While I agree in principle, this would need to be defined in detail prior to amending.

12/15/2015 7:23 AM

32

While I strongly agree, I would want to see what those alternative mechanisms are prior to accepting them.

12/15/2015 6:58 AM

33

I like the premise - but, could be read as a way for APEGA to strong-arm members/permit holders into paying a hefty
fine in place of license revocation - that may not be the intent, but, the way it reads, could be a foreseeable outcome.

12/15/2015 5:26 AM

34

Need to define the range of "alternative" measures which may be used, up front, for full clarity.

12/15/2015 4:35 AM

35

There is nothing here to define the terms

12/15/2015 3:20 AM

36

A shortcoming of alternative dispute resolution methods is often that they are less transparent and the decisions are
not recorded for future use. I see no assurance that these shortcomings would be avoided.

12/15/2015 1:20 AM

37

If a complaint is brought forward a full investigation should be required. This will avoid frivolous complaints by nonmembers in an attempt to 'monkey the system to get at least something out of it'. Only serious issues valid of thorough

12/14/2015 10:41 PM

investigation should be brough forward.
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38

Am I missing something? This is the way I have observed the disciplinary process working all along. Whether I would

12/14/2015 10:37 PM

agree with this depends on the case. The IC's part in mediation mechanisms is pretty small already. By denying them
a part in at least reviewing such situations are you creating a parallel mechanism that will deprive the IC of valuable
information/experience to inform future cases?
39

This would hopefully resolve various matters in a better timeframe than now is the case.

12/14/2015 10:31 PM

40

Additional settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms should be defined

12/14/2015 10:08 PM

41

How can you agree to something that is undefined? What are the proposed "dispute resolution mechanisms"?!

12/14/2015 7:59 PM

42

Would still like the committee involved

12/14/2015 6:42 PM

43

In principle this sounds fine, but I worry about the extent of additional powers.

12/14/2015 4:48 PM

44

Additional mechanisms beyond what? I do not know what you already have, therefore I can not judge on what you
should have.

12/14/2015 2:20 PM

45

Alternative methods should always be considered, including facilitation and mediation.

12/14/2015 1:40 PM

46

The act has a due process in place as it currently is.

12/9/2015 2:38 PM

47

This seems like the clause at the end that will make all the previous changes worth it. You can now use all those
stringent changes and penalties to bully someone into a settlement.

12/9/2015 2:02 PM

48

The act has a due process in place as it currently is.

12/8/2015 10:10 PM

49

Alternative mechanisms again might speed things up and be of more value to the public

12/5/2015 11:12 AM

50

finally ONE sensible recommendation!

12/2/2015 9:56 PM

51

While there is specific information in the briefing note, the amendment as written is vague. If it is wanted to have a
mediator, put that in the amendment wording but don't say "additional settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms"

11/30/2015 8:28 AM

if a mediator is the only desired mechanism.
52

Reasonable, but we need to be mindful that additional resolution mechanisms do not become loopholes.

11/30/2015 1:39 AM

53

Minimize cost, time efficiency, disciplinary consistency, public fairness are important.

11/29/2015 9:24 PM

54

The Registrar is going to be very busy.

11/29/2015 10:33 AM

55

How will APEGA ensure it is fair?

11/29/2015 9:55 AM

56

Such as? More specifics please.

11/29/2015 8:18 AM

57

What does this mean???!!! Need to know the proposed mechanisms.

11/28/2015 9:28 PM

58

YES... resolve complaints. If what you means if to use the KISS priciple (by using alternative settlement and dispute

11/28/2015 2:20 PM

resolution mechanisms, instead of full investigations or disciplinary hearings), then I am fully infavourt of that...
providing it is a thorough process.
59

Simplifying and streamlining processes and procedures, particularly in simple cases makes good use of resources.

11/28/2015 1:29 PM

60

With the proviso included in the briefing note.

11/28/2015 10:04 AM

61

The act has a due process in place as it currently is.

11/28/2015 1:58 AM

62

It's not clear to me what type of complaints would benefit from alternate mechanisms. Perhaps such complaints are
not appropriate for disciplinary action & should simply be rejected.

11/27/2015 11:58 PM

63

Whistle blowers may be aware of wrong doing but hesitant, uncertain of criminal or moral, fraudulent or accepted
business practice issue. APEGA needs a consultive bureau to assist potential complainant

11/27/2015 10:29 PM

64

As long as all involved parties must agree to whichever of the additional resolution mechanisms is proposed. If no
consensus, then a full investigation and/or disciplinary hearing must be held.

11/27/2015 10:11 PM

65

APEGA executive are only elected for a year and hardly any votes in APEGA elections. APEGA has no mandate to do
any of this.

11/27/2015 8:55 PM

66

That is what the courts are for. This is disturbing.

11/27/2015 7:19 PM

67

Need to specify for my strong support

11/27/2015 7:13 PM

68

Until details of available mechanisms are included, this is not a responsible change.

11/27/2015 4:39 PM

69

For example?

11/27/2015 4:24 PM
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70

However, it needs to be clear what types of complaints can be resolved by these alternate mechanisms, so as to
prevent more serious complains being resolved using a "quickie" mechanism, that can put public safety at risk.

11/25/2015 12:43 PM

71

This is too broad a statement. need clarity on its intent.

11/25/2015 11:35 AM

72

in all cases, the focus should be on efficient, equitable resolution that still protects public interest

11/24/2015 9:19 PM

73

But it takes two to tango so if one party rejects ADR or whatever ,what will this recommendation achieve? I think this is
bogus

11/24/2015 7:52 PM

74

There should be no way to sweep a complaint under the rug.

11/24/2015 7:42 PM

75

This is the way legal courts are going. I'm all for making this sensible change!

11/24/2015 6:23 PM

76

How can we respond without details of the additional mechanisms

11/13/2015 2:57 PM

77

This makes a lot of sense

11/13/2015 7:41 AM

78

My level of agreement would depend on the additional settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms being proposed.

11/12/2015 3:29 PM

79

Mediation and arbitration are very good options. Less costly and resourceful.

11/10/2015 11:52 PM

80

This has been used within society for some time.

11/9/2015 8:43 AM

81

This proposal is not detailed enough to support.

11/4/2015 8:10 PM

82

Some level of discretion would be okay as long as firm boundaries are identified as to where alternative settlements

11/2/2015 1:14 PM

could be used and where they could not be used.
83

Resolutions reached solely between the Registrar and the member subject to a complaint will result in a loss of

11/2/2015 7:59 AM

openness. Public concerns of favoritism may arise in cases where investigations are not conducted and resolutions
are reached by the Register without committee involvement.
84

APEGA needs to disclose to Members what the additional settlement and dispute resolution mechanisms that will be
used to resolve complaints are. Members needs to know if these mechanisms are lawful and ethical.

11/2/2015 1:52 AM

85

Must ensure the Registrar has the proper Mediation Training, etc.

11/1/2015 6:19 PM

86

What specific additional mechanisms are proposed?

10/30/2015 7:24 PM

87

This recommendation is vague. Please define the mechanisms.

10/28/2015 9:10 AM
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Q30 Recommendation: To amend the
Engineering and Geoscience Professions
Act to expressly authorize the Registrar to
directly settle complaints, with the consent
of the complainant and the subject of the
complaint, without needing the
Investigative Committee’s approval.
Answered: 1,205

Skipped: 209
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Strongly agree

25.48%

307
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206

Strongly disagree
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I do not have an opinion on this matter

4.40%

53

Total

1,205

#

Comments:

Date

1

Please note previous comments related to the nature and practice of self regulation.

12/18/2015 4:41 PM

2

Do not give the Registrar too much authority. The responsibility of professional members procuring engineering
services should also meet the same standards as those providing engineering services.

12/18/2015 4:08 PM

3

No. This is not OK. Registrar without audit or oversight as a single person/body, without a committee (jury of peers) is
not ok. This is a Kangaroo court waiting to happen.

12/18/2015 3:16 PM

4

sole source control is un-auditable.

12/18/2015 2:41 PM

5

General comments on your process (because there is no comments option at the very end) - you kept advertising the
in-person consultations well after they were already booked to capacity (for example, Calgary). I would have liked to
give my thoughts in person. Why was there a capacity limit at all? Wouldn't/shouldn't members be given that

12/18/2015 2:31 PM

opportunity if they wish?
6

This is necessary in the public interest.

12/18/2015 12:34 AM
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7

The registrar can initiate complaints under the revisions, so that half of the consent may be automatic. Looks like a
conflict. Should a professional self regulating body embed conflicts of interest in it's own governing legislation? I

12/17/2015 10:55 PM

suggest that we shouldn't.
8

Too much polarization of power.

12/17/2015 8:38 PM

9

Puts a lot of responsibility on the Regisrar.

12/17/2015 5:47 PM

10

I agree in principle but would like to know some examples of what is meant. Again, the Registrar is being given a lot of
power "authorize the Registrar to directly settle complaints, with the consent of the complainant and the subject of the
complaint, without needing the Investigative Committee’s approval." I see the Registrar as being overworked and

12/17/2015 1:55 PM

undertaking a lot of behind the scenes negotiation "hey x, hey y, will you guys settle for a $15,000 payment from x to
y".
11

I disagree that the Registrar should be given express authority over such decisions, and I'm curious as to why APEGA
wants to give the registrar so many extra responsibilities and authroity? A committee / team approach 9as we have

12/17/2015 1:02 PM

now) ensures varying viewpoints are heard and the issues are viewed from many angles, providing a better overall
decision in the best interests of the public. A single mediator is appropriate in some cases but should not be the
Registrar.
12

Too much power in one person

12/16/2015 6:34 PM

13

The investigative committee needs to be informed on the decision approved by the Registrar. With this
recommendation, the Registrar will not require approval from the investigative committee to approve a settlement.

12/16/2015 3:16 PM

However, there is no information relayed back to the investigative committee on the decision approved by the
Registrar. It will be great if this loop is closed.
14

Members must be given a voice. Victims too? I should think so. And the Registrar should be compelled to publish all of
those stories.

12/16/2015 10:54 AM

15

See comments to 29.

12/16/2015 9:15 AM

16

This would depend upon the case and those involved to ensure there is no conflict with the Registrar acting in this

12/16/2015 8:56 AM

capacity.
17

The registrar shall present the details of the proposed settlement together with documents indicating the consent of

12/16/2015 12:36 AM

the complainant and the subject of the complaint and a report justifying the settlement to the Investigative Panel for
approval.
18

If it a minor complaint, yes, it is doable. If not, this might create an issue of individual vs committee. If we decide to
take this course, it should capped with a "$" tag (may be $5000) for the complaint that can be directly settled by the

12/15/2015 10:13 PM

registrar.
19

Suggest there be a tribunal panel to do this, instead of a single person (who brings their own biases).

12/15/2015 10:07 PM

20

No further power for APEGA staff.

12/15/2015 9:24 PM

21

Should be a list of frequently recurring violations along with stipulated "fines", etc that incur relatively innocuos risks to
safety, etc that the registrar could adjudicate without needing further process or involvement of a larger body.

12/15/2015 6:23 PM

22

Per previous comment about Discipline vs Registrar duties, skills and experience.

12/15/2015 5:52 PM

23

I prefer that a committee of my peers decides - not admin staff in the registrar's office.

12/15/2015 5:26 PM

24

Yes but. Putting too much authority in the Registrar's hands may be dangerous for the Registrar and result in abuse
of, or abuse by, the Registrar.

12/15/2015 4:50 PM

25

The responsibility of the Investigative Committee should not be short circuited.

12/15/2015 3:17 PM

26

"Registrar" is too confining. Suggest "APEGA".

12/15/2015 3:03 PM

27

It depends on the case

12/15/2015 2:13 PM

28

I think the result should still be reviewed by the full body before a decision is fully made.

12/15/2015 2:05 PM

29

This may streamline things, but I feel the Registrar is trying to gain much more power than they currently have. Why
so much authority given to one person?

12/15/2015 1:34 PM

30

Favoritism opening? Some complaints get no oversight? Once a complaint has been lodged, due process should
follow. Complaints should not be lodged without considerable consideration and a short circuit would allow a
complainant to more easily put in a complaint and not worry about their reputation as well.

12/15/2015 1:26 PM

31

Again, so long as all parties agree, I have no issue with this item.

12/15/2015 1:25 PM

32

Again, ideologically incompatible with the desire for uniformity of processes.

12/15/2015 1:24 PM
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33

previously did authority rest with Investigative Committee and not the Registrar? Investigative Committee, as fully

12/15/2015 1:11 PM

comprised of current and active Members, should still need to approve settlement
34

Keep it simple fair and without too much power to APEGA You guys are getting carried away with over kill.

12/15/2015 1:06 PM

35

Speed and consistency are positive aspects of this change, but this seems to be part of a shift to move power from the
members to the (unelected) regristrar.

12/15/2015 12:19 PM

36

Consistency is a concern. If the Registrar as one person is to make these decisions, how is consistency ensured in the
event of a change in Registrars. The reliance on one person seems to extreme.

12/15/2015 12:14 PM

37

The Investigative Committee has oversight for the consistency of decisions. This overrides that oversight.

12/15/2015 12:11 PM

38

Too much power to the Registrar

12/15/2015 12:10 PM

39

I support this in the principle of streamlining the dispute resolution process, however, there is the potential for the

12/15/2015 11:22 AM

parties to reach an agreement purely on the basis of expediency without fully investigating the details as would be the
case under the current system. I foresee that the Registrar could quickly become overwhelmed as the "front-man" for
all complaints, large or small and would not necessarily be able to judge if a certain case warrants further investigation
or not. Again, my previous comment regarding how many complaints need to be dealt with on a daily/annual basis?
40

Settlements shall not apply to Practice Holders, such as large corporations.

12/15/2015 11:15 AM

41

Policy on boundaries need to be established to settlement limits on what is appropriate for the Registrar and what
should go to review

12/15/2015 10:56 AM

42

Should continue to have oversight of the Registrar by independent committee/panel within APEGA.

12/15/2015 10:50 AM

43

Must need the Investigative Committee's approval, so there is still one level above the Registrar

12/15/2015 10:43 AM

44

Skips due process. Everybody bow to the Registrar.

12/15/2015 10:25 AM

45

Too much power in the hands of the Registrar.

12/15/2015 10:18 AM

46

what if they a asshole????

12/15/2015 10:14 AM

47

The investigative committee should be involved in the resolution process.

12/15/2015 9:26 AM

48

The investigative committee exists for a reason - fairness of a 'trial', due process and avoiding the centralization of
power in this self-governing organization.

12/15/2015 9:08 AM

49

I would like to understand how this would work before voting for this

12/15/2015 8:51 AM

50

...as long as both parties agree.

12/15/2015 8:48 AM

51

Agreed for the less severe cases of wrong doing

12/15/2015 8:31 AM

52

Believe the Registrar or appointment member would have to act as arbitrator to ensure both sides understand the
requirements of the Act and Law.

12/15/2015 7:24 AM

53

Approval required.

12/15/2015 6:42 AM

54

The committee should be involved - one person should not be making the final decision

12/15/2015 6:42 AM

55

Test trail maybe

12/15/2015 3:21 AM

56

Seems like this could lead to some shady business.

12/15/2015 1:21 AM

57

All of course subject to the opinions of the parties involved.

12/14/2015 11:10 PM

58

See comment 30.

12/14/2015 10:41 PM

59

Again I can't see how this differs from how I have seen the process work since 2002. If it makes the complaint go
away, fine. If it results in findings, then the IC should have a look at it.

12/14/2015 10:39 PM

60

Again the Cop who is also Judge, Jury and Prosecutor all rolled into one.

12/14/2015 10:32 PM

61

The Registrar may do so so long as it is in the public interest. If it is not he may not. We need this in Tort Court as
well.

12/14/2015 9:40 PM

62

This should not be a one person process.

12/14/2015 9:36 PM

63

There should be an appeal process if one of the parties disagree with the outcome.

12/14/2015 7:10 PM

64

Would like the committee involved

12/14/2015 6:42 PM

65

There should be an appeals process in place.

12/14/2015 5:46 PM
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66

Avoiding more opinions is a good thing in certain instances.

12/14/2015 5:33 PM

67

Better to bring the proposed settlements to the Investigative Committee for confirmation.

12/14/2015 5:04 PM

68

This sounds too much like judge, jury and executioner. Is this following with national and international best practices?

12/14/2015 2:21 PM

69

We have the committee structure for a reason and all settlements should be reviewed for consistency by the

12/14/2015 1:41 PM

committee
70

The investigation committee is there for a reason - why circumvent it?

12/14/2015 11:55 AM

71

Too much power for the registrar. APEGA is supposed to be a a self governing body and not a Registrar governing
body.

12/11/2015 4:30 PM

72

Again, the Registrar is trying to gain power without proper mechanisms for review to prevent corruption of this body. A
Committee allows for rotating participation of the general membership, but these proposed changes are continually

12/9/2015 2:38 PM

about centralizing power in the hands of a select few while the majority of the membership is busy trying to build a
better world. The general membership bears all the risk of trying to ensure the public safety, and instead of APEGA
providing design standards, or group Errors and Omissions Insurance, it continually raises fees, grasps for power and
is essentially invisible to the general membership until collection time rolls around.
73

Assuming the complainant and subject of the complaint want this, I could see it streamlining it but it should take the
approval of both parties with no forcing the other to agree to it.

12/9/2015 2:03 PM

74

If endorsed by more than one individual. Individuals can abuse power, groups make it less likely.

12/9/2015 8:28 AM

75

Should require IC approval.

12/8/2015 11:10 PM

76

Again, the Registrar is trying to gain power without proper mechanisms for review to prevent corruption of this body. A
Committee allows for rotating participation of the general membership, but these proposed changes are continually

12/8/2015 10:11 PM

about centralizing power in the hands of a select few while the majority of the membership is busy trying to build a
better world. The general membership bears all the risk of trying to ensure the public safety, and instead of APEGA
providing design standards, or group Errors and Omissions Insurance, it continually raises fees, grasps for power and
is essentially invisible to the general membership until collection time rolls around.
77

It's better to obtain the Investigative Committee’s approval.

12/8/2015 3:35 PM

78

It seems it would be appropriate for the Investigative Committee to approve to ensure consistency.

12/5/2015 12:53 PM

79

Hopefully this will help speed things up

12/5/2015 11:13 AM

80

This should also include consent of the party who is being complained about.

12/3/2015 10:55 AM

81

That's beginning to make me feel a little uncomfortable - is that going to get abused - a cosy chat and handshake?

12/2/2015 9:53 AM

82

I prefer that a team of people be involved in the resolution, not just the Registrar.

11/30/2015 11:04 PM

83

For minor complaints, sure....for bigger things, get at least a panel involved.

11/30/2015 2:31 PM

84

Will the Investigative Committe be informed of the complaints that are directly settled or are in the process of being

11/30/2015 10:31 AM

directly settled ?
85

Should have IC's approval. Too much power in hands of registrar.

11/30/2015 10:09 AM

86

Registrar needs to be accountable for decisions

11/30/2015 9:37 AM

87

The power should be with the committee not a single person that can function 'behind closed doors'.

11/30/2015 8:30 AM

88

Could be a team, say a committee or council.

11/30/2015 8:14 AM

89

Registrar should not have full control. Investigative committee should remain in place to review and monitor actions

11/30/2015 5:47 AM

90

If the Investigative Committee has the responsibility of reviewing the results of the Investigatory Panel for consistency,

11/29/2015 9:26 PM

what recourse does the Investigative Committee have to amend a settled complaint?
91

One would expect that the Committee that was set up to handle disputes would need involvement as that was the

11/29/2015 7:52 PM

purpose for which it was created.
92

The committee should see all findings and recommendations and give final shoice to avoid a kingdom forming under

11/29/2015 10:15 AM

an individual acting in self-interest.
93

This could easily result in a member essentially being blackmailed by the complainant.

11/29/2015 9:56 AM

94

Only if both sides agree.

11/29/2015 8:18 AM

95

This is fine for less serious issues so long as fairlesss is addressed throughout the process.

11/28/2015 2:21 PM
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96

Under clear guidelines.

11/28/2015 2:04 PM

97

as long as it is of a minor nature

11/28/2015 8:59 AM

98

How is the registrar chosen? They seem to have great authority and if this approved will have even more. How does
the organization ensure they are fair and impartial?

11/28/2015 4:27 AM

99

Again, the Registrar is trying to gain power without proper mechanisms for review to prevent corruption of this body. A
Committee allows for rotating participation of the general membership, but these proposed changes are continually

11/28/2015 2:06 AM

about centralizing power in the hands of a select few while the majority of the membership is busy trying to build a
better world. The general membership bears all the risk of trying to ensure the public safety, and instead of APEGA
providing design standards, or group Errors and Omissions Insurance, it continually raises fees, grasps for power and
is essentially invisible to the general membership until collection time rolls around.
100

I think there needs to be a better definition of what constitutes a valid complaint.

11/28/2015 12:00 AM

101

See previos box

11/27/2015 10:30 PM

102

Does this mean it isn't investigated? I think this statement needs more information.

11/27/2015 10:18 PM

103

Registrar!? Does this position need job security or what?

11/27/2015 10:12 PM

104

But only if the other issues of making the Registrar the judge and jury are addressed so that he/she is not.

11/27/2015 7:14 PM

105

Have confidence in member led investigative committee based on history and performance. Members are best to able
to investigate because they have actively practiced. The Registrar is an Administration position at APEGA who may
lack that experience.

11/27/2015 3:59 PM

106

The Investigative Committee should still have input for consistency.

11/26/2015 9:16 AM

107

Same comment as #29.

11/25/2015 12:44 PM

108

No. This should be the role of the Investigative Committee.

11/25/2015 11:35 AM

109

sounds like a reasonable efficiency

11/24/2015 9:20 PM

110

It likely would eliminate a lot of the BS but you will need tot hire MORE registrars The dues are high enough so no
thanks

11/24/2015 7:53 PM

111

I agree with the mediation aspect, but feel the outcome should be vetted by the Investigative Committee.

11/23/2015 12:02 PM

112

The Investigative Committee provides the oversight as a group of peers in a self-governing body should.

11/21/2015 6:30 PM

113

Concerns about coercion.

11/21/2015 3:11 PM

114

Again, this is blurring the lines between a staff person or position with the legislatively created body of the IC. Would
this complaint then be registgered as a complaint against the member/permit holder or would it disappear. needs more
work.

11/19/2015 10:12 AM

115

Having the Inv Comm ratify the registrar's recommendation seems to be a good balance to me.

11/17/2015 8:57 AM

116

Investigative Committee should have knowledge and oversight.

11/13/2015 10:32 PM

117

Who will decide which will use the mitigated process vs the long version

11/13/2015 2:59 PM

118

Assuming there are strict guidelines in place

11/13/2015 7:41 AM

119

What's the point of having an Investigative Committee then?

11/12/2015 10:57 PM

120

This change suggests the committees are ineffective or overworked. Changes to the committees should be made to

11/12/2015 8:55 PM

address this rather than increasing the authority of the Registrar. The consistency of the work of the committees could
be negatively impacted by parallel work by the staff.
121

Registrar should not have absolute power to settle complaints. I could live with a unanimous decision of both the
Registrar and APEGA president. If both are not in agreement, then it would be referred to the investigative committee.

11/12/2015 8:54 PM

122

Investigations should remain within the Investigative Committee

11/12/2015 3:30 PM

123

I do not see the Registrar's function as one of settling complaints. Again I would see the Registrar as an advisor to the

11/12/2015 1:09 AM

Investigative Committee in terms of any direct settlement. There could be a circumstance where the complainant and
the subject of the complaint are willing to settle, but in fact there are still valid grounds for the complaint to be
considered.
124

There should be someone/some way to review the decision of the Registrar. This avoids the thorny issue of influence
peddling.
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125

The Registrar is NOT a judge, whereas the proposal sounds like trial by judge, instead of judge and jury.

11/9/2015 7:42 PM

126

Though it would help clear up cases sooner, it also removes APEGA from their role as the regulators. The only

11/9/2015 3:05 PM

downside I could see is if a vexatious complainant persists in filing complaints about a member, who keeps trying to
placate them to resolve the matter.
127

Complaints against members should be reviewed by the Investigative Committee and the Registrar to ensure that any
settlement between parties contains appropriate sanctions, restrictions, fines, or other judgements commensurate to
the complaint and consistent with judgements made by Investigative and Disciplinary committees.

11/9/2015 3:05 PM

128

See earlier comments ---- 'nuff said about concentration of power to one individual.

11/9/2015 8:44 AM

129

This is likely to be abused by the administration to trick individuals into a skewed process where their rights are not
protected. If the complaint meets the level justifying investigative committee action, then members not administrators

11/4/2015 8:13 PM

will be involved.
130

RDO’s recommended by the Investigative Panel (Members) require review and approval by the Investigative

11/4/2015 1:13 PM

Committee / Discipline Committee (Members); similarly any resolutions proposed by the Registrar should be subject to
the same oversight. If APEGA is going to authorize the Registrar to directly settle complaints, whether or not the
member oversight function described above is retained, it should codify in policy specific training and expertise that the
Registrar (and delegates) should have relating to dispute resolution, negotiation and mediation skills.
131

I have some concerns about how this practice could diminish the consistency of decisions made for cases with similar

11/2/2015 4:54 PM

circumstances.
132

Only with the express consent of all parties involved.

11/2/2015 4:08 PM

133

Sounds expedient. Also sounds like a bit of slippery slope giving a lot of control to one entity.

11/2/2015 3:23 PM

134

I don't see the need to give the registrar this power. If it is not necessary then why give it to the registrar. The
investigation committee needs to provide oversight.

11/2/2015 1:16 PM

135

no comrade.

11/2/2015 9:16 AM

136

Resolutions reached solely between the Registrar and the member subject to a complaint will result in a loss of
openness. Public concerns of favoritism may arise in cases where investigations are not conducted and resolutions
are reached by the Register without committee involvement.

11/2/2015 9:00 AM

137

The powers of the Registrar cannot supersede those of the Investigative Committee.

11/1/2015 6:20 PM

138

The Registrar is not God

11/1/2015 8:39 AM

139

Too much power for the Registrar which could result in temptation to give friends a free pass.

10/30/2015 9:31 AM

140

Isn't this the job of the investigative committee?

10/28/2015 9:11 AM

141

It should be a panel and not a registrar

10/28/2015 8:12 AM

142

The power to close a complaint must remain with the Investigative Committee and not an APEGA staff memeber

10/27/2015 9:21 PM

143

Is APEGA trying to become the gestapo or something?

10/27/2015 2:18 PM
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Q31 How did you learn about the proposed
legislative changes? (check all that apply)
Answered: 1,200

Skipped: 214

100%

80%

54.75%
60%

33.67%

40%

20%

13.92%

12.67%

20.50%
8.17%

0%
I attended
a
consultatio
n session

I read and
reviewed
the
discussi...

I read the
Briefing
notes

Answer Choices

I reviewed
the info
graphics

I watched
the videos

I did not
have time
to read or
review t...

Responses

I attended a consultation session

12.67%

152

I read and reviewed the discussion papers on the website

33.67%

404

I read the Briefing notes

54.75%

657

I reviewed the info graphics

13.92%

167

I watched the videos

8.17%

I did not have time to read or review the information

20.50%

Total Respondents: 1,200
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Q32 My response represents my views as a:
Answered: 1,192

Skipped: 222

100%

97.23%
80%

60%

40%

14.01%

20%

4.53%

0%
Member

Permit Holder

Answer Choices

Other (please
specify)
Responses

Member

97.23%

1,159

Permit Holder

14.01%

167

Other (please specify)

4.53%

54

Total Respondents: 1,192

#

Other (please specify)

Date

1

Non menber

12/18/2015 10:55 AM

2

As a member over 50 years , in private practice.

12/18/2015 10:12 AM

3

Member of the Public

12/16/2015 10:36 PM

4

Student

12/16/2015 8:57 AM

5

retired member

12/15/2015 11:06 PM

6

PRB member

12/15/2015 9:56 PM

7

Licensee

12/15/2015 6:24 PM

8

Responsible Member for > 30 years in a large organization

12/15/2015 5:54 PM

9

Member of the Enforcement Review Committee

12/15/2015 5:27 PM

10

I have tried to take a broader approach than just being a member

12/15/2015 4:52 PM

11

Engineering Student

12/15/2015 3:57 PM

12

Retired PEng

12/15/2015 3:52 PM

13

Retired "Life Member"

12/15/2015 3:03 PM

14

EIT

12/15/2015 1:44 PM

15

Keep it simple fair and without too much power to APEGA. For God's sake you folks are getting carried away with over

12/15/2015 1:08 PM

kill!
16

Member of another jurisdiction.

12/15/2015 11:22 AM

17

life member

12/15/2015 10:12 AM

18

Life Member

12/15/2015 9:52 AM

19

General member of Society

12/15/2015 7:53 AM
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20

Life member

12/15/2015 4:30 AM

21

Law student

12/15/2015 1:21 AM

22

Life Member

12/14/2015 11:26 PM

23

E.I.T.

12/14/2015 10:47 PM

24

student

12/14/2015 9:44 PM

25

Resident of Alberta

12/14/2015 9:37 PM

26

life member

12/14/2015 6:32 PM

27

investigative staff member

12/14/2015 4:37 PM

28

Should the changes all be in the Act ? or in the Regulations?

12/12/2015 9:54 AM

29

Citizen

12/9/2015 11:21 AM

30

Applicant

12/9/2015 9:14 AM

31

EIT

12/5/2015 5:48 PM

32

Board member

12/5/2015 12:53 PM

33

citizen

12/2/2015 2:28 PM

34

public

11/30/2015 3:37 PM

35

A member of the public looking at the function and value of APEGA.

11/30/2015 8:30 AM

36

Life Member (retired from active practice about ten years ago)

11/28/2015 12:04 AM

37

Experienced with discipline procedures

11/27/2015 10:33 PM

38

Retired

11/27/2015 9:57 PM

39

former permit holder (withdrawn as a result of retirement

11/27/2015 8:19 PM

40

Am a Responsible member authorized to sign Permit

11/27/2015 3:59 PM

41

General Public

11/23/2015 11:08 AM

42

Member of Investigative Committee

11/23/2015 10:32 AM

43

EIT

11/20/2015 2:13 PM

44

You did not have enough answers on the question 31. I was sent an email by Nawas Akkad who volunteers with

11/20/2015 8:57 AM

APEGA.
45

Also Responsible Member

11/17/2015 8:58 AM

46

ASET Member

11/12/2015 2:39 PM

47

Concerned Citizen

11/9/2015 8:45 AM

48

MIT, CET

11/4/2015 11:29 AM

49

PL (Eng)

11/3/2015 2:36 PM

50

a member of other jurisdictions as well

10/30/2015 6:42 AM

51

One of the Responsible Members for a permit holder

10/28/2015 8:36 PM

52

past lead investigator for GOA

10/28/2015 3:03 PM

53

Professional Agrologist

10/27/2015 3:48 PM

54

MIT

10/27/2015 3:15 PM
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