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Dear Mr Orr, 

 
Risks associated with the failure to meet our code of professional conduct.  

I am writing by way of the general invitation to submit information to the commission you are leading. I should 

first put on record that I am a member of www.civilsmatters.org. I know Professor Paul Jowitt has been in 

correspondence to confirm that I will join him on the afternoon of the 20th February at the ICE. My submission 

is predominantly about the risks facing the ICE and my starting point is our professional code.  

ICE Code of Professional Conduct - Ethics (from page 1 of the code and page 45 of the bye laws / charter)  

“The duty upon members of the ICE to behave ethically is, in effect, the duty to behave honourably; 

in modern words, ‘to do the right thing’. At its most basic, it means that members should be truthful 

and honest in dealings with clients, colleagues, other professionals, and anyone else they come into 

contact with in the course of their duties. Being a member of the ICE is a badge of probity and good 

faith, and members should do nothing that in any way could diminish the high standing of the 

profession. This includes any aspect of a member’s personal conduct which could have a negative 

impact upon the profession. 

Of particular relevance is the requirement that "being a member of the ICE is a badge of probity and good 

faith".  The use of the word Probity has set a very high standard. It means behaviour which is honest and fair. 

It is characterised by the word integrity which is the ability to build trust. Honesty implies a refusal to lie or 

deceive in any way.  

Reputational Risk consequent of manner of change to ICE Charter in 2018 

It is a requirement of ICE membership that we “play fair” and act honestly. There is however a question as to 

whether the ICE corporately has behaved in a manner that lacks probity and / or good faith in its method of 

changing the charter in 2018. If that is the case then we run the risk of damaging our reputation and worse. 

There are some specific areas which require self-examination by the ICE: 

1. The issue of a clarification note part way through the ballot in the summer of 2018 is far from reputation 

enhancing and raises questions of a fair process – what of voters who had already cast their vote before 

the clarification was issued? The electoral reform commission, which ran the election, was apparently 

unaware about this mid election change to process. Such practise left the ICE vulnerable to a challenge 

as to the legitimacy of the ballot. 
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2. The holding of a ballot to change the charter, with no proper consultation in advance is hardly behaviour 

that can be described as meeting the standard of “probity and good faith".  

 

3. The decision-making being moved from 44 elected members of Council to 12 Trustees without a 

transparent Trustee selection process. However good the individuals are in these new roles it is an 

inappropriate legacy to pass down to future generations, because of the risk of favouritism in future 

appointments or worse. 

 

4. The lack of reporting of the Special General Meeting held on the 31st July 2018 raises further areas of 

concern. At the beginning of the meeting we were told by the Chair that a report of the meeting would 

be issued. Future historians will be asking questions as to the record of the meeting as well as those who 

attended. The SGM report is still awaited (the existence on the internet of a boot leg recorded version 

acts as a reminder of this failing). 

 

5. On the absence of an SGM meeting record I spoke with James Taylor on the 12th September 2018. Mr 

Taylor is the Governance Executive and Council Administrator at the ICE. He advised that he had 

prepared notes of the SGM which were being reviewed. I understood “it will not be a transcript but a 

summary of the key themes and views of the discussion condensed to 2 or 3 pages”. I confirmed this 

discussion with Mr Taylor by email.  

 

6. The misreporting of the Council decision making consequent on the outcome of the SGM raises further 

areas of concern. On the subject of misreporting I spoke with Simon Creer (ICE Communications 

Department). I suggested the ICE web page news headline “Council to implement full governance 

consultation and review following the results of the SGM” should have been “Planned Governance 

changes going ahead in November 2018 but Council to implement full governance consultation 

and review in 2019”. I confirmed this discussion with Mr Creer by email.  

 

7. The composition of this commission should appear balanced to the ICE membership and to the outside 

world. 

 

Risks to ICE 

The key risks which emanate from the above analysis emanate from the question “what are the consequences 

of have fallen short of our Professional Code?” 

1. Risk of misleading or fake news – Whilst it is for this Commission to establish the true facts, there are 

those who may decide to push their own agenda on social media. The ICE itself uses social media for 

promotion of our engineering activities. It should be alive to the ease with which fake news and 

exaggerations can be swiftly propelled via social media.  

 

2. External Reputational Risk – On the one hand we require our membership to behave with probity and 

good faith. On the other hand, our corporate team, possibly feels we can relax, change the rules of the 

ballot part way through, perhaps spin the news to suit our agenda or omit publication of reports that are 

unfavourable, then that is the slippery slope to huge corporate reputational damage. 

 

3. Internal Reputational Risk – The risk of a disenfranchised membership means the ICE may not be able 

to properly function. The ICE relies on volunteers for the skills which it cannot buy in (and which it 

fortunately gets for nothing). The body corporate and the individual members need to be closely aligned. 

That is no longer the case for the writer. 

 

I look forward to discussing the above with you and your colleagues on the 20th February. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

R W BAYFIELD 

 


