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Summary, from American Geosciences Institute Guidelines for Ethical
Professional Conduct endorsed earlier in the week
(http://www.agiweb.org/workforce/ethics.html), of key features of ethical codes
(and codes of conduct) representing a consensus view of the AGI and its member
societies (including GSL in Europe). Codes conforming to these guidelines are
already in place (and have been for many years) and are binding on members of
professional geoscience organisations (all members of TG-GGP (http://tgggp.org/) Geological Society of London (www.geolsoc.org.uk) for example).
These fall into two groups – those on this slide which set out personal
responsibilities and those on the next that set out wider obligations.
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An explicit commitment to abide by a code of ethics/conduct is made by those
who obtain professional qualifications, having been judged by their peers to have
reached the necessary standards of scientific/technial competence, to demonstrate
commitment to CPD (the reflective practitioner) and to understand their
limitations and the principles of professionalism.
Seeing that someone has CGeol, EurGeol, PGeo, CPG etc next to their name on a
business card is a shorthand for this commitment having been made and having
been endorsed by the person’s peers – it sets up expectations of the standards of
conduct and professionalism that the person holding the qualification(s) aspires to
live up to and against which s/he will be judged.
There is nothing in the codes of ethics/conduct that already exist and/or that may
be set up in addition following the AGI guidelines that anyone is likely to object
to, but how many members of scientific and professional geoscience organisations
truly understand that they are bound by such codes – even if they have not gained
professional validation?
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The top tick box is one that is very familiar to all of us – how many of us tick that
box having read and understood the terms and conditions? Not many – certainly
not me. Why? I have a basic trust in the provider of the service I am signing up to
– that it will be fit for purpose, will work effectively, will not compromise my
security, can be deleted or uninstalled if I no longer require it. I have plenty of
experience that this is broadly true and reasonable security arrangements to
intercept rogue and dangerous programs, trojans and viruses.
What if the second box were to pop up frequently in our daily work – to be ticked
before issuing any report, to be included on emails to clients etc? All of us would
be happy with all the concepts in the AGI guidelines and the codes that already
bind us (in my case, Geological Society, EFG, IOM3 and one or two others), but
would we be ticking the box as a formality or as a genuine statement of
commitment to practice our profession (in applied or research or educational
settings) in accordance with standards of ethics and professionalism established by
our peers through consensus?

5

The quotes on this and the following slides are from a ‘Soapbox’ article in the
house magazine of the scientific and professional geoscience society that I belong
to. It started well, and I was delighted, as a former Professional Secretary of that
institution and as a past President of the European Federation of Geologists, to see
such a fulsome endorsement from a well respected academic geoscientist of the
work of these organisations to establish and endorse such standards in the UK,
Europe and internationally. And then I read on….
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I found this truly shocking at many levels – the distinction between ‘practitioner’
and ‘scientist’, with the implication that the former needs rules and codes to keep
them ‘honest’ whilst the latter group can be trusted to regulate themselves – not
even as a group, based on a set of mutual expectations of conduct and behaviour
but individually with the incentive of not losing their reputations!
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I think it likely that these statements do represent a widely held view and express
both the tribalism that exists within geoscience and the unhelpful dislocation
between the applied and academic/research communities which are, in fact, interdependent and can both benefit from a better understanding of each other:
• We need a wider interpretation of professional geoscientists encompassing both
• applied/industry practitioners AND
• Educators and researchers
• Tribalism is unhelpful……..
• Whilst preserving our identities and specialisms, we could usefully see
ourselves as part of a system – and become expert at managing the interfaces
I do not blame nor criticise this academic geoscientist for expressing these views –
yes, I was shocked, and yes I felt a measure of responsibility having been in senior
roles in the Geological Society and the EFG aimed towards fixing the dislocation
of the community and promoting professionalism for all geoscience practitioners –
educators, researchers, applied practitioners. However, the article is honest,
thought provoking, transparent and well written and provides a welcome focus for
working hard on persuading the academic community that professionalism
(starting with codes of ethics but more widely too) is for them as much as for those
of us in applied fields.
• Without understanding the skills and expertise needed by “industry”, how can
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educators prepare students for the work-place?
• Without understanding societal needs, how can researchers design research which is
truly relevant to those needs?
• Without access to high quality graduates and excellent underpinning research, how can
geoscientists in “industry” deliver their expertise effectively?
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This slide not in live presentation but added in to reinforce the points underlying
the previous slide
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Returning to the first of the statements in the article: “It is unambiguously a good
thing, in my view, for practitioners of geoscience to be certified according to
rigorous professional standards”, and taking on the proposition (also articulated by
Nic Bilham in his presentation) that all those who work in the geosciences are
‘professionals’, including academics, let’s look at what we might expect from
practitioners of academic geoscience.
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Example of a framework, underpinned by law and regulation, that imposes on
geoscientists and others duties, responsibilities, and standards of behaviour that are
rooted in adherence to codes of ethics and the concept of living up to, and being judged
by, norms of professionalism established by our peer group. The purpose of setting these
reporting standards and the precise vocabulary and definitions within them is to provide
protection to the public – in this case investors in mining and exploration and who are
entitled to receive relevant, transparent, accurate and material information about the
operations and prospective operations they are investing in.
This is a classification framework established by CRIRSCO
(http://www.crirsco.com/welcome.asp) for the reporting of solid mineral exploration
results, resources and reserves. This standard setting organisation is a voluntary, peer to
peer based organisation bringing together national solid minerals reporting organisations
in a range of countries. CRIRSCO and the NROs (PERC is the European member –
www.PERCstandard.eu) are run by volunteers from national and international
professional geoscience organisations and organisations representing mining engineers
(and in some countries mineral valuers).

11
11

Here you see the professional responsibilities for the classification and for progression
from one class to another. The words ‘indicated resource’, ‘proved reserves’ etc have
very precise definitions which are set out in, and common to, all the codes and standards
in the CRIRSCO family. Note that it is the responsibility of geoscientists to increase the
level of geological knowledge and confidence, however progression from resources
(deposits having “reasonable prospects for eventual economic recovery”) to reserves
(deposits where economic recovery is demonstrated to be feasible) is the responsibility of
an inter-disciplinary team – including geologists and other geoscientists. The
professional skill necessary to work in interdisciplinary environments, avoiding each
professional or group of professionals working independently of each other in ‘silos’
without permeable boundaries and ensuring feedback and iteration through project
management is key to success.
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Underlying the CRIRSCO family of codes and standards is the Competent person
concept.
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Note that it is not sufficient to be a member of a professional geoscience
organisation at the appropriate level – that is the minimum entry requirement for
working as a Competent Person in this arena of professional geoscience practice.
The second part is what differentiates a person who has cleared a particular hurdle
and made commitments to CPD and codes of ethics from a genuine expert with
expertise and experience not only in the technical and scientific areas of activity
but also in the reporting of these in according to the standards set out in the
CRIRSCO codes and standards and enshrined in National laws and regulations
relevant to the public reporting of solid mineral assets. ESMA in Europe.
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Working within such a framework helps to ensure that all the professionals
involved live up to ethical and professional expectations enshrined in the codes of
ethics/codes of conduct established by consensus amongst peers and constantly
monitored, developed and kept under review by the National Reporting
Organisations and CRIRSCO itself. PERC is leading the way in the development
and promotion of training for established Competent Persons and aspiring
Competent persons to provide support for practitioners to truly live up to the
standards expected.
A set of codes and standards might be extremely helpful in academia to promote a
‘competent person’ concept for teaching, research, and public communication of
geoscience expertise, advice and opinion? Or in relation to natural hazards –
common and expected standards for the reporting of risk to the public and decision
makers and for the way results, assumptions and models are reported in academic
papers perhaps?
The AGI initiative that has resulted in the guidelines for ethical codes and similar
initiatives to develop codes of ethics tailored to the academic and research
communities are a great start on this to bring to the academic and research
communities the opportunities and challenges of professionalism. But remember
my tick box – just signing up to ‘motherhood and apple pie’, is not really enough.
Guidance and training are also key – exciting work relating to excellence in
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geoscience teaching at universities headed by Sharon Mosher (smosher@jsg.utexas.edu)
at University of Texas under the umbrella of the National Science Foundation (NFS) in the
USA: http://www.jsg.utexas.edu/events/future-of-geoscience-undergraduate-education/,
summarised below:
Geoscience research and undergraduate education have and are undergoing a
transformation – it is time for us as a geoscience community to take a critical look at what
we want our students to know and be able to do when they graduate and how best to
accomplish this important task. The 2014 NSF-sponsored Summit on the Future of
Undergraduate Geoscience Education (see below) made major progress towards
developing a collective community vision for undergraduate geoscience education
(Summary Report). Please help us continue this process by providing your views
through an online Survey and by participating in a Town Meeting or Hall this
fall. Your perspective is important so that we can further refine, evaluate and assess
ongoing efforts to implement this developing vision.
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The following photos and caption just give a flavour of what can go wrong in
mining due to failures in ‘competence’ – generally not a calculation that is
incorrect – more often a failure to check, a failure to attend to iteration and the
gaps between disciplines through poor project management that keeps professional
disciplines in silos and fails to join them up. All but the last relate to public safety
– the last relates to a famous fraud – nobody died (except the perpetrator of the
fraud who fell from an aircraft – jumped??).
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