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I. Preamble 

I will talk a little bit now about the role of LBMA referees.  First, I would like to say it is very 

nice to be the third speaker of the day.  We have a very interesting programme for the two 

days, and it seems that attendance will be much more motivated than it could be at the gold 

conference.  I hope we will see you all around for the next two days of talks.   

II. Historical LBMA Perspectives 

1. 1987-2001 

I would like to start this presentation with a short historical perspective.  The LMBA was 

founded about 25 years ago – the silver anniversary occurred last December – but the Good 

Delivery List goes back to virtually 250 years ago, as Stewart explained earlier.  Historically, 

there were two UK referees: Johnson Matthey and Engelhard-CLAL.  The role of those two 

referees was to focus on the applications of companies that wanted to join the Good Delivery 

List.  They were manufacturing the assay used for reference testing; they were sending the 

samples to the applicants; they were checking the results; they were testing the bars that were 

provided by the applicants; and finally, they were reporting the final results to the LBMA, 

merely indicating whether the applicant should be accepted or not.  As a result, there was 

very little control over the application process by LBMA executives. 

2. Beginning of a New Era: 2001 

From 2001, things started to change a little bit.  In fact, the LBMA entered quite a new era.  

At this time, the LBMA had a relatively modest structure with limited staff, but it already had 

50 refineries on the gold Good Delivery List.  Dr Stewart Murray was its Chief Executive – 

he had joined shortly before this date – and the LBMA started to have a larger international 



audience, partially because of the establishment of the annual gold conference one year 

before that. 

One important point that happened after 2001 was that there were serious concerns about the 

fineness of some of the four-nine bars on the market.  Specifically, some people complained 

that some bars marked with 999.9 were in fact containing less gold than indicated, which 

obviously was unacceptable for the LBMA.  Decisions were taken and specific goals were to 

be achieved.  First, the LBMA took over the application process, and decided to control most 

of the important steps of any application.  It also introduced Proactive Monitoring (PAM), 

something most of you are very familiar with.  Proactive Monitoring is important because it 

states that even if you are on the Good Delivery List, you have to show – at least every three 

years – that your analytical abilities are still up to par.   

III. Referee Panel 

Finally, it appointed a new referee panel to take into account the new international dimension 

of the Association.  All refiners that were on both the silver and gold Good Delivery List and 

were Associate Members were invited to apply to become a referee.  It is important to 

underline that no pre-selection was made by the LBMA at any stage of the process.  

Applicants had to demonstrate several skills, two of them being the most important: the 

ability to produce standards – because as we all know, the application process depends a lot 

on those standards – and also to have excellent analytical skills, because everyone wanted 

results given by referees to be trustworthy.  Eight referees started the process, and after two 

years of preparation and sometimes relatively hard work, five referees were finally appointed.  

Those referees are: Argor Heraeus SA; Metalor Technologies SA, the company I work for 

and represent as a referee, PAMP – all three companies from Switzerland – Rand Refinery 

from South Africa; and Tanaka Kikinzoku from Japan.  Representatives of these five 

companies are in this room. 

IV. Gold Standards 

The first most important task for the new referees was to provide reference sample standards.  

Each referee prepared about 1,500 different samples for gold.  They performed around 1,300 

fire assays, as well as several hundred ICP-OES analyses on their own materials.  On the 

second stage, each referee also conducted several hundred analyses of other referees’ 

material.  The idea was that each batch produced had to be analysed by at least three different 

referees.  All of the gold standards have a specific similar shape that was fixed by the LBMA. 

Because I am a scientist, I think it is important to give you some hard data, and I have 

selected completely randomly five sets of standards that were prepared by referees.  I can 

show you the results: the title given by the maker and two other referees, making a total of 

three referees.  You can also see the average, and most importantly, the standard deviation.  

The standard deviation will take into account two very important points.  It will take into 

account the homogeneity of the material, as well as the competence of the people who 

perform the analysis.  Here we have standard deviations that are between 2-20 ppm, which is 

extremely low for both techniques: fire assay and ICP-OES.  This indicates that those 

materials have excellent homogeneity and that the referees had very similar, very coherent 

results. 

Those standards are used for the application process; they are important for a company that is 

undergoing the application process.  As Stewart explained, there are several companies in this 

room in this situation, and I know that one company just passed the final test a couple of days 

ago, so they are very well aware of the procedure.  Basically, you have to provide results that 



are less than 0.15 per thousand away from the reference value given by the referees; a value 

that is more than 0.25 per thousand away from the referees’ values would definitely be a fail 

for the whole process.  There was excellent agreement between the referees on those samples, 

and it was the same for most of the samples.  In very rare cases, the referees could not agree 

on a specific set with the title that we wanted to have; in that case the set of material was 

simply removed from the circulation and re-melted. 

V. Silver Standards 

For silver, the shape of the material can change a little bit as there was no fixed shape 

requested by the LBMA.  Referees produced a little more than 200 samples each.  Again, we 

performed a little more than 120 analyses on our own material and more or less the same 

number of analyses on other referees’ material.  As a result, you have the purity given by the 

maker and the four referees – for those samples we had all five referees involved – and the 

standard deviation stays very coherent, between 10-40 ppm.  Thus the conclusion is similar to 

the one we had for gold: the materials are of high homogeneity and the results of the referees 

are very coherent.   

VI. Good Delivery List Application 

Those gold and silver standards are used for the application process.  Let us have a look at the 

application process.  It starts from the applicant sending a significant amount of 

documentation and, eventually, an audit result to the LBMA.  When the documentation 

received by the LBMA is deemed acceptable, the LBMA will use the samples produced by 

the referees and will forward those samples to the applicant.  The applicant will return the 

results, and the results will be compared to the LBMA’s data.  In the second stage, the same 

applicant will be required to submit 11 bars for a vault inspection; five of those bars would be 

sent to two different referees, which will inspect the bars, sample them, analyse the sample 

taken, melt them, re-sample, and reanalyse them, independently providing two reports to the 

LBMA.  The LBMA will then take the final decision on whether the application is accepted 

or not. 

It is important to understand that the referee and the applicant do not have any direct contact.  

I want to make clear that we, as referees, are never aware of the name of the applicant at any 

stage of the process: only the LBMA handles this information.  This is to make sure the 

application process is fair for everyone and that there is no bias, even an unintentional one. 

LBMA referees are also involved in the process of Proactive Monitoring.  In this case, a 

company already on the Good Delivery List will submit a sample, together with results, to the 

LBMA.  The LBMA will forward the sample to one or two referees, depending on the 

situation, and will compare the results given by the company on the Good Delivery List and 

the referees.  One thing is to be mentioned : referees also have to go through Proactive 

Monitoring every three years, like every other refiner. 

VII. Proficiency Testing 

The LBMA launched a new programme in 2012, a Proficiency Testing, which is extremely 

valuable for laboratories.  It is done together with FAPAS, and again it is done with samples 

produced by referees.  In this case, the samples are sent to the LBMA and then to FAPAS, 

which will forward them to all people interested in joining the proficiency testing – 

something I recommend strongly to those companies who had not done it this year or last 

year.  The results will be sent back to FAPAS and referees would be involved to provide an 

interpretation of the results.  Again, at no stage do the referees have the name of the 



companies attached to analytical data: names of participants are publically available, but we 

do not know which result was provided by which company.  Exactly the same report is sent 

to all companies. 

VIII. Gold and Silver Reference Materials 

A very important project that took a lot of energy from the LBMA and the referees last year 

was the making of Certified Reference Material.  The LBMA was the first organisation to 

produce both gold and silver reference materials that were certified, called RM1 and RM2.  A 

third set for gold, RM3, is now under production, and you will have some more details very 

soon about this new reference material.  In my opinion, this is one of the major achievements 

of the LBMA, because it gives a lot of stability to the market, as laboratories can really 

completely independently check their analytical abilities.  For this project referees joined 

with other refiners to have a larger panel of experts.  In fact, this project was chaired by Dr 

Mike Hinds of the Royal Canadian Mint, who is not a referee.  This shows that skilled people 

who have good knowledge and who are very motivated are always welcome to participate in 

the LBMA’s projects. 

IX. LBMA Committee Structure 

The LBMA’s structure is now quite complex.  The core is the Management Committee with 

its executives, and there are several committees around it.  There are the Physical Committee, 

the Public Affairs, Membership, Finance, and Regulatory Affairs committees, as well as the 

Referee committees. 

X. The Industrial World 

Whilst the first Committee’s seats are occupied mostly – not solely, but mostly – by people 

from banks and vaults, for referees it is very different: all referees are refiners.  In this we 

bring an industrial vision to the LBMA.  Because of this industrial world of which we are 

part, referees are advisors to the LBMA on many different topics.  This includes amendment 

of Good Delivery Rules; it could impact on the shape of the bars, the Proactive Monitoring 

acceptance criteria or new casting techniques – we will have several presentations over the 

next two days on casting techniques – or the rounding rules, something which has been an 

issue for many refiners in previous years. 

We also have to deal with more political questions, like the quality of gold and silver bars, 

coming back to this topic that was discussed two years ago, to determine whether a gold bar 

is an industrial material or a Fabergé artefact.  Of course, refiners have one point of view, and 

people buying the bars have a completely different point of view on this question.  We are 

therefore also involved in the redaction and maintenance of the visual guide used by London 

vaults, since it is the vaults which are deciding what is and is not acceptable in terms of bar 

quality. 

We have also been involved in some of the legal issues that entered into our world in 

previous years.  This could touch fake bars, as well as Responsible Gold Guidance.  We were 

also involved in some lighter topics, like the organisation of this conference: we were happy 

to be able to provide some suggestions on topics and speaker names. 

XI. Conclusion 

In conclusion, I would like to remind you that more or less 75% of the gold refined 

worldwide is treated by companies on the Good Delivery List.  This makes the LBMA – with 



the help of the referees – the guarantor of the quality of the precious metals on the market.  

Of course, it is clear that being a referee involves a lot of work, but at the same time we are 

very aware that it is a privilege and a huge responsibility; it is something we take very 

seriously.  A lot of the achievements we have made over the last year were because there is 

an extensive scientific collaboration that took place between the referees.  It is not always 

easy to have discussions with companies that are also competitors, but we managed to 

establish a mutual trust, as well as strong personal bonds, to ensure that we could have the 

highest level of collaboration and that we could discuss a subject that very urgently needed to 

be solved without having lengthy processes of discussion within our company at the first 

stage. 
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