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Support for Canterbury Engineers

Since the Canterbury earthquakes many of our Members in Christchurch have been under significant pressure, dealing with increased
scrutiny and a tremendous workload, as well as concerns for their own homes and families. This pressure has been ongoing for 18
menths and will continue as the Royal Commission hears further evidence and the rebuild gathers momentum.

With help from the IPENZ Foundation, the IPENZ Canterbury Branch, ACENZ, NZSEE and SESOC we are able to offer an independent,
confidential counselling service.

Up to three independent sessions will be provided through EAP Services, free of charge. Members will contact EAP directly, and at no
point will your details be shared with anyone cutside of EAR.

Face to face counselling sessions with qualified experienced counseliors can be arranged at EAP's offices. Offices in Christchurch are
in Mandeville Street in Riccarton, Bealey Avenue and Peacock Street in the city, St Albans, New Brighton, Rangiora and Kaiapoi.
E-counselling or telephone counselling can also be arranged. As issues can impact on family life, you may choose to take your partner
to sessions with you.

To access these services please call 0800 327 669 (0800 EAP NOW) and state you are using the IPENZ (Christchurch Membership)
EAP scheme.

Dr Nicki Crauford

Deputy Chief Executive

dee@ipenz.org.nz

Engineers’ Ethical Responsibility on Heritage Buildings

Some Members have asked whether IPENZ has a policy on the fate of significant heritage buildings in Canterbury. Although IPENZ
recognises that heritage buildings are important community assets, it has ne policy on heritage buildings.

However, it is important that engineers providing advice to building owners and community decision makers know they are guided by
the ethical requirement to take reasonabie steps to protect life and safeguard health. They are required 1o set out the technical merits
or otherwise of strengthening or reconstruction to retain the \Elued elements of heritage buildings.

If, in an engineer's opinion, a sufficient level of protection cannot be reasonably provided, the engineer has an ethical responsibility

to communicate his or her opinion to the relevant decision makers. In accordance with good engineering practice, engingers may wish
to collegially debate the merits or otherwise of strengthening methods and their applicability prior to providing their advice to building
owners and community decision makers.

IPENZ is required to separate its role as an advocate for preserving significant engineering projects and sites from the responsibility

Dr Andrew Cleland
Chief Executive

ce@ipenz.org.nz
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Obligations of the Profession: Learning from Lord Benson

What does Henry Benson, a British accountant born in 2909, have to do with the ethical considerations of practising engineers
in New Zealand over a century later?

His gbituaty published in The Independent is fabulous reading, and makes you wonder how he packed so much into his 86 years,
but the answer to my question lies in his spgech 1o the House of Fords on 8 July 1992,

In that speech, Lord Benson (as he became), lays down the nine obligations of a profession, and whiist he relates these to the pro-
fession of accountancy they are no less relevant to engineers. Lord Benson met his demise in 1995 but he left a legacy that sets
a useful framework for our professionat welfare.

He professes that any profession which follows these nine obligations will have no need 1o fear what happens in the future -
the Government can always be satisfied it is healthy.

Of the nine obligations, the one that stands out as particularly relevant is the third, stating that in order for a bedy to be “professicnal”
it must set the ethical rules and professional standards which are to be observed by its members. Thay should be higher than those
established by the general faw.

Alt IPENZ Members are encouraged to read the [PENZ Gode of Ethics and from time to time reflest on the obligations it imposes
on them.

Lord Benson alsc makes five points in his speech, the fourth of which states that everybody makes mistakes and whilst negligence
must be punished, mistakes are to be learned from. | recommend that everybody reads his speech and that we use the obligations
to formulate our approach.

Charles Wilimot

Manager Investigations and Discipling

ethics@ipenz.ore.nz

Back to contents

Revised Wastewsater Standard

Early this week Standards New Zealand (SNZ) released the 2012 editiocn of AS/NZS 1547 On-site Domestic Wastewater Management.
The blurk on the SNZ website states that it provides the requirements for treatment units and their respective land-application systems
to achieve sustainable and effective onsite domestic wastewater management, to protect public health and the eavironment. The
Standard identifles the performance statements that cover the overall design and sustainable management of onsite domestic
wastewater systems. These performance statements set performance objectives which are followed by performance requirements
and then, when possible, performance criteria.

John Cocks MIPENZ represented the Institution on the revision project. He reports that the revision was contenticus and the process
took several years.

Wastewater projects have featured in several disciplinary cases. Sometimes the performance has disappointed the home owner who
paid for the work, nerhaps because the fall between the house and the effluent field was insufficient, or because effluent fields were
flooded or pravided inadequate scakage or inadequate treatment.

It s useful noting a legal judgement reproduced in IPENZ Practice Note 14: “... bearing in mind the function of codes, a design which
departs substantially from them is prima facie a faulty design, untess it can be demonstrated that it conforms to accepted engineering
practice by rational analysis”.

The previous entry for 1547 which appeared in the Compendium of Codified Knowledege has been updated.

Cameron Smart
Engineering Practice Manager
pragticemanager@inenz.ora.nz
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Over my working life | have had
much exposure 1o the challenges
of managing workplace safety.

New Zealand's statistics in this area
are not good. For example, in 2008
the New Zealand workplace fatality
rate was 3.6 per 100,000 workers,
whereas in Australia it was 2.8, and
in some European countries it was
just over one. Moreover, New Zea-
land is one of the few countries to
have a deteriorating trend (that is,
our rate is increasing). The National
Occupational Health and Safety
Advisory Council estimates the cost
1o New Zealand of workplace injuries
and ilinesses to be around $5 billion
per annum. This figure says nothing,
of course, of the personal suffering
and hardships that arise cut of work-
place injuries.

It is, therefore, appropriate the
Minister of Labour has launched
the Zero Harm Initiative, and many
major New Zealand businesses

arg now participating in it. There

is strong evidence to show thai
companies with exemplary safety
performance also demonstrate
superior productivity and profitability.
This should not come &s a surprise,
as one talented Chief Executive said
ata Zero Harm forum, “If yous can't
manage OHS, you can't manage”.

New Zealand's poor performance
begs the guestion, “How can this
be s0?” and you may also be ques-
tioning whether this is an
engineering issue.

In my experience, the professionat
engineering community has not
always been quick to realise it

has a strong role to play in this field.

May | remind you of the IPENZ
Code of Ethics:

“Part 1. - Values

Protection of Life and
Safeguarding People

Members shall recagnise the need

to protect iife and to safeguard people
and in their engineering activities
shall act to address this nead.

Part 2 - Guidelines

1.4. Giving priority to the safety and
wellbeing of the community and
having regard to this principle in
assessing obligations to clients,
employers and colleagues.

1.2, Ensuring that reasonable steps
are taken o minimise the risk
of loss of life, injury or suffering
which may result from your
engineering activities, either
directly or indirectly.

1.3. Drawing the attenticn of those
affected to the level and signi-
ficance of risk associated with
the work.

1.4. Assessing and taking
reasonable steps 1o minimise
potential dangers involved in
the construction, manufacture
and use of outcomes of your
engineering activities.

Part 3 — Minimum Standards

of Acceptable Ethical Behaviour

by Members

Take reasonable steps to safeguard
health and safety

A Member must, in the course of

his or her engineering activities, take
reasonable steps to safeguard the
health and safety of people.”

As you can see, the Code of Ethics is
quite explicit on our responsibilities.
It does not take the matter lightly.
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New Zesland's
statistics in
the area of
workplace safety
are not good.

Engineers have opportunities to
exercise influence on workplace
safety through the design process
and the leadership roles they often
fulfil as workplace managers and
supervisors. Good engineering
design process can capture a whole
of life consideration that is cognisant
of, and mitigates, construction,
commissioning, operating and
maintenance hazards. This is a
great way of designing superior
safely outcomes for users,
customers, the public and clients.

Company Boards are becoming more
demanding of their crganisations

to demonstrate best practice in
safety management, and if the New
Zealand professional engineering
community is not seen as offering
hest practice in this domain there

is a risk there will be pressure to
engage professional services from
those who do.

So, 1 would like 1o finish by asking
how you think you are performing

in this area of practice. Do you have
ideas on how the profession can

lift its performance and make the
workplace safer? //
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Regulatory Review - The Horns of a Dilemma

Practice Note 02 Peer Review includes
a short section on Regulatory Review,
the process often used by Building
Consent Autharities to check that a
proposed project meets legislated
performance requirements. Building
Consent Authorities (BCAs) commoniy
cantract Regulatory Reviews out fo
engineering consultancies. The IPENZ
and Chartered Professional Enginger
(CPERng) Codes of Ethics require
Members and CPEng registrants,
regardless of whether they are
employees or contracters, to take
reasonable steps to inform other
engineers of proposed reviews before
starting, and to investigate the matters
before commenting. These ethical
ohligations are jealously guarded, as
shown by several disciplinary cases
where engineers have been aggrieved
at not being informed of impending
reviews.

Dees this obligation to inform apply
tc a Regulatory Reviewer?

Practice Note 02 states that the
purpose of @ Regulatory Review

is to “assess whether the design
complies with pertinent regulations,
consent requirements and laws ...
testing the outcome against regulatory
parameters”. The Regulatory Reviewer
must have access to the designer in
order to identify areas of the design
that need to be addressed. However,
the practice note does not restate the
obligation to inform the designer of
the review.

The chair of an IPENZ Investigating
Committee was of the opinion, *If the
[Regulatory] Reviewer finds nothing

wrong, then normally there wouild not
be a need 1o contact the designer”.
Hence a designer who knows, or
reasonably ought to know, that the
design will be used to support an
application for building or resource
consent, could presume that the design
will be subject to Regulatory Review. If
Regulatory Reviewers find something
they believe to be wrong, then they are
ethically obliged to inform the designer.

Some BCAs, and good engineeting
practice, require the Regulatory
Reviewer to go further and put
significant queries to the dasigner.
Practice Note 02 gives an example of
the sort of question that may be asked
by suggesting that the reviewer may find
differences between the documeniation
and the design. This could ccour if

the calculations and the drawings
appear to relate to different details, if
the caleulations are of a non-standard
form, if simple calculations have

been used but the reviewer believes

a more onerous method is required to
demoanstrate compliance, if calculations
arg mathematically wrong, if a Producer
Statement did not represent the true on-
site situation, or for some other reason,

If the calculations are wrong because
thay were not checked before leaving
the design office, a breach of ethics may
have occurred. In a case in which the
Regulatory Reviewer found many wrang
calculations and Inadeguate responses
from the designer, another engineer
made a formal complaint to IPENZ, After
due process, the Disciplinary Commitiee
found the respendant manager
negligent in failing to take reasonable
steps 1o assure the guality of the work

for which he had overall and ultimate
responsibility.

Other BCAs limit the interaction between
the Regulatory Reviewer and the
designer, presumahly to limit costs.

The Building Act, Section 80, requires

a BCA to advise an applicant for buillding
consent of refusal and the reasons

for refusal. If the Regulatory Reviewer
issues this advice, and the applicant is
the designer, then the ethical obligation
is fulfilled. What happens in the
commaon situation where the applicant
is not the designer?

The Regulatory Reviewer is then caught
on the horns of an ethical dilemma.

0On one horn is the client BCA's
instruction not to liaise directly with the
designer unless approved by the BCA.
On the other hormn is the IPENZ and
CPEng obligation to inform the designer.

We find a path between the horns by
observing one of the nine tests of a
profession propesed by Lord Benn to
the House of Lords, This test states that
the governing body must set the ethical
rules and professicnal standards which
are to be observed by the members.
These should he higher than those
established by the general law.

Hence, the professional ethic of
informing the designer takes precedent
over the client BCA's instruction to limit
the liaison between Regulatory Reviewar
and designer.

In practice, this obligation need not

be onerous if contractual arrangements
recognise Practice Note 02's
prerequisite that the Regulatory
Reviewer has access to the designer.

engineering dimension B 05
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Recognising Branch Volunteers

With the recent change of many Branch Chairs and Committee members, IPENZ would like to thank all those
who volunteered their time over the past year.

Committee members organise meetings and
events which provide IPENZ Members within
a region the opportunity to make contacts,
find mentors and take partin engineering
and social activities.

The Branch Chairs communicate with
the Branch members through monthly
newsletters, keeping Members up to date
with the latest news even if they can't
make it to meetings and evenis. Chairs

Role of an Ethics Advisor

The role of the ethics advisor is to assist

IPENZ Members who are the subject of a

complaint to:

. understand the process by which
complaints are heard and determined

. identify the essence of the complaint

. understand their own actions and their
consequences with respect to their
abligations as a Chartered Professional
Engineer or a Member of iPENZ

. prepare for each stage of the complaint
hearing and determination process

. respond appropriately at each stage
of the procass

. identify if dispute resolution would
be useful.

The ethics advisor does not represent the
respondent. Nevertheless, the ethics advisor
cannct have:

. any personal or professional
relationship with the complainant or
the respondent

. any cther confiict of interest.

In seeking an ethics advisor the respondent
accepts that the consequences of the
complaint and its hearing must be borne

hy the respondent, and therefore the
respondent indemnifies the advisor, even if
the advice of the advisor is followed by the
respondent.

also represent the Branch members at the
annual IPENZ Engineering Profession Forum,
where problems or ideas can be brought

up - keeping IPENZ informed about what
Members want at ground lavel.

IPENZ would like 1o thank those Members
who have recently stepped down from
Branch Chair and those who have taken cn
the role in the New Year, and all members of
IPENZ Branch Committees.

The ethics advisor undertakes discussion

on matters around the complaint with the
respondent, At his or her own discretion

the advisor may chcose to accompany the
respondent to hearings, 10 make suggestions
about how to present their evidence and to
help him/her with managing their documents
to ensure that accurate replies are given.
Additionally, the advisor may give support at
a more personal level if the respondent is
under pressure, The advisor cannot directly
give evidence or act as the representative.

The respondent accepts that IPENZ has no
funds for the work of ethics advisors. The
respondent must meet the reasonable costs
involved, although reimbursement from
Institution funds to the advisor of reascnable
travel or communication expenses may be
considered on a case-by-case basis if the
respondent is unable to meet the costs.

engineering dimension ¥ 03
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Complaint Upheld

A Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng) Disciplinary Committee has upheid a compiaint from a government
regulator against two Chartered Professional Engineers and ordered that the decision, but not the names of

those concerned, be published.

Background
One of the specialities of mechanical engineering is heavy road vehicles, and here we consider the connection between a heavy truck and its trailer.

A drawbeam assembly is a welded steel cross-member which connects the chassis rails at the rear of the truck and provides some form of dropper
bracket that supports a coupling device. A drawbar is another welded steel structure fastened to the trailer.

A Certifier, a person appointed by the Director of Land Transport, must issue a compliance certificate following manufacture and installation of each
drawbeam. NZ5 5446 Heavy Vehicle Towing Connections - Drawbeams and Drawbars applies.
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History

The first respendent designed a drawbeam to be suitable for 30-tonne
trailers in 1991 and manufactured and fitted this model to a number
of heavy trucks. The second respondent joined the company in 1992,

At various times, including 2002, both respondents played parts in
adapting the 1991, generic design to accommodate the dimensions of
new trucks. At that time, neither questioned the 1991 stress analysis.

In 2005, a routine Certificate of Fitness (COF) inspection identified
cracks in the welds between the dropper plate gussets and the
cross-member on one truck. The first respondent reviewed the
design, identified an oversight, and modified the design to remedy
the oversight.

He considered recalling the vehicies but decided not te, and nor did
he advise the owners, operators, or government regulator, who would
have been able to alert the COF testing stations. The first respondent
chose to rely on tha COF inspections to identify cracks.

In 2007, a failure occurred in one of the 2002 adaptations in which
the dropper bracket tore away from the cross-member, allowing the
trailer to separate from the truck. The trailer came to rest without
damaging other property and without ¢ausing injury to any person.

After investigating, the regulator laid a formal complaint with IPENZ,
accusing both respondents of incompetence and negligence.

Investigating Committeo

During the process of research and investigation, the Investigating
Commiitiee (IC} alleged that there was a second technical fault that the
respondents had not recognised. The drawbeam featured end fittings
that appeared to give a substantial degree of moment resistance at
their connections to the chassis rails. The IC found that the chassis
rails themselves had rather low stiffness against bending in the
horizontal plane, and so were unable to develop a subsiantial resisting
moment. Hence, the IC held that the drawbeam end connections were
pinned rather than built-in, and so the moment at the point where the
cracks started was greater than the respondents had calculated.

Discipiinary Committes

The 1991 design and its modifications had been done prior to the
advent of the CPEng Act, and so were not in themselves matters that
engineers registered under this Act could be held to account by a

GEN.IPENZ.0003C.7

CPEng Disciplinary Committee (DC}). However, since new drawbeams
required ceriification after the respondents became Chartered
Professional Engineers, they should have been reviewing the design
and satisfying themselves that it was appropriate.

The DC was concerned that the assumpiion of end fixity was

selected to fit the existing design, and that the respondents had

made no attempt to provide a numeric basis for the assumption. The
respondents replied that they could choose the fixity on the basis of
judgment and experience, and advised the DC that a value midway
between comptetely fixed and completely pinned was appropriate. After
deliberating, the DC disagreed, giving credence to the IC's calculations
that showed that the chassis rails provided little or no end fixing.

The DC was also concerned at the first respondent’s actions following
the discovery of cracks in 2005. Having identified the first oversight in
design, he then relied on the COF inspection process, but did not:

. alert the testing stations, nor
. locate and advise the current owners or operators, nor
. advise the regulatory authority.

After the 2007 faiiure, the respondents put considerable effort into
locating the other in-service drawbeams of the generic 1991 design.
Inspections showed that three of these were showing ¢racks up to 10
millimetres long, whilst the failed one showed evidence of cracks up
to 35 millimetres long that preceded the final sudden failure, Routine
COF ingpections had found none of these.

The DC held that in circumstances involving the wider safety of the
travelling public, the first respondent's actions had fallen short of the
duty of care required of a professional engineer.

The DC quoted CPEng Act s21(1){c) in ruling that the first respondent
had performed engineering services in a negligent or incompetent
manner, and in addition used CPEng Rule 43 in ruling that he had
failed to take reascnable steps to safeguard the health and safety

of people. The DC suspended him from the register for six months,
imposed a fine, and a contribution o costs.

The DC similarly used s21(1)(c) in respect of the second respondent,
as he had used another engineer's design without reviewing it to
ensure that it complied with the Standard to which he had certified it,
and imposed censure, a fine, and a centribution to costs.

Thirteenth Vibration Conference Hosted by New Zealand

The 13th Asia Pacific Vibration Conference (APVC) was held at the University of Canterbury
in November 2009 - the first time the conference has been held in New Zealand.

The APYC is an international refereed kiennial conference for mechanical and civil
engineers - academics, practitioners and scientists - working on aspects of dynamics,
control, sound and vibration, noise, condition moenitoring, damping, and response ta
earthquake ground motions. The aim of the conference is to promote research, provide an
opportunity to network, and strengthen links between researchers and practitioners.

Conference convener, Professor Athol Carr FIPENZ, from the Department of Civil and
Natural Resources Engineering at the University of Canterbury, says the event was very
successful with delegates giving positive feedback to organisers.

“One of the hightights for me was the keynote address by Professor Yoshihiro Suda,
Director of the Chiba Experiment Station at the University of Tokyo, who talked about
developments in transporiation, including personal transportation, where he showed work
on new personal transportation devices, like miniature segway-type machines, but that
are no wider than a person standing, for use on crowded footpaths and pathways such as
those approaching subway station platforms in Japan.”

The conference was attended by 139 delegates from around the world and proceedings
included 127 papers from 14 countries.

engineering dimension # 09
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Celebrating Excellence but Dealing
with Poor Performance

Late fast month, the fifth annual Engineering Excellence Awards were held in Wellington at a prestigious black-tie
event. It was attended by senior politicians and very well received by ail with whom | spoke. The diversity, ingenuity
and success of the many projects and products was impressive and reinforces just how important aur engineering
innovation is to our economy, and just how great New Zealand engineers can be.

The Governing Board met the next day and one of the items on the agends was how we can improve engineesing
practice - and where do the risks of poor practice lie?

Cne matter discussed was the currency and completeness of the codification of engineering knowledge - not just the
formal standards published by Standards New Zealand, but also the plethora of codes of practice, guidance notes,
best-practice guides, standardised dooumentation (etc) produced by our technical interest groups, collaborating
technical societies, and like organisations.

To address this, a “compendium of codified engineering knowledge” is being produced by a team led by the IPENZ
Director of Engineering, Charles Willmot FIPENZ. Although still a work in progress, the compendium is already a
sizeable spreadsheet and discussions with Standards New Zealand show the need for such a tool. in due course,
this resource witl be available to Members and will hopefully reduce the risk of engineers using an outdated or
inappropriate standard {or worse still, none at all).

None of this should discousage innovation - rather we should ensure we build on cur previous collective experience.

Another matter discussed by the Board was the relatively low number of complaints of poor practice by Members
or registrants received by IPENZ, despite occasicnal claims and rumours of continuing poor practice in two fields
of practice (structural and fire). We investigate poor practice whenaver it is brought to our attention, if necessary
by the Chief Executive using delegated power from the Board to deem information received to be a complaint {in
effect making IPENZ the complainant). However, it is the responsibility of all engineers to make complainis or
pass to the Chief Executive information about apparent poor practice by another engineer when they come across
it. A failure to do so puts alf of cur reputations at risk, and breaches your ethical undertaking as a Member of

the Institution.

In addition, we have mechanisms to help improve this process. One of these is a completely confidential reporting
mechanism by which learning experiences or mistakes can be presented so we can all learn from them - this is
modelled on the blameless reporting systems used in the air industry. CROMIE - Confidential Reporting on Matters
in Engineering - is available on the IPENZ web site,

In many ways it is not part of the New Zealand culture to “pot” gne’s colleagues, yet too much is at risk to allow
any poor practice to continue. If we do not take ownership of our own performance we risk losing our self-regulating
professional status and will becomsa just like (heaven forbid) the real estate agents or even the audit accountants,
both of whom Parliament has seen fit to impose a separate regulatory body to overview their performance.

If this were to happen innovation would be stified, our profession would lose its prestige and future Excellence
Awards would be superfiuous.

Anthony Wilson
IPENZ President

02 B engineering dimension



[PENZ and Sustainability

Following a Governing Board decision in May 2008 it was proposed to assess the greenhouse gas emissions of
IPENZ National Office following guidelines defined by the Ministry for the Environment.

GEN.IPENZ.0003C.9

One of the five fundamental ethicat values given in the IPENZ Code of
Ethics is “Sustainable management and care for the environment”,
Practice Note 05 Sustainability and Engineers spells out the nead

for sustainable management of the planet's resources and the
responsibility placed on engineers in this endeavour.

The Milnistry for the Environment Guide

The Ministry for the Environment (MfE) has published a guide
document for companies to use in reporting on their greenhouse gas
{GHG) emigsions. This can be found at www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/
climate/guidance-greenhouse-gas-reporting-apr08/index.html

The MIE guide improves objectivity, defines a standard scope and
procedure, and provides the conversion factors to be used. IPENZ has
followed this guide in estimating IPENZ emissicns.

Stocktake
The assessment of IPENZ GHG emissions was carried out for 2007
with the following results.

Notes on Tahle 1:

. This is for IPENZ National Office {158 The Terrace} only.

. Considering the significance of the fandfill values (eight per cent
of total} it would be desirable to measure this component with
greater accuracy.

. Because of avaifability, some data were taken from 2008.

How well is IPENZ doing?

There is currently no reference standard to measure IPENZ against.

All organisations work in different ways and each business will have
different impacts. On a typical day there are approximately 50 people
working at National Office, or on business assaciated with the office.
This puts IPENZ's GHG emissions at about two fonnes of carbon dioxide
equivalent (CO,-¢) per yzar, This is only representing work hours.

The national averages in the following table {from the United States’
Energy Information Administration) are for the whole country and all of its
activity, but it may help put Nationat Office’s emissions into perspective.

Scope 1: Transport fuels 30,302 15.6 Australia 20.6
Direct emissions | pefrigerants 28 0.0 United States 19.8
Scope 2: . New Zealand 9.4
Electricity indirect ﬁ:i"t:z'ty from 25,056 12.9
emissions g China 46
Transmission of India 1.2
electricity used 2156 i1
Nepal 01
Taxis and rental
cars 6,190 3.2 World average 45
Scope 3:
indi ic ai Table 2: Approximate 2006 CO e emissicns per person.
Otl'[erfndlrect Domestic air 87,512 454 . P perp
emissions travel
International air 27,260 141
travel
Waste to landfill 15,500 8.0
Total 194,004 100.0

Table 1: IPENZ (Natfonal Office) 2007 emissions in kilograms of
carbon dioxide equivalent.
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The Engineering Practice Board

You may have heard reference to the Engineering Practice Board (EPB) in engineering dimension articles.
But what is it and what does it do? Charles Witlmot, IPENZ’s Director - Engineering, explains.

Engineering practice is concerned with the day-to-day work of
engineers fulfilling technicat and related managerial roles - it is about
how they use enginesring knowladge in a responsible manner in
fulfilling their duties to clients or employers.

The EPB consists of six to eight Members appeinted by the Governing
Board for their knowledge of engineering practice and who collectively
cover a spectrum of engineering disciplines and employment sectors,
Members are appointed for a two-year term. A Governing Board
representative is also appointed annually to the EPB to serve as a
conduit to ensure that any engineering practice issues are notified to

both Boards, and appropriate means are put in ptace to address them.

The engineering profession is self-regulating and IPENZ and its
Members want to see that it remains that way. The Governing Board
has charged the EPB with a number of tasks.

1. Oversee the technical leadership role of IPENZ in the context
of IPENZ acting as the hub of the self-regulating engineering
profession.

This means that IPENZ takes the initiative to resolve issues of
technical standard-setting, identifying suitable practice of its own
volition, anticipating needs, rather than remadying failures,

A perfect example of this is the Cofdstore Engineering in New Zealand
practice note (see page 01).

2. identify and monitor engineering practice Issues and risks
affecting, or potentially affecting, the profession, its clients and the
public at large.

Work has been continued on structural engineering in assogiation
with Society of Structural Engineers (SESQC) and the Association of
Consuliing Engineers (ACENZ).

3. Wioniter engineering practice, engineering knowledge and
disciplinary programmes of work which are co-ordinated through
Rational Office ensuring that the most important issues and risks
are addressed in a timely and professional manner.

The EPB regularly reviews codification and codes of practice, and
pricritises work programmes.

All Members are bound by the Code of Ethics and [PENZ is the
regulatory authority for the Chartered Professional Engineers Act.
Members voluntarily provide their skill, expertise and ime to ensure
that any complaints against a Member or a Chartered Professional
Engineer are dealt with efficiently and effectively. The EPB monitors
trends in those complaints and seeks to address any issues.

4. Convene the annual Engineering Practice Forum.

The Engineering Practice Forum brings together Technical Interest
Groups, Collaborating Technical Societies and kindred bedies

to workshop together on technical issues for the benefit of the
engineering profession and develop the work programme for the
coming year.

The EPB mestings may be held face to face, by ieleconference or
video conference, or efectronically. The EPB seeks to reach agreement
by consensus.

The EPB reports 1o the Governing Board on its activities and any
degisions made under its delegated authority. The Governing Board
represemative ensures that the activities of the EPB align with the
Institution's strategic and business plan.

Massey Student Cleaning Up the Streets

glass from gutters.

Hent Gearry, 2 mechatronics student at
Massey University, has come up with a
novel way of keeping the streets of
Palmerston North clean. Kent, a Student
Member of IPENZ, helped to design and
build a “scooter-vac” to pick up broken

Two years ago the problem of broken
glass was raised at a Green Hub - z local
environmental group ~ board of trustees
meeting. Broken glass is estimated to cost
motorists $350,000 in puncture repairs,
while nationwide it results in $3 million
worth of claims to ACC annually.

the Green Hub and SEAT. With these
partners, the team could begin to test
the possibilities.

Blueprints had to be drawn up in computer
aided design and the team had to build a
proof-of-concept vaccum cleaner to show
that a small single-cylinder motor would

do the job. The team had to work around
measures put in place to make the scooter
road legal: in this case a sign on the back,
“catrtion, street cleaning, stops frequently”,
and a pole-mounted orange flashing light
for night use.

A programme will also be written for a GPS
logging system, which provides Mr Hannon
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As a Green Hub trustee, and the University
Student Asscciation’s Envircnmental
Officer, the project was ideal for Kent. With
the direction and assistance of Jonathan
Hannon of the Zero Waste Academy, and
Clive Davies FIPENZ and technician Stan
Hyde, from the School of Engineering and
Advanced Technology (SEAT) at Massey,
Kent started designing and building the
scooter-vac.

The project was partfunded by a $20,000
grant from the Packaging Accord (a voluntary
initiative to cut down on wasteful packaging),

with the location of the broken glass so that
the city council can start taking measures to
tackle problem areas.

Kent hopes this muiti-partner green project
will be the precursor of others like it. The
project provided an opportunity for practical
experience for the students, but also positive
gain for the community using the expertise of
their local university.

“This is where the connection between
Massey, the city, and the Green Hub starts
to fuse really nicely,” Kent says.




Ethics Talk

GEN.IPENZ.0003C.11

Cameron Smatrt, Engineering Practice Manager, focuses on the complaints process, providing examples of
complaints against professional engineers that led to disciptinary action.

IPENZ's Engineering Practice Board has been reviewing sanitised
reports of complaints, looking for trends or themes that might indicate
risks to our profession. in the Getober issue of engineering dimension,
we looked at the complaints history over the past 10 years, and
showed that out of over 140 complaints laid, only six led to disciplinary
action.

We now study these six with a view to discovering what actions, or
inactions, have been held to be unacceptable engineering practice.

It is possible to analyse the complaints by field of engineering. The
recognised practice fields are aerospace, bio, building services,
chemical, civil, electrical, environmental, fire, geotechnical, industrial,
information, management, mechanical, mining, petroteum, structural,
and transportaticn.

The analysis shows that geotechnical engineering attracts more
than its fair share of complaints, but when tested against the ethical
requirements, no geotechnical engineer has yet been found wanting.

Structural engineering has attracted 60 complfaints. Of those 60
complaints, five have been upheld by the Institution’s disciplinary
processes. It is also worth noting that 30 of the 60 complaints have
been dismissed, 18 were otherwise resolved, and seven are in
progress.
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Complainis upheld

1. Private bridge

The complaint related to structural and gectechnical aspects of the
design and construction of a private bridge. The complainant alleged
the respondent had “overstepped his ability in a potentiaily dangerous

»n

way”.

The respondent was a sole practitioner with recent immigrants as
associates, making his first foray into bridge design.

The respondent had consulied the Heavy Engineering Research
Association on a technical point, but the disciplinary committee
(DC) hekd that this was inadequate as peer review. The DCfound a
large number of errors in calculations and an inadequate checking
procedure, so found the complaint substantiated in part.

The BC recommended that respondent had a greater regard for

the Code of Ethics, implement a quality assurance system for

client engagement and design checking, find a mentor, and provide
evidence to the IPENZ Chief Executive of the new quality and checking
processes.

2. Producer statement P54

The complaint concerned the foundations of a domestic building. The
complainant was a building control official in a territorial authority (TA)
who alleged that the respondent engineer had issued a construction
review producer statement (P34) without adequate verification of the
works. It transpired that the design had been changed at the owner's
request during construction. The respondent had issued a PS4 for the
earlier design in an ill-advised attempt to help the client.

Territorial authority officers had inspected redesigned foundations,
hut the TA did not regard this as satisfying its requirement that the
respondent certify his own inspection.

The DC found that the respondent had exercised insufficient care, so
upheld the complaint, and imposed a fine and costs.

3. Concrete floor siab

The complaint concerned the concrete floor slab of an industrial
building. The engineer and the client had a long-standing relationship,
for which they thought a verbal contract sufficed. The engineer relied
on geotechnical data cbtained previously for a nearby site. The floor
settled, causing damage to process equipment. The client then
complained that the engineer had failed to carry out his engineering
activities in a competent and careful manner.

The DC was congerned that the respondent had insufficient quality
assurance and peer review processes in place, and held that he had
not undartaken engineering activities in a competent and careful
manner.

The DC upheld the complaint, and imposed a reprimand,
admonishment, fine, and costs.

4. Council checker being used as peer reviewer

The complaint related to a commercial buitding. The complainant was
a disinterested engineer who alleged the respondent was failing to
conduct engineering activities to the standard expected of a chartered
professional engineer. The complainant “looked over shoulder of” the
council checker who had found technical errers and then found the
respondent slow to answer queries.

The preject had paused during design, then suddenly revived, with the
client requiring building consent application before design checks had
heen done, The investigative committee found many technical errors,
and also found that the respondent had treated the councit check as a
peer review.




The DCfound [ack of care amounting to negligence, and that there
was no evidence that reasonable steps had been taken to safeguard
the health and safety of people. The DC censured and imposed fines
and costs.

5. Design office management

This case involved the same matter as the fourth, but against a second

respondent, the senior director of the firm.

This second respondent had made a “commercial decision” to send
documents to council without checking. The disciplinary committee
found negligence in that the respondent had not taken reasonable
steps to assure the quality of the work for which he had overall and
ultimate responsibility. Both respondents had allowed commercial
pressures on progress and time by client to be put before professional
Integrity.

The DC censured and imposed fines and costs, and recommended
that the respondent introduce a quality assurance procedure,

6. Criminal offence

The final complaint o have been upheld involved an engineer who
had been convicted in a court of an offence not related to engineering
activities - this automatically gives rise to disciplinary action.

Themes in upheld complaints
A theme semimon to all the upheld complaints is a lack of checking
procedures and quality assurance schemes.

. A casual enquiry of an office colieague does not count as peer
review, and nor does a more determined effort to consult an
outside party.

. It is unacceptable to claim that a council check of a design or
element of construction counts as peer review.

. Reviews and guality assurance schemes need to be recognised
by the designer and by the reviewer for what they are, and
treated with a degree of formality. Practice Note 02 Peer Review
offers guidance.
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At present there is no case history en whether peer reviews should be
done internally or externally.

Similarly, there is no case history on how the financial liability should
be shared by designer and reviewer.

It is notable that failing o stand up to an unreasonably demanding
client attracts adverse attention from a DC. Practice Note 06
Developing and Maintaining Client Relationships offers guidance on
this problem.

The lack of a checking procedure is a common theme in complaints
that have attracted disciplinary action. What practices have been
found 10 be only marginally acceptable? In the next issue of
engineering dimension, we will ook at some “near misses” to help in
drawing a boundary between what is accaptable and what is not.

Foundation Scholarship Applications on the Rise

An increasing number of students are taking an interest in engineering, and this year the IPENZ Foundation has
had a great number of applications for the Foundation Scholarships.

The IPENZ Foundation offers scholarships valued at $5,000 each

to assist Year 12 or 13 students undertake university study in
engineering. Winners are chosen on tha hasis of their intent te pursue
engineering as a career, motivation 1o succeed, academic merit and
contribution o the wider community.

Atotal of 134 applications were received from Year 12 and 13
students from around the country, up 44 per cent from last year, where
75 applications were entered. Of the total number of applications,

71 per cent (96) were from male applicants. Tweaty-nine per cent

of applications (39) were received from female students, doubling

the number of female applicants from last year's scholarship round,
Twenty-three per cent of applications (31) were from Dux or Proxime
Accessit students.

A number of applicants mentioned their involvement with the
Transpower Neighbourhood Engineers Awards and the influence of
Futureintech ambassadors, both of which are initiatives of IPENZ,
which encourage students to take part in engineering activities and
consider engineering as a future career option.
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From the Engineering Practice Board

At a recent meeting of the Engineering Practice Board (EPB) the issue
of the membership of Technical Interest Groups (TIGs) was discussed
in regards to the perception of the public, or even the regulator, that
this might infer competence-graded Membership of IPENZ. It was
requested by the EPB that the situation should be made quite clear.
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Rute 27.3.8 states clearly that membership of a TIG in itself does not

confer the rights of Membership of the Institution. Furthermore, Rufe

27.10.2 states that in representing themselves in their own activities,

outside the activities of the group, those members of the group:

. who hold a competence-graded Membership arising from one or
more of Rules 27.3.1, 27.3.2 or 27.3.10 and whose competence
is aligned with the domain of activity of the group, may use the
title of the relevant named class of Membership in refation to the
Group

. other persons admitted under Rules 27.3.1, 27.3.2 or 27.3.10,
may use the title member of the group

. other membears may only use the title of affiliate member of the
group, and may not imply by any means that they are Members of
the Institution itself.

Such matters are particutarly important in the use of producer
statements and other commonly used forms where competence-
graded Membership of IPENZ might be misconstrued by a regulator, by
the inappropriate use of a postnominal.

The EPB felt that any member of & TIG who is not a competence-
graded Member of IPENZ needs to make that fact eminently clear,
particularly when dealing with matters where competence-graded
Membership might be inferred inappropriately.

The message is quite clear. If you are not a competence-graded
Member of the Institution that fact should be stated clearly and not to
0 50 breaks the Code of Ethical Conduct which alf members of a TIG
must comply with as & condition of membership.

Robolympics at Massey University

Massey’s Palmerston North campus hosted this year's annual trans-
campus “robolympics” competition, The event challenges School of
Engineering and Advanced Technology students to design and build
robots and then compete against each other in a series of tests.

Eighteen teams in their first year of study competed in this year's event,
which challenged their creations in tests of speed, manoeuvrability and
strength. Each ieam was allocated three minutes per challenge and
must try and score the highest points to beat their apponents.
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Second-year analogue and digital electronics students were invited
to take part in a separate event in the preceding week - the annual
“duck-for-cover” project. Students design and build their robots over
the course of the year and then compete against each other in the
competition, which is considered a highlight of the academic year.

The duck-for-cover competition consists of three challenges which test
the entrants’ skills in recognition, distance shooting and precision
shooting. This yaar the Wellington teams wen first and second place
and took home the inter-campus duck-shooters'z trophy.

Organiser and lecturer Ralph Ball says the annual event is designead to
encourage students to think about problem solving and how {0 build a
robot to complete specific tasks.
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This month, guest writer Neville Beach DistFIPENZ looks at ethical dilemmas in the engineering profession
where there is no clear solution and advice should be sought.

Thera is an area of ethical dilemma where the houndaries are not
always clear. This covers such things as whistle-blowing and conflicts
of interest. Thare is often no date which can be set when action or
investigation should be initiated. Sometimes the problem will go away
as circumstances change. If legal advice is sought, this will usually

be designed by the lawyers to reduce the engineer's legal culpability
rather than solve an ethical dilemma. These situations can arise from
any of the Code clauses.

The issue of conflict of interest (Col) classically involves a private
financial interest of somecne involved in a transaction. For instance

if an elected local body member is required to vote on a plan change
that effects a property he or she might own or have an interest in, then
that member can not be involved in the debate or the voting en this
issue.

Conflict of interest for engineers is never as clear as the local body
example, where precedent has been developed over many vears.

Many years ago | was commissioned to prepare plans for protecting a
community from fleoding from a stream which flowed through it. The
proposed solution involved constructing two detention dams above the
township which would reduce peak storm flows.

One of the proposed dams was below a development designed by my
firm, Because of this involvement the land owner was approached and
agreed to the proposal which involved the periodic flooding of some

of his land. | believed that there was no Col because the land above
the dam received no benefit of relief from flooding, and in fact had the
detriment of periodic fiooding of some of it. A complaint was made

by a member of the public that our client's land must have received

a benefit from the flood protection scheme which had not been
disclosed.

The Auditor General investigated the matter and found no wrong-
doing after it had been explained. Nevertheless | was cautioned that
the situation had not been handled in the best way, and uninformed
members of the public could assume that there must have been
some undisclosed benefit to our client. This case demonstrates

that engineers sometimes work in a fish bowl and it is necessary to
disclose all connections and relationships early to avoid complaints.
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Whistle-blowing is another topic. Engineers may from time 1o time
become aware of activities within the company that they work for that
they are not happy about. If they were opposed to drinking any sort

of alcohof they might be opposed to (say) working on the structural
design of a new brewery. This s a non-engineering view and the work
undertaken by the firm is legal and bona fide. Most employers would
reschedule their staff so that no one was working on the brewery job
who objected to it as a project. Here, there is no reason for a whistle-
blow.

Generally the only cause to whistle-blow under the Engineering Code
of Ethics would be if 2 Member was instructed to work to a sub-
professional standard that lowered measures of safety and was not
code-compliant.

There was a well-known case a few years ago when a Member
constdered that some aspects of structural engineering design and
supervision being undertaken by the profession were not adequate.
His views were distributed widely to the Prime Minister and others, and
caused concern to other Members. IPENZ took the matter seriously
and set up a committee to investigate it. My recollection is that there
were some grounds for the complaint which were in alignment with the
corrective action. What was not acceptable to many Members was the
distribution of the allegations, rather than the allegations themselves.

The first step for any Member who might be in such a position is to
recognize the situation and ask IPENZ for guidance. Such assistance
will often be from senior Membets of the profession who have
experienced similar situations and will be able 1o offer some advice to
the engineer. Usually it is the engineer concerned who must make the
decision, but IPENZ can also decide 10 act if it thinks that the situation
is sufficiently serious, Remember that IPENZ is a significant resource
to assist Members who may think that they have an ethical problem
and need advice.
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Bounding Our Ethical
Responsibilities

Over the last year or so, both through this publication and in the general
media, Members will have read about challenges to self-regulation.
Some occupations have got it wrong (such as financial planners and
real estate salespeople) with dire consequences. We have consistently
emphasised the importance of not letting engineering fall into similar
disrepute, As my predecessor said on several occasions, we rely on
Members to be the frontline, and take on the ethical responsibility to
report poor behaviour, even if it is not comfortable to do so.

In this issue you will find reports on two case studies - one case dealt
with under the CPEng regime, and the other dealt with under the
Registered Architects Act. Each involved commercial issues in dispute,
In the engineering case, the matter was over fees and ruled to be
outside the code of ethics (as the contracting body for the fees was

not a natural person, as is a CPEng), but in the architectural case the
matter was over poor estimating of project price, and the individual
registrant was judged to have obligations to estimate the price carefully
and competentiy.

This illustrates a more general matter on which Members need to

be clear - we restrict application of our ethical code to engineers
carrying out engineering activities. What is perhaps not so clear is

that there does not need to be a fee for service (or payment under an
employment agreement) for engineering activities to occur. Whenever
the engineering mindset is engaged the obligations apply. A few years
ago we had an unfortunate case of a Member commenting over his
fence to a neighbour about the stability of a retaining wall - asked by
the netghbour if it looked okay he said yes. The wall subsequently failed
and you can guess what happened next.

A recurring theme we face is that engineers often get into trouble by
trying to be too helpful, inadvertently placing an ethical obligation
on themselves (and sometimes a commercial liability through tort).
Your friend who is a doctor will not give you medical advice in casual
cenversation, but engineers too often step in.

{ bring this issue to your attention in my column this menth to highlight
the governing Board's ongoing commitment 10 keeping our house

in order in matters of self-regulation, ethical responsibility, and the
obligation to be competent and careful in all our engineegring activities.
The best way to deal with complaints is to stop them from happening
by good behaviour. Failing to bound one’s advice is a problem we need
to address, but sadly it does mean turning off our “try to help” gene at
times. The lesson is that if we do not do so, many of us will get trouble
we do not think we deserve.

Bas Waiker
IPENZ President
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This month ANDREW CLARK, Manager - Ethics and Discipline, takes a look at the consequences of ignoring

processes and procedures.

lwould like to draw to your attention to
two incidents that are unrelated and over
30 years apart, but have some disturbing
similarities.

On 29 July 1967, in the Gulf of Tonkin

off Vietnam, the USS Forrestal had been
preparing to launch aircraft from her flight
deck, when a Zuni rocket accidentally

fired from an F-4 Phantom parked on the
starboard side of the flight deck. The missile
streaked across the deck, into a 1500-litre
belly fuel tank on a parked A-4D Skyhawk.
The ruptured tank spewed highly flammable
JP-5 fuel onto the deck which ignited
spreading flames over the fiight deck and
under other fully loaded aircraft, ready for
launch. Fuel from the leaking tank created a
massive conilagration that burned for hours,
killing 134 people, injuring 161, destroying
21 aircraft and costing the United States
Navy $72 million.

The electrical connection between the
aircraft and ordnance is a plug commonly
referred to as the pigtail. This would be
connected when the aircraft was in position
to launch but semetimes the ordnance failed
to become live and the aircraft would need to
be removed from the launch position, which
caused delays in the launch of the other
airceaft.

In order to save time it was suggested

that the pigtail could be plugged into the
ordnance when the aircraft is preparing to
start up. In this instance, when the pilot
switched from the ship-borne power unit to
the aircraft's onboard power a voltage spike
went through the aircraft’s electrical system
and fired the rocket.

Upon investigation it was found that the new
procedure had been implemented without
first going through the necessary approval
process.

Thirty-two years later, in 1999, three workers
were refining an enriched uranyl nitrate
solution (18.8 per cent uranium 236) for a
fast breeder research reactor in Tokaimura,
Japan. They were pouring uranyl nitrate
solution frem a fiveditre stainless steel
heaker through & funnel into a sedimentation
tank. When they poured the fourteenth dose,

Making sense
IPENZ Building Act workshops

they saw a blue flash. All three workers were
immediately hospitalised and two later died
because of excessive neutron and gamma
ray exposure. One-hundred-and-fifty other
people received radiation exposure, but it
was less than the maximum allowable
annual dose.

The total amount of uranium poured was
16.8 kilograms, seven times larger than the
maximum allowable guantity for the tank.
The plant equipment had been designed with
a critical safe slim geometry (117 millimetres
in diameter and 3,500 millimetres high,
giving a volume of 80 [itres), which also
inhibited "efficient” operation. But the
roughly spherical sedimentation tank (450
millimetres in diameter, 600 millimetres high
and 100 litres in volume) was an exception.

In order to save time, they had changed the
process on their own and violated a legal
requirement in the operation manuals, which
the company had established a few years
before.

This was a special operation and therefore
requirad some special ¢care. But no qualified

September: Wellington — Christchurch — Auckland — Taupo

Register today at www.ipenz.org.nz - key word: engineering calendar

engineers were in charge of the operation
and workers were not educated for the
operation and accompanying risks partly
because the company was in a difficult
financial position.

In both the USS Forrestal and the Tokaimura
incidents, a procedural change had been
implemented with severe consequences.
The changes were made to save time, butin
doing so circumvented an approval process.,

This demenstrates a need to ensure that
everyone has an understanding of why there
are procedures and that not following them
constitutes unethical behaviour and can
result in the death of others. It mostly falls
upon the engineer to ensure that procedures
are followed and more importantly that
those that are involved in the process are
trained and understand why it is necessary
1o follow a process. This is especially true
when considering making a change to a
process, no matter how simple the process
may appear,
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ANDREW CLARK, Manager - Ethics and Discipline, talks about the reasons for a code of ethics.

As engineering rose as a distinct profession during the nineteenth
century, engineers saw themselves as either independent specialists
or technical employees of [arge enterprises. At that time a number of
engineering societies began to form. Even so, ethics was viewed as a
personal rather than a broad professional concern.

At the end of the nineteenth century, a series of significant structural
failures occurred, such as the Tay Bridge disaster in 1879, and
engineering societies began to develop formal codes of ethics.
Furthermaore, concerns for professional practice and protecting the
public that were highlighted by these failures, provided impetus to
set formal credentials as a requirement to practise. This involves
meeting some combination of educational, experience, and testing
requirements. In New Zealand this is the assessment for gaining
Membership of IPENZ and registration as a Chartered Professional
Engineer (CPEng). Underpinning IPENZ Membership is the IPENZ Code
of Ethics, while CPEng has the Code of Ethical Conduct.

Once you become a Member or CPEng registered your behaviour

is measured against the code of ethics with expected minimum
standards of behaviour, One aspect of the IPENZ Code of Ethics is the
expectation that an engineer will perform their engineering activities
in a responsible manner and take appropriate action when they are
aware of a matter of concern.

The extent to which actions are taken o address a concern of the
engineer is very much a personal decision. In severe cases there

is always the threat of loss of employment or a professional career.
This is wherg the guidelines within the IPENZ Code of Ethics can

offer some help with the process of making others aware of the
possible consequences of not following advice. This would ensure
that the engineer has followed an accepted process and has met their
professional obligations. These are outlined as follows:

Part 2 - Guidelines

Professionalism, integrity and competence: Members shall undertake
their engineering activities with professionalism and integrity and shall
work within their levels of competence.
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2.2 Giving engineering decisions, recommendations or
opinions that are honest, objective and factual. if these
are ignored or rejected you should ensure that those
affected are made aware of the possible consequences.
In particular, where vested with the power to make
decisions binding on both parties under a contract
between principal and contractor, acting fairly and
impartially as between the parties and (after any
appropriate consultation with the parties) making such
decisions independently of either party in accordance
with your own professional judgement.

210  Uphelding the reputation of the Institution and its
Members, and supporting other Members as they seek to
comply with the Code of Ethics.

Part 8 - Minimum Standards of Acceptable Ethical Behaviour by
Members

General professional obligations
6. Inform others of conseguences of not following advice
1. A Member who considers that there is a risk of significant
consequences in not accepting his or her professional advice
must take reasonable steps to inform persons who do not
accept that advice of those significant consequences,

2. Inthis context, significant consequences means consequences
that involve:
a} significant adverse effects on the health or safety of
pecple; or
b) significant damage to property; or
c) significant damage to the environment.

This is also covered under Rule 48 of the Chartered Professional
Engineers of New Zealand Rules (No 2) 2002,




Ethics Talk

ANDREW CLARK, Manager - Ethics and Discipline, takes a closer look at the fifth value of the IPENZ Code of Ethics.

Sustaining Engineering Knowledge
Members shall seek to contribufe to

the development of their own and the
engineering profession's knowledge, skill
and expertise for the benefit of society.

Under this clause you should have due
regard to:

*  sharing public domain engingering
knowledge with other engineers so that
the knowiedge may be used for the
benefit of society

. seeking and encouraging excellence
in your own and others' practise of
engineefing

. contributing to the collective wisdom of
the profession

. improving and updating your
understanding of engineering

and encouraging the exchange of
knowledge with your professional
colleagues

. wherever possible sharing informaticn
about your experiences, particularly
suceesses and failures

This value of the IPENZ Code of Ethics
outlines the requirement for the engineer to
contribute to the profession for the benefit of
society.

The value of sustaining engineering
knowledge encourages the professional
engineer to continuously look for
opportunities to gain further engineering
knowledge and to use this knowtedge
accordingly.

In the first instance, engineering knowledge
may be gathered for commercial advantage,
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but it may then be used to improve the
wider engineering profession, such as in the
development of engineering standards and
practices.

Engineering knowledge is usually
disseminated through presentations at
workshops and conferences, and in articles.
While these usually showcase success
storigs, information about faflures must
also be shared. Talking about failures is
understandably more difficult but it should
be viewed as an important process for
developing engineering knowledge.

Sharing all engineering knowledge ~
successes as well as failures - benefits
society, and the ability to talk constructively
about such matters should be regarded as a
required ethical behaviour for any engineer.

Confidential Reporting Update

To date, we have received 15 reports congerning engineering matters. A panel has been established to review the reports. Once the review has
been completed the panel's views will be reported in a Confidential Reporting on Matters in Engineering (CRoMie) newsletter.

In the meantime, here are two cases from a recent United Kingdem Confidential Reporting on Structural Safety (CROSS) newsletter.
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ANDREW CLARK, Manager - Ethics and Discipline, takes a closer look at the fourth value of the IPENZ

Code of Ethics.

Sustainable Management and Care for the
Environment

Members shall recognise and respect

the need for sustainable management of
the planet's resources and endeavour to
minimise adverse environmental impacts of
their engineering activities for both present
and future generations.

Under this clause you should have due
regard to:

. Using resources efficiently.

. Endeavouring to minimise the
generation of waste and encouraging
environmentally sound reuse, recycling
and disposal.

*  Recognising adverse impacts of
your engineering activities on the
environment and seeking to avoid or
mitigate them.

¢ Recognising the [ong-term imperative
of sustainable management throughout
your engineering activities. (Sustainable
management is often defined as
meeting the needs of the present,
without compromising the abiiity of
future generations to meet their own
needs.)
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This value of the IPENZ Code of Ethics
outlines the requirements for the engineer
to consider the effects of their engineering
activities on the environment and the
planet's resources.

The engineer should understand the ongoing
eifects of the engineering activity and
operation aver the lifetime of the activity, and
any residual effects. There is also a need

to consider the consumption of resources
during manufacturing or construction
activities, especially the ongoing operation of
a manufacturing process.

The fulfilment of this obligation can be tested
against Part Three of the IPENZ Code of
Ethics, Clause Two: Have regard to effects on
the environment, Clause Six: Inform others
of conseguences of not following advice, and
Clause 11: Not review other engineer's work
without taking reasonable steps to inform
them and investigate. See the sidebar to the
right for details.

ariered Professio
ealand Rules (No 2
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ANDREW CLARK, Manager - Ethics and Discipline, takes a closer look at the second value of the IPENZ

Code of Ethics.

Professionalism, integrity and competence:
Members shall undertake their engineering
activities with professianalism and integrity
and shall work within thelr levels of
competence.

Under this clause you should have due
regard to:

. Exercising your initiative, skill and
judgement to the best of your ability for
the benefit of your employer or client.

. Giving engineering decisions,
recommendations or opinions that are
honest, objective and factual. If these
are ignored or rejected you should
ensure that those affected are made
aware of the possible consequences.
In particuiar, where vested with the
power to make decisions binding on
both parties under a contract between
principal and contractor, you should
act fairly and impartially and (after
any appropriate consultation with
the parttes) make such decisions
independently of either party in
accordance with your own professional
judgement.

+  Accepting personal responsibility
for work done by you or under your
supervision or direction and taking
reasonable steps to ensure that anyone
working under your authority is both
competent to carry out the assigned
tasks and accepts a like personal
responsibility.

. Ensuring you do not misrepresent
your areas or levels of experience or
competence.

. Taking care not 10 disclose confidential
information relating to your work or
knowledge of your employer or client {or
former employer or client) without the
agreement of those parties.

. In providing advice to more than one
party, ensuring that there is agreement
between the parties on which party
is the primary client, and what
information may be shared with both
parties.

. Disclosing any financial or other interest
that may, or may be seen to, impair
your professional judgement.

. Ensuring that you do not promise to,
give to, or accept from any third party
anything of substantial vatue by way of
inducement.

. Informing another Member before
reviewing their work and refraining
from criticising the work of other
professionals without due cause.

+  Upholding the reputation of the
Institution and its Members, and
supporting other Members as they seek
to comply with the Code of Ethics.

. Following a recognised professional
practice {model Conditions of
Engagement are available) when
communicating with your client on
commercial matters.

And similarly in the Chartered Professicnal
Engineers of New Zealand Rules (No.2)
2002:

Act with honesty, obfectivity, and integrity:
A Chartered Professional Engineer must act
honestly and with objectivity and integrity

in the course of his or her engineering
activities,

This value relates to the professional conduct
of the engineer performing his or her
engineering activities and their duty-of-care
in conducting these engineering activities.
This must be considered in conjunction

with the duty-of-care to work within in the
engineer's area of competence.

This may be an issue when a client engages
an engineer without finalising the scope of
the specific services that will be provided

by the engineer. The scope of the services
usually includes the provision of Producer
statements PS1 Design, PS2 Design Review,
and PS4 Construction Review, and the fees
associated with the completion of each,

For example, at the completion of the project,
the client may object to the additional fees
and refuse to pay the final account. This
usually results in the engineer withholding
the PS4 until the final account is settled.
Although withholding the PS4 is ethical,

it would not be professional to begin an
engagement without confirming with the
client the tasks and the likely fees that the
tasks would incur,

Another potentially challenging scenario is
reviewing another engineer's work. Failing
to contact the engineer to investigate the
circumstances surrounding their design
decisions would mean that there was a
Tailure to act with objectivity. This could
develop into an issue when an unfavourable
review is passed on to an external party,
especially if it is done without the engineer's
knowledge. It is an ethical obligation to
contact the engineer whose work is being
reviewed and it should be considered normal
professional behaviour,

The tulfilment of this obligation can be tested
against Part 3 of the IPENZ Code of Ethics
(Clause 11: Not review other engineer's work
without taking reasonable steps to inform
them and investigate) and the Chartered
Professional Engineers of New Zealand Rules
{MN0.2) 2002 Code of Ethical Conduct (Rule
53: Not review other engineer's work without
taking reasonable steps to inform them and
investigate).
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ANDREW CLARK, Manager - Ethics and Discipline, takes a closer look at the third value of the |PENZ

Code of Ethics.

Commitment to Community Well-being
Members shall recognise the responsibility
of the profession to actively contribute to the
well-being of society and, when involved in
any engineering activity, shalt endeavour to
identify, inform and consult affected parties.

Under this clause you should have due
regard to:

. Applying your engineering skill,
judgement and initiative to contribute
positively to the well-being of society.

. Endeavouring to identify, inform and
consult parties affected, or likely to be
affected, by your engineering activities.

. Recognising in all your engineering
activities your obligation to anticipate
possible conflicts and endeavouring to
resolve them responsibly, and where
necessary using the experience of the
Institution and colleagues for guidance.

. Treating people with dignity and having
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consideration for the values and
cultural sensitivities of all groups within
the community affected by your work.

. Endeavouring to be fully informed about
relevant public pelicies, community
needs and perceptions which affect
your work.

. As a citizen, using your engineering
knowledge and experience to
contribute helpfully to public debate
and to community affairs, except
where constrained by contractual or
employment obligations.

This value of the IPENZ Code of Ethics
outlines the expected behaviour of an
engineer when contributing to engingering
activities in the wider community and the
effects of engineering activities on the wider
community.

There is a requirement for the engineer to
identify the effects that the engineering

activity may incur on the community and
consult with those parties that are most likely
to be affected.

At a personal level the engineer is obliged to
understand the issues concerning the work
being performed. This would ensure that
the work contributes to the well-being of the
community and the work is appreciated by
that community.

The engineer is encouraged to participate

in the development of the community by
using their engineering knowledge in a
constructive manner and offering guidance
as how a community project should proceed.
This ethical value provides the basis of how
an engineer can conduct themselves in a
community project and provide leadership
to ensure that a community project is
suceessfully completed.
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ANDREW CLARK, Manager - Ethics and Discipline, takes a closer look at the first value of the {PENZ

Code of Ethics.

Protection of Life and Safeguarding People: Members shall
recognise the need to protect life and to safeguard people, and in
their engineering activities shall act to address this need.

To give effect to this value you should:

*  give priority to the safety and well-being of the community and
consider this principle when assessing obligations to clients,
employers and colleagues

. ensure that reascnable steps are taken to minimise the risk
of loss-of-life, injury or suffering which may result from your
engineering activities, either directly or indirectly

. draw the attention of those affected to the level and significance
of risk associated with the work

. assess and take reasonable steps to minimise potential dangers
involved in the eonstruction, manufacture and use of outcomes
of your engineering activities

These obligations are not merely restricted to the activities in which an
engineer is commercially engaged. {t also applies to the outcomes of
his or her engineering activities and should consider the entire life of
engineering products.

A recent matter involved the importation and use of scaffolding that
failed to comply with New Zealand's health and safety standards. An
engineer involved in such an activity should immediately have the
equipment removed from use, but is it ethical to recover financial
losses by attempting to sell the equipment through a third party?
Would it be acceptable if the engineer instructed the third party to only
sell the parts for shelving, or would it be necessary to indelibly stamp
the equipment as “not suitable for use as scaffolding”? Or could the
engineer simply not supply some critical parts that prevent its use as
scaffolding? Any action must clearly uphold the first value in the Code
of Ethics and ensure it is impossible to use the equipment unsafely in
the future.

The fulfilment of this obligation can be tested against Part 3 of
both the IPENZ Code of Ethics, Clause 1; Take reascnable steps
to safeguard health and safety, and the Chartered Professional
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Engineers of New Zealand Rules (No 2) 2002, Code of Ethical
Conduct, Rule 43: Take reasonable steps to safeguard health
and safety.

Another example is a process plant designed and sold to the client

at an agreed price. While procuring the equipment, however, the
client decides to use cheaper alternatives. The cheaper alternatives
are of lesser quality and do not meet the upper limit of the process
system specification. Consequently, the equipment may fail when the
process operates under the most stringent control measures, causing
harm or death. A single itern or procedure failure can often lead to
accumulated or cascade effects that cause a catastrophic failure.

The engineer has an ethical obligation to assess the potential dangers
and draw the client’s attention to these dangers. The engineer must
demonstrate that he or she has taken all reasonable steps and acted
to fulfil the ethical obligation to “protect life and safeguard people”.

Each situation should be tested against Part 3 of either the IPENZ
Code of Ethics, Clause 6: inform others of consequences of not
following advice, or if applicable, the Chartered Professional Engineers
of New Zealand Rules (No 2} 2002, Code of ethical Conduct, Rule 48,

If any action requires you to review another engineer's work, you
should inform the engineer before starting and investigate the
matter concerned before commenting. Only if there is immediate and
significant risk of harm to the health or safety of people, or damage
to property or the environment can this requirement be waived under
IPENZ Code of Ethics, Clause 14(2), or the Chartered Professional
Engineers of New Zealand Rules (No 2) 2002, Code of Ethical
Conduct, Rule 53(2).

The challenge is recognising when such a situation is developing and
then taking appropriate action. This action may range from verbally
informing parties of the situation, produging a written notice outlining
your concerns, or refusing to continue work.

As an individual engineer and a member of the engineering profession
it is imperative that you remain aware of the different engineering
activities that are going on around you. Itis up to all of us to actin a
responsible manner and ensure that the practice of engineering is
confributing to the well-being of New Zealand society.
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Ethics Talk

This issue of engineering dimension introduces a new feature on ethics. IPENZ Manager - Ethics
and Discipline ANDREW CLARK will be exploring the IPENZ Code of Ethics and relating its values,
guidelines and minimum standards to everyday engineering situations.

As a Member of IPENZ you are obliged to
comply with IPENZ's Code of Ethics. The Code
of Ethics is written in three parts that outline
values, guidelines and the minimum standards
of acceptable ethical behaviour expected of
IPENZ Members.

The values in the Code of Ethics describe the
fundamentals of the professional behaviour
expected of an IPENZ Member in the delivery
of their engineering services to society.

The five values underpinning the IPENZ Code
of Ethics are as follows:

Pratection of Life and Safeguarding People
Members shall recognise the need to protect
life and to safeguard people, and in their
engineering activities shall act to address
this need.

Professionalism, Integrity and Competence
Members shall undertake their engineering
activities with professionalism and integrity
and shall work within their levels of
competence,

Commiiment to Community Well-being
Members shall recognise the responsibility

of the profession to actively contribute to the
well-being of society and, when involved in any
engineering activity shall endeavour to identify,
inform and consult affected parties.

Sustainable Management and Care for the
Environment

Members shall recognise and respect the
need for sustainable management of the
planet's resources and endeavour to minimise
adverse environmental impacts of their
engineering activities for both present and
future generations.
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Sustaining Enginesring Knowledge
Members shall seek to contribute to the
development of their own and the engineering
profession’s knowledge, skill and expertise for
the benefit of society.

Each of the values represents a cornerstone of
the foundation of good engineering practice.
By adhering to these values engineers will

not only act in a professional manner but
coniribute to the engineering profession for the
benefit of society. This isn't merely achieved
through the work that is done by individual
engineers but also through developing the
engineering profession’s knowledge and
expertise gained from this work.

However, as with anything that is open

to interpretation, the Code of Ethics can
sometimes be misused. This can happen in
situations where there is a dispute between
two parties. When a client is unhappy with the
work that has been performed by an engineer
he or she may approach another enginger to
finish the work. Is it unethical for the engineer
to take on the work?

Applying ethical principles requires judgement.
Is it ethical to design to a minium standard
when you know the minimurn standard would
not be adequate for the given situation? Is

it ethical to change the parts specified for

a project after the client has agreed to the
design and costs? [s it ethical to not inform
your client you will be charging separately for
the issue of a producer statement? Are you
in breach of the Code of Ethics if you hinder
innovation either in private or in public?

Actual case studies will used to discuss these
dilemmas and the interpretation of the Code
of Ethics in future issues of engineering
dirmension.
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Getting it Right the First Time

In 2004 1PENZ ran a Members' poll in engineering
diteet on the issue of ethical standards in
engineering practice. The results indicated that
while 32% of Members thought there was no
change in standards, 40% thought there was a
decrease. While hardly scientific ressarch, it was
useful commentary on our profession.

Accompanying the mass deregulation of the last
two decades there has been a growing concern that in order to save costs our
profession is increasingly being asked ta cut corners. Whilst we would like to
think that any drop in standards has not included IPENZ Members, we cannot be
certain this is the case.

In the building and construction industry a common percaption is that the quality
of project design documentation has declined sigrificantly cver the |ast t5 to

20 years. fn Queensland this concern precipitated the formation of a whole-of-
industry task force to present & plan of action for avercoming the problem. The
resuits were presented in May 2005 (download the report from
www.qld.engineersaustralia.org.au). in New Zealand, the Building Act 2004 is
expected 1o lead to improvements, but until it is fully implemented in 2009 the
extant of improvement will be hard to ascertain.

While some progress is being made to improve standards, engineers still find it
difficult to fearn from past mistakes; recently there has been a spate of stroctural
failures in Furope, particuiarly of large span roafs, with consequential loss of life.

in the United Kingdom, failure to learn from failures has prompted the Standing
Committee cn Structural Safety io introduce CROSS, a scheme that allows
engineers 1o learn from past mistakes and eliminate potential problems while
maintaining confidentiatity. This scheme, similar to those used in the aviation
and shipping industries, has an indzpendent arganisation to collect and analyse
reporied concerns, identify trends and publish findings using real examples. The
scheme does not publish details of the individuals who reported their concerns,
the emplovyer, the location of the project ar any other material which would
compromise the cenfidential nature of the scheme, CROSS is not a charter for
whistle-blowers but encourages these who do have safety concerns to

report them.

Here in New Zealand, as a result of an cpen lstter to IPENZ, the Institution formed
a structural taskforce in 2002 to inguire into the state of practice in structural
engineering. The taskforce reported back in 2003 with specific recommendations.

The IPENZ Boart has received further feedback that the state of structural
engineering is still "of concern”, a view supported by seme members of our
profession. Unfortunately, and despite efforts to the contrary, there is soma
evidence that bad practices an New Zeafand construction sites are cantinuing.

The IPENZ Board discussed these issues and used the structural taskforce’s
original racammendations as a starting point for determining the way forward.
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Qur initial considerations noted that some of the structural taskforce’s
recommendations are yet to be completed. Of the sever recommendations,
six refate specifically to matters in the Building Act, and the implementation
timetable is insufficiently advanced fo see hard evidence of whether the new
measures wiil work,

At first, the Board thought 2 taskforce along similar fines to that formed in 2003
would be the best approach. However, after discussion with the Department of
Building and Housing, we separated the wider industry issues coverad by the
Building Act from those that the originel taskforce deseribed as “unacceptable
practices” and can be dealt with by IPENZ acting either as a professional body or
as the Registration Authority under the CPEng Act.

The Board is now finalising & course of action 1o deal with these unaccepiable
practices. One idea is the establishment of a taskforce of practitioners io provide
comprehensive practice notes — similar to the Heavy Engineering Research
Association’s notes that are used in the steel industry. Other possible initiatives
inctude more stringent assessment of structural engineers’ competence,
continuing advocacy for requiring stronger involvement of designers during the
consiructicn process (under the Building Act), and introducing & New Zealand form
of the CROSS system.

If you share these concerns we welcome your feedback. In the end, lowering
standards will l2ad 1o loss of life — a situation no one wants to see.

Roly Frost
President

Ethics Advisers — a New Initiative to
Assist Members

In sevaral recent disciplinary cases, the Members invalved have commented that
IPENZ seems 1o turn against them when they are the subject of & complaint by
acting as judge rather then their primary support. This is a sericus concern and
one which has been addressed by introducing Ethics Advisers.

Staff roles

National Office assigns three staff to work on comglzints, &ll of whom are
professional engineers: Engineering Practice Manager Andrew Clark; Director

— Engineering Charles Willmot; and Chief Executive Andrew Cleland. Members
who need ethical dvice are welcome to contact any of these staff for advice.
However, orce a complaint is mads, they have assigned roles within the
disciplinery process; their conceen is ensuring proper process is fellowed to
protect the interests of both the engineer wha is the subject of the complaint
{"the respondent”} and the camplainant. in effect, staff act as “clerks of court” by
advising commitiee members to ensure that there is ne procedural irregularity.

Biven this role, other than non-specific advice on process it is inappropriate for
staff to talk to respondents about how best to defend a complaint. The governing
Board has therefore decided that the Institution will mest its responsibility to
support respandents by appointing senior Members to act as Ethigs Advisers.
Continned overleaf >>
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<< Continued from page 1

Ethics Adviser role

The rale of the Ethics Adviser is 1o assist respondents to understand the
diseiplinary process, identify the essential matiers of the complaint, understand
their own actions with respect to their obligations as a CPEng or a Member of
IPENZ, and prepare for each stage of the process. The Ethics Adviser does not act
s a liaison with National Office, or represent the Member, but is a friendly parsan
who can mentor and guide the engineer through & difficult experience.

About a dozen senior Members of the Institution, each with considerable refevant
experience, have agreed to take on the role of Ethics Adviser. We will endeavour
1o run training sessicns during 2006 to update Ethics Advisers on current
disciptinary regulations in both CPEng and IPENZ contexts but in the meantime
they are willing to get on with the role.

Appointing Ethics Advisers

In all cases, IPENZ immediately advises respondents in writing when complaint is
received. In the future, this [etter will include an offer to appoint an Ethics Adviser
to assist the respondent. If the respondent chooses to take up the offer, IPENZ
will identify an Ethics Adviser who lives as close as possibie fo the respondent.
Qnce an Ethics Adviser without & potential conflict of interest is chosen, the
respendent will be required to provide a written statement that he or she
indemnifies the Ethics Adviser, even if their advice is followed. This ensures that
the respondent understands the Ethics Adviser is a collegial support mechanism,
not a professional service.

IPENZ cannot fund the work of Ethics Advisers but reimbursement of reasonable
fravel or communization expenses may be considered on a case-by-case basis if
the respondent is unahle to mest the costs.

Ethics Advisers and the disciplinary process

Cnce an appointment is made, the respondent is then free to contact the Ethics
Adviser to discuss the complaint. What the Ethics Adviser does will depend on
the particular circumstances, however, the Ethics Adviser would normally ask the
respendent for the complete document file and any responses tha respondent has
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already made. Usually, the respondent and Ethics Adviser wil} try to identify the
"essence” of the matter — often this is not clearly understoad by the respondent,
and the clarification that can result from such a discussion is very valuable. The
Ethics Adviser may then discuss the content of any further submissions and might
agree to review any written responses made by the respondent,

If an Investigating or Disciplinary Committee wishas to hear evidenca from

the respondznt, the Ethics Adviser may accompany the respondent to make
suggestions gbout how to present evidence and halp the respondent manage
their documents to snsure that he or she gives accurate replies. Additionafly,

the Ethics Adviser may give support at a more personal level if the respondent is
under pressure. It is impartant 1o note that the Ethics Advisar cannst directly give
gvidence or act as the respondent’s representative.

If an Investigating Committee decides to forward the complaint to the Disciplinary
Commitiee, the Commitiee’s proposed decision is sent to the respondandt for

any further submission befare it is finalised. The Ethics Adviser can help the
respendent interpret the decisicn and formulate a supplementary submission.

At the Bisciplinary Commitlee stage', the primary role of the Ethics Adviser

is 1o ensure that the respendent is well aware of what could happen at the
hearing. After the hearing, the respandent is sent the Disciplinary Committee’s
determination and the orders made {if any). The Ethics Adviser can discuss the
determination and its implications with the respondent to ensure that he or she
fully undersiands any finding.

If the respordent is considering making an appeal, the Ethics Adviser can help
the respondent weigh the pros and cons and identify the grounds for any appeal.
However, it is not envisioned that the Ethics Adviser would be involved in making
an appeal because this may be best left for legal counsel.

As with any new initiative, we expact that the role of Ethics Adviser will evolve
as we learn from experience. Howaver, Members can now be assured that their
Institution wil be there to support them if they are the subject of a complaint.

Making Student Membership Work Better

At gresent there are about 2,000 Student Members of IPEMZ. There is no fee

for this class of Membership which means that students whe become IPENZ
Members are effectively subsidised by other Members, particularly those

in the Professionai Membership grade. New Graduate Members alsc enjoy

some subsidy, so the net effect is that those paying the highest subscriptions

~ Professional Members - are also providing the biggest subsidies, and are most
inclined to camplain about lack of value for money and perhaps even resign. This
would be bad niews for both [PENZ and students in the longer term.

In setting subscriptions the governing Board of IPENZ has adopted the principle
that, in general, costs should be borne by beneficiaries and, where subsidies are
given, these need to be acknowledged and accepted by the subsidising Member
groups. We are tharefore concerned that, as we try to make Student Membership
more meaningful, we are increasing the subsidy and may be reaching the point
where any further subsidy cannot be justified.

When we look to other similar bodies we see a mix of models for student
membership. Some like IEEE and the New Zealand Institute of Management
charge a student membership fee and have strong student-related activitios.
Others, for example Engineers Australia, have maintained free student
membership and pravide a significant subsidy.

During 2606 we will be engaging with student engineers to obtain their views
on reshaping IPENZ’s Student Membership. One possibility we may consider is
twa fypes of Student Membership —a “free” version that provides madest levels
of service, and a fee-paying version that provides higher levels of service, for
example, copies of IPENZ publications, more support for student activities and
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wider access to web services. Students could then make their choice, and if, afier
a period of time, it became clear that ene or other form of Student Membership
was heavily favoured then we might stop the ather. if a paying Student
Membership class was introduced in 2007 it would probably be priced at about
$35.00 per year.

Gne principle is not negetiable: we enly want students to join IPENZ as Student
Members if they are committed to finding ous what a self-regulated profession
is and hew it warks, In 2 “true” profession the members of the profession
—not the employers or government — collegially set the zcceptable standards
of competence and ethical behaviour. IPENZ performs these functions in New
Zealand by setting accreditation and competence standards and disciplining
poor perfarmers.

We want prospective Student Members to reach an objective decision about
whather they want to be involved with their peers in the profession on an
angoing basis. In our view every student who joins must therefore show a level
of commitment to us by personally completing the application form on the IPENZ
wabsite www.ipenz.org.nz

At this stage we have a completely open mind about the shape of any new model
for Student Membership — we want to find out what services Student Members
want, and what they are prepared tc pay.

We hope to make a final decision by July 2006 for implementation in 2007. We
invite all interested Members 1o contact Kavits Kansara on 94 474 8980 or email
kkansara@ipanz.org.nz to let us know your views.




Understanding Our Disciplinary Processes

Under Rule 4 of the Institution's Rules, [PENZ Members have four obligations:

the Membership obligation to abide by the rules, the ethical obligation, the
competence obligation and the good character obligation. Members can be
disciplined far a breach of any of these. Chartered Profassional Enginesrs,

under Part 2, Section 21 of the CPEng Act, can be disciplined on four grounds:
conviction; negligence or incompetence; a breach of the CPEng code of ethics; and
providing false or misleading information supporting an application.

IPENZ operates bath the CPEng and PENZ complaints processes. Although they

hava a lot of similarities thers are important differences as demonstrated in the

tabla helow, Each process has three main stages:

1} aninitial investigation by a Complaints Besearch Officer

2} anenquiry by an Investigating Commitiee to determine if the complaint nesds
to b addressed further

3) the determination of appropriate disciptinary actions by a Disciplinary
Cammitiee

The IPENZ process includes an internal appaals provision, whereas CPEng appeals
are heard by the Chartered Professional Engineers Council. Where an engineer

o 'CPEng Process.
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is both ar: IPENZ Member ang a CPEng, the cemplaint is processed within the
CPEng process first. The IPENZ process includes a shert-cut for determining
any Membership-related sutcome based an the determination under the CPEng
process or in a Court of Law,

Obligation on Members to complain

[t may surprise Members that under Rule 11 of the Institution’s Rules there is an
infersed obligation to report on substandard work by engineering peers. Membears
have an abligation to support the health of the profession by making complaints
and providing evidence when they consider that enother enginser has acted
unethically, or has failed to maintain reasonable standards of competence and
care in their engineering activities.

any Members mistakenly believe that National Office should act on their behalf
if they anonymously “drop in” @ name to a staff member. National Office staff
have a primary duty ta gnsure proper process, recognising that the enginser
complained about has rights as well. Staff cannot act en innuendo or rumouy, but
only on hard evidence or written complaints made by named engineers or

ather complainants.

IPENZ Process

Heae;pt of comp{amt

Not available.

Immediate referral to Disciplinary
Committee

IPENZ assms complainant to make complaint in writing ar
|PENZ may enquire inta a matter of its own volition,

IPENZ zssists complainant to make complaint in writing or
Chief Executive may desm a mattsr to be a complaint if in
receipt of information,

Passible if matter already determined in CPEng regimz; orby a
Court or tribunal.

Complaint research

IPENZ appoints & Complaints Research Gfficer who performs

IPENZ appoints & Complaints Research Officer whe performs

an initial investlgatlon and reports to the Chair of [nvestlgatmg an initial investigation and reports ta the Chair of fn_\ieétiﬁaﬁng

Committes,

[Dacision to proceed to invesi:ganng
Committse -+ :

Commmee

Cha’ir of Investigating Committee ryles as to whether there are - Chazr of: Investxgatzng Committee rules as to whether there
grounds to dismiss the complaint under Rule 57.

: are graunds to d!smlss the compiamt under Clause 3 of the

Investigaﬁng Committee.

Dispute resolution process

dispute resolution,

Disciplinary Commitiee
as it sees fit.

' IPENZ-Eappcints an Investigating Cammittes to perform -
: ihuestigat’ion and make a decision to refer 10 2 Disciplinary
Cnmmmee or 10 dlsmlss the ccmp}aim under Rule 57.

lnvestlgat!ng Cumm;ttee can ask parties to explore alternative

Commmee or to dlsmlss the complalnt under Rule 1 1

Investlgatmg Committes can ask parties T explere alternative
dispute resoluzion.

Disciplinary Committee hears the matter and makes any orders  Disciplinary Committes hears the matter and makes any orders

as it saes fit.

Making appeals

Engingers Counicil at any point in this process.

Hearing appeals

Role of the Courts Appeals against decisions of the Coungil may be heard by the
District Court, and from there the High Court,
Enfarcament of orders Backed by statute.

Public record of disciplinary actien
of Disciplinary Committee.
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On register for three years and as othsrwise decided by order

Any party may appeal a decision 1o the Chartered Professional - Appeals only possible against Disciplinary Commitiee

decisions.

Council hears appeals aceording to its procedures. IPENZ must  IPENZ appoints an Appeal Commitiee which decides if there
disclose all information it holds and may be called upon ta
give eviderice at the discretion of the Couneil.

ere sufficient grounds to hear an appeal, and if so hears it. The
Committes may reverse or vary an arder of the Disciplinary
Committes.

Courts may enly be approached for judicial review or an
injunetion, _

Backed only by adherence to IPENZ Rules and penalty
paymeanits only recoverable as a civil debt,

By publication according to the order of the Disciplinary or
Appeals Committze,



Hints en hew to respond to a complaint
Members who are the subject of a complaint will be informad in writing. To minimise distress, and facilitate
the process Members should:

» Research and fully understand the relevant rules and obligations,

¢ |dentify what we term "the essence of the matter” ie the specific nature of the alleged breach. IPENZ
enly has jurisdiction over the types of matter described above (in paragraph one} in each of the IPENZ
and CPEng disciplinary processes.

«  Discuss the matter with a colleague. Colleagues often see matters more clearly, particularly if the
complaing arises frem a dispute in which you have been invelved. Later in 2005 National Office will
make ethics advisers avaitable to Members who are the subject of complaints.

+ Collate and supply the Complaints Research Officer with copies of all documents held in your file in
refation to the matter. Ensure that these sre dated and in chronological order.

+  Supply & writtan chronology of events.

»  Prepare a statemant which xplains your own actions in relation to the rules or obligations. Do not
engage in criticism of others — just state how you consider that you met yaur obligations under the
IPENZ and/or CPEng Rules.

IPENZ warmly welcomes Jenny Ang whe has joined the team as the new
Director — Operations.

Jenny's rolz is to manage service relationships with IPENZ subsidiary
organisations such as technical interest groups. She is also responsibie for
the operational and administrative systems that make IPENZ tick, including
Membership administration, human resources, information technology
and finance.

Jenny says that while there is a lot to learn she is "looking ferward ta baing
able to meet the needs of stakeholders and provide customer-focused and
value-added services”.

Jenny has previously held senior positions in both the public and private sectors. Before joining IPENZ, Jenny
worked as a contractor in the areas of financial and management accosnting, internal and extemal audit,
assurance and risk management and information technology. Now that Jenny's children have left home she
doesn't "have to juggle sc much” and has been able to take onr a parmanent full-time position,

Janny was born in Malaysia but has lived in New Zealand for the last 30 years, completing her education at
the University of Canterbury. After hours, Jenny enioys tramping, socialising and reading. She loves music
and tries te go 1o the opera every now and then, “Work hard but play hard — that's me,” she says.

And welcome to Sheltey Pope our new policy advisor, Shelley is looking
forward to assisting Members by providing an engineering perspective

on matters of national importance. This includes researching key issues,
publishing papers and informatory Notes, making submissions and generating
pubtic debate. By providing up-to-date information, Sheley keeps Members
informed of current issues and encourages Members participation in the
public policy pracess. She is also anjoying the challenge of coming up with
poll questions for the IPENZ website each waek,

Shelley commutes to work from the Wairarapa but says she doesn‘t mind
the hour-long train ride, especialty after living in London. It also gives her
&n opportynity to catch up on her studies. She is currently finishing har arts
degree part-time at Victoria University, having zlroady compieted papers in journalism, law and potitics.

Before joining IPENZ, Shelley managed the Wairarapa community radio station. In her spare time
Shelley [ikes to attend the Wairarapa car club where she is a member, and also enjoys snowhoarding and
(attemptingt surfing.

Member Se

The IPENZ JobHunt service (sponsored by
Carger Engineer} is the premier. jbb finding
and recruitment site for engineers and
tachnoiogists. [t enables jobseekers to
efficiently search for employment énline by
persanglising their search criteria, Employers ¢
may alsc advertise a position using selactive :
criteria. Visit the JobHunt website |
www.jobhunt.ca.nz for more informatienand
1o browse the listings.

mployment Issues
IPENZ, through an experienced employment
advisor, provides advice to Mambers on
employment-related issues including
contrasts, dismissal and redundancy, The
aeneral guideline is that IPENZ pays for up
1o one hour's professional advice though
Membars may choose to purchase additional
hours. Contact Claire Auger for details on
04 474 8948 or email
employment@ipenz.org.nz

recognised professional practices in thelk
day-to-day enginesring activities. To assist |
Members in doing so IPENZ, togather with
ACENZ, has developed some standard
contractual documents for use in selling
consulting services. Docurnents include;
shart and long form contractual agresments,
guidelines for consulting engineers and
clients, $1, P52 and PS4 forms, These are
available for free download from
www.ipenz.org.nz/ipenz/practicesupport/
Endorsedinfo or in hardcopy for a smali fee.

To discuss the use of these dacurnents
cantact our Engineering Practice Manager
Andraw Clark on 04 474 B885 or email
practicemanager@ipanz.org.nz

Members can also join IPENZ Technical
Interest Groups which provide a pregramme

of activities and services associated with a
particular engingering specialty ar discipline.

The groups inform Members of national

and international developments and issuss,
cantributa to knowledge development, support
the identification of good enginaering practica,
prepare informed comment an public pelicy
issues and create a naticnal network amangst
Mambers with similar technicat interests by
regular communicaticn.

Far more information on {PENZ Technical
Interast Groups visit
www.ipenz.org.nzfipenz/who_we_are/
organisation/technical_groups.cfm or phang
Buk Kania on 04 474 8937.
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South Aucklard Facilitator Gay Watson {Rl with food
tecinologist Janita Higgs at Pascall Lollies.

Studying the Rura

David Henry Schoc! in Tokoroa used Futureintech's
contacts to enhance its technology programmes.
With the help of Futureiriech Fasilitater Margaret
Brunton, the schoe! enlisted a series of outside
experts 1o help the students with their Ruru
[Morepork) praject.

Jan Hoverd of Biodiversity Waikato visited the class
1o explain the characteristics of the Rury, while
basic engineering principles were used to halp the
students build homes for the birds.

Accerding to teacher Emily Trainer, both she and the
students now have a much better idea about what

an engineer does and how structures work,

The students loved having new people in the
classroorm, and the scheol is now looking 1o use an
engineer to help with their school-wide electronics
and control theme.

Futureintech’s Weflingten projects

Recent links forged between industry and schools
saw Futursintech Ambassador Scott Abernethy help
students with an information science project at
Wellingien High School.

A sottware engineer with Stratex New Zesland,
Scott’s session covered not just the technical
pregramming language, but also workplace culiure
and the importance of teamwark in ICT projects.

it wes a valuable learning experience for the
students, and a chance to see how (essons leamt in
school are used in real careers,

Futureintech’s VIP scheme

Scftware engineering, highway safety and industrial
fermantation are among the projects in this vear's
Futureintech Visiting industry Professionals

{VIF} scheme.

The VIP scheme provides funding for engineering,
technology and/or science professionals 1o spend
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time in a tertiary institute sharing their knowledge
with staff and students. Six projects fram around
New Zealand have been selected 1o receive

up to $5,000 each. In each project the industry
professionals help with guest lectures and tutorials,
atvise on research projects and/or develop

Agw Courses,

The aim of the VIP Schema i to build closer links
between academia and the private sector, to help
fmprove the quality and relevance of teaching and
learning, and give students a better idea of what 1o
expest in the workiorce,

The next round of applications for the VIP Scheme
funding has opened —if you are interested

in taking part or would like maore information
telephone Futurgintech on 04 473 2026 or email
enquiries@futurgintech.org.nz

The deadline for applying is 25 November 2005.

Futureintech is an initiative of IPENZ Enginsers
New Zealand and is funded by New Zealand Trade
and Enterprisa. Futursintech’s aim Is 1o promote
carears and fift tertiary chroiments in technelogy,
engineering and scignce.

www. futiereintech.org.nz

IPENZ Sponsors Student Symposium

Wellington will again play host to the Student Engineering Symposium {SENS)
from 810 11 July. SENS brings together engineering students from tertiary
institutions around the country for thres days of industry tours, engineering-hased
games and spsaker sessions. The event enahles students to network, share
information and meet poiential amployers,

Many of today's engingering students will become the engineering leaders of

the future. As the professional bady representing the engineering profession

in Naw Zaaland, IPENZ is providing support for the event with sponsorship and
adminisration assistance. Sponsership cpportunities may still be availabla if yaur
organisation also wishes to suppert SENS 2005, For mare information, please
contact Kevin Dwyer kevindwyer2261@vyahoo.com or Emma Bould
emma_beould@ihug.co.nz

Are You Committed to an Ethical Profession?

High profile cases such as the Challenger disaster, the Kansas City Hyatt-Regency
Hotel walkways coliapse, and the Exxon ail spili havs all increased awarenass for
the need to practice athical engineering.

Sohow familiar are you with the IPENZ Code of Ethics and i you have CPEng
accreditation, the CPEng Rules? Are the values within the Code and Rules an
integral part of your everyday work in the profession?

Members of a true profession use their skills to ssrve the wider community, At
the same time they oparate at the cutiting edge of knowladge. Sometimes Codes
of Practice may not be developed for a particular activity or sitzation. In these
instances a Code of Ethics provides guidance for practitioners and protection for
the greater community, Mambers ¢f a profession should collegially determine the
Code of Ethics and ensure that it is adhered $0. The function of [PENZ follows this
madel. From time to tims complaints about engineering practice are submitied
0 IPENZ, Many of these complaints would bs aveided if Members acted with
professionalism and integrity by applying the values of the [PENZ Code of Ethics
and CPEng Rules 1o their practices.

Tha high profile failures mentioned above alse occurred because praciitioners

828 engineering dimension

knowingly deviated from Codes of Practice {and in some cases withheld
knowledgs), hence causing a breach in ethics. Significant factors contributing
1o these faifures were a lack of training and & lack of commitment from the
organisations to the values espoused by the codes.

To assist Membars in becoming familiar with the Code of Ethics and CPEng Rules,
IPENZ offers a une-day course which introduces the athical values in the Code and
CPEng Rules and the cbligations stemmiing from tham.

More specifically the course covers:

» the nature of ethics in the professian

» the moral obligations enginears are under in terms of the engineer’s rale and
the client/professional relationship

® how the Code of Ethics and CPEng Rules should be interpreted

o decision-making tocls and ethical skilis

» the relevance of ethics to leadership

Wa received good feedbaek from our April courses and further courses will be
held in July. Check the Engineering Calendar for details:
hittp:/fvewnw.ipenz.org.nz/ipenz/nzecel/ks.ofm
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IPENZ News

.Q..:.DCOO.......OO000..........G...C..OO...

Is the Risk of Engineering Failure Acceptably Small in 20057

In last week’s engineering direct we informed Members of a series of questions we asked the Army concerning
their engineering competence, and their response, Comments received by Members aver the last two weeks have
been variable - from calls for IPENZ to take decisive action critical of the Army, to others who want us to work
closely with the Army, and those who think IPENZ has been grandstanding and publicity seeking which causes
them discomfort.

So what can we surmise overall? First, many engineers are unhappy for us to be speaking out on media issues. In
fact, we only communicated to our Members, other than to confirm that communication between IPENZ and the
Army existed when approached by the NZ Herald.

Second, there are opportunities for [PENZ and the New Zealand Defence Force to work more closely on
professional development of engineers in the Armed Forces. We will pursue this further, We have received
feedback describing a variety of personal experiences, and we will convey a synopsis of this feedback to the Army.

Third, as the Registration Authority for CPEng we are the government agency charged with maintaining
engineering standards and disciplining poor performers. Whether or not our Members wish us to speak up,
we are required to as the Registration Authority if there are matters of public interest around application of
professional engineering standards.

We have a responsibility to work with regulators to ensure that only currently competent professional engineers
(CPEng), who can be held accountable by the profession’s disciplinary process if they fail to perform reasonabily,
are permitted to perform safety-critical work. The CPEng Act is designed to protect the public of New Zealand
from poorly performing engineaers, and we have to exercise the public good responsibilities entailed.

So if there was a similar incident to the Berryman case in 2005 how would the pracess be different?

Back in the mid-1980s the Crown was apparently exempt from the building control system. However, now the
provisions of the Building Act 2004 would place obligations on the relevant Building Consent Authority to ensure
that the design was properly dene, checked and quality assured. It is likely (but by no means certain} that the
relevant local authority would require a CPEng to do the design, and good practice would suggest that the CPEng
would observe the construction to ensure that the bridge was built as designed,

By 2007 the designer and construction supervisor, whether New Zealand Defence Force personnel or not,
would need to be licensed building practitioners, and to sign off that they had done or supervised the work to
appropriate standards.

Most significantly in the 1980s the only complaint system using a Disciplinary Committee methodology te
investigate the work of engineers was IPENZ's internal process against Members, it did not have jurisdiction in
this particular case, and an engineer could aveid the process by resigning from IPENZ.

Now in 2005 if a complaint is made about the engineering work done by a CPEng then IPENZ would have
jurisdiction over the complaint under the CPEng Act, and the engineer cannot escape the disciplinary process by
resigning from the CPEng register.

The disciplinary process would follow our three stage process — Initial Investigation, Investigating Committee,
Disciplinary Committee. Key questions about the wark of the engineer could then be asked. These questions

Co:nt;nts are likely to be different to those of other tribunals looking at the overall consequence of the matter because our
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concern is wholly with the work of the engineer. The essence of the matter from our viewpoint might come down

1o a relatively small set of questions:

- Did the engineer work beyond his or her competence?

* Did the engineer perform engineering services in a negligent or incompetent manner (eg was the design
adequately done, did the engineer agree to the use of unsuitable materials?)
Did the engineer act ethically in respect of his or her obligation to take reasonable steps to safeguard life and
protect health? (eg did the engineer take reasonable steps to ensure that key structural components would
be maintained in sufficiently durable condition?)

Ultimately, those and any other relevant questions would be asked of the engineer concerned {not the engineer’s
employer) by a Disciplinary Committee consisting of three engineers and two lay people. They would make
relevant disciplinary orders against the engineer. The lay people can issue dissenting opinions if they think the
engineers are acting to protect the good name of the profession against the facts of the case. The decision and
orders could be appealed to the CPEng Council, the District Court and even the High Court on matters of process.

The finding and the disciplinary action against the engineer concerned might be used as evidence on another
matter for example, in consideration of breach of contract, commercial redress for losses and overall allocation of
blame between contracting parties. Those matters would not be our concern.,

The question now is whether New Zealanders are better protected in 2005 than 20 years earlier? Yes, better, but
by no means perfectly. Until we get all safety-critical engineering work restricted to people who ¢an be held to
accountin a transparent disciplinary system then we cannot be fully confident that all reasonable steps have been
taken by us as a profession.

All professional engineers and not just IPENZ Naticnal Office therefore have a responsibility to accept and
promote the CPEng quality mark as the benchmark for all critical engineering work. We need to ensure that all
local bodies and national regulators are adopting it and using it for all work that involves significant risk to safety
or of substantial economic loss if there is a failure.

Dr Andrew Cleland
Chief Executive

Contents acleland@ipenz.org.nz

Part-time Director of Engineering Appointed

Hugh Railton has been appointed Temporary Director — Engineering at IPENZ National Office in Wellington this
week. Hugh will be working approximately twenty hours a week until September when a permanent Director will
be appointed.

Hugh has spent the past three years in Bangkok working as Deputy Executive Director of the Asia Pacific
Telacommunity (APT). Prior to that, he was Manager Spectrum Planning at the Ministry of Economic
Development.

Hugh was a Member of the Information Telecommunication Union {(ITU) Radio Regulations Board from 1999 to
2002. He has held a number of elected positions in the international telecommunications sector including office
bearer at the [TU World Radio Communications Conference 1997, 2000 and 2003 as well as Vice Chairman of the
APT from 2000-2002,

Dr Andrew Cleland
_ Chief Executive
Contents aclelapd@ipenz.ora.nz
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Board approves changes to IPENZ Code of Ethics

At a meeting on 30 November 2004 the Board approved changes to the IPENZ
Code of Ethics which will apply from 1 January 2005, The Code of Ethics has

the power of regulations as set out in Rule 22 of the Instituticn, and Members
are obliged to comply with the terms, Rule 22 also requires that changes of
Regulations he brought to the attention of Membars by either posting a notice to
ali Members or by pubfication in the official journal of the Institution {enginesring
dimension) of the full regulations or a summery thereof. Inview of the length of
the Code, only a summary is presented here. Members can read the full revised
Code at wwwe.ipenz.org.nz/fipenz/who_we_are/ethics_inc.eim

The previoss Code, approved in 1896, consisted of a Preamble, five ethical
principles or values statements, and guidelines to assist Members in interpreting
the five principles. The coricept was that Members should aspire at alf times to
achere to the five principles/values, and if a complaint was made against them
they wiould be judged for sufficient adherence in 2 practical sense. The material
below s paraphrased frem the new Code: B

Preamble - S

The Code consists of three Parts. Thafirstis a set of fiva furdamental ethical
values. These values arg intended o inform Membars of the high idals of
professional life. Part |l provides-expanded guidelines. These guidelings are niat
exhzustive —they are offered as a guide t¢ the understanding and intentions of
Part . They should be read with Part | as a whole and given a free and liberal
meaning. They range from exhortations to excellence to prescrigtive dizections as
10 what constitutes ethical professional behavicur. Part Hl sets out tha minimum
standards of behaviour againstwhich the behaviour of Members will bia judged in
terms of deciding if they have reasonably compliedwith the requirement in Rule 4
of the |nstitution to behave ethically.

Members will find in the three Parts, assistance i deciding the proper response 1o
most of the situations they will meet in their professional life. In the final analysis,
the judgement of the Member's peers &s to what the “reasonable professional”
would have done when faced with the same situation, and applying the same
gravisions in Part i will prevail.

Part i — Values : .
Profection of Life and Safeguardmg Peuple Members shalt recogmse the
need to protect life and to safeguard people and ifi their engineering activities
shall ac¢t 1o address this nesd. :

Professionalism, Entegrity and Competence: Members shaEI uridsirtake their
engineering activities with professionalism and integrity and shall work witsin
their levels of competence.

Commitment to Community Well-being: Members shall recognise the
responsibility of the profession to actively contribute ta the well-being of society
and, when involved in any engineering activity shall endeavour to identify, inform
and consult affected parties.

Sustainakle Management and Care for the Environment; Members shail
recognise and respect the need for suszainable management of the planet's
resources and endeavour to minimise adverse environmental impacts of their
engineering activities for both present and future generations,

Sustaining Engineering Knowledge: Members shall seek to cantribute to the
development of theirown and the engineering profession’s knowledge, skill and
expertise for the benefit of society,

Past I — Guidelines

The guidelines for only onﬂ of Ihe fwe Valuesare shuwn 10 |Iiustratﬂ tha farm nf
the Code.

Protection of Life and Safeguarding People: Merbars shiall saeognise ihe
need to protect life and to safeguard peopie and in their enginiegring activities
shail act to address this need,

Under this cleuse you should ave due regard to;

1.1 Giving priority to the safety and well-being of the community and having
regard to this principle in assessing obligafions to clients, employers and
colleagues.

1.2 Ensuring that reasonable steps are taken to minimise the risk of loss of life,
injury or suffering which.may result from'your engineering activities, either
directly ar indirectly.

1.3 Drawing the attention of those affected 1o the tevel and significance of risk
associated with the work.

14 Assessing and taking reasonable steps 1o minimise potential dangers
invalved in the cofstruction, manufacture end usg of autcomes of YOur
engmeermg activities, .

Partili- Mlmmum Stamiards of Acceptable Ethical Behawaur by e

Members

1. Take reasanah!e steps to safeguard hea_l_th_a_n_d _s_aiely

A Member must, in the cotrse of his or hier enginieering activities, 1ake
reasonable steps to safeguard the liealth and safety of pacple.

At the SGM held on 30 November 2004 new Rules of IPENZ were approved,
These come into effect as soon as they are registerad with the Registrar of
Incorporated Sccieties. The new Rules are posted on our website at
www.ipenz.org.nz, “Who We Ara®, "Our Rules”.

The actual Rule changes were set out in the Notice of the SGM in the October
2004 edition of engineering dimension, and are not repsated here, The main
practical effects of the Rulg changes on Members are as follows:

1. The obligations on Members are now expressed as four specific abligations:
the Membership obligation to obey the Rules, the competence obligation to
perform engineering activities 1o a reasenable standard {not Companions,
Affiliate Members, Student Membars), the ethicel obligation to obey the
Cods of Ethics, and the good character obligation to be a fit and proper
persan to be a Member of IPENZ. Members should be aware of ali four of
these ebligations. A Member can be disciplined for a breash of any of them.

2. Complaints against Members will now be processed in accord with Rule 11
and the Disciplinary Regulations described in the article "New Disciplinary

les in place

Regulations 1o 1ake effect in the New Yegr”. Itis now possible for IPENZ
1o initiate an investigation against a Mamber of its own volition. Hence if
wa raceive disquieting reports abaut a Member we can act by deeming the
matter to be & complaint.

3. If acomplaint is made against a Member who is also a CPEng registrant the
new Rules and Regulations now allow that either the complaint is heard
simultaneously in the IPENZ context and the CPEng context, or that it is
heard firstin the CPEng context, and then an ahbreviated IPENZ process is
undertaken after the CPEng process is complete.

4. Awider range of penalties is made availzble to Disciplinary Committaes,
particularly the ability to make suspansions, of to impose profassional
development requirements. These will enable disciplinary outcomes to be
more positive for bath the complainant and the engineer concerned.

The other changes were more technical in nature or empowering. The Members
who attended the SGM are thanked for their participation, <=
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2
(1

2

3

A Mambsr must act honestly and with objectivity and integrity in the course of his

Have regard to effects on environment

A Member must, in the coursa of his or her engineering activities:
{a) have regard to reasonably forcseeable effects on the environment from
those activities; and

{b} have regard to the need for sustainable management of the envirenment,

In this context, sustainable management means management that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ahility of future gensrations
(including at least the future generations within the anticipated lifelime of
the end products and by-products of activities) to maet their own reasonably
foreseeabie needs.

Act with honesty, objectivity, and integrity

or her angingering activities,

Gerioral professional obfr'ga tions

4. Netmisrepresent campelence

A Meaimbar raust:

al  not misrepresent his or her competence and

b) ndertake érgineering activities only within his or her competence; and

¢} notknolvingly permit engineers whose work hie or she is responsibie for to
breach garagraph (a) or paragraph (b},

5. Notmisrepresent Membership status _
A Member must not (in cénnection witha business, trade, employment,
calling. or profession) make a false ar misleading representation,
or knowingly permit anotier person to make a false or misteading
representation, that services are sipplied by a Member of the Instifution.

6. Inform others of censequences of not follewing advice

{1}

(2

fab significant adverse effe

AMember who considers that there is a risk of significant consequences

in it accepting his ar hergrofessional advice must take reasonable steps
10 inforin paisons who do not accept that advice of those sugmflcam
conseqlignces, -

In this context, SIgmflcani cunsequences means consequances thai mvalve:

{B) - significant damaga i | 'upe

e} ssgnmcant damage to thi enwronmeni

1

Onligations to employers and cfients

8.
{1)

{2

0.

Ohligatians dwed to other engingers

1L

{1)

@

{ai} . infoirm that engineer of the proposed review before starting it and -

Not promise, give, or accept inducements

A Member must nol:

{a} . promise or give to any person anything of substantial vatue intended
w improgerly influence that persan’s decisions that relate 1o the
Member's activities; or

{b)  atcept from any person anything of substantial valee intended to
improperly influence his ar her professional engineering decisions.

Not disclose confidential information

A Member must not diszlose confidential information of an employer or-client

without the agreement of the emplayer or client.

Subclause {1} does nat apply if:

al  thefailure o disclose information would place the health or safety of -
people at sxgn!fucant -and immediate risk; or

b} the Member is- requ:red by iaw 10 dlsclose that infarmation.

cennection with one purpnse in thu cotise of has & her engtneenng acfivities
must not use that information far another purposa that is 1o his o hef OWR
pprs'onai benefzt

Blsc!ose cuuﬂscls of mterest .

A Member must disclose 1o an employar of cilent any financial or other
interest that is likely 1o affect his orher judgement on any engineering
activities he or she is o carry out far that employer or lient.

Not review other engineers’ work without taking reasnnahle steps to
inform them and investigate

A Member wha feviews ancther enginger’s work forthe puipose of
cammenting on thatwork must take reasoriable steps to:

(b} - Tvestigate the matters concerned befors commenting.
Subclaise (1) does riot appiy Tf taking those steps would resiilt in there being
a 5|gnl¥|cant and xmmedlate risk of harm 10 the nea[th or safety of peop)e

-

-

New Disciplinary Regulations to take effect in the New Year

At the Board meeting on 30 November 2004, the new [PENZ Disciplinary
Regulations were approved and will take affect from 1 January 2005 replacing
the IPENZ Regulations for Hearing and Determination of Complaints Against
Members. The Disciplinary Regulaticns have the power of reguiations as set out
in Rule 22 of the Institution, and Mambers are obligad to comply with the tems.
Rule 22 also requires that changes of Regulations be brought to the atiention

of Members by either posting & notice to all Members or by publication in the
official journal of the Institution {(engineering dimension) of the full regulations ar
a summary thereof, In view of the fength of the Reguiations, only a summary is
presented here, Members are invited to read the full Regulations at
www.ipenz.org.nzfipenz/finding/complaints.

The Regulations set out the pracesses for the hearing and determination of
camplaints incleding the following:

The procedures for making complaints, and the process by which the
Institution ean deam a matter to be a complaint and proceed with the matter.
The way in which a complaint on a matter which has afready been heard by
a CPEny disciplinary process, or by the Courts, may be fast-tracked to the
Disciplinary Committas stage.

The process for appointing a Complaint Rasearch Officer who performs

ar initial investigation of the complaint and reports to the Chair of an
investigating Commities,

The grounds on which a complaint may be dismissed by tha Chair of an
tnvestigating Cammittes.

L

If not dismissed, the processes for the fermation of an lnvestigating
Commities, and the powers of that Committes in canducting its investigation,
The grounds by which an Investigating Committae may dismiss a complaing,
and the passibility that the Committee right refer the matter to dispute
raselution.

The pracesses for formation of a Disciplinary Commities, including lay
membesship, and the powers of that Committze to use in conducting its
hearing, other activities and reaching its determination.

The penalties available to Disciplinary Committees and the matiers they must
consider in imposing penalties or making other orders.

The grounds and process for the lodging of appeals against decisions or
orders made.

The pracesses for the formation of an Appeals Committee and the powers

of that Committee ta decide whethar 1o hear an appeal, and if heard, the
powers o use in determining the appeal.

The notification of the cutcomnes to the governing Board.

The implementation of any disciplinary arders made, including rotification of
the Membarship or wider audience.

The requirements for natural justice to be cbserved at all stages in the
process when decisions are being made.

The processes by which the governing Board may appoint persons to roles, or
revoke those appointments.

The indemnification by the Institution of persons fulfilling roles under the
regulations, <=

-
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Engineering Practice
portiolio revampe:

With a new Engineering Practice Manager recently appointed, the opportunity is
bieing taken to comgletely rewrite the management processes for the enginesring
practice partfofio. This will provide a mechanism to identify, prioritise and monitor
all enginearing practice refated issues.

One such issue is ethics. Mambers ware reminded in a recent article in
engineering direct, of the IPENZ Code of Ethics. We would like Members to revisit
the Code from time to time in order 1o keep the context of the Code in mind when
conducting their everyday engineering affairs. The Coda can be found on the
IPENZ website at www.ipenz.org.nzfipenz/media_comm/sthics_inc.cfm

Apart from the Licensed Building Practitioner Begime, the BiA/Department of
Building and Housing is currently consulting on Dam Safety Regulaticns, new
buifding code, earthguake prone structures and product accreditations, as well
as the overall reguiations covering the consultation process. [n addition to
these tasks, we are also working with the BIA to write & code of practice for the
acceptance of producer statements, and updates for practiticners on technical
issues,

Additionally, the new Building Act is generating a considarable range of policy
activities to moniter, and consultation meetings to participate in. While there
is a peak of activities now, the new Act has a five- year implemantation period
and there will be many issues that we will need to cover in the future — not the
least being educating the profession on related changes. We have proposed to
ACENZ and SESOC te form & joint task force to provide a sirategic overvisw of
these activities, From the IPENZ perspective, this task force wil] report o the
Engineering Practice Board,

The next meeting of the Engineering Practice Board is schaduled for Wadnasday
1 December 2004. =

5.00 pm — Tuesday-30 November 2004

Lecture Theatre 1, Victaria University of Wellington Law School,
0ld Bovernment House, Lambton Quay, Wellington

Agenda
Confirmation of Notice of Meeting

Anologies

Changes to the Rules of the Institution: Notdee of iMation

]
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investing for growth

October is a month of transition for IPENZ when new
programmes funded in the new financial year are
initiated by the staff at Natiocnal Office. The goed
news for Members is that the expansion of this

year's programmes s not funded through increased
subscriptions. Rather, our staff have procured contract
income for many activities that are consistent with

our overzll strategy. Having non-members fund these
activities is good news for the Institution and its Members.

In spite of no increases in Membership subscriptions for the second yearina
row, income will rise to about $5.2m. Subscription-related incame is down 1o
about 40% of total income from 70% four years ago. These contracts assist in
paying overheads, meaning that mere subseription income ¢an be freed up for
naw activities, Uliimately, the growth does mean that we have more staff, and
accasionally | hear grumbles that National Office i now too big, but these people
are working hard an your behalf, We certainly could not be as effective aationally
if we were reduced back to the 18 staff we had in 2000, relying on Members
volunteering to do most of cur professional wark, Those days have gone,
Additionally, the present situation of demand for engineers exceeding supply

is likely 1o continue for several years, meaning that our Members' time is more
committed to work and they are less available for voluntary rofes.

This year there are several new initiatives | wish to bring to the attention of
Membars. Firstly, our government-funded project, Futureintech, which aims

1o increase tertiary enrolments in enginsering, technology and science, moves
from its initial start-up phase to full scale via the appointment of three more
facilitators. These facilitators will be trained and rsady to work in schools in
2005. We will have six staff out in schools fulltime {supported by two staff at
National Cffice], working under the guidance of Futuraintech Director, Angsfa
Christie. The facilitators’ role is to make connections with teachers to assist
them in curriculum delivery, and provids learning experiences that motivate young
pscple towards enginesring, technology or science-based carears. Angela’s team
needs Branches to wark with them so we can ensure our collective efforts are
channelled effectively and cohesively to achieve the goals we all share.

The Board has recognised the continuing importance of the voice of the
engineering profession being heard on regulatory and public policy matters by
creating the concep? of IPENZ Visiting Fellows. This title, and some remuneration,
¢an be bestowed on a Member who makes a substantial time commitment to
assist Deputy Chief Executive John Gardiner's taam in devefoping our responses
on particular matters. There are a growing number ot matters, particularly around
the Building Act {2nd assaciated licensing), climate change and energy, growth
and innovation, and education, on which we wish to be heard. The Visiting
Fellowship title will not be used to recognise the regular ongoing commitment of
Members who assist in developing and peer seviewing submissions, bus rather
for these putting aside their day-to-day activities to take the tead on research and
developinent of a particular item of considerable magnitude,

Additionafly, the Board has agreed to hoost the support for our Branches. A

continued overdeair>
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Code of Ethics reminder

As a Member of IPENZ you are required to follow the principles of the Code of Ethics and be familiar with those
principles. The ethics and guidelines are avaitable for you to read on the IPENZ website and to keep in mind
during your engineering activities.

The respect which society accords the engineering and technology professions is earned and maintained by

its members demonstrating a strong and consistent commitment to ethical values, These commitments are
additional to the obligations, which every member of society is required to observe, such as abeying the law, and
reflect the additional responsibility expected of all professionals.

it therefore follows that this Institution must maintain an appropriate Code of Ethics, to publish it for the
information of the public and to enforce it impartially. This Code must be responsive to the changing expectations
of both society and the profession and the global standards to which the Institution subscribes. The Code of
Ethics is based on the five fundamental ethical values set out in the Rules of the Institution. The Code is a set of
principles to guide Members in achieving the high ideals of professional life.

Members are reminded of the five ethical values:

1. Protection of Life and Safeguarding People
Professionalism and Integrity

Soclety and Community Well-being

Sustainable Management and Care of the Environment

ok owoN

Promotion of Engineering Knowledge

To view the full document including guidelines use the hyperlink below,
http//www.ipenz.org.nz/ipenz/media_comm/ethics inc.cfim

Andrew Clark
Engineering Practice Manager

aclark@ipenz.org.nz

CPEng Annual Fees

It's that time of the year when Members receive invoices for their membership and registration fees. While
every effort is made to ensure Members are provided with good information on the basis for fees, additional
explanation can be helpful, Last year we received a number of queries about the CPEng Annual fees.
Unfortunately, the Act we were given to implement gives us no discretion — there is no ability to do other than
collect re-assessment fees from all registered persons on an on-going basis.

The CPEng Rules, which are statutory regulations, therefore require that all CPEng registrants pay the annual fee of
$250 + GST each year. This fee covers the cost of setting up and administering the register, payment of the annual
CPEng Councll levy, the on-going assessment costs for continued registration and other costs associated with
managing the complaints and disciplinary processes.

The IPENZ Board made an early decision that the cost relating to setting up and running CPEng was to be on a
cost recovery basis because registrants do not have to be IPENZ Members and Members fees should not be used
to cover the costs of CPEng. Part of the annual fee covers the on-going assessment for continued registration
and js separately identified for accounting purposes. This component is $100 + GST. All registrants must pay
this fee, although if the person is also registered on other registers requiring current competence assessment for




It’s about
professionalism

i was part of a pansl at the recent ACENZ Conference in
Wallingion which addressed the question, “Consulting
Engineering, Business ar Profession?” It was suggested to
the panelists that in preparation for the discussion, they
might considsr questions such as the importarice of ethics
in business today, and whether operating a business
might cempromise professionalism. These are very valid
concers. [t occurs 1o me as { trave! around the country talking to IPENZ Members,
that to achieve awareness of the role of the {nstitution, there neads to bs ongoing
discussion on the key issues of:

e what it means 1o he an engineering professional

e the role of IPENZ as the learned saciety

e the professional and competence brands that IPENZ maintains

Firstly, engineering professionals woerk at the forafront of knowledge. They break
new ground in the design of structures, use of materials and application of analysis
techniques. What is right and what is wrong is not black or whits — it is a matter of
judgmant, The two key elements that are often misunderstood are:
* tha professicn rather than the employer decides acceptable standards
from both ethical and compatence perspectivas;
»  tha profassional has responsitilities to society at Jarge that may transcend
those of the employer,

These special collegial responsibilities are bast exercised through a collsgially
governed professional body — in our case IPENZ. An engineer's accaptanca into the
professional body, their aceaptance of its role as the standard-setter and gatekespsr,
and thsir personal centribution to the collegial activities through interaction with
colleaguas are the true signs of a professional enginaer.

The post-nominals MIPENZ, FIPENZ ete, are therefore promated by IPENZ as the
mark of professionalism — important to employsrs and clients, and just as important
1o engineers. They represent recognition by peers tat the holder of these marks
engages with colfeagues both for the advancement of the profession and for personal
growth and development. On the other hand, what wa used to call "Registration”
serves a ditferent purpose today, Registration as GPEng, ar on the international
register as IntPE, is & mark of current competence as a practitioner, administered

by IPENZ.

The point L wish o stress is that the role of the Institution has changed from not enly
upholding ethics and competence issues, but to also becoming the regulator of the
profession under the CPEng Act. These functions are managed through the camplaints
pracess, where complaints ere made either by paars or others outside the profession,
normaily our clients.

This last month has seen some significant events in relation to IPENZ and pubtic
confidence in engineers. Media attention fate in August focussed for 2 day or s0 on
whether structural engineers wers doing work of adequate quality. This foliowed
the placement of newspaper advertisements in July by a Bay of Plenty company, to
punlicise what they considered poor ethical practice by an engineering sonsultancy.

On 24 August the Board received report of a disciplinary action taken against a
Member by the Instizution, through application of its Regulations for Hearing and
Determination of Complaints. This matter is described in a separate article in
this issue. This is the first disciplinary action for several years. In addition we
have several matters before Investigating Committees (the process stage before
a Disciplinary Committes is formed, but after initial screaning of complaints by a
Complaint Research fficer). These are all matters in the context of IPENZ, i.e.
the enginser concemned is an IPENZ Member and was not a CPEng 2t the fime of
the matter to which the compiaint refers. The first complaint against a Chartered
Protessional Enginesr has alse been received, and a decision made on the matter.

coptinued overieabs

I Responding better to complaints
/| IPENZ Rules, Code of Ethics, and Disciplinary Regulations

Staff ars inthe |ast stages of revision to thrae ey underpinning documents of

| the Institution, following considerabie effort by @ working party of Members, ltis
intended that thesa revisiens he appraved on 30 November 2004, This article sets
out the propesed changes and invites comments from Marmbers, this being the
final stage of consultation on these matters.

| IPENZ Rules

Changes are propased to Rules 4 and 13, The former will set out the obligations
on Members and the latter is an enabling Rule under which the Disciplinary
Reguiations are prepared.

| Rule tﬁ.viil set out the four obligations on Members as follows:

o hiembezship obligation {the sgreement by Members to obey the Rules and
Regulations of the Institutisn} o

°  Lthical obligation {th obfigation to abay the Code of Ethics)

+  Compeience obligation [the obligation of Graduate, Associate, Technical
and Professional Members, and an Fellows and Distinguished
Feltows to perform enginsering activities competently and carefully ina
manner ecmmensurate with their Membership class) '

| = (Good character abligation {the requirement to be a fit and proper person to be

a Member)

Rule 11 empowers the establishment of the various processes for hearing and
. determining complaints. The praposed changes to this Rule include the fast
tracking of comglaints against Members whe have already been disciplined as

CPEng, and extending the renge of penglties to include requiremnants o undertake
prefessional development.

IPENZ Code of Ethics
3| The present Code of Ethics has five principies or values statements, and a set of

guidelines. When a camplaint is heard, the "test” is against one or more of the
principies, and is informed by the guidelines. The proposal is that the Code will

i change to have three Parts:

| »  Part! - the five principles with some sowording to create greater clarity

| »  Part!l —guidelines to assist Members, also reworded to improve clarity
i ¢ Partlll - a set of stalements stating the minimum standard of accaptable

ethical behaviour that will be used as the basis of the "test” in hearing
complaints. continued everizebho
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continued {rom page o>

The complaints procedure is a key procass for building and maintaining public
confidence and maintaining standards. We must be seen 1o deal effectively but
fairly with Chartered Professional Engineers who perform poerly, and make the
results of cur disciplinary orders public. We must also ensure that complaints are
mate when justified. We are encouraging regulators who see a succession of
poor guality work from a particular engineer to make complaints, and ail enginsers
must take on the responsibility for raising matiers of poor performance (whether
ethical or competence-related) with National Office. We must also receive

irank and honest referee statements about candidates for CPEng registration,
Regrettably, there are still tao frequent rumours of poar performers whom no-one
is prepared to complain about in writing.

Improvemants to the process, which are underway, involve clarifying the

IPENZ Rules, Code of Ethics, and Regulazions for Hearing and Determination

of Complaints against Members {to be renamed the Disciplinary Regulatians).
Additionally we are commencing consuitation on small changes to the CPEng
process for heating complaints, These changes are described in detail in another
article in this issue. The goal is to make the obligations on Members for both
compstence and ethical behaviour very clear, and to have effective and efficient
pracesses for handling cornplaints, These piocesses must be unambiguous so that
our various |vestigating and Disciplinary Committees do not inadvertently infringe
ihe Regulatons, faying their decisions and actions open to appeal, We also need
fo have suitable means to deal with complaints laid sim(taneously against 2n
engineer in the CPEng and IPENZ regimes.

The Board intends that thare will be a Spacial General Meeting on 30 Navember
2004 to approve some changes to the IPENZ Rules to apply front 1 January 2005.
Additionally, the Board expects to approve changes 1o the IPENZ Code of Ethics,
the Disciplinary Regulations and the CPEng Rules, on the same day, This will
update the underpinning systems and processes. The confidence of the public will
then depend on our fair application of the tools available to each and

every Member.

[an Parton
President
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continged from page Do

Part (Il was developad by translating the CPEng code of ethical conduct into the
IPENZ context. This means that the ethical test on Members who are also CPEng
is gxactly the same in the two contexts.

The change is 1o move away from decisions based on compliance to the
aspirational values statements of Partd, o 185ts against 11 spesific statements
expressed as “must” or "must not” statements in Part Il [tis expected that
decisions will then become more clearous,

Members should aspire to the behavicurs described in the five principles of
Part and in this be guided by Fart I, but are expected to adhere to the minimum
requirements of Part Il

IPENZ Disciplinary Regulations

There are twao sets of changes proposed in addition 1o changes that arise
consequentially from the IPENZ Rule changes. The first are changes to maintain
as ruch process commaonality as possible with the CPEng procedures {see page 4.

The second set of changes are intended to improve the appesls stdge. There is no
appeals stage in the CPEng Rules fas apipeals fiass outside out jurisdiction tc the
CPEng Council), so the appeals stage is anly inthe IFENZ context. The propasals
include clarifying the grounds-on which appeals can be made, and introducing a
oreliminary hearing for appeats to decide whether there sre sufficient grounds for
an appedl o be heard. '

Yeur chanee for final submissions

As the proposals become available they will be posted in the Member-only area of
the website, and notification of such postings will be made in engineering direct
The first postings [the proposed IPENZ Ruls Changes and the proposed revisions
1o the IPENZ Code of Ethics) are likely to be posted in early September, and the
Disciplinary Regulations by the end of September,

if Membars wish to comment on the proposed IPENZ Rule changes they should
make their comment to the Chisf Executive (acleland@ipenz.org.nz) by
17 September. Comments onthe Code of Ethics or the Disciplinary Regulations

" shauld be made by 18 Octobar 2004, €

Applicatioss are now agen for the Hume Feflowship, which
funds oversees study by graduates in civil erigirieering and
related disciplines. Here we profile a former Fellow, Bolient
Sweays IIPENZ, In the first of a series of articles.

Aobert was awarded the Hume Fellowship in 1999, and
used it to study at the University of New South Wales, a
goal that he says “simply would not have been possible” without it,

Robart aswered PENZ's advertisement for the Hume Fellowship with a proposal
to study for a Master of Enginsering Science {Transportation). He was the

first recipient of the Fellowship who was married with childran at the time of
commencing study, and the mave to Sydney for & year of full-time study turned the
family's lives upsice down. He credits muchi of his succass to their support,

Rabert chose an “all coursework“aption, thinking that he would benafit more
from greater variety, rather than the narrow focus of a single research project. He
completed courses in pavement, traffic engineering and road safety engineering,
transport systems, and praject management,

Ha found the workioad “encrmous”, but the research component of the
assignmerits proved challenging and extremely satisfying. Stretching his
academic capabifities was also rewarding - excaading the standards he had
previously sel for himseli, '

Rebert has applied what he leamt at UNSW to his work as a transportation
engineer in a variety of ways. They have included pramoting idaas for travel

demand mariagament on_'é section of & congested network: critical ahalysis of
pavement design pararstérs; and being readily able to create a transportation
simulation modal for a resource consent hearing. He is convinced that the:
benefits of post-graduate education extend far beyond specific applications, “It
has given me a wider range of technical solutions to 2pply, and &n appreciation of
ditferent approaches to transportation enginesring.”

He stresses that the benefits are not just professional and academic | leasnt as
much from the experience of being a full-time stident in a forefgn country as | did
from the study itself.” Although Sydney is hardly "foreign”, to Robeart's surprise
most of his fellow students were not from Australia, but from countries such as
lexdonesia, Bangledesh, Taiwan, Sii Lanka and Hong Kang. Friendships made
amang them have sharpened his awarenass of world events, and his appraciation
of New Zealand.

“Whilg it is difficult for me to quantify the impact on my enginaering career of
being awarded the Hume Fellowship, | consider that it has been of enormous
benefit for me, both personally and professionally. {was chaflenged intellectually,
emotionalty and socially, and have had the opportunity, since retuming to New
Zealand, to use many of the skills and much of the knowledge § gained during my
year of posigraduate coursework study”.

He urges anyona interested in posigraduate study overseas o apply for the Hume
Fellowskip and chase this "life-changing” opportunity.

Further details can be ebtained at ww.ipenz.orgnzfhume, Applications close on
Wednesday 1 Dacember,

1
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made against a Member

A complaint was made against a Member (X} on 1 April 2003 by & complainarst
{Y)in respect of the behaviour of that engineer, The matter was investigated
by an Investigating Committee which reperted in December 2003 that the
matter should be referred to a Disciplinary Committes in respect of an allegad
breach of the IPENZ Code of Ethics. A further complaint was lodged by Y in
November 2003 alleging that X had {ailed to perform his enginaering activitios
in & careful and competent manner as required by Rule 4.3 of the Institution. A
second Investigating Committee was formed, reparting in February 2004, and
recommending that the matter of competence ba referred to a Disciplinary
Committes. A Jisciplinary Committes heard both matters at a hearing on

15 March 2004, and reported its determination on 8 April 2004. That
determination was appsaied by X on b May 2004 and an Appeals Committee
heard the matter on 12 July 2004, The Appeals Commitiee decision is binding
and final according to Regulation 25 of the IPENZ Aegulations for Hearing and
Determination of Complaints Against Membars,

The decision of the Appeats Committes was reported 1o the Board on 24 August
2004, and acting according 1o Reguiation 26, the Board resolved fo implement the
arder of the Appeals Committee which stated that "the details of the case should
be published, for the benefit of cther practitioners, but that the names of the
individuals involved should nat ba rejeased”,

The finding

Xwas fined $400.00 for a breach of Principles 2 and 3 of the IPENZ Code of
Fthics. X was admenished and advised to seek assistance from appropriate
colleagues on impraving risk management procedures for dealing with client
relationships within his practice, Thare was no finding that X was technieally
incompetent. X was requirad to pay $1002.00 towards the costs of the
Disciplinary Commities hearing, and a further $7000.00 towards the Appeals
Committee hearing.

The matters concerned

The complainant {Y) is a homeowner living in 2 rural area in which treatment

of domestic sewage must be on-site. Y had been advised by the responsible
Territorial Authority (Z) that the site was suitable for a panticular type of
treatment, and purchased and installed equipment accordingly. The plant
subsequently did not work, and the authority undertock 1o provide assistance to
remedy matiers. Z engaged X (through & verbal contract) to visit the site, make
an assessment and make recommendations. |n May 2002, X visited the site

and made recommendations which were presented to both his client Z, and to

Y. Over the subsequent few weeks, changes were made to the plant but X did
not revisiz the site. In March 2003, Y contacted X and toid X that the plant was
still not working. Y asked that X prepare a report stating the changes required
to remedy the plant, Y claims that it was made clear that X's report was to form
part of 2 case being prepared by Y against Z for the costs required to achicve a
workable on-site treatment system. X prepared & report and sshmitted it ta both
Y and Z, and sent Y an invoice for the costs involved.

The first finding against X is that he was in breach of the Cods of Ethics in that

he ailowed himself to be conflicted, and then broke confidentiality in respact

of ¥ who thought X was acting for him, X elaimed that Z continued to be his
grimary client throughout the matter. In fulfiffing his duties to Z he was asked

16 eorrespand with Y in respect of sharing his technical advice, but his primary
respansibility was to Z,  In taking instruction from Y and then writing his report of
18 March 2003 and invoicing Y for the costs he had aflowed a conflict of interest

to arise. Because X believed that 7 was his cliant he had a duty 1o inform Y that
this was the casa. Instead, he allowed a situation 1o develop in which Y believed
that the client refaticnship had shifiad, that ¥ was now the client, and that X
owed a duty of confidentiality to Y.

The second finding was to the effect that X had not taken sufficient care. At the
time of his visit in May 2002 he had focussed his aitention on the primary and
secondary elements of the system, and not systematicalky evaluaied the tertiary
element. He had not visited the site for nine months when he wrote the report of
18 Mareh 2003, A number of changes had been made either under his instruction
since the time of the last visit, or by others, and presumably X relied on any
description given by Y of the changes and their effect. X's report prepared an

18 March 2003 suggested that the primary and tertiary elements would provide
adequate treatment, However, in May 2003 at an on-site mesting he agreed
with other enginaers te a different racorimendation, and only at the time of that
visit did he examine the tertiary elements in detail. In the words of the Appeals
Committes in summing up this aspect “this does not represent a [ack of technical
competence, but rather a faifure by a very senior enginesr to recognise all the
dimensions of a complex situation and undertake investigations in sufficient
detail W ensure the advice he provided was soundiy based”.

Some lessoins for sther Members

X was advised by the Appeals Committea to seek assistance from appropriate
coileagues an improving risk management procedures for dealing with clignt
relationships in his practice. In the case concerned, the reliance on inadaquately
clarified verbal contracts between X and Z and then between X and Y was a
major difficulty. For many years IPENZ, with ACENZ, has made avaifable the
so-called short form contract as a simple way of forming contracts for small
matters. Such contractual forms, and the discipline which comes fram using them
regularly, may have assisted X 1o avoid the situation that developed. [n any case,
professional engineers should exhibit the competence to deal with the complex
commercial and legal realities that often accompany disputes on technical
matters. This should be seen in the context of the CPEng competence element
refating to managing complex engineering activities.

A second lesson is the need to fnvestigate and evaluate all relevant matters and
to make no assumptions in conducting investigative wark. Many enginears can
recount circumstances when they were asked 1o investigate, and soms time afler
their visit wished they had either paid more attention to what at the fime seemed
peripheral areas, or had checked that what seemsd to be obvibus detailing, had
in fact been instatled correctly.

The costs

Although it is not part of the finding by the Appeals Commities, the Board has
resaived that the costs to the profession of this matter be publicised. The two
Investigating Committees involved six Fellows of the Institution for several
hours each, the Bisciplinary Committee invoived five people, three of who are
Iiembers, and two of whom were lay pecple. Each of these contributed mare
than a day, and the Chair much mare. The Appeals Commitiee comprised wo
pasi-Presidents and a Barrister — each of thesa spent more than two days, Three
senior staff each spent several days on the matter, and advice had to be sought
from the Institution’s laweyers, Thare were also travel and accommaodation costs,
The diract costs to be borne out of Membership subscriptions ars likely to be
mare than $20,000, and the cost of Member tima, if compensated, would have
been of similar magnitude,
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e Policy staff mads 2 written submission.on the government’s Draft
Digital Strategy.

+  Senior IPENZ staff made a written submission on the ‘Distingtive
Contributions of Tertiary Education Organisations: & TEC Consultation
Paper’.

»  Policy-staff represented IPENZ at the Ministry for the Envircnment
Consultagion Forurn on the Draft New Zealand Urban Dasign protocol,

» IPENZ staff met with zffiliated crganisations to ciscuss the implicaﬁons
of the pmpused I:Lenelng of huilding practitioners reglme

»  Senior staff involvad with senior officials an deveinpmem of flaod
mitigatian protocols.

«  Staff met with affiliated organisations to discuss
en-going responses 1o infrastructure audit.and
“huildabifity” audit,

meessmnal Engmeers

IPENZ has 18 emlyi_r’un the fl;s't of & sesies of short courses in eth_i‘cs‘. -E_t_hi‘c‘_s-'- :
has become :mcreasingly important for business, industry and the profassion.

In particular it concerns IPENZ Members, since adherence to the IPENZ Code

of Ethics is a fundamental requirement of Membership. CPEng registration also |
requires a commitment to abide by ethical principles; and a reputation for ethical
integrity underpins the value of both these brands.

This two-day course, emitled Ethics for Professional Engineers, provides

an averview of professional ethical values and obligations, and detailed
consideration of the IPENZ Cade of Ethics, relevant CPEng Rules, IPENZ
disciplinary regulations and complaints procedures. It alse covers avoiding
ethical failure and legal lizbility, and helps participants develop ethical reasoning
and judgment, and strepgthen thelr dadication to excellence. For CPD purposes
the companents of the course are linked to Competence and other Standards,
The caurse cancentrates on the principles underlying sthical condiet, and will
retain its relevance whan the changss to the IPENZ Rules, Code of Ethics and
Disciplinary Reguiations contemplated for 2005 are implemented {i.e. changes will
affect the detait of the relevant procedures, but not their underlying principles).

Feedback from partieipants was enthusiastic, emphasising its practical value

— “relevance to day-to-day operation of enginesring consultaney”, “real situational
icols”, and “links to the relevant codes”. They also liked its structure, presentaticn
and value for money, and one summed it up as "very enjovable and thought-
provoking — surprisingly useful”,

The infroductory course is to be repeated in several centres - kaap an eye on the
IPENZ calendar,
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The Chartered Pr

Noftice is hereby given of the intention to make changes to the CPEng Rules in
respect of the procedures for assessing candidates for registration or continued
registration, and in.réspect of the procedures for hzaring and determination of
complaints. This articlé deschibes the rationale fof the proposed changes; the

" actual changes are detailsd in ihe accompanying article page 8. The numerical
" codes below match thosan the  accompanying amcle There s no explanatmn for

Rules1 and 2-which allew for title and commencement date

Submissiuns on the _prnpused c'hanges are invited and must be made by. -
18 October 2004 Submissians must be in writing and should ba sent to:

CPEng Rules Consultation .
IPENZ Engiriears New Zéalanid
PO Box 12 241

Welkington

or emailed to cpeng@ipenz.org.nz

A, Hatfonols for changes Inyoladion fo auseasment

3. Rule 9—the presertRule aliows that the stpply of 2 ‘competence salf
Teview' is optiongl, whereas assessmenit panels have found this extremely
usefol. The change is to make the supply of this self review compulsory.

4. Rule 94— appiicaticm‘s with 'incomplet’e iafornﬁétian have' no 'ﬁm'e limitation

if the applicant’ ralls m supplv the reqmred |nfnrmat|0n w;thm si% mamhs of -~
the requs’st W||| nut only pruv:de an mr‘Pntlve m the appllcam birt W|§| alsn e

_ _sufflmently small. Thus i the: pnrt‘ollo m’ gvidence:has not henn forwarded
* o the assessment panel 5 refund equal 1o 5% of the appilcatlcn fee will be
-made.

Rule 11— two changes are proposed here. The firstis to add the word
“independant” before referee to ensure that the referee’s statements are as
reliable as possible. The second is a technicel change to move the making
of recommendations outside the subclause dealing with assessment actions.
The new wording requires the recommendations te only be made at the end
of assessnient. -

o

B. Rulz 13— thisis amended to be more practical; the candidate needs to
be given the relevant information, being the reasons and the documents
supporting those reasons. The candidate does not need to be sent all the
information en whith the propasad decision is based, which would incjude
the applization itself sippliad by the candidate,

7. Rule 23— the changs here is identical in intent to that in 3., byt applies for
the case of assessnients for continded registration,

8. Rule 25— 1he change hare is identical in intent to that in 5., but applies for
* the case of assessments for continued reg:stratmn :

9, Rule 35— the change here is identical In intant to tha‘f 6., but applies for
the case of assessments for continued registration,

10. Rule 42 — there is na provision for the retention of any of the applicant’s
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IPENZ News
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Potential for Dangerous Buildings and Ethics

Many Mermnbers will have seen or heard media reports on 23/24 August in respect of the effectiveness or
otherwise of the new Building Act in addressing concerns in the construction sector. There were interviews with
John Scarry MIPENZ and the Minister responsible, John Tamihere in both radio and television media. In addition,
the President of SESOC, Dr Barry Davidson FIPENZ and myself were interviewed. One matter traversed on Radio
New Zealand’s Morning Report was whether there are in fact buildings that can be identified as dangerous. To
quote the transcript:

PRESENTER: ANDREW CLELAND, A FINAL QUESTION TO YOU, ARE YOU THEREFORE SAYING THERE ARE NO
MAJOR BUILDINGS WHICH HAVE BEEN IMPROPERLY CONSTRUCTED IN NEW ZEALAND AT PRESENT?

CLELAND: NO,I'M NOT SAYING THAT. WHAT I'M SAYING IS THAT WE HAVE ASKED PEOPLE, WHERETHEY KNOW OF
BUILDINGS THAT POSE A RISK, TO NOTIFY THOSE TO THE BUILDING OWNER OR TO MAKE COMPLAINTS AGAINST
THE ENGINEERS CONCERNED, AND WE HAVE NOT BEEN NOTIFIED OF ANY SPECIFIC BUILDINGS WHERE THERE ARE
SUFFICIENT CONCERNS THAT ENGINEERS HAVE TAKEN THOSE STEPS.

A little later the presenter asked Barry Davidson whether he considered there are buildings in existence right now
that are prone or potentially prone to failure in a large earthquake. Barry replied that he considered there might
be, and he thought that many other engineers would share his views.

It would be a matter of real concern if engineers can identify specific buildings which they consider pose a
significant and immediate risk but have taken no action. | wish to reiterate the advice given to all Membaers over
a year ago, at the time when the practice review resulting from the Scarry open letter was in process:if you can
identify a specific building that you consider poses a significant and immediate risk then ethically you should
take reasonable steps to notify the building owner. If the building owner fails to respond within a reasonable
timeframe you may need to consider further actions to protect building users - these further actions will depend
on the particulars of each case.

Additionally, if you consider that an engineer has performed structural engineering work of such low quality
that a specific building poses a significant risk you should make a complaint to IPENZ National Office about that
engineer.

To date, | have had only one engineer contact me for advice — he considered there was a building that may be a
risk, but that he did not know enough about the building to decide either way. He suggested, and the engineers
at National Office agreed, he had an ethical responsibility to advise those engineers with responsibility for the
building design (whom he knew) that in his view the building design should be reviewed to establish if there was
a risk. This was not a case of poor practice, but of new knowledge leading to review of what had previously been
regarded as acceptable practice.

It is important that all Members carefully consider their ethical responsibilities in respect of buildings. The
decisions you may need to make may not be easy, and the engineers at National Office will give advice to the best
of their ability.

On the positive side, | do consider that through the CPEng quality mark, and our activities to persuade Territorial
Local Authorities to insist on it, we are making good progress in ensuring that all building design work is done by
competent people.

Dr Andrew Cleland
Chief Executive

Contents acleland®@ipenz.org.nz
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Call for Applications: Director - Learning and Assessment

The Institution of Professional Engineers New Zealand is the professional body representing the engineeting
profession and the registering authority under the Chartered Professional Engineers Act. As one of four Directors
reporting to the Chief Executive, the Learning and Assessment Director Is a teamn leader, with respensibility for
our programmes in engineering education and accreditation, competence assessment and the registration and
professional development of professional engineers. The Director also takes responsibility for maintaining New
Zealand’s membership of international mutual recognition agreements and maintaining key relationships

with industry.

We are committed to outcomes-based measurement of competence, and modern methods of assessment in
both education and professional development. We seek applicants with relevant knowledge of education and
accreditation processes, competence assessment of professionals or professional development, (not necessarily
engineering-related}. The successful candidate will exhibit strong leadership, strategic, communication,
relationship and team management skills and the ability to develop and implement policies and procedures. The
appointee will be expected to manage a group of six staff, and co-ordinate the efforts of many contractors and
volunteer assessors working for the Institution.

For more information on the position please contact the Chief Executive, Dr Andrew Cleland (04 474 8935,

e acleland@ipenz.org.nz) in confidence. Applications should be sent to vacancy@ipenz.org.nz no later than 23
Contents  Auqgust 2004,

Members Poll

Last weeks poll saw an interesting response. 41% of Members who voted felt that ethical standards in engineering
practice in New Zealand are in decline and 57% felt that they are not (30%) or that they are about the same (27%)}.
You can view these results and results from previous polls by clicking on‘view past results' at the bottom of the
poll. Thank you to all Members who voted and those who provided further feedback via email. Thanks also to
Murray Isdale for providing the poll question.

This week’s poll asks whether you agree with the Government'’s decision to compensate Genesis in the event it is
unable to secure the gas needed to run it's proposed $520 million combined cycle gas turbine plant.To cast your
vote and see what other Members think, log into the Member-only area of the website at www.ipenz.org.nz

Claudine Dupuy
Policy Advisor

Contents policy@ipenz.org.nz
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The introduction of the Chartered Professional
Engineers Act {CPEng) 2002 signals a paradigm shift
for professionals,

Consumers, as rapresented by Government, are no
longer satisfizd that evidence of participation in
professional devatopment is sufficient proof of
curient competence.

They demand a much tougher test for professionals as
& way of minimising risk and thereby protecting public
health, safety and weilbeing.

Consumers of professicnal services want to know
that a professional whose sarvices they engage has
been proven to be currently competent to perform
those servicas. Consumers also know that they have
insuflicient knowledge to make this competency
assessment and must refy on the professional’s peers
1o make this assessment.

- -Sa what does this mean for the
‘engineering profession?

The-fundamental change is that engineers who are
sucdessiul in gaining entry to any Gevernment-backed
register will nesd to underge regular assessmenis
{normally every five years) 1o demonsirate their
curtent competence, At present, under the CPEng

t 2002, this current compstency requirement
only applies to professional engineers. However, in
the futura, further registers may be developed for
engineering 1echnolagists and technicians that will
have a current competence expactation,

- YWhat does this mean for IPENZ
Wembers?
IPENZ. tieinbérship is evidanca of 4 commitment (o
ohgoirg leaming and development — through declaring
adharence 1o the IPENZ Code of Fthics a Member

not orly commits to “continue to davelop their own
knowledge™ but they alse commit to developing

and sharing “the profession’s knowledge, skilis and
expertise in the art and science of enginsering”, Tha
standards of any profession will-only be maintained

if thera is a strong, vibrant and outward-focused
professional group that provides mechanisms whareby
knowledge can be shared and individuals supponted

in their endeavours to enhance their competence,
However, IPENZ Membership, on its own, will not
provide evidence of current campetence,

How daes this impact on the
IPENZ Continuing Professional
Development Policy?

The IPENZ CPD policy has had to be fundamantally
changed to reflect the paradigm shift from svidence of
CPD participation 1o evidence of current compelence.
Akthough the CPD guidelines remain basically
unchanged, the "auditing’ of CPD records is na fonger
valid for most classes of Membership, A Member's
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CPD records will now be a critical part of their
evidence 1o demenstrate competence when they
undergo an IPENZ Initial or Current Competence
Assessment. Members are now expected 1o be
reflecting on how their CPD activitias are linked
16 their performance using the relevant IPENZ
Competency Standard as a benchmark.

Do [ still need to keep a record
of my professional development
activities?

Yas. All {PENZ Mambers are stll bound by the
IPENZ Code of Ethics which explicitly states
that: "Members shall continue fo develop their
awn and the prafession’s knawledge, skills and
expertise in the art and science of enginesring.”
So whether an IPENZ Member is currently on the
CPEng register-or not, in terms of exhibiting good
practice, they should stilf be keeping records of
their professional development. Just through
keeping & record, Members will thereby spend
same time reftecting on their performance,
identifying possible learning neads and they will
generally be more proactive in planning their
ongoing professicnal development.

Far those on the CPEng register, a significant
part of the current competence assessments
will be providing assessers {peers} with
gvidence "that they have tsken reasonable
steps fo maintain the currency of his or her
professional enginesring knowledgs and
skills within his or her current practice area”,
{CPEng Rules 2002, Saction 20 (b) p13} So GPD
records will still be impartant, yet just part
of the evidence that an engineer presants (o
demonstrate their current competency.

Should my CPD records still
show around 50 hours of
patticipatien per year?

IPENZ has now developed a set of ‘Professionat
Development Good Practice Principles and
Guidelines. One of the guidelines is that CPD
records should show at [east 50 weighted hours
of CPD activity per year, however this now has
fess emphasis then demonstrating the outcome
or benefit.

So what are the other CPD
Good Practice Principles and
Guidelines?

All Members should refer to the draft
Professional Development palicy to see whether
or not the suggested guidelines are sensible.
Some of these guidelines are;

* that a Member's professicnal devefopment

activities should show a balance betwesn
passive and interactive activities

“to ‘Current ¢
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»

netwarking and dialogue with other engineering

professionals should be an integral part of alf

Members' professional development

*  asignifican: praportion of CPD activities, for
senior professionals, is ikely to fall under the
heading of "Services 1o the Engineering Profession’
or ‘Services 10 the Broader Community’

e gt least 50% of CPD activities should be

closely afigned to the Member's current area of

angineering practica.

“Bo | still need te sond inmy CPD
‘records to IPENZ Natienal Office for
approval? '

No: CPD records are part of the evidence that an
engineer provides when undergaing an IPENZ initial
Competence Assessment or, in the case of CPEng, a
Current Competence Assessment. The test of one’s
CPE will be: “Do these records demonstrate that you
have taken reasonable steps to maintain/enhance your
competence?” Some questions you could ask yourself
arer

*  Areyour CPD activities aligned to slement/s of the
relevant IPENZ Compatency Standard?

* |z there sufficient evidence that you have taken
active steps to keep up to date with current good
praclices in your area of engineering practice?

+ |5 there evidence that you are engaging with
your profession by networking 2t branch evenis,
contributing 1o the develapment of standards or
codes of practice, reading, or mentering other
members of the profession and that you are
therefare part of a ‘community’ of engineering
practitioners?

+ {5 there evidence that you, af least ance a year
through participation in an external confersnce,
course or seminar, take some time out of your
day-to-day wark environment to refiect on your
development and performance?

IPENZ National Office, as a Member service and
on request, will provide advice and guidance as 1o
whether or not a Member's CFD records mest the
IPENZ CPD Good Practice Guidelines.

- Change in career path and work rola
— how will this effect my CPO?

f\ﬁémbe;s will be expected to be much more proactive
in planning and developing their careers. Their CPD
records, over time, should provide evidence of this
planning. The Professional Development Good Practice
Guidelines state that “it would be unlikely that a
significant change in an engineering role could be
succassful soiely through experiential learning”. As an
example, if an engineer was trained as an engineering
technician and then wished to move into a professional
engineering role, their CPD records would be expected
to show some evidence of formal learning aimed a1
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—what does this mean for IPENZ Members?

Good Practice Principles and Guicelines. On
request these Members will be expected 1o

enhancing thefr understanding and applisation of
the engineering principtes undarpinning complex

engineering activities. Similarly, if an engineer was to
significantly change their area of practice then there
wauld be an expectation that some of the activities
an their CPD records reflected this planned change.

;Y:I!J"ha:t wil] be the expectaticn of
‘Braduate Members?

ha IPENZ Professionat Davelopment nolicy has been
brandenss 16 incladis e expectation that IPENZ
Graduate Members, within the first four years of their
éa_('pe'rien_tial' Iee_z_min_gf $h_cuid be participating in an
IPENZ Compatency Trevélopment Programme. This
miaans they should bs able to provide evidence of:

¢ recording their work experience and analysing
their ptogress in acquiring the competencies
expef:fte_d of competent engineering practitioners
using one of the IPENZ Compeatency Standards
as a benchmark

e having a mentor to support them through this
period of their expariential learning

¢ maintaining CPD records — recording
professional development activities that fall
autside of their day-te-day experiential lzaming.

IPENZ, in the Member-only area of the IPENZ
wabsite, has a web-based system for each of the
above records, When Graduate Members apply for an
IPENZ Initial Competence Assessment for entry into
one of the competency-based mernbership classes
{AIPENZ, TIPENZ, MIPENZ/CPENg), they will be
expected 1o provida the abovs records as part of thair
particlic of evidence.

_I_f_‘l am a Professional Member
(PEPENZ) but not CPEng what will
be my CPD expectations?

You ‘are still bound by the IPERZ Cods of Ethics,
heweves, you will not be audited for compliance

1o the Professional Develepment Good Practice
Guidelines and nor will vou undergo current
competence assessments. Of course, nor will you
carty a quality mark of curent competence which will
increasingly be expacted of those undertaking work
as a prefessional engineer.

- What wil] be the expectation of
- Assaciate Members {AIPENZ) and
Techanical Members (TIPENZ)?

Atihis stage there are no public registers for
engineering practitioners working as an enginesring
techrologist or engineering technician, IPENZ will,
therefore, continue the practice of anditing, asa
quality assurance measurs, up to 15% of Associate
Members and Technical Membars per year for
adherence to the IPENZ Professional Development

submit their CPD records for review.

No.

| am fully retired. Am |
supposed to he keeping CPD
records?

‘What services does IPENZ

. .provide to support me in
“developing and maintaining
my competence?

IPENZ divides its prafessional-devaloprent
serviges into three fategories;

o

‘Competency Development: those activities

aimad at supporting engineers, mainly
gradisates, through their initial professianal
formation perind. Services include the web-
hased competency development recording
systems [work history and respoasibility
summary); mentoring leg; PO recording
system as well as mentoring services;
IPENZ Quality Marking of Employer; cost-
effective EEC courses tailored spacifically
to the neads of engineers; apportunities

16 engage with the professicn; and
information seminars.

Competency Maintenance or Enhancement:
thoss activities aimed at supporting
anginearing practitioners who, having
gained formal, peer recognition of their
orofessional competance, are continually
reflacting on, and taking active steps to
maintain or enhance their competence
throughout their working lives. Services
include CPD recording systens; the

IPENZ Competency Standerds as a

way of externally benchmarking thair
compelence; cost-etfective EEC {Enhancing
Engineering Competence} courses tailored
specifically ta the neads of engineers;

CPD Accreditation as a way of identifying
quatity professional development events;
publications; and networking oppoortunities.

Career Development: those services aimed
at supporting Members as they plan their
career paths so that they have maximum
opportunity and satisfaction working as an
engineering professional. Services include
career planning and advice; empleyment
contract advige; remuneration sunvey;

job vacancies; and access agresmenis if
pursuing career opportunities overseas.

A copy of the ravised draft IPENZ Professional
Development Paolicy is avaitable in the Member-
only area of the website, <

National Historic
Heritage Workshop —
“Engineering Heritage”

IPENZ is jeining with the Department of
Conservation and the New Zealand Historic
Places Trust 1o hofd a workshop on the
topic of engineering heritage. Anyone
interested in engineering heritage
enginaers, other heritage agencies, council
slanners, consultants, community group
representatives — is invited to join

and cantribute,

When:
Whiere:

34 August 2004
National Library,
Moleswarth Street,
Wellington

For full infarmation gao to
hitp:/fvwwwipenz.org.nz/heritage
wd apen Heritage Workshog pdi
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&) President's Message
Searching for Sustainability

Choosing te focus on sustainability as President this year now seems a particularly
appropriate decision. As Hareld Wilson famously said, “There is nothing so powesful as
an idea whose time has come”, My Engineers Australia counterpart Doug Jones is also
io be congratulated for taking up the sustainahility challenge in his EA magazine cover
story last menth.

| was fortunate to attend a one-day conference in Canberra last month — it happened to coincide with the EA
Councif and Congress meetings - entitled “in Search of Sustainability: First Steps” (if you would like a summary,
send m¢ an eimail at presideni@ipenz.org.nz). This conference gave me a snapshot of where the movers

and shakers in this area are at in Australia. People ke Dr Graeme Pearmar, Chief Scientist of CSiR0, and
Professor kan Lowe of Griffith University are respected for their views which often highlighted kumanity's lack of
knowledge. According to Dr Pearman owr general fack of knowledge is enormous (for exampie, we don't know
how the thermohaline circulation works), but we stilt have enough knowledge to give warnings about
unsustainable practices. And Professor Lowe said that we “cannat even in principle manage natural systems” let
afone change them.

This was in sharp contrast to an earlier dinner [ attended in New Zealand, whese the Danish "skepticat
environmentalist” Bjorn Lomborg was speaking as a guest of the Business Round Table. His general approach
was "Don’t warry, we can carry on with business as usual”, His solution to globat warming seemed to be that it
would solve ftself - humanity wouid run out of fossil fuel.

A more recent |IEE workshop by three widely different UK technical experts ran the gamut from Nick Goodall
expounding the benefits of wind energy te Michael Gibbons, a coal advocate whose tatk was entitled
“Sustainability - just blowing in the wind?" A message of hope, counteshalanced by yet another business-as-
usual scenario,

Another ISOS conference speaker, Dr Colin Butler frem the National Centre for Epidemiology and Population
Health, Australian Nationat University, said that “denial is the best way to deepen a crisis”, My views have
hardened as | see the magnitude of the task before us. [too believe that the next 50 years will be critical. How we
balance the forces driving us towards unsustainabifity of poputation, afffience and technolegy will be the key.

Another Canberra speakes, Righard Sanders, the founder of Quest 2025, says, "We need to abandon the
Brundtland concept of ‘sustainable devefopment' — a theme also echoed by others. We must start to live within
ecological limits. “Tightening the ecoiogical budget drives innovation”. Which is where engineers come in again.
The production-oriented side of technology may be a driver towards unsustainability, but with some smart
thiniirg, engineers can also tead the drive to a more sustainable world.

Itis amazing how necessity can drive invention. Nick Geodall told us that the UK will have 3.1 GW of wind-derived
energy (8% of demandj by 2010 - not bad considering that there were more wind farm consents in March this
year than the entire 1990s! Things can change rapidty in response to an act of political will, even using existing
technologies, rather than waiting for some much-heralded “hydrogen economy” still largely based on natural

gas conversion,

There may be some additional spinaffs of a political nature from my President’s Task Commitiee on Sustainability.
It may be a good time, for example, to float the idea of 3 national "sustainabitity summit” in New Zealand, with
perhaps even a Minister of Sustainability. After afl, the previous Labowr Government created a Minister of
Disarmament and Arms Control, and sustatnability is arguably even more important.

Themessage in all this is that change is inevitable, [Be entropy. How we manage it is 4p to us. So how wilf you
answer your great grandchildren when they ask you, "What did you do when you knew you were using up
everything and net leaving anything forus, e koro?™ [ know what I'll say.

Gerry Te Kapa Coates
President

Ethical
breaches

The present IPENZ Codeof Ethics was approved in
1986, Few complaints since that date have led to
 disciplinary action against a Member, and none since
2000. The CPEng Act, passed in 2002, distinguished
three guite separate grounds for disciplinary action:

«  breach of the code of ethical conduct (which
covers only matlers that are essentially moral)

= performing engineering services negligently
« performing engineering services incompetently

Itis highly desirabie that, If a person who s beth a
Member and a CPEng s the subject of a complaint, the
investigation and consequences should be consistent
in the two contexts. That is not to say that the penalty
need be the same, but rather that the finding in one
context should not be in any way c_qntr_adicié_d_ inthe
other A

. 'In_ order ib a'r::hie:ve 'c_misi_steney,' changes need to be
made inthe IPENZ Rules to mike it clear that there are
three separate grounds on which complaints canbe

made, matching the CPEng grounds cited above. The
pre-2002 IPENZ Rules allowed for only ethieal
breaches, and the post-December 2002 Rules atiow
(via Rules 4 and 11) for breaches on matters of
competence or ethics, but not negligence,

Arule change is proposed so that Rule 4 will specify
both that Members must conform to the code of ethics,
and that Members in the classes Distinguished Fellow;
Feflow, Professional Member, Technical Member,
Associate Member and Graduate Member are
expected to perform their engineering activities in a
careful and competent manner, commensurate with
their membership class in the Institution. Complaints
couid then be made on the basis that a Member has
alfegedly acted either in breach of the Code of Ethics
created under Rule 4, or in contravention of the
requirement to perform engineering activities carefully
and competently as stated in Rule 4. The working
group charged with reviewing the Rules in this respect
would be interested in feadback on this Issue.

chatitued ouatieaf o
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Additionally, case law has shown that the structure
and waorking of the present IPENZ Code of Ethics is
having unintended consequences. For example, the
second prinsiple states that Members shalt
undestake their duties with professionalism and
integrity and shall wark within their levels of
competence. This has the unexpected effect that
the definition of a "duty” can have-huge
consequences. The CPEng code of ethical conduct
refers {0 "engineering activities” rather than duties.

The werking group has conclided thay the IPENZ
Code of Ethics shouid have three parts:

Part! Values: these would equate to what are

now catled the five principfes, but

"reworded taking into account vehtat we
ave leamt from.experience of complaints,
‘and to achieve tonsistency with the CPErg
code, They would he called "values” to
make it clear they are aspirational
statements.

Part {1 Guidefinesfor acting ethicaily: these would

advise Members about the kind of
behaviour that is considered to comply
reasonably with the aspirations expressed
inthevalues.

Part Hlf Minimian requirerments to be met at ali
times: in effect these would be the
minimum staridard against which
complaints on ethical greunds would be

' tested. It has been suggested that Part Il
shatid comprise the CPEng code (minimally
rewgrded to fitthe IPENZ context), plis:

~ four further elements t¢ énsue cuvera’ge: .

ofall five valdes. The proposid additional

Institution and prefession in good

elements Include a requiremant te hold the

standing; a requirerent to haveregard for

the need to share public domain
engineering knowledge with other
engineers for the ultimate benefit of
society; arequirement to consider the
effect of engineering activities on society;
and a requirement to assist and support
sther engineers in performing their
enginecring activities and develaping their
enginecring competence, when so
requested.

Ineffect the extra elements in the Code of Ethics
represent the responsibilities associated with being
& Mamber of a professional body rather than justa
personregistered by Government. Mirroring the
CPEng requirements to be competent and aveid
negiigence should present no difficusty.

The propesed wording for revised Rules 4 and 11,
and the revised Code of Ethics, are availablein the
Member-only area of the website. Comments
should be sent to the Chief Executive
(acleland@ipenz.org.nz) by 22 January 2004.<>
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Chief Executive’s
end of year message

If | asked the staff who
work an your behalf what
they most remembered
about 2003 it would
undoubtedy be the
workload. National Office
has handled more work
this year than any
previous year. That work comes largely
from you, the Members, espacially as you
have met {or are still meeting) the challenge
of CPEng registration.

The time needed to make a CPEng
application is not small, and sadly the
uneven flow of applications into the system,
and the defays caused by the natural justice
requirements, have meant that the average
processing time has also been long,

The staft have done their best, and so have
the Members. Inmany ways ithasbeena
year of heroic effort — from the many
volunteers who haid office in or perform
functions for the various Branch, Technical
Interest Group, Special Interest Group or
Collaborating Technical Seciety
Cemmittees; from those who setve on the
governing Board and subsidiary Boards of

[PENZ; from those who served onthe
Structural and Sustainability Taskferces; from
those who peer reviewed submissions to
Govemnment on public policy issues; frem John
Scarry who pursued excellence so persistently
through his open letter on the state of
structural engineering; from the editor of and
contributors to engineering trelVz, from those
who provided ideas or copy for our various
publications; from staff who often worked
late; from the volunteer Practice Area
Assessors and Staff Assessors who often
worked at inconvenient times for little reward
to process CPEng applications; from the
Members who worked hard to meet the
CPEng application submission timetabla;

from Acereditation Panellists; and from
Wiembers who just took the time to put
forward a smaet idea te help IPENZ go
forward, | could go on, and lapologise to
those | have falled to recognise because they
assistin so many rofes.

As we end 20603 § thank all of you, for you
represent the very essence a professional
body ~a collective of people who act jointly to
set and maintain standards for their
profession, so that it meets its unwritten social
eontract with seciety at large. S5

»  The Chief Executive attended the Foundation for Research, Science and Technologys
stakeholder meeting on their Performance and Achievement Report and made

suggestions for improving their strategy.

+  Three senior staff met with the Minister of Commerce to brief her regarding the
release of the final Structural Enginesring taskferce report.

«  The President and Chief Executive met with Hon Nick Smith to discuss the impact of
the Building Bill on the CPEng Act and make arrangements for hosting of the annual
IPENZ hospitality event in Parliament’s Grand Hall.

»  The Policy team represented IPENZ at the Ministry for the Environment’s Professional
Associations Lisison meeting and discussed issues including the RMA, standards and

the Ministry's Govi3 project.

«  The Chief Executive of the Ministry for the Environment met
with the IPENZ Board to discuss how [PENZ can better

interact with the Ministry.<2»
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As reportad in a recent engineering direct IPENZ has hosted a
meeting of enginaering-based organisations who have an
interest in submissions for the Building Bill. Submissians close
on 31 October, leaving a very short time inwhich to develop
submissions cn avery important piece of legislation for the
professian. Reprasentativas were prasent fram the
Association of Consulting Engineers of NZ, Structural
Engineering Society, Institute of Refrigeratian, Heating, Air
Corditioning Engineers, NZ Society on Large Dams, Saciety of
Fire Pratection Engineers, NZ Geotechnical Saciety, NZ Sociaty
of Earthquake Engineers, Timber Design Socisty, Charterad
Professional Engineers Council and Engineering Associates
Registration Board. Apelogies were recaived from
representatives from BRANZ, and the Energy Management
Assotiation,

The purpose of the meeting was to identify issues and develop
a co-ordinated set of hiigh quality submissions from the
engineering profession. The meeting was useful, and each
group came awvay with a clear view of where their submissions
would fitinto 2 critiqus of the Bill as a whole.

For example IPENZ will take the lead on licensing/registration
issues, promating the view that self-certification is the best
approach. ACENZ will facus on commercial risk and fability
aspects, consumer protection, wananties and bonds, pushing
the concept of propartional liability. NZ Society on Large Dams
will lead on dam safety issues, and treatmant of suspeci dams.
The NZ Geotechnical Socisty will focus on defining natural
hazards etc, risk transfer and longer-term reassessment issues.

The Saciety of Fire Protection Engineers is interested in clarity
on defining acceptable solutions {i.e. baseline or consarvative),
and transparent and consistent TA processes. IRHACE and
EARB are interested in the registration 2nd licensing of
building practitioners, the definition of amenity and
sustainability, maintenance issues and the building Warrant of
Fitness process. This list is by no means exhaustive.

It is expected that submitters will make available *first cuts® of
their submissions by 17 October; they will be placed inthe
Member-only area of the IFENZ website for feedback.

H you'd like to coniribute to the submission process please
contact either Murray Isdale misdale@ipenz.org.nz oz
Claudine Dupuy cdupuy@ipenz.org.nz There are bound to be
views that are not covered by those of the groups represented,
and IPENZ will pigk up some of these issues. &>
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Held two meetings of senior

IPENZ Feilows regarding our public
policy development processes.

Completed end-of-financial-year processes,

calculation of 2003/2004 subscriptions, and invoicing.

First meeting of Consultation Group for AIPENZ and TIPENZ Compstency

Standards heid on 2 September.

Accraditation visit conducted to review the Bachelor of Engineering Technology degree

offered at Massey University {Wetlington}.

IPENZ Engineering Education Ferum held on 30 September, with more than 60 attendees

fram tertiaty institutions and IT0s.

Naticnai Difica stafl visitad 10 srgenisations that employ engineering professionals to gain
insightinto the learning rigeds of engingering professionals.

- HEpresenled at CcmpetEﬂz[ITD] mﬂetmg to dlscuss the NOE (Miechancial).

Hepresented at C;\nl Engmeermg Consortilem Advisory Gruup {for Diploma in Clvli

Engineering) mesting.

Review of IPENZ profossional development activitias and services undertaken to ensure
appropriate support for Members professional development at all stages of their career,

Preparations begun for review of IPENZ's accreditation pelicies and procedures nextysar, in
fufilment of one of its obligations as a signatory to the Washington Accard.

Applications for student membership confinue, due to recent davelopments in services for
student members, including a student job search faciiity, <>

The National Cemmitize for Engingering Heritage
is endeavouring to locate, date and name old
group {usually conference} photographs of this
institution. We have approached the Alexander
Turnbull Library regarding the possibility of their
acquiring our photos (we would have copies made
for IPENZ} so that they could be cared forina
suitable archival environment.

Unfortunately these historic phetographs are
mostly unnamad and some are undated. While we
can identify the mare prominert members of the
engineering profession there are a lot of unknown
faces, and as the years pass the chance of
anybody recogrising these people diminishes,

As part of our heritage work we are trying to
acknowledge the many people who contributed to
engineering i New Zealand, so we are
requesting help inideniifying the people in these
phetos (seelist], We would appreciate it if anyone
can send us & list of names, or any other
informatior regarding the photos. If any older or
former members think they might be able ta
identify faces, we would like them to contact us so

that we can afrange access 1o a copy of the relevant
photo.

Our set of group photographs from this time periodis
incomplete; if anyone has photos from otheryears
{particylarly named ones) or is able to access any wa
would like to make a copy for the IPENZ archives.

{ur collection includes the following group
nhotographs, mostly taken at confarences.

1912~ WellingtonLocal Government Enginesrs -
named (initials/surnama)

1912 Institute of Local Government Engineers of

New Zealand (ILGENZ}
1914 - ILGENZ
1915~ New Zealand Society of Civil Engineers

{NZSCE)
1917 NZSCE
1819~ NZSCE
1921— NZSCE
1922~ NZSCE
1923— NZSCE
1924— NZSCE

1925- NZSCE
1927— NZSCE
1928~ NZSCE
1928— NZSCE
1930- NZSCE
1931 NZSCE
1932— NZSCE
1933~ NZSCE

1834 — NZSCE— named (initials/surname)

1935~ NZSCE

1936 NZSCE

1938— New Zealand institute of Engineers {NZIE}—

named {initials/surname)
¢1940 —NZIE
1941— NZIE—named (surname)
1949~ NZIE
1964 - NZIE

Please contact Megan Rodden
(mrodden@ipenz.org.n2) if yau can supply any
information about historic IPENZ photographs. <
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snigingers Mew:

power, planning and policy

As yet another energy "crisis” looms for New Zealand, one
could be forgiven for wondering what we have learned
since the previous ones. Af a recent |EE/IPENZ breakfast
meeting | asked the Minister of Enargy, Hon Pete Hodgson,
what compelling reason he could give consymers (o save
power. His response was to suggest they couid save money
by giving up such luxuries as heated 10wel rails.

He cauld have suggested aftruistic reascns, signailed that
demand-side management would be moved up the
agenda, or promised that in exchange for our helping deal with this crisis the
government would ensure it didn'thappen again. He coutd even have hinted at an
energy planning policy —if those "P* words hadn't vanished from official energy
thinking since the 80s.

Subsequently he would blame *malign circumstances” — the premature depletion of
Maui ges combined with lack of rain ~ for yet another erisis. The Maul decline was at
least predictable, and foreshadowed as early as 1985.

IPENZ has had variaus stabs at getting successive governments to re-consider
energy planning. In 1892 | chaired a policy committee, which approached energy asa
“business unit” of “New Zealand Limited”. The principles we came up with were:

*  energy demand was still expanding in a static economy, against the DECD trend

*  with demand unchanged, Maui depletion would ieave us short of some 30% of
the primary snergy available

*  NZwouldremain committed to international greenhouse gas reduction targats

*  improving efficiency at alf levels would be fundamental

®  aeonservation thic would be neaded

*  our choice of development paths would affect energy demand

®  there were limited undeveloped or undiscovered water or hydracarbon
rescurces

*  NewZealand's debt burden might prevent our taking an optimum course

Tenyears later, and after major ideological change, only the last point has perhaps
altered significantly.

Your Chief Executive and | alse me# the Minister of Finance, Hon Dr Michag| Cullen.
We suggested an Infrastructure Advisory Panel, with government and private-sectar
representation, to offer planning advice net only on energy but on natianal
infrastructure as a whole, from a long-term perspective. So far wa haven't heard
hack.

The press seems to reflect growing cynicism; asking the consumer to save povier 1o
get the country out of a hole, without changes in the pipelina to ensure it won't recur,
is no lenger acceptable. IPENZ wants to help. How we can best do that is still apento
suggestions. We would welcome yours,

Gerry Te Kapa Coafes
Presidant
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 engineer brieflyvisiting anon-Eglish- - they should stumbls Upon aecogrisable tisk. -
speaking country ta beiable to find a building's So an engiriesr visiting Gave Greek wauldnat
owner, of to axpect anengineer 1o Underiake ‘e obliged to fook ndemeaith the strueture .
. substantialworkfor thé bengfit of the Dutifthey did so outofcuriosity and their. .- -
buiing-ownerwithout fee. Comversely, where  ekpartiseinthe strustural erea allowed them.
" olderbuildings are not required o be 0 flrdge what they saw, they would havean.

*‘upgraded to 100% of thepresent code;
- -raising of concertis should

Applications are invited for the Hume
Fetlowship. The Fellowship was estabiished in
1988 by Mrs Henrietta Hume, whose late
husband Harry Hume had a distinguished career
unti! his retirementin 1966 as Chief Civil
Engineer, Minisiry of Works, Wailington.

‘The purposa of thie Fellowship is to pravide
financlal assistance fo young civil engineers to
furthertheir professional skills'by aperiod of
specialist stidy, normally.at an overseas
institution. New Zealand and the engineering
profession are expected to benefit from the
knowiadge and skills acquired by the Feliows.

The Award

The award will be & sum of upto NZ$30,000.
The applicant must undertake to retuin to New
Zealand for a period of notless than two years
after the award, and to produce for the Trustees
areport on the achievements of the study.

of New Zealand

Intha three months since Frofessional Members and Feliows of IPENZ bacame eligible to apply to use the
pre-nominal “it”, only 26 Members have availed themselves of the option.

Eligibility

The Fellow will be & citizen of New Zealand,
preferably between the ages of 25 and 35, with
auniversity degree incivil engineering.
Selection will be basad on the potential of the
applicant and the proposed programmeto
advance the teshnical skills of the engineering
profassion within New Zealand.

Theterm "Ingenieur” is simply the French equivelent of “engineer”, and designates a person as a
Professional Enginesr. it thus signifies a certain level of qualifications, experience and ethical behaviour,
internaticraily, the pre-nominal "Ir” is recognised and highly regarded.

The IPENZ Board has made provision for the pre-nominal “Ir* (lngenieur) to be reserved for use by IPENZ
Professional Members and Fellows by trademarking it. Prasident Gerry Coates supported this initiative and
sxplained the rationale for making “Ir" available, which is summarised hara,

Applications :
The propased stbjsct, pariad anid lotation of

- study shiall bg detailed by'thé applicant. The
applicant must have derréun'strated_ability and
application in the chosen grea of study. An
indication of how the study will advance the
profgssion within New Zealand shali be
included in the application. The applicant must
supply the namas and addresses of three
referess. The applicant must also supply a
curricufimvitae giving age, nationality;
educational qualifications, publications, awards
and employment history.

Research has shown that New Zealand Professional Engineers seek recognition as a ¢learly identifiable
group, distinct from the engingering rades. IPENZ was created by renaming the NZ Institution of
Engineers in away that emphasised that we were "Professional Enginaers”. Now "professional” is
increasingfy used simply to designate people who are paid for their services, such as professianal sports
phayers, as distinct from amateurs.

inmany people’s minds there Is still confusion about the various more and less strict ways the words
“engineer” and “professicnal” are used. Accordingly it was suggested that we should adopt an
internationally recognised designation. in Zurope such a distinct identity has bean created by the use of
the pre-nominal Ingenieur to designate a person holding a degree in enginaering.

The Board has made the new designation available but not obligatory; it wants Members to decide Applications must be forwardedo:

individually whether they want to use it. Applicants to use the pre-nominal therefore need to inform IPENZ The Harry Hume Fetlowship
of their intention te use the title, and receive verification that they meat the entry requirements. These ars, {/- The Dean of Engineering
being a current Professional Member or Fellow of IPENZ, and obeying its Code of Ethics. University of Canterbusy
Inwritien communication the title is used by inserting the pre-nominal "ir” in front of the recipient’s name. Private Bag 4800
CHRISTCHURCH

Inverbal communication users may describe themselves as an “Ingenieur”, pronounced “um-gen-yeur.”
Appfications close on Wednesday 1 October
2003. Interviews of selected applicants wif
ba conducted to determine the Fellowship
winner. €

Those questioned on their views about "Ir” have said that it will take a long time, mayhe a genaration, for
engingers and the public te accept and understand the usage. The Board will review the relavance of the
pre-nominal in April 2004, In the meantime Members are encouraged to giva it their consideration. I there
is & strong demand by the membership the designation can ba promoted actively and retained. If nat, it

may be discontinued. <<
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" Engingérs New Zealand

The Changing World of
Professional
Practice

This will be my last article for engineering
dimensionas President, and | do not intend to
use it to [eok backwards. Some kind of
retrospective is expected from the President at
the Annual Convention, and it would be idle to
preview its content.

Rather, § woutd fike to consider a question that

" hias been central to my year: the defining
characteristics of professicnal practice in & world
of globalisation, privatisation, desegulation, increasing complexity, demanding
clients, and intense competition, There are no simple answers, but it seems
worthremembering that professicnal practice, as reflected in our code of
ethics and constifution, is largely an artefact of the industrial revoluticn. The
model has served us well for nearly two centuries, but is arguably showing
signs of strain,

Professional engineers seek, through expertise and judgement, to minimise
risks and maximise rewards. (Many definitions of professional engineering
have been proposed over the years, but few match the candeur and wry
humour of one propounded by Dr A R Dykes, then President of the Institution
of Structurat Engineers, in 1976

Engineering is the art of modelfing materials we do not wholly
ungerstand, into shapes we cannot precisely analyse, sa as to withstand
forces we cannot properly assess, i such a way that the public hiasno
reason to suspect the extent of our ignorance.

This should give us all pause. Rarely can we understand ali the possible
consequences of a proposed action. Even more rarely are we wholly in contro}
of system design, development, implementation, mainienance and repair,
Usually, we are just part of a farge team, semetimes (as in segments of our
construction industry) with minimal interaction between members, We need to
think hard about the extent to which other members of such loosely-knit teams
willunderstand the thinking behind our contributions.

Moest engineering failures stem from a chain of events, where those wha might
have been expected torecognise emerging risks are absent, have focused
their attention too narrowly, or have simply become distracted.  remember
siiting in a courtroom listening to a chilling account of how a major building
failure had unfolded. [t cost seven fives, and could easily have cost many more.

Continuad ovesleal v
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Notification of Revised Regulations
for Investigation and Determination
of Complaints against Members

At its imeeting held 11 Febroary 2003 e governing Board of IPENZ resolved -
that new iEENZ'ReguIa;i:nns_he' made for investigating and determining
cemplaints against members. These regufations come into force on 1April
2003, and wili be used for proceséi'ng complaints received from iha_t"date. The
full st of Regulations is available in the public area of the website. -
{wwrw.ipenz.org.nz/ipenz/finding/complaints). Members are herebynotified of
therevised procedures, which are summarised below. Where possible, they
are matched to the equivalent CPEng procedures.

+  Complaints against Members can relate to either an afleged bréach
of the IPENZ Code of Ethics or alleged incompetence in relation to
the Membership class the Member hoids.

% Aswell as acting on complaints made by Members or the general
public, the Institutien caninitiate inguiries inte the behaviour of 2.
Mesmber of its ewn volition i i

» Complaints are initially investigated by a Complaints Research Officer

~* whoreports to the Chair of Investigating Committees on whether the
complalntrelatésto a sompetence or ethicaf matter; the Chalrperson
then decides whether foproceed. R

M a complaint proceeds, an Investigating Committee consistingof ©

" senior Members of the Institution is formed and they investigate -

- . thie matter: '

+ The Inires_tig'a_ti_ng' Committze will decide whether the matter should
be dismissed or a Disciplinary Committee should be formed.

= |faDisciplinary Committee is formed it will include two fay members in
addition to Members of the Institution, It will decide what, if any,
disciplinary action wilt be taken,

+  Possible disciplinary actions include expelling, suspending, censixing
and fining the Member concemed.

«  The Member concerned may appeal, and in this case an Appeals
Committee is formed to hear the matter, with the autherity to reverse
the decision of the Disciplinary Committee.

= Thegoventing Board may resolve to publish the name of any member
and a summary of the proseedings.

The key differences from previous procedures are that the role of the
Comptaints Research Officer, which was previously informal, s now formalised,
and that there is a separation of ethical {moral) matiers from malters of
competence. Memmbers shoutd be aware that the Board intends that matters
of compietence will be dealt with in a way that acknowledges that compatent
engineérs can and do make occasional mistakes { this said without in any way
prejudicing or influencing decisions on cases that may arise). &
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<« Presidents Massage continued

Briefly, the stractural engineer had prepared a competent and unremarkable design,
with a steel frame designed to carry vertical loads. Reinforced concrete floors, castin
situ, were to act as diaphragms, transferring the lateral loads to slip-formed service
cores at the ends of the building. Te reduce the need for temporary bracing during
construction, the engineer had specified certain joints as inoment-resistant, and
recommended an appropriate construction sequence.

The steslwark drawings were passed o a fabrication company, whose chief design
draughtsman, following comemon practice, carried out the detailed design of the
joints, but faifed to note that some should be moment-resistany. A different engineer
supervised the canstruction, and did not pick up the discrepancy.

The steelwork was erected easily, but technical problems delayed completion of the
service cores. The contractor's proposal that precast floor units with reinforced
structural topping be substituted for the ¢ast in it floor slabs of the original design
was accepted. The floor menufacturer, under financial and other pressures,
sequested that units be accepted on to site as soon as possible, Fearing that the
manufacturer might go under, and be unable to complete the work, the contractor
agreed. There was nowhere on site to store the units, so the contractor lifted them
into piace on the steel frames as they were delivered. Miraculously, this process
passed without incident, and pouring of the structurai topping began.

Then the wind bisw...

Minor computation errors rarely cause disasters, uniess they are systematically
repeated. By contrast, failure to recognise the real parameters within which a system
may operate, or the vulnerabilities of a proposed solution, can be dangerous. Heary
Petroski, in Jo Engineer s Human, spelt out the implications:

Engineers ... are not superhuman. They make mistakes in their assumptions, in
their calcufations, in thefr conchisions. That they make mistakes is forgivable;
that they catch them Is Imperative. Thus jt is the essence of modern engineering

GEN.IPENZ.0003C.50

not only to be able to check one’s own work but also to have one’s work checked
and fo be able to check the work of others.

In tendering and pricing we reflect in our estimates the competitive edge that
experience gives us. That is fine when the work lies welf within our experience, and
we can be sure that our drawings and specifications can be understood by those
implementing them, and by thase supervising their work. It is widely believed that the
worst-case resultis a pedestrian, possibly sub-optima, but safedesign. But this is not
always thecase,

Inthe past, most professions set or recomimended fee scales, to ensure reasonably
efficient practitioners sufficient income lo exercise their responsibilities properly and
safaly. The system was criticised as anti-competitive, and as dragging expert
practitioners down to the leve] of the least competent. Fee scales have vanished, and
consumers of engineering services have benefited, at least in the short term.
However, financial margins have eroded seriously in some areas, and the risk of error
increases when practitioners canne! afford time to review designs properly, orto
supervise their implementatien theroughly.

1 can offer no simple solutiens. Efforts have been made te persuade consumers ta
purchase engineering services on the basis of experience, quality and capability,
rather than price, and some do so. They are less likely to when they will not own and
operate the resulting structures or systems. Engineering judgement is requited in
considering net only the technical aspects of a project, but also the framework in
which engineering services are to be defivered.

1 cannot resist concluding with two quotations from Deuglas Adams.

The major difference between a thing that might go wrong and a thing that
caniot possibly go wrong is that wihei a thing that cannol possibly go wrong
goes wrong, it usually lums out Lo be Impossible to get at and repair.
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systeins; they are deciding what engineering credenti

" for their professienal engineers and considering how the IPENZ quality - =

other compliance costs are lieing balanced against the potential
benefits of embracing the IPENZ qiiality marks. '

IPENZ is encouraging membess, and their empfoyers, to embrace an
infegrated quality mark (VIPENZ, CPEng), in the belief that the member
services, sthich] behavious, collective voice and shared wisdom of the
engineering profession underpin engineering standards. We believe,
therefore, that registration of competent people {CPEng) must be linked
to the wider activities of the engineéfing profession via JPENZ, the only
New Zealand-based professional body for engineers.

Organisations and individuals must decide which combinations of
tPENZ gisality marks they shoufd embeace. Organisations may restrict
certain positisns within their arganisations to professional engineers
who are CPEng. They may contribute financially to IPENZ membership
as part of their professional devetopment or staff retention strategies.
They may encourage team leaders te gain entry to thie Intemational
Professional Engineers Register {PERYIf the organisatian is tendering
for work overseas. Suchmeasures will contribute to their human
tesource capabifity.

IPENZ quatity marks may impact on organisations in the ways outlined
opposite.
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Structural Engineering Practice Review

Inthe last issue of engineering dimension{February 2003) members were made aware of the
Practice Review in Structural Engineering. The tesk force would [ike to hear your views on the
following questions about structural engineering practice:

Thereis a serfous message there as for engineers: our work
will affect genetations of users of the products we design,
most of whem wil} be totally unaware of the assumptions we
made about the ways in which they are likely to use them.
And, after all:

A Professional practice issues
Acommon mistake that people make when trying to 1. Isthere evidence of a widespread low standard of technizal competence, for example
design something completely foolproof is to » commonly used practices that are at odds with well known documented “best practice”?
underestimate the ingenuity of complete fooks. +  alackof appreciation of the special requirements of seismic engineering?
N . . »  deficiencies in reinforced concrete, precast concrete and steel design?
Fcannot end on such a pessimistic note. Being President of .
L L . +  poor camputer modelling of structures?
IPENZ is not just an honous, it is atso a wonderful opportunity to . . N .
X ) N +  inconsistency in design approach for all but the simplest of structural efements?
encounter very special people, and to recognise their - ) o .
o . " . 2. Istherealack of motivation and commitment to continuing professional
contributions to their communities. Engireers create real i . .
o K i devetopment (CPD) beyend the initiat graduate training period?
wealth — not just financial returns en investment, but improved " . N . .
. O i 3. Isthereevidence of poor documentation, leading to inadequate designs and
standards of living for whole sotieties. We do no faveurs if we - . . s
. . i difficulties in peer review prios toissue of consents?
set the value of our services too low, and thereby fail to achieve X - .
. : 4. Are members aware of any unreported incompetent or unprofessional behavioar by
the best possible lorg-term outcome for alf parties. We should engincers?
temerab I i i ) . i
erthat a dallar spent at the design stage will almost 5. Has competition in fees led to unsatisfactory lewering of standards?
always returnttens, hundreds or even thousands of dolars over - .
h ice lfe of 3 proi : i 0 B. Territorial Autherities
e service lite of a project, and may save ives as well. 8. Isthere evidence of systemic faifings by territorial authorities? {For example thereis a
The first tenet of our Code of Ethics has heen placed in that view that some TAs accept inadequate design documentation ard do not require
position fot a purpose, appropriate checks with sufficient peer review as the final "gate keeper”)
€. Construction Industry
Happy enginesring. 7. Isthe construction industry deflivering the quality required to achieve the intended

design? for example:
«  are QA procedures delivering the required quality or is only lip service being paid?
«  has seif-certification gone too far?
Please send submissions in writing (preferably by e-mafl) to Murray Istiale, Engineering Practice
Manager {misdafe@ipenz.org.nz), to be received by Friday 21 March 2003, <

John Webster
President
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Professional Development
Encauraging staff to be Pfofe:_;sfanal Members of IPENZ (MIPENZ) provides them

with an avemue to engage with their profession and access to carcer development . ©°.-
and engmeermg practice support, and allows them to contribute 1o the tieveiopment i

and maintgnianice of engineering standards. All of thiS cantributes directly and:
indirectly to the qlsahty of organ:satmnal eutputs.:

Chartered Professmna! Engmeem {CPEng}are reqmred {oundergo ccmpetence
assessment. at regular intervats [normally five years). This ensures dat professional
engineers contimsally reflect critically on theis practice, which resezrch has shown to
be an effective technique for professional development. Regular current competenca
assessment wili encourége engineers to participate in further learning exberiences.'

Quality Assurance

Establishing CPEng as the berichmark standard for professional engineers is a valid
quality assurance strategy. Inthis way organisations can bernchmark the quality
standards of their professional engineers externatly, using the IPENZ competence
assessment processes. The IPENZ quality marks then constitite an independent
verification of erganisational capability. They are also about attifude: by encouraging
their engineers o be active members of IPENZ, organisations recognise that
professions set and regulate standards for acceptable and ethical practice.

Recruitment and Retention

IPENZ quality marks facilitate occupational classification. Requiring potential
professionaf engineering recruits to be eligible for professional membership of
IPENZ and CPEng registration in New Zealand reduces the time it takes to select
competent professional engineers. IPENZis the New Zealand agency that
administers the IPER, This segister is particufarly relevant for organisations
recrufting from an international pool.

If an arganisation contributes towards professional merbership and
registration faes this is a good indicator to prospettive employees of a
g snppar’ﬂue pmfesstonal and leaming culr.ure whichcan enhanr,a its
.. abilityto atlract quahty staff, There s plenty 9f evidence that a stmng
L Ieammg culturew iiti ars orgamsatmn aids staff retentmn :

Graduate Bevelopment

The IPENZ competency deve_tepment programmes help graduate
engineers acquire the compelenties expected of engineering
practitioners. The IPENZ quality marks, MIPENZ and CPLng. area
motivational tool, providing a goal for graduate cagingers, and a focus
for their development. The required mentoring of graduates helps
develop a strong leaming cuiture, where graduates and mentors both
benefit from critical reflection on thefr practices, and a supportive work
environment. When the graduate engineers pass an [PENZ competence
assessment, this provides organisations with an independent
verification of the quality of their graduate development progamme,

Credentialling

The IPENZ quality marks are relevant, valid and kransparent credentials
for professional engineers, recognised in New Zealand and overseas.
The Chartered Professional Engineers (CPEng) register helps users of
engineering services identify those cusrently competent to undertake
professional engineering services in New Zealand; and the IPER
recognises engineers who meet an Internationally recognised standard
of cempetente. Credentialling of professional engineers will be
increasingly important as régulators and other users of engineering
seyvices restrict certatn engineering activities to those with the
appropriate sredentials to minimise risk, <
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Registered Engineers —
the value of MIPENZ

Seme engineers who have maintained their Reg Eng status but are
not members of IPENZ may not qualify for CPEng recognition, as
thay may find it difficult to demonstrate the currency of their
professional enginesring knowledge and skills. They may, for
example, he retired; or their current work role may be remate from
the practice of engiraering. Or they may not he able to provide
sufficient evidence that they have maintained the currency of their
professional engineering knowledge and skills. They will probably,
however, gualify for recognition as an IPENZ Professional Member.

Professional membership of IPENZ (MIPENZ}will signify that you
nave, atone tims, heen recegnised by your peers as having acouired
the competencies of 2 professional engineer. Many enginsers have
a strang sense of pride in their engineering heritage and wish to
continue to highlight their engineering backgrounds by using & post-
nominal, On retirement MIPENZ is retainable.

As well as designating peer acceptance, MIPENZ also signals
engagement with your profession. Members enjoy access to arange
of careerdevelopment and engineering practice services to support
them in developing and maintaining their competence as
enginesring practitioners. IPENZ promotes and represents
engineers to the wider community and works to ensure the
standards of the engineering profession are maintained in the long
term and recognised in the international arenz. IPENZ members are
bound by a common Code of Ethics.

fWIPENZ is a life-time brand and members, although subject tothe
requirement in the IPENZ Code of Ethics that a member work within
the bounds of their competence, are not subject to any angoing
review of their competence to maintain their professional member
status, Nevertheless IPENZ members are subject o disciplinary
development requirements if

procedures and generic professionat
practising as professional engineers.

Refer 1o the IPENZ website ¢
f_u:r:th_er infor_m ation or email :

How do CPEng fees compare?

professionals, such as dactors, engineers, accountants, lawyers, and architects,

competence bulltin as a requiremeant, and this adds an extra cost relative to mast

and §110 ircluding G ST} towards five-yeatly practice reviews.

The accountants' fess look much lower than others, but we understand that their

feas to ba kept low.

The overalt message is, not surprisingly, that the cosis of being an enginsaring
professional are nat vastly different from those of ather comparabls professions.
Registration in NZ was offered so chaaply in the past only because IPENZ membe
paid through their IPENZ subseriptior: for many of the things (such as degree
accreditation and international agreements) that the registration system reliad on

on retention of competence.

{*NZ candidates’ registration costs are built info their degree tuition fees)
Combined Registration and Professional Body

L L I R I I N . T I I BN T U S

NATIONAL OFFICE
Third Floor
Enni ' New Zeolan 101 Molgsworth St
ngmeers.‘ ew Zealan PO Box 12-21
The Institution of Wellington
Professional Engineers g
New Zealand

New Zealand

President Tel: +64-4-473 8444
John Webster Fax: +64-4-4748933
president@ipenz.org.nz email: ipenz@ipenz.omg.nz
Deputy President

Gerry Coates

deputy president@ipenz.org.nz

LI L T I I A )

Registrar
Jeff Wastney 0-4-474 8383
jwastney@ipenz.org.nz

Chief Executive
Andrew Cleland 0-4-474 8335
atleland@ipenz.org.nz

Publications Manager
Lorraine Brown 0-4-474 8343
Ibrown@ipenz.org.nz

The fees for CPEng are sat out and explained elsewhsre in this issuz of engineering
dimension. Anabvious question is how these compare with the fees paid by other

The table compares the relevant fees as ¢iosely as we can ascertain them, because it
cannot always be established whether the bases are similar. All figures are slightly
rounded and include GST. Our CPEng Act has the regular demonstration of current

other professions. The CPEng annuzl fea inciudes about $20 for the CPEng Council

requirement to undertake 30 hours of approved CPD per year results in their short-
course gperation running profitably, thereby alfowing subseriptions and application

]

but did not contribute to. Furthermare the old registration system incloded no checks

2 Application & assessment fee Annual fee

{inclusive of GST) {inclusive of GST)

& Registration only

j *Dactors. — overseas candidates $2710 3485

& *Dentists —overseas candidates $4283 3475
Architects $980 $in¢
Valuers $416 5277

Accauntants 3180 §360

Y Lawyers : $1110 $523-478"
Z {exciudes district society fees]

Frofessional engineering L :

CPEngonly - - - . $780-1430 $280

. CPEng +-Frofessional bady: - $560-1575 $640
Creplacing

- RegEngonly . $345 $30

" Reg Eng + Professional body $845 $475

Graphic Designer
Richard Mills 0-4-474 8948
rmifls@ipenz.org.nz

Desktop Publisher
Lisa Hart 0-4-474 8387
|hart@ipenz.org.nz

Subediter
Janet Hughes 0-4-474 8345
jhughes@ipenz.org.nz

Deputy Chief Executive
John Gardiner 0-4-474 8332
igardiner@ipenz.org.nz

Education and

Career Development
Manager

Virginia Burton 0-4-474 8336
vburton@ipenz.erg.nz

Engineering Practice
Manager

Murray Isdzle 0-4-474 BIB6
misdale@ipenz.org.nz

General and membership
enyuiries

Bub Konia 0-4-474 8530
Claire Auger 0-4-4748348

"'*Ds@ggngineerinﬁﬁin}aﬁéégﬂ e et e e .. E Ve e fhh e e e e e e e et e e e
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IPENZ News

1. Nominations for Board Elections close in'a few hours
The closing date for nominations for three members of the IPENZ Board and the roles of President, Deputy
President and Vice-President is 5pm on Friday 13 December — today! Please act urgently if this has slipped your
mind! Nomination forms are available at hitp://mww.ipenz.org.nzfipenzfforms/pdfs/Board_Nomination_Form.pdf

Dr Andrew Cleland - Chief Executive acleland@ipenz.ora.nz

2. Review of com procedure

Following the approval of the CPEng Rules, which include rules for investigating alleged complaints for breaches of
the code of ethical conduct or performing engineering services in a negligent or incompetent manner, the IPENZ
Board has initiated a review of the complaints, investigative and disciplinary procedures for IPENZ itself. The
philosophy being applied is to make the procedures for complaints within IPENZ (in relation to members) as
equivalent as possible to those for complaints about Chartered Professional Engineers. The main differences are:

4 Ethical conduct of members is judged against the IPENZ code of ethics rather than the CPEng code of
minimum ethical conduct

* Competence of members is judged in relation to what can reasonably be expected of a persen helding their
membership class rather than the expectations of a chartered professional engineer

* The IPENZ procedures have appeal procedures as well as investigating and disciplinary procedures (in
CPEng appeals are handled via the CPEng Council)

* The penalties that can be imposed on members are more restrictive than can be applied to CPEng.

If any member wishes to act as a peer reviewer of the proposed procedures please contact me.

Dr Andrew Cleland - Chief Executive acleland@ipenz.ora.nz

The IPENZ Foundation Trustees had their third meeting last week, when they.

discussed with the IPENZ President John Webster the relative roles of IPENZ and the Foundation
thanked those who have donated money through the IPENZ subscription round
* instructed me to prepare a draft plan outlining proposed Foundation activities over the next couple of years

For those that have yet to pay their annual subscription, you are urged to consider donating to the Foundation which
is a Charitable Trust for which donations are tax exempt.

For more information on the Foundation please refer to the material in your subscription invoice pack.

John Gardiner - Executive Director, IPENZ Foundation igardiner@ipenz.ora.nz

The Neighbourhood Engineers brand is used by IPENZ to cover activities designed to bring engineering intc schools
and provide careers advice. A review of the Neighbourhood Engineers programme was completed earlier this year.
The objective of the review was to determine the efficiency and effectiveness of the current Neighbourhoed
Engineers programme. Existing documentation and material was reviewed, interviews conducted with key
stakeholders and best practice in similar programmes in NZ and overseas was explored. Findings and a set of
recommendations for the future direction of the Programme have been produced and a report is available on the
IPENZ website, members area, under reporis,

Angela Christie - Schools and Community Programmes Manager achristie@ipenz.ora.nz

Page 2/7 Return to Contents
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<« Prasident’s Message contmund

Much mere needs to be done. IPENZ simply
does not have the resources to put trained and
enthusiastic peopte inte every school in New
Zealand to help students to see engineering as
avaluable activity, and a rewarding career. We
need to focus our efforts on the institutions
that educate and train new teachers, and the
engineering schools themselves.

Some form of extended support to primary and
secondary teachers is likely to prove more cost-
effective than the brief contacts with schoot
students that have been the focus of much of
our effort to date. | woukd welcome feedback
on these remarks.

We must provide greater encouragement and
cpportunity for people with diverse
backgrounds to succeed in engineering. Entry
criteria form part of the problem. Thereis 2
tendency {0 see secandary schoa! studies in
mathematics and the physical sciences asthe
enly route to fearning to acquire and weigh
evidence, create predictive models, and reach
informed judgments. Nobody disputes the
importance of mathematics for engineering
practice, but shortfalls can be addressed
through bridging programmes and etherwise.

A more difficult aspect of the problem is the
social framework of engineering education,
and the tacit assumptions behind programme
content and defivery modes. In my experience,
an increasing emphasis on team-work and
probiem-based Jearning can make technical
programmes more accessible and rewarding
for diverse participants with ne sacrifice of
rigaur.

Staff profiles should balance strengths in
teaching and learning, research, professional
practice and community service. Selection or
promotion should reward excelience in all
these areas, not just those that are traditional
or lend themselves to measurement. The
engireering schools and the prefession should
promote secondments, joint appointments, and
mohility between scheols and industry,

Programmes must equip graduates witha
sound technical and professional background,
and the capacity to communicate effectively,
and understand the social and economic
framework in which they practise, Engineering
sthools and professional bodies may well have
put too much emphasis on management
studies in undergraduate courses. Studying
history, pelitics or communication might provide
a more valuable counterpoint to technical
Courses.

The short half-life of technical knowledge in
many disciplines emphasises the need for
educational services that meet the needs for

lifelong educatien and professional mobility.
Engineering schools, and IPENZ, will have to
give more atiention to recognising prior
learning, including on-the-job training and
experience. Engineering programmes appear
increasingly to be based on co-operative
models, and benefits can flow from closer
relationships between industry and
educational institutions.

No single engineering scheo! should attempt
to offer a complete range of advanced studies
orcarry eut research in every specialised fiefd
of engineering. Rather than seeking
economies of scate or consolidating the
present system into a smaller number of
larger schools, 2 networked, differentiated
system should be developed. Government,
industry and the profession should faciiitate
national and internationat jearning and
research netwarks, extending beyond the
public tertiary education sector.

Finally, while we would all hepe that new
entrants 1o the profession will be driven by
the excitement of using technical skills to
address the chailenges that face our country
and communities, we need to make sure that
misconceptions about the reward structure
for new professionals do not create
disincentives for new enrants. | would
therefore like al members, whatever their
role and status in their organisations, to
spend a few minutes filiing out the enclosed
remuneration survey,

1 know that seme of you, particutarly those
holding very senior positions, feel that your
remuneration might distort the figures for
those who are involved in technical
engineering roles. This need not be a cancern.
The joh points system plots remuneration as a
fumnction of the authority, responsibility, and
influence associated with each positior.

We know that engineering can be financiatly
rewarding as well as providing job
satisfaction, The average income stream fer
people who hold engineering qualifications is
comparable to that of other professionals,
while theis job satisfaction is often higher;
potential students need to know these facts.

I, for one, wilk fill out the swrvey, although my
wark as the CEQ of UNITEC is somewhat
removed from technical engineering practice.
There is noreason to hide from potential
students the fact, celebrated in most
cauntries, that an engineering degree is one
of the best and most marketable general
tertiary education qualifications available.

John Webster
President
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Table 1: Standards of behaviour for all registrants

and skills,

To meet the standard for registration the applicant must produce sufficient
and valid evidence that within his/her area of engineering practice he/she is
camperem and exarcises sor.rna' engmeenng judgement thraugh be rng able to:

= condtict I'ns ar her englneermg activities to an ethical standard at Ieast
equsvalent tc the cnde of ethn:a! conduct (spemfled for CPEng) and

* appreciate the reasunably fareseeable socrai cu[turaland en\nronmental
effects of his or her engineering activities and respond respansibly and

* communicate effectively and respectfully to other engineers and those
affer.ted by tis or her engineermg activities and

= mairtain the currency of his or her professmnal engineering km}wledge

Tab!e Z: Possible dlfferentaatlcn belween three groups nf reg:strant in respect of the types of engmeermg problem analysed and solved:

?rafes;mfaai Enginest

Def‘ e, research and analyse complex
englneenng problems

Design or develop sufutmns to comp]ex
enginecring problems that are in accordance
wrt}r guud enganecnng practrce

means engineering problems having some
or alf of the following characteristies:

+ Involve a varlety of factors which may
impose canflicting constrainis

+ Have no obvious solution and require
originality in analysis

+ Are unfamiliar situations

» Are outside those encompassed by
standards, cedes of practice for
professional engineering

« involve diverse groups of stakeholders
with widely varying needs

+ Have significant consequences

+ Cannot be resalved without in-depth

engineering knowledge

Empineering lechnologist

Enginearing assovinte

def“ ned englneering prublems

Compfex engineering problems

ldentify, further define and analyse broadly-

Dessgn or develep solutions to broadiy deflned
engineering problems by applying widely-
accepted procedures or methddologles

Broadly-defined engineering problems
means engineefing problems having seme or all
of the following characteristics:

* Asepartsof, or systems within,

complex engineering prablems

Involve a variety of factors which

may impose conflicting constraints

Can be solved by application of
well-proven analysis techniques

Belong ta families of familiar problems
which are solved in well-sccepted ways
May be partially outside those encompassed
by standards or codes of practice

Invelve several groups of stakeholders with
differing and occastonally conflicting needs
Consequences are important locally,

bet may extend more widely

Can be resolved without in-depth
engineering knowledge

»

engineering problems

We[l defmed engineering problems

Identify and analyse weII def ned

Design or develop solutions to well-defined
engineering problems by using relevant
standards and def“ned codes ef practlce

means engineering problems having some
o atl of the following characteristics:

Are distrete components of
engineering systems

Invelve several issues, but with few of
these exerting conflicting constrainls
Can be solved in standasdised ways
without requising ariginality of analysis
Are frequently encountered and

thees familiar to most engineers in

the praclice area

Are encompassed by standards and/or
documented codes of practice

Involve a [imited range of stakeholders
with differing needs

Consequences ate focally impertant
and not far-reaching

Canbe resolved using empirical
approaches

*

Table 3: lllustration of differences between the three profiles for knowledge and handling of risk

Professinnal ﬁngmwr

Comprehend and apply knowledge of the
accepted principles underpinning
international good practice and any good
practice in professional engineering specific
tothe _]i]l’lsdlc[lﬂn of lhe candrdales prar.tlce

Identrfy as5ess and manage nsk

Engineering tar%znnmgsee

Comprehend and apply know[edge embodred in
widely applied engineeriag procedures and
methodologies refevant to the jurisdiction of
the candidate’s practice

Iderm?y Fisks and |mptement deflned and
widely-accepted risk management strategies

Engineering assoclals

Comprehend and apply detailed

knowledge of specific elements embodied
in defined codes of practice or standard in
the jurisdiction of the candidate’s practice

Recognise limits of applicabitity, detect
unlikely results and take corrective actions
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Regulations for hearing complaints and disciplining members

IPENZ - Engineers New Zealand receive about 50 complaints about
members per year. Of those, four or five may warrant the setting up of an
Investigation Committee and of those only one is likely to progress to
disciplinary action.

With the enactment of the Chartered Professional Engineers Bill itis timely that we
review our Disciplinary Regulations. The process thus far has seen a review meeting
held with [PENZ staff, the Chair of the Disciplinary Committee and the IPENZ Deputy
President, from which a propasal was prepared for discussion at the 24" May
meeting of the Board. The next step in the process is input from the membership. The
current draft is in the "Discussion Documents” section of the member-only area of
the IPENZ website,

This is an important issue for members of the profession; our own actions may be
called inte question, or we may be asked to be involved inthe disciplinary process (for
example as a member of an Investigating Committee). It is the mark of a profession
that it has a code of ethics and s prepared to take disciplinary action if that code is
breached. Taking such action helps us teretain the high regard of the general public.

Complaints may come from the public (IPENZ is listed on the Consumers Institute
website [www.consumer.org.nz] as the body to whom complaints may be made about
the practice of engineering}, IPENZ members and staff.

IPENZ acts only on complaints expressed in writing. Ideally the complaint should
make it clear which element of the eode is alleged 1o have been breached, and
provide supporting evidence. In IPENZ's experience many of the complaints are not
ethical breeches per se, but are the result of poor client relationships (poorly-
managed expectations, or peor communication). The public have high expectations of
professions and many seek redress for any failure to meet these expectations, not
only strictly ethical failures. Our processes need to meet these needs as well as
ensuring that members are disciplined for proven failures te meet ethicat standards.

A process with four separate stages is proposed. The IPENZ CEQ manages the
process to the Disciplinary Committee stage.

The first stage is research into the background to the complaint by a Complaints
Research Officer, who will generally be either a staff member who is an engineer, ora
member of the Institution. At this stage the member complained about will be
consuited and information gathered to ascertain the serlousness of the complaint.
The CRO may attempt mediation at this stage, but only if they are certain there is ot
an ethical breech but a failure to meet commerclal expectations. The CRO may
recommend proceeding, or that IPENZ has no jurisdiction.

The secand stage will be a formal Investigating Committee of three Members,
normally Fetlows, and usually from the same discipline as the engineer complained
about. This committee must make one of three recommendations: that the complaint
be referred to the Disciplinary Committee on the basis that there is a prima facie
case; that the complaint be dismissed; or that the complaint lies outside its
Jjurisdiction.

If the third stage is reached and a Disciplinary Committee is required the Governance
Board appoints the chair (a standing appointment}, The committee will be made up of
two Fellows of the Institution plus two laypersons, one appointed by the Consumers
Institute, and the other by the chair of the Disciplinary Committee. This will he a
formal hearing with the right of representation by legal counsel. The report of the
Investigating Committee will be available as evidence.

This committee may recommend to the Governance Board one of the following
actions: dismissing the complaint; fining the member; expelling or suspending the
member from the Institution; reprimanding the member.

The Governance Board must formally approve the recommendations of the
Disciplinary Committee. If the Govemance Beard is unhappy with the outcome they
may send the recommendations back to the Disciplinary Committee for further
deliberation, but may not overturn their conclusions,

The Rutes of the [nstitution allow a member to appeat a Disciplinary Committee
decision. The Appeals Committee will consist of two members — either the President
and a past presidant, or two past presidents — together with a barrister of the High
Court of New Zealand. No change in this process is recommended. <=
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'Engineers_ NewZealan

Achievers Young and Old

SR :
Left to Right: Lisa Phillips, Angharad Bolland, Aimee McNaughton,
Dr William Pickering, Sam Leslie, Alex Nairn, David McKevitt

Six secondary school students wera rewarded for their technological insight at the Dr William
Pickering lecture last month. Thay were the winners of an essay competition, which was open
to students at secondary schools in the Wellingten, Wairarapa and Marlborough regions.
Folfowing the IPENZ Convention theme “Harnessing Technolagical Innovation in New
Zealand” students were asked to discuss the ways engineering and scientific innovation is
contributing to New Zeaiand’s economic development and/or improving the well-being of its
peaple. Students were encouraged to seek cut local case studies to examplify their points.

After his Newnham Lecturs, Dr Wiltiam Pickering persorally presented writers of the six best
entries with copies of Matthew Wright's New Zegfand’s Engingering Heritage, Lisa Phillips
from Freyburg College was annouriced the ovarall winner, and her prize will b a visit to JPL
i California. Sam Leslie from Marlborough Soys’ College was the runnar-up for the junior
category, and Angharad Boiland from Wellington Girls' Coliege the runner-up for the senior
category. As their prize, they will each be touring the premises of some of New Zealand’s
innovative companies in Auckland and Christchusch.

The essay compelition was & joint IPENZ and [EE project, supported by the Gifford Trust. &
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€2 President's Bessage
Aspiration vs Legislation

The new CPEng systemhascomea

" step or two clager with te _
unexpectedly sarlyesolution of the
debate an the Shop Trading Heurs
Bill, andinfermed observers bislieve
that it may now be possibleto have
the Chartered Professional Engingers
Act, for which there is strong

bipartisan suppart, in effect from the beginning of 2003.

This is splendid news, butit focuses attention on the steps that
need to be taken to ensure that the rules for the operation of
the register, which must be framed as regulations tnder the Act,
are effective and widely acceptable. IPENZ istequired to
developsuchrules, having regard tointernational best practice,
and the CPEng Councii must approve them provided i is
satjsfied that the proper procedures have been foliowed.

Much of the background work has already been done. The rules
for entry to and contisuation on the register will teflect the
established procedures and criteria for IPENZ migmbership,
These are'a!ready rigorous, and inling with the best practice
principles that have emerged internationalty through the work
ofthe Washingtén 'Ac_c'ord,_ the Engineers Mability Foruem and
the APEC Engineer Co-orifinating Committee.

Howeve, rather more debaté will b requiradin respect of the
eode of conduct thatmust bie defined and enforced in
eonjunction the CPEng register, At first sight, it might ssem that,
we could simhly specify that the IPENZ Code of Ethics be used
for this purpose. However, there is an inherent tension between
acode of ethics, setting cut the ideals to which members of the
engineering professicns should aspire, and a legally
enforceable code of condugt defining minimun acceptable
standards for professional enginearing practice. The tension
remains even where individual practitioners deside not to seek
CPEng status, sinca the courts may very weil adopt 2 legally
enforceable code as a guide to acceptable practice standards
irrespactive of the status of the practitioners concerned.

Within the environment of professional association
membership, that tension is resolved by the exercise of
engineering judgment, backad up by relativaly detailed
guidelines that explcre how tha code of ethics would normally
be applied in soma instances of the sircumstansas that may
arise in averyday engineering practice, However, the issue
becomes less simpile when & code of conduct is embedded in
legislation, and each slause may be interpreted by reference to

o rvsrarleraf o
gverieaf s
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www Prasident’s Me inged

the exact legal meaning of the words and phrases it
contains. Some members have already expressed
cencern that the aspirational nature of cur code of
ethics could be used by acomplainant to cast doubt
onwork carried out in good faith and inaccordance

with established professional practice,

Senior IPENZ statf members are preparing a draft
CPEng cods of conduct as a basis for discussion.
This draft has been based on existing tenets and
guidelines, with the wording of the guidelines
adjusted 1o avoid suggesting that they demand
more than can reasenably be expected from a
competant and conscieatious practitioner subject fo
the normal pressures of the warkpiace. This
approach hasthe merit of maintaining intact the
central tenets.of aur present code of ethics in the
form of principles fo which reference can be made
in cases where the guidelines are silent. The
disadvantage is that the aspirstions set cut in such
prirciples might conceivably be used against a
practitioher who had, on perfactly rationat grounds;
come 1o a differentview from their clients or the
widar cammunity as1o the proper course of action
ina particular situation,

To illustrate the dilamma, cansider, for example, the
comparison between what is probably the least

A} IPENZ - Engineers New Zealand

Menmbers have 4 doly plcare o
peotect life gad (o safeguard
pesgis,

Guidalines
To satisfy this clause you need to:

1.1 Give priority to the safety and wa!l-
being of the community and have
regard to this principle in assessing
duty toclients and colleagues.

1.2 Beresponsible for ensuring that
reasonable steps are taken to
minimise the risk of logs of life, injury
or suffering which may result from the
work or the effects of your work,

1.3 Draw tha attention of those affected
to the leval and significance of risk
associated with the work.

1.4 Assess and minimise potential
dangets involved in the construction,
manufacture and use of your products
of projects.

controversiat elemant of our code of ethics (hox A)
with the approximately eguivalent clause froma
much more prescriptive code of conduct, designad
1o apply within a legislative framewsork, and
prepared by the National Saciety of Professional
Engineersin the United States (box B},

The core difference is that our code of ethics is
expressed in positive terms, suggesting what one
should do to give effect to the basic tenet. The
legally enforceable code of conduct terds 1o define
what actions, if taken, would represent a breach of
each fanet. '

There isfitsle doubt which version most
professional engingers in New_Z'eaiénd would
prefer 1o take as their guiding light; and the NSPE
code is sitent onfssues that we have taken very
seriously inframing our code of ethics, A significant
omission is any statemant on sustainability, This

B} Nationai Society of
Profassionat Engineers (US)

1. Enginesrs shall hold parsmount
the sufety, health, and welfare of
the gublic.

a) ¥ engineers’ judgment is overruled
under circumstances that endanger
life or property, they shall notify their
employer or client and such other
authority as may be sppropriate.

b) Engineers shall approve only those
enginearing documents that are in
confarmity with applicable standards.

o} Engineers shall noireveal facts, data
orinformation without the prior
consent of the client or employer
except as authorized or required by
taws or this Code.

d) Engineers shall not permit the use of
their name or associate in business
ventures with any person or firm that
they believe are engaged in
fraudulent or dishonest enterprise.

g) Engineers having knowledge of any
alleged vialation of this Code shal}
report thereon to appropriate
professional bodies and, when
relevant, also to public authorities,
and shall cooperate with the proper
authorities in furnishing such informa-
tion or assistance as may be required.

tenet is readily expressed in positive ferms, butis
probably the hardest to define in terms of
proscribed actions without unnecessarily fimiting its
stope;

Members shall be committed to the need
far sustainable management of the planet’s
resaurces and seek fo minimise adverse
environmental impacts of their engineering
works or applications of technology for both
present and future generatians.

At the same time, the NSPE code includes extensive
nrevisions on finer points of professional etiquette
that we might well see as archate, or as being
governed by other legisiation, such as the

- Commerce Act.

i is important 1o remember that disciplinary action
taken undar the Chartered Professional Engineers
Actmight have more effect on the practitidners -

_involvad than complaints lodged-under the current

system, consideration of which would normally be
suspendad until anyiegal action had been
concluded. In some cases, at least, action under the
Chartered Professional Engineers Actwould have
equal standing 1o civil action Tor damages, and
might proceed cancurrantly, the outcomes
potentially being cited a5 evidence ir subsequent
court proceedings.

The NSPE code spelis out what practitioners must
not do, rather than what they shiould do.
Ei(petienced practiticners mightargue that it is.!ike'ly'
ta be much easier for them to prove that they did
notcommit proscribed acts than to demanstrate

- - thatthey had taken al} the positive acﬁohs__ :
‘suggested in-our guidelines and/or implied by the

relevant tenet. Torestate ourguidelines in negative

iermswould, however, be 8 major updertaking, and 5,

would clearly resuliin a code of condugt very
different in flaveur from our eode of ethics, The key
questicn, thesefore, Is whether members are

", satisfied that our existing code of sthics can provide

a satisfactory basis for a legally enforceable code of
conduct.

A firm decision has yet to be taken, and my purpose
is therefore to invite you to comment on the way
ahaad. Certainly the matter will be very much inthe
minds of the members of the IPENZ Governing
Board over the nextfew weeks, and we will want to
be reasonably sure that we understand the
collective view of the profession before committing
members and others 1o 2 legaily enforceable code
of conduct. Your input really can make a difference.

John Webster
President
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