[bookmark: _Toc216094298]The Compromised Concrete Mix: An Ethical Analysis

Name – Cory Sibley

Student Number – 2507186

Word Count – 1052

Module – Skills For Professional Practice 

Table of Contents
The Compromised Concrete Mix: An Ethical Analysis	1
Introduction	2
Context and The Ethical Issue	2
Stakeholder Impact Analysis	3
Evaluation of Options	3
Deontology	4
Professional Standards and Legal Duties	5
Resolution	5
Conclusion	6
References	6
















Introduction
In the construction industry, ethical judgement is a vital component of professional practice, especially when decisions are being made during planning and delivery of a project. Construction projects that are funded by the public sector require high levels of transparency and accountability. This analysis will examine an ethical dilemma that occurred during a government-funded hospital project after an engineer noticed that the concrete supplied had failed to meet the required strength specification. Hospitals are critical infrastructure where structural integrity is essential, meaning any defects related to material quality could have consequences in the future. This report will aim to analyse the dilemma through a structured ethical framework, examine the possible implications for key stakeholders, evaluate alternative solutions, and finally present a justified recommendation that follows moral, legal, and professional guidelines.
[bookmark: _Toc216094300]Context and The Ethical Issue
The ethical issue portrayed is that the concrete being delivered to site did not meet the specified strength requirements required. Consequently, this could lead to an increased likelihood of cracking, a reduced load-bearing limit, and decreased durability (Caspeele & Taerwe, 2014). Also, a hospital would be expected to operate continuously and allow for high levels of public use. Therefore, such a deficiency presents serious risks (Rathnayaka et al., 2024). Additionally, the issue is compounded by commercial pressures. The site supervisor fears that delays could be scrutinised. The supplier, seeking to avoid liability, offers a discount on materials if the concrete is accepted which raises ethical concerns. Therefore, the project manager must balance many obstacles including safety, reputation, conduct, and contractual obligations. 
[bookmark: _Toc216094301]Stakeholder Impact Analysis
There are many stakeholders who are affected by this issue. The project manager has a legal and professional responsibility to ensure that the project is compliant and safe. The structural engineers depend on accurate material performance, or they risk liability if non-conforming material remains in place. The client i.e., the government, has to ensure that public funds are used appropriately and that public buildings are safe and durable. Also, people using the building including patients, staff, and visitors, are directly affected by any long-term structural weaknesses. The wider public, whose taxes fund the project, expect a high quality build but also ensuring it follows ethical procedure. Research into construction failures shows that material non‑compliance often leads to costly maintenance, premature refurbishment, and partial structural failure (Love et al., 2018). With this in mind, stakeholder interests strongly favour an ethical decision that prioritises long‑term safety over short-term convenience.
[bookmark: _Toc216094302]Evaluation of Options
Option 1 involves reporting the defect and undertaking full remediation. This would put safety, professionalism, and compliance first. The Building Safety Act (2022) was introduced to raise standards in UK construction. It puts a legal duty on duty-holders to ensure materials meet the required standards. Remediation may well increase costs and delay the project, but it would lower the likelihood of safety issues, and mitigate reputational damage. Research by Love et al., (2018) actually found that early correction of material defects reduced long-term costs. With this in mind, this option supports public welfare and professional integrity.

Option 2 involves ignoring the defect and proceeding, therefore protecting the contractor from immediate cost implications and maintaining project certainty. However, continuing a project with defective concrete is legally and ethically indefensible. It is well-documented that poor standard concrete can lead to structural deficiencies and reduced resilience (Mehta & Monteiro, 2014). Additionally, ignoring this issue could expose the project manager to a breach of the Bribery Act (2010) as the supplier attempted to persuade the project manager to turn a blind eye. Furthermore, hiding material defects is contradictory to the UK’s construction regulations. 

Option 3 involves conducting additional testing to determine the extent of the defect. According to Bungey et al., (2018), this method could identify areas where the strength defects are minimal, therefore it would not require full replacement. However, this option also has limitations such as not fully capturing hidden microscopic defects, reduced durability. This option could also still breach The Building Safety Act (2022) if used to justify using below standard concrete (Silva et al., 2023). Therefore, despite being more balanced than option 2, it still has uncertainties regarding safety and compliance.
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Deontological ethics suggests that all must adhere to their duties, principles, and professional obligations rather than evaluate the consequences alone. With this issue, all involved are bound by their duty to protect life, ensure they comply with regulations, and act with honesty and integrity. Kantian ethics; a deontological approach, argues that moral actions must be based on universally accepted principles (Kant, 1785). With the issue in mind, accepting defective concrete to avoid delays would contradict the deontological approach. Therefore, option 1 aligns most closely with deontology whereas option 2 prioritises speed and finances over public safety. Also, option 3 is partially aligned with the deontological approach but is not as ethically acceptable as option 1 due to more ambiguity regarding compliance. 
[bookmark: _Toc216094304]Professional Standards and Legal Duties
Many professional and legal frameworks underpin the project manager’s responsibilities. The RICS Rules of Conduct require integrity, honesty, and compliance with laws and standards (RICS, 2022). The CIOB Code of Conduct prioritises health and safety, avoiding conflicts of interest, and maintaining accountability (CIOB, 2025). The ICE Code of Conduct also requires engineers to prioritise life, health, and welfare (ICE, 2017). Therefore, ignoring the concrete defect would breach each of these codes. Also, the Building Safety Act (2022) and the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 reaffirm that materials must be safe and correctly specified. Therefore, using defected concrete would expose stakeholders to potential criminal or civil liabilities.
[bookmark: _Toc216094305]Resolution
With all of the above in mind, the most responsible resolution is to disclose the defected concrete to the client immediately. Consequently, this may lead to full remediation of the concrete which may be costly, but more importantly it maintains regulatory requirements and integrity as well as protects the public’s safety. It will ensure long-term structural safety and prevent potential litigation. This resolution aligns with the deontological approach and the Codes of Conduct of most major UK construction professional bodies. 
[bookmark: _Toc216094306]Conclusion
This case study shows how commercial pressures can collide with professional standards. After analysing the issue, stakeholder impacts, options available, ethical framework, and professional standards and legal duties, it is clear that honesty, integrity, full disclosure, and remediation make up the only acceptable response. 
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