GNGA4170 — Engineering and the Law
%:Eﬁ'ﬁai"%x?amiﬁaﬁén, - April 22, 2003 ~ 3 \i‘*f?s; closed book

Spend d 10 minutes ﬁmﬁﬁf mgwng the entire mmamn, md}?mng other ﬂsmgsf

- .:"gffsu mmﬁ% aﬁﬁwaf bc;m ;ﬁﬁ% of sf;ueﬁﬁw one.
Qi (a) why does the PEO grant a temmrary iceﬁge? [2 marks]

1{%}} ~what s a certificate of authortzation, and give a clear example wh&m one
wau id be ﬁeed@d 3 marks} :

Y{’%ﬁ must aﬁaway two (Z} of the faﬁcswirzg three {3) quastians ( er two (2).
Attached to this-exam, to assist you, Is a copy of sections 72 {éﬁﬁmﬁm a‘f professional
- misconduct) and 77 (code of ethics) of the regulation under the Professional Engineers
- Act Ii(} marics each X 2 = 20 marks, approx. 17 minutes each, 35 minutes (tataz}}

. o ftg sﬁr&é extra éﬁgineémg wﬁfk in &h& &@ﬁﬁm@@ fa? i;ﬁ?‘ké?} pr%m ci%mi:ﬁ? *
- »}aﬁu&iﬂg some csf the maﬁufa&:turers wi'; pfedusa the automation-systems which

% s:maﬁm anéwbat&éitashﬁmédé

Q& , _ﬁ;ﬁ‘:ﬁiﬁf@ﬁ, aﬁ eﬁgiﬁaer is aﬁeﬂd rzg a twewﬁay mn?emca on ﬁae mzzﬁmtzﬁaﬂ ef

has recently been m}meteé at ABC Software Engineering, ar g
e i‘d te- ggzmp%gteﬁae ées;g,a for new software, but éaegm@t be%eve t:he de: adline
. Mu's spouse, Psi (who w@%@ f@r a competitor, DEF Software
- Eng "i“ﬁe}" ffers to give Mu an earlier version of the code for DEI nare
 which Mu could use to complete the %fé( fﬁr ABC. Discuss what &%ﬁ‘xca% 35&3:%

' -practical issues arise In this situation, and what Mu should é{x v




a8 iﬁﬁmm approx. 2 hours]

QS ﬁmﬁy ﬁimsss five {S} of the following seven (7) tamsfpm{ﬁ;ﬁes Only discuss
five (5) of the terms. Your goal should be trying to note five mgsafata, relevant

- points ab@z;%:eat:h [5 marks aachxs = 25 marks, a@mx %mam%éaﬁﬁ or
45 m;mztﬁs (tsta }3 | -

| (ﬁ} : ; E%esfaents r:si‘ 3:1 eafefceabie cani:ras:?: [list only];

g @mratx A

() Iﬁ&ﬁnﬁ; 3 types of intellectual ﬁfﬁm and the iengﬂ:h of protection for 2

Gl “&e‘mﬁg the cxx'pﬁrate "dﬁi}”

":‘ﬁf_: performance.

You must amf two (2) of the three (3) following questi ns. Only answe b
§2§ m&ks each X2 = 40 mat‘iﬁs approx. 35 fﬁiﬁﬁtﬁﬁ each, or ﬁ ?W iﬁf m%ﬁutés fmt%i}}

choose this question, you must answer each part. [10 marks each X2 =

marks, PP, 17 minktes e, o 35 minutes (total)]

{&}'_ "‘{‘?‘ﬁ'@e years ago, Rho, an angmaer, g:ragsar@tﬁ ;ﬂm& am:i specifications for
a structural addition to a local restaurant. The restaurant was sold to a new
owner a year ago, and the new owner has finally discovered cracks in the
Suppo F ling walls (which became visible six months ago). Discuss the issue of

n persecis namaiywm%h&y are and how they apply to these facts.
your r change if Rho was not an engineer, but simply a general
contractor? Wmﬂsi Wﬁf answer change if the restaurant had never been sold
-aﬁd i%: W the original W whe had d%smver&d ﬁ"i& ﬁmmrai ;:mb%ems’?

r{ia} Lamda works for XYZ Engineering, a2 mes:hmg:ai engineering firm, and

has a '-sfgniﬁzfanﬁ amuﬂt z:ﬁ’ mﬁtad a{;ﬁ:ﬁ the firm's clients. When hired, Lamda
e ﬁ{afaﬁmﬁ other matters): “lamda

, g, that for a pemé ‘

f 8 montt g withna25

ilometr mé‘zis af X?’Z’ﬁ ’{:ﬁ re» isi 'thmi:mg am }ﬁavtﬁg XYZ

__ .fiﬁg, amd if; memeé amut this spmﬁ:: term What aﬁviteﬁafarmaﬁan




e the Courts have approached contractual terms that appear to fimit M‘W

Omicron Inc. (an engineering company) was hired by Acme Chemicals Inc. (both
Canadian mmgaa%%} to design an exterior transport system for a highly
explosive chemical (from storage tanks, to the manufacturing plant itself). The
cs:am'act ;mca was $3 million dollars. Four months after completion, the :
transport system broke-down. The chemical leaked, resulting in a huge
&X{&iﬁ&i@ﬂ ?artzmatﬁiy no ong was injured, but Acme had to pay $2 million

dollars to repair the damages, $1 million in fines from the Ministry of the

‘Environment, and an additional $2 million to have the system re-designed mﬁ
-~ re-installed (the new system operated to proper specifications). Acme also lost

$1 million in profit as a result of its operations being shut down for one meath

- : :‘i“wa independent reports have confirmed that the original system {d@ﬁgmﬁ by

~ Omicron) could never have met the proper specifications as a resuit of Omicron’s

~ significantly deficient design.

Q8

 that tender package for the general contractors to consider wher
 their bids. Ultimately, GC Ltd. was chosen, and hired as the gemra? ntra /-{_1 or
- to complete the work for Pi. The fixed price contract, bet
to mﬁ&t@ the work, was $2 mi% ion dollars.

‘Omicron’s and Acme’s contract contained the following pmvisa@n “szem:s

accepts no responsibifity, of any kind, for whatever injury or damage, however

~ caused, whether by breach of a contractual a&ﬁga%m or any negligence, beyond

the amount of $4 million dollars. Omicron’s total liability is limited to $4 million
dollars). To date, Qmisrw has been paid $2,§%3@ 000 of the $3 million dollar

’_MWW% ;

Whamﬁmagas w&aiﬁ Acme claim against &mm? ‘What ﬁam&geﬁ would Acme
i be entitled t0? m@%, making sure to note the legal history of how.

_' gm P gngi works for Quest Engineering, and was assigned the task of preparing

15 and specifications ("d&s”) for Pi Industries (a major client). Rho had

,beaﬁwwmg very hard on many separate projects, and had to spend overtime, :

late at ﬁig?it completing the d&s for Pi. Rho completed the d&s on time.

Pi took those d&s and prepared a tender package, and mmd @m from ;
general contractors to complete the work., Obviously, the d&s were akey m &f ', 7

etween Pl and GC, for GC “

After one month of work, GC d&c&v&rﬁt{ mistakes af;ﬁ inconsistencies in the d&s
{wa had used outdated design tables for some calculations) - these mistakes
would not have been obvious to the tenderers from a casual review of the é&ﬁ :

but could only be truly understood after the work had actually started. -

: ;wﬂm&tﬁ% GC had to pay an additional $100,000 in salaries, and $$2{‘3§ Iﬁ

increased materials cost (to ‘cure’ the problems). Under their contract, ﬁ{: {i%tiiﬁfé: , .

k-E{}m&mﬁmeexmﬁsasmm?i

- Wﬁaﬁ liabilities In tort law arise in this case? '?%W’%é@ a discussion aﬂ%ﬁeﬁw‘ﬁ

~ €ase, the issues considered, and the likely result,



QU L ,
. environmental assessment on one of Mega’s properties

m&act states that if L

& tunnel was built, collapsed before opening day, and an independent report
rmed that the problem could have been avoided had the information in the
cal reports been taken into maszéamm in preparing the plans and

ﬁgm%m%w

 What fiabifities | ‘ER‘ ¢ law arise in this case? In your answer (which will lead to 2
~ position on the likély
~ legal principles.

outcome in this case) make sure you discuss the relevant

ma Engineering Ltd. has a contract with Mega C&. to ﬁfﬂw an -
(property "X"). The
da finishes the work by December 31%, Lamda is

to exercise &n option to do the same kind of assessment on another of

s f e 5“5 Wm@ (W “Y”}i for the same cost {sﬁﬁ Q@Q}

In fate

" {W} finish the work on property X by January 15% of the New Year”. La

ﬁcmwg‘eaﬁy mﬁhex a‘f t%xat year, seva;ai ﬁf Lamda s fsﬁi»tﬁme

sident e%‘ﬁw indicated to Lamda's VP that Mega understood Lz
fficuities, ar eling very kind (since it was near the holidays, after all
fire @ﬁﬁ&bﬁiﬁfﬁm Severything would beﬁnemguﬁmwioﬁg as you

was very pleased, simewyvamattwimdtﬁ “give them a i:reak"mzéerme
terms of the contract.

}«% mws&, Lamda simply waited until its full-time employees were fe&img bette;’

ete the work, instead of hiring the independent mmi*ztm Lamda
the work on property X by January 107,

) km }“2& Lamda then mt@mga m indicating Lamda Wﬁ
its option under the contract to prepare the environmental assessm

on pr property Y. Mega refused, indicating that Lamda was not entitled %ﬁxﬁgm

the option since it had not met the December 31% deadline (for m&eﬁag the
war%; on mpegtg X} nioted in the written contract.

Waa M&g& an%tﬁ&d to deny Lamda’s exercise of the option (to dowork on
garapar:y?}? D{g:;:sg ‘ensuring you identify and axpimthe r&éwa%megai
to M facts. :

, {ami of mm] L
{zm wishes: f@fﬂwz the .ﬁﬁ%ﬂ?&f and the We}




