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II.1.
Code of Ethics:
Engineers shall hold paramount the safety, health, and

welfare of the public.

II.1.c.
Code of Ethics:
Engineers shall not reveal facts, data or information

without the prior consent of the client or employer except as authorized or required by law or this Code.

II.2.
Code of Ethics:
Engineers shall perform services only in the areas of their

competence.

III.4
Code of Ethics:
Engineers shall not disclose, without consent, confidential

information concerning the business affairs or technical processes of any present or former client or employer, or public body on which they serve.

Discussion:

Several fundamental canons of the Code of Ethics have a bearing on whether Engineer A has an obligation to take further action.  First and foremost, Engineer A must “hold paramount the safety, health and welfare of the public” (II.1).  The Board has emphasized this duty numerous times, including BER Cases 88-6, 89-7, and 98-9.  However, the present case differs somewhat from the ones previously noted.  MegaX appears to be used only at the site, which does not expose the public directly to the chemical.  Furthermore, the public’s concern, as indicated by recent news stories, is based on one set of experiments performed on mice.  Although these findings undoubtedly are noteworthy, the fact that no further scientific evidence, pro or con, is available requires a somewhat tempered approach.  BER Case 98-9 states that “the desire to avoid public panic is certainly a legitimate factor in deciding upon a course of action.”  Moreover, unlike Case 98-9, in which the safety of thousands of individuals was compromised over a significant period of time, a clear-cut danger is not posed to the public in this case.

Apparently, Engineer A has developed a concern over the facility’s use of MegaX based on comments made by colleagues outside of her company.  Certainly Engineer A has taken appropriate action by mentioning her concerns to her manager.  She also could verify that the company takes basic, applicable safety precautions (e.g. providing protective clothing and adequate ventilation) on behalf of the workers who are exposed to MegaX.  However, because Engineer A’s job has nothing to do with the use and control of MegaX, and because the facility does have an Industrial Safety Specialist, any further attempt by Engineer A to “do something,” as requested by her colleagues outside of the company, could be construed as performing services outside of her area of competence (II.2).

Additionally, Engineer A should exercise caution in discussing her company’s use of MegaX with her outside colleagues.  Assuming that the facility is adhering to existing federal and local safety laws, she should not fan the flames of controversy over MegaX outside of her company.  For her to reveal facts, data or other information regarding her company’s use of MegaX without permission would violate II.1.c.  If any such information were confidential, she could risk violating III.4 as well.

Conclusion:

Engineer A does not have an obligation to take further action under the facts and circumstances.
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