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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE - TOM FAILS
“Professional Geologists Organizations?”
AIPG Already is One!
During the past four years AIPG has witnessed a proliferation of single-state “professional geologists organizations.”
Pennsylvania was probably the first, growing in part out of
a personality-driven rift in Pennsylvania Section. Florida and
California followed. A similar group has formed in Texas,
where a major registration effort led in good part by Texas
Section has been under way for several years. New York state
also has had an ongoing registration campaign for about the
last three years. The New York State Council of Professional
Geologists, sponsored by three regional professional geological societies and by New York CPGs, who are members of
Northeast Section, is leading this effort, which is unsuccessful
to date. Questions concerning the lack of “standing” of
Northeast Section with New York legislators apparently was
a consideration in New York CPGs deciding to support formation of the Council. The Council may continue in existence
once registration is obtained. More recently, a similar organization was formed in New Hampshire on the advice of New
York geologists, some of whom are CPGs. As CPGs are in
some leadership positions in the New Hampshire organization, the plan seems to be to fold this group into Northeast
Section after the registration effort has ended, using our new
Member and Registered Member categories for those not
interested in Certification: an excellent long-term solution
for New York’s consideration as well, since both states are
part of Northeast Section, our second largest.
At least two of the single-state organizations were formed
with a professional legislative lobbyist playing a major role.
As such, the annual dues are high for representation in a
single state. Some (Pennsylvania, California) organizations
have companies (i.e. employers) as members, while the membership of others is made up of individual geologists. Most
were formed during registration campaigns or to deal with
“sunsetting” legislation in order to continue existing registration of geologists. Some continue to provide registrationrelated and continuing education services to their members
after these original efforts are behind them. The long-term
viability of others is unknown. But all suffer from their usually-high annual costs and single-state focus in a profession
characterized by broadly-ranging multi-state activities.
A national professional geologists organization, especially one with state-based local subsidiaries, a membership composed of individual geologists, and with long experience and
a national perspective in dealing with registration issues,
should be more effective and economical in operation than
the more narrowly focused single-state groups. Such an
organization does exist as the American Institute of
Professional Geologists with its 35 state-based Sections. Yet
CPGs involved with current registration issues in several
states — Illinois, New York, and New Hampshire, for example — do not appear to recognize the potential for their existing Sections to serve as the state-oriented professional geol2
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ogists organizations which they are trying to form. With the
new Member and Registered Member categories for geologists uninterested in Certification at present, an existing
Section could easily broaden its membership, activate or
expand its Government Relations or Leg. and Reg. Committee
and, with the support and advice of National, deal with the
state legislature and/or bureaucracy as necessary. Nationally,
AIPG’s reputation as an active, influential organization representing professional geologists is well-established. Our
working relationships with ASCE and NSPE are improving.
All of this counts at the state level as well. Expensive professional lobbyists are usually not necessary for legislative
work except when running bills. Volunteer AIPG lobbyists,
especially constituents, can be just as effective. Volunteer lobbyist work has been made easier and more efficient now that
much of the information originally gathered and reported by
professional lobbyists is available on the internet. Look for
more information on this on the AIPG website soon.
National is becoming better organized to help the Sections
improve their government relations activities. The
Government Relations Manual is a good starting place. And
a Volunteer Lobbyist Manual is planned. Starting with the
2002 Annual Meeting, political relations symposia and training will be available to the membership at every Annual
Meeting. Some Sections have been or are active and successful in political relations activities in their states.
Unfortunately many other Sections are not. Once a Section
is properly organized, only a few CPGs are necessary for this
work, providing they are well-trained or experienced and can
occasionally meet with key legislators or staffers at the state
house or while they are at home during weekends or out-ofsession. As John Howard, Chair of AIPG’s State Affairs
Committee recently stated: “The Sections already have the
geological organizations in place in their states to facilitate
the advocacy of the profession of geology — the Section. You
just need to organize them to be more effective. And keep in
mind, if there is no dialogue with the engineering or regulatory community, no organization, new or existing, is going
to make any headway toward promoting the profession of
geology.”
So be alert and informed. If a new “professional geologists
organization” is proposed in your state, remember that it
already exists — your Section. Challenges like these usually activate formerly apathetic AIPG members! I’ve seen it
happen many times. If you need help or advice on how to
make your Section more effective in advocacy and/or political relations activities, contact National and our State Affairs
Committee. We will find a way.

Reverse-Circulation Rotary Drilling
and Problems Encountered,
Pierina Mine — Huaraz, Peru

Thomas P. Wohlford, CFC-0127

Introduction
My firm was retained by the
Barrick Gold Mining Corporation
to provide groundwater consulting
services for the company’s new
Pierina Mine in the Andes
Mountains of Peru. The assignment: to develop an onsite groundwater supply for this open-pit gold
mine, which was under development. From July through October,
1997, I supervised the installation
of bedrock monitor wells using
rotary, reverse-circulation drilling
and installation of groundwater
production wells using dualrotary, reverse-circulation drilling
with a drill-through-casing driver.
The open-pit gold mine is located in the Cordillera Negra, approximately 15 kilometers northwest of
the City of Huaraz. Huaraz (proInstallation of Piezometer No. 13 on eastern edge of proposed mine pit.
nounced Uar-az) is a small city of
80,000 inhabitants in the Central
Northern Highlands of the Ancash
between the horsts of the Cordillera Negra and the Cordillera
Province of Peru (Figure 1). The city is located in the Rio Blanca. A major fault, the Ancash Fault, is associated with
Santa valley, between the Cordillera Blanca to the east and the eastern side of the valley graben (Freeze et al.1996). A
the Cordillera Negra to the west.
granodiorite batholith was emplaced along the fault in the
To extract the gold from the rock, Barrick selected a heap- Late Miocene and comprises most of the Cordillera Blanca.
leaching process using a solution of water and sodium The local geology of the Cordillera Negra in the area of the
cyanide. Approximately 1,200 gpm (gallons per minute) of open-pit mine consists of volcanic rocks of the Upper and
water was required during the initial stage of the leaching Lower Cretaceous, overlying and in fault contact with
operations. Since there was no accessible source of surface sequences of Upper and Lower Cretaceous sedimentary rocks
water in the area, a groundwater source for the mine oper- (ibid.). All of these rock units have been affected by normal
ations had to be developed. Our program involved drilling and thrust faulting. The rocks, especially the volcanics, have
three production wells in the bedrock.
been heavily altered by hydrothermal fluids.
In the immediate mine-pit area, the bedrock consists of
Local Geology
silica-alunite altered volcanic pumice and lithic tuffs (Figure
The geomorphology of the Huaraz area is a typical horst 2). Andesite underlies and surrounds the tuffs on the westand graben setting. Huaraz is located in the valley graben ern, northern, and part of the eastern sides of the mine-pit
NOVEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist
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Figure 1.
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Location of WPW-2 on northwestern side of proposed mine area. Note tilted sedimentary rocks in background.

area. Felsic porphyry outcrops to the south and, in some
instances, intrudes the tuff units. Farther to the south, in a
valley where two of the production wells were installed
(WPW-1 and WPW-3), the surficial bedrock geology is a volcanic tuff that is undifferentiated (consisting of both pumice
and lithic tuff), more andesite, and farther to the south, diorite. All of the rocks described above have been block faulted.
The volcanic tuffs and andesite in the mine pit area have
also experienced thrust faulting. These thrust faults are
almost horizontal in their angle of incidence in the mine-pit
area and created a problem due to hole collapse when drilled
through.

Groundwater Flow and Occurrence
The primary aquifer in the Cordillera Negra is the bedrock
aquifer. Groundwater exists in the secondary porosity created in the bedrock by fractures, faults, joints, and lithologic
contacts. To a degree, especially for the pumice and lithic
tuffs that are not severely altered, groundwater also exists
in the primary porosity of the bedrock, but this water is not
as readily available due to limited interconnection within the
primary porosity matrix. Groundwater contour maps of the
bedrock aquifer indicate that the groundwater table closely
mimics the land contours. This indicates a high-degree of connection between fractures, joints, and other secondary porosity features.

Bedrock Monitor-Well Installation —
Hole Collapse and Swelling Clays
Piezometers were installed in addition to the existing ones
on site to aid in compilation of a groundwater contour map
of the mine pit area, and to aid in determining the radius of
influence of the production well in that area. Figure 2 shows

the locations of WPW-2 and the additional monitor wells,
Piezometers 2, 3, 5, and 13.
The piezometers were installed using a reverse-circulation, air-rotary drill rig. In this drilling method, air is pumped
down the annular space in the drill pipe, entrains the rock
cuttings at the drill bit, and returns to the surface through
the center of the drill pipe. The cuttings are then ejected into
a cyclone which slows their exit velocity and allows for sample collection. This type of drilling method is very popular
for mine exploration because discrete samples of the bedrock
can be collected and assayed.
The bedrock in this area of Piezometer No. 3 is a volcanic
pumice tuff that is heavily altered and fractured. As a result
of the heavy alteration and fracturing, the pumice tuff was
poorly consolidated. Located within the pumice tuff were
thrust faults that contained clay. This clay or “fault gouge”
was formed by the grinding of rock material as the thrust
fault developed and also from the decomposition of the
bedrock by the hydrothermal fluids that traveled along these
faults. In the northern and central parts of the mine area,
the clays were saturated from perched water-table conditions
that formed on top of them. Drilling through this wet clay
was slow because the clay kept clogging the drill bit. When
the drill rods were pulled to install the piezometer, the wet
clay would also expand back into the open borehole. The hole
would collapse above and below the faults as well, due to the
poor consolidation of the pumice tuff. The only solution was
to run steel casing down the borehole to keep the hole open.
Bentonite gel was also pumped down the hole to help consolidate the borehole walls. Using these techniques, the
drillers were successful in installing Piezometer Nos. 2, 3,
and 5.
NOVEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist
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Piezometer No. 13 was installed on the eastern
side of the mine pit area relatively easily. Fault gouge
was encountered but was dry so there were no problems from wet clay. The bedrock beneath the fault
gouge was andesite and had a higher degree of consolidation than the tuff encountered in the central
and northern mine localities. The target depth for
the borehole was reached successfully and the
piezometer installed as planned. The lack of drilling
and piezometer installation problems with
Piezometer No. 13 is attributed to the fact that the
fault gouge was dry and also to the greater competence of the andesite.

Bedrock Production Well
Installation
Drilling of the bedrock production wells was performed using a dual-rotary reverse circulation rig
with the drill-through-casing driver. The dual-rotary
reverse circulation drill rig is set up the same as a
reverse circulation rig except that it has an extra top
drive to advance an outer casing during drilling operations. This is useful for formations that are loosely
cemented or heavily fractured and therefore subject
to borehole collapse. An air-percussion hammer was
used to drill the boreholes. A tri-cone drill bit was
also used during the drilling of WPW-1. Production
well WPW-1 and WPW-2 were constructed of 8-inch
louvered stainless-steel screen and steel casing.
WPW-3 was constructed of 12-inch shutter, stainlesssteel screen and steel casing. Each well was gravel
packed to maintain borehole-wall integrity. The target completion depths of the wells were 250 meters
below grade. Two water production wells, WPW-1 and
WPW-3, would be located in the Quebrada Pacchac,
a valley located immediantly south of the proposed
mine area. Another production well, WPW-2, was
located at the western edge of the active mine pit
area and would have the dual purpose of providing
Reverse-circulation dual-rotary rig set up at drilling pad for WPW-2,
water for the mining operations and serving as a
overlooking the Rio Santa valley. The Cordillera Blanca rises to 20,000 feet
dewatering well for the mine.
above sea level beyond to the east. Elevation at the WPW-2 location was
The location of water production well WPW-1 was
approximately 13,500 feet above sea level.
chosen based on a fracture-trace analysis and the
groundwater yields of nearby bedrock piezometers.
Drilling of WPW-1 was initially performed using a 12-inch hole collapse. After further review of the geologic data, it
diameter air-percussion hammer, which is the preferable seems more likely that hole collapse was due to the lack of
method to drill through bedrock because of its efficiency. Due consolidation of the upper 100 meters of the bedrock and not
to the unstable nature of the fractured andesite bedrock, the from the vibration of the air-percussion hammer drill bit.
borehole started to collapse. At the time, it was also believed Bedrock encountered consisted entirely of andesite that was
that the vibration of the air-percussion hammer was, in part, weakly clay-altered to moderately silicified with variable
causing the borehole to fail. Because of the hole collapse prob- amounts of pyrite. At the bottom of the boring, the air-lift
lem, we concluded that outer casing might have to be water yield was approximately 300 gpm, a sufficient amount
advanced the entire length of the borehole, to a depth of 250 to justify installing a production well.
The location of water production well WPW-2 is near the
meters. The original plans were that only 35 meters of outer
surface casing would be necessary for each of the three wells contact between the volcanic lithic tuff and andesite along
and only 110 meters had been ordered. More would have to the west side of the mine pit. This contact is mapped as a
be shipped from the United States, requiring several weeks fault that intersects several fracture-trace lineaments in the
vicinity of the well. The plan was to intersect the fault so
to transport and clear Peruvian customs.
Until additional casing arrived, the borehole for WPW-1 that the well would capture the groundwater flowing along
was drilled with a tricone drill bit. Drilling with the tricone this fault and from any fractures connected to it. Since drilling
rotary drill bit was much slower than with the air-percus- with the tricone bit had gone so slowly, it was decided that
sion hammer but there were no further problems with bore- the air-percussion drill bit would be used again. A sufficient
amount of outer casing was now onsite to drill using the dualNOVEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist

7

Drilling of WPW-2. Foam was added to help lift the rock cuttings from the borehole. Here the foam and water from the borehole is
shown escaping from the top of the cyclone due to the large amount of water encountered (300+ gallons per minute).

rotary method where the outer casing would be advanced
with the drill bit. Clay-altered volcanic pumice tuff was first
initially encountered when drilling the borehole. Underneath
the tuff, a fault gouge separated the tuff from less-altered
andesite. The stability of the borehole was poor during the
drilling operations and required the outer casing to be
advanced almost the entire depth of the hole. More groundwater was encountered than at WPW-1, most likely due to
the heavily fractured nature of the bedrock. Total yield of the
borehole was 600 gpm. After WPW-2 had been installed, the
outer casing was partially withdrawn, leaving several lengths
in the ground for surface completion.
Based on the favorable results of WPW-1, it was concluded that there was a sufficient amount of groundwater in the
Quebrada Pacchac to justify installing another, larger
bedrock production well. The well, WPW-3, was constructed
of 12-inch diameter screen and steel casing which required
using a 16-inch air-percussion hammer drill bit to allow annular space for the gravel pack. Drilling operations for this well
went smoothly but slowly due to the high degree of secondary silicate in the andesite bedrock. Air-lift yields for WPW3 were over 1,000 gpm.

Conclusion
The two largest problems with drilling in these heavilyaltered, fractured, and faulted volcanic deposits was the
degree of consolidation of the bedrock encountered and the
presence of saturated clays in fault gouges. Ironically, it is
the high abundance of fractures and faults that allowed the
deposition of the gold by the hydrothermal fluids. The thrust
faults themselves were the main pathways of the fluid intrusion and the greatest amount of clay alteration occurred to
the bedrock closest to them. The hot, acidic hydrothermal
8
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water that intruded the host bedrock is also the primary reason for its decomposition and eventual unstable nature. The
high porosity of the pumice and lithic tuffs caused these rocks
to experience the greatest amount of alteration which, in
turn, created the most problems when drilling through them.
All these problems could have been avoided when installing
the piezometers by using the dual-rotary drilling method,
but the exorbitant cost of using this technique prevented this.
The use of the dual-rotary method could only be justified for
the drilling and installation of the production wells.
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Results of 2000 International Building Code
Final Action Hearing
International Code Council
Structural Committee
St. Louis, Missouri — September 15, 1999

Betsy Mathieson (Bmathieson@post.Harvard.edu), Vice President,
California Council of Geoscience Organizations

September 18, 1999
Geologists are solidly involved in the building code
development process again, to the amazement of
other high-profile professions and with the congratulations of numerous code officials. This past week,
California Council of Geoscience Organizations Vice
President Betsy Mathieson was joined at the 2000
International Building Code Final Action Hearings
in St. Louis by Association of Engineering Geologists
Past President Greg Hempen and American Institute
of Professional Geologists Secretary John Bognar.
We first testified against a proposal by the
National Council of Architectural Registration
Boards to change 38 code sections to permit only
architects or professional engineers to do the work
of all registered design professionals, including geologists. The geologic work at stake in five of the code
sections included subsurface exploration, site soil
profile classification, and recommendation of appropriate setbacks of structures from the crests and toes
(left to right) John Bognar (American Institute of Professional
of slopes. The architects’ comprehensive proposal was
supported by the National Council of Examiners for Geologists), Betsy Mathieson (California Council of Geoscience
Engineering and Surveying and building officials Organizations), and Greg Hempen (Association of Engineering Geologists)
from cities that included Los Angeles, Pasadena, and prepare to testify at the Structural Hearings for the 2000 International
Building Code on September 15, 1999.
Fremont, California. The building officials argued
that to protect public safety, buildings must be
individual expertise is essential in the exploration for and
designed only by architects or engineers.
I testified on behalf of CCGO that a building designed by the design and construction of buildings. Attempts to exclude
an architect or an engineer is only as stable as the site it sits certain professionals in a manner that speaks of job protecon, only as good as the underlying geology. I emphasized that tion will not fare well where life is lost and property destroyed
the proposed changes would prohibit geologists from carry- such as could be caused by an earthquake.” AEG’s Dr. Hempen
ing out their role in protecting public safety. John Bognar’s also identified himself as a licensed engineer as well as a
testimony on behalf of AIPG included the caution that archi- registered geologist and stated that as a professional engitects who perform geologic work would be violating geologic neer he was shocked that any engineering organization would
licensure laws in Missouri and other states. Greg Hempen attempt to usurp the work of any other registered design proexpressed AEG’s opposition and read a letter from Missouri fessionals.
Additional opposition came from structural engineers who
State Geologist James Williams that concluded, “I trust the
decision will be the recognition of all professionals whose said that architects should not be allowed to practice engiNOVEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist
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neering, interior design professionals whose scope of practice would be restricted, and at least one enlightened building official.
In rebuttal testimony the architects pledged to work with
us to fix the geology-related sections during the next code
development cycle. In my rebuttal I thanked the architects
for their offer to work with us to correct the changes that
would take away the work we do to protect public safety, but
stated the public cannot wait 3 years; geologic work must be
done by geologists.
The architects’ proposed change was defeated by a close
vote, after which the main proponent asked us if we planned
to testify that night on his proposal to specify that base flood
elevations must be determined by an architect or professional
engineer. He said their assessment was that we geologists
had swayed about 15% of the voters. If we were not present
that night for his other proposal it would be assumed that
we opposed that one also. He pleaded with us to attend and
testify that we were not opposed to the proposed change. The
unsavory prospect of declaring neutrality on another power
grab vanished when the hearings extended past 10 PM without getting to that issue. It was to be heard the next morning when I was flying home.
After our successful effort to reserve geologic work for geologists, numerous code officials (including one former geologist), engineers, interior design professionals, and members
of the Structural Committee congratulated us and encouraged our continued involvement in the code development
process. One Structural Committee member, the Chief
Building Official for the City of Walnut Creek, California,
said geologists have never before been involved in the building code process. He had never heard that the Southern
California Section of AEG wrote Chapter 70, the original
“Grading and Excavating” section of the Uniform Building
Code, in 1962. Over the years Chapter 70 was weakened due
to less and less, and eventually no, involvement by geologists.
The subject matter of the chapter is now contained in the
1997 UBC Appendix 33, optional for jurisdictions that adopt
the code. The 2000 International Building Code has NO grading section except isolated provisions addressing grading
immediately associated with buildings and other structures.
Our second issue came up that evening in the form of a
proposal by a Salt Lake County, Utah, building official to add
a desperately needed skeleton version of Appendix 33,
“Grading,” to the 2000 International Building Code. Greg
Hempen had authorized me to speak also on behalf of AEG
while representing CCGO on the issue. He and John Bognar
had previous commitments, and the hearings had been about
6 hours behind schedule all day. The dinner-hour hearing
was poorly attended and the testimony unenthusiastic. Other
than a representative of the proponent, we were the only supporters of the proposed grading appendix.
I testified that without Appendix 33, the IBC code has no
requirement for a grading permit, a grading plan, a soils
report for grading, grading inspections by registered design
professionals, cut and fill slopes at safe gradients, or drainage
and debris terraces on high cut and fill slopes. I reminded
the attendees that the IBC is intended to be available for use
in varying terrain throughout the world. It offers consistency and should eliminate the need for cities, counties, states,
and nations to start from scratch in developing their own

10
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grading codes to protect public safety and reduce economic
losses.
The lone opponent to the grading appendix was a building official from Fairfax County (Virginia?) who criticized
administrative aspects of the proposed appendix that deal
with bonds and other money issues. He also stated the proposed appendix went beyond building code jurisdiction into
zoning issues such as drainage across property lines. He
argued these technicalities were so significant that grading
provisions should not be included in the IBC, and jurisdictions around the world should write their own grading codes.
Unfortunately, the proposed grading appendix was disapproved by a wide margin. We have a lot of educating to do.
We should attempt to enlist the support of geotechnical engineers, who were not represented in St. Louis or at the Spring
1999 hearings in Costa Mesa, in proposing a more acceptable grading appendix for the next code cycle.
In the year since CCGO became involved in the code development process by submitting four proposed changes to the
2000 IBC, we have had slope stability added as a required
consideration in building site investigations; built alliances
with building officials, structural engineers, and interior
design professionals; obtained admissions from architects’
groups that they have no business performing geologic work
(a representative of the American Institute of Architects told
me, “I’ll make sure (the architects) put you on a list of people they consult before they do something stupid again!”);
drawn one national organization (AIPG) and one international organization (AEG) back into the code development
process; and reserved geologic work for geologists. CCGO’s
testimony benefited from suggestions mailed, e-mailed, and
phoned to me by other geologists from around the country.
Thank you to those who assisted, and thank you to Greg
Hempen and AEG, and John Bognar and AIPG, and also Steve
Kupferman who testified with me last spring in Costa Mesa.
The deadline for submittal of proposed changes for the
2001 supplement to the 2000 IBC is November 1, 1999. Both
Greg Hempen and John Bognar want to continue their organizations’ code development work with CCGO and other organizations. John has placed the issue on the agenda for AIPG’s
board of directors meeting on October 2 in Anchorage. Now’s
our chance to reverse some of the losses of geologic requirements from the code over the years, and our opportunity to
retain our newly acquired stature as members of the code
development community.
P.S. It was a relief to discover that we were not required
to pay the $300 conference registration fee to testify at the
code hearings. One official quipped, “the most painful part is
free.”

Comments on the Draft
AIPG Policy Statement Regarding
Government - Private Sector Competition
NOTICE TO TPG READERS: As President Tom Fails noted
in his President’s Message in the October 1999 The
Professional Geologist, the draft policy statement regarding
competition between government and the private sector (published in the July 1999 TPG) generated considerable response
from government-sector CPGs. The competition policy statement has now been tabled for additional review and possible
rewriting by the Subcommittee for Government-Private Sector
Competition, now chaired by Tyler Gass. In the meantime, in
order to facilitate discussion on this important issue, we are
publishing below three responses sent to the Executive
Committee from government-sector CPGs, all of whom have
given us permission to reprint their responses for consideration by the membership. We are also publishing an article prepared by Jim Shotwell, CPG-08290, which gives additional background information, from the private-sector point of
view, that led to the original draft policy statement. It is our
hope that these articles will generate an open discussion
among the membership and result in a greater understanding of both the problem and possible avenues of dealing with
it on the parts of all involved.
- The Editor

COMMENT #1:
Charles Howe, CPG-07927,
Minnesota Department of Transportation
It is difficult to understand the perspective of the Executive
Committee other than to note that they are obviously biased
toward the private sector. The last time I knew, AIPG represented “government” geologists as well. After reading the proposed policy statement I found myself wondering what type
of competition you were referring to. This statement defines
little about what sort of problems the committee sees between
government and the private sector, and the statement that
the “livelihoods of geoscientists are threatened” due to this
competition is rather inflammatory (since it appears that you
place the blame on increasing attempts by government geoscientists to enter roles traditionally held by private sector
geoscientists–does it ever happen in reverse? Do private sector geoscientists ever attempt to perform traditional government roles?).
I’ve been in geoscience (specifically hydrogeology and engineering geology) for nearly 25 years, both in the private sector and in the government sector. When I began my government phase 18 years ago there were fairly well defined roles
for government geoscientists. As the years progressed the
proliferation of private sector geoscientists (as well as other
geopractitioners–such as engineers) and their consulting
firms caused an infringement into traditional government
roles–road design, geotechnical investigations, etc. As the pri-

vate sector began to nibble off more and more of the traditional government projects, they began to proclaim that they
were more efficient than government and should be allowed
to compete with government scientists and engineers for their
work. As a result, government practitioners and organizations had to show that they were competitive to survive cuts
by their governing bodies. Some governing bodies have gone
as far as letting their agencies place competitive bids for projects to be let in the public sector–am I to assume that this
is the type of competition you are suggesting will bring an
end to geoscientists’ livelihoods? The next thing we know,
AIPG will be backing the elimination of government positions all together. Imagine the quality of work we would get
if the driving force was always the “bottom line”–how much
money can we pay our stockholders.
So, just to review, there were well-defined roles between
government and the private sector. The private sector decided to go after some of the work being done by the government. As they took more of the work, they complained to the
governing bodies that they could do it more efficiently than
the government entities. The government entities were
required to show that they could indeed be competitive, and
some were actually allowed to compete with the private sector. And now, the private sector, under the guise of the AIPG
Executive Committee, is complaining about the private sector-induced competition! It’s possible that government would
be willing to return to its traditional role; would the private
sector? Is this a classic case of making your bed, but refusing to lie in it?
Remember, the AIPG represents all geoscientists–not just
the private sector. I don’t really see the livelihoods of any
geoscientists being threatened. Maybe a few of those people
who lose their jobs due to competition with the government
sector (sounds just like the private sector, doesn’t it?) can
contact me–I’m always looking for good quality geoscientists
to do the people’s work.

COMMENT #2:
Randal G. Skrzyniecki, CPG-09427, Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency
Following are comments responding to the proposed AIPG
policy statement on “Competition between the Government
and the Private Sector.” These comments are the opinion of
the writer and not necessarily the opinion of the writer’s
employer. Further, they are meant to present questions, invoke
thought, and encourage open discussion. - Randal G.
Skrzyniecki
After spending nearly 30 years working, in some manner
or other, as a geologist, I feel compelled to comment on the
proposed policy statement. It has always been my belief that
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geologists, more than other scientists, tend to be flexible and
adaptable. This was a detriment years ago when specialization was the vogue but is now an asset. Times have changed.
I believe we geologists can and will adapt to change.
Oil companies once had staffs dedicated to geological
research. Some of the research staffs disappeared through
the 1970s and the companies’ rates of demise increased in
the 1980s. Economics and geopolitics required times to
change. Universities and government agencies often picked
up some of the slack with both basic and descriptive research.
This was welcomed by the private sector, with the exception
of those who lost their jobs. When the oil industry decided to
down-size, many of us lost our jobs and savings, then
retrained and used our talents in the environmental industry. The government did not take our jobs, economic reality
did.
More recently, when the environmental business was
expanding, everybody who could tell clay from cobble was an
environmental geologist...with or without degree or training.
Anybody with a backhoe was an environmental contractor.
True geologists felt squeezed, and the environment and the
regulated community suffered. Unfortunately, quality science, ethical practice, and appropriate environmental
response cost money, and the regulated community was and
is unwilling or unable to pay for this. Once again the squeeze
was felt. As the emphasis on USTs was reduced, the squeeze
was more pronounced. Consulting companies were and are
also unwilling and unable to take on projects with questionable return. Government agencies, at times, and of necessity, may fill the void. Consultants won’t do work for free, and
geologists lose jobs. Economic reality works its black magic
again.
Some agencies have privatized tasks with employees
including, perhaps, geologists, being released so other persons can do the job. This results in no net loss and no net
gain in professional employment and much pain on all parts.
Companies and small governmental entities have either axed
geologists (the recent contraction in the waste industry has
placed geologists and other scientists out of work) or don’t
believe there is a need to have one or more on staff. After all,
they can hire a consultant to do the work, right?
Unfortunately, there is no geologist or even a professional of
any kind on staff to define the scope of work, direct the projects, or adequately review the results. This can result in
reports of poor quality that are sent to regulators who now
review and must comment on poor quality. This quality should
have been reviewed by the staff geologist. Is it the fault of
the governmental agency that the corporation or small governmental entity does not have a geologist on staff? Does this
mean the agency is purposely taking work from the private
sector?
As I read the proposed policy, I detected a tone that
bemoans change and casts blame. The policy seems to say
that government agencies are at fault. It’s obviously all their
fault...or is it? Does the private sector really know what the
public sector does? Does the public sector know how the private sector works? Do consultants know what their clients
really want or need and are they willing to tell their clients?
Do the clients know what a consultant or regulator can, cannot, must, must not, should, or should not do? After working
in all three arenas, consultant, regulator, and regulated (the
vast majority in private sector), I believe education on these
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questions would be helpful. We all feel like we don’t want our
intelligence insulted, but none of us is all that smart.
What are those traditional basic missions and appropriate governmental functions referenced in the policy and how
will they be defined? Most of all, who will define them?
Remember, before the War Between the States, masters set
traditional basic missions and appropriate functions for their
slaves. The South objected to being told what to do and a civil
war was fought. Are those in the private sector any different
than those in the public sector? Are the members of either
sector second class citizens? Most of all, is the geology any
different between those groups? Is economic reality telling
us we should fight over the same piece of pie, resulting in
our own professional civil war? Should AIPG be encouraging
this? Should AIPG, instead of casting stones, be working
toward expanding the pie and educating the public?
I respectfully recommend that the Executive Committee
review and replace the policy with a positive, educated,
informed, and proactive policy that benefits all professional
geologists.

COMMENT #3:
James H. Williams, CPG-00374,
Director and State Geologist, Missouri Division
of Geology and Land Survey
We strongly disagree with the entirety of the statement
and especially the negative tone it expresses. Nothing is
gained by condemning many for the actions of a few, regardless of the segment of society one happens to be in. Let’s take
a more positive direction. Here is our positive-direction draft
rewrite.
“The roles of the private sector and government are distinct yet collaborative for a prosperous society to exist. Each
requires the respect, support, and cooperation of the other.
Each has obligations to the other. Government cannot interfere by inappropriate competition. The private sector cannot
overlook the obligation of government to assure that public
fairness and protection exist. Technical arms of government
have the responsibility to obtain, preserve, and provide
regional knowledge for utilization by the private sector and
for other purposes such as regulatory. Government is not a
consultant but a provider of information to all segments of
the public. For the private sector to exist and thrive, it must
work in a for-profit environment with clientele. The balance
of profit and competition cannot be upset by inappropriate
government competition. The balance of government functions cannot be upset by inappropriate private sector actions.
The functions of government and the private sector are essential and demand respect. The AIPG supports private sectorgovernment equality and mutual respect for the professional geologists of the private sector and of government.”
Government is essential for orderly existence and the
equality and fairness to meet public needs. The private sector is essential to make the governed body work and to make
the public needs affordable. We earnestly request that the
policy statement express this essence of an orderly and stable society and not that of a disputant crowd.
Because we have had private sector-government relationships since our geological survey was formed in the 1850s,
we have numerous examples of the benefits of cooperation.
We also have horror stories where that failed to happen. No

use detailing the negative other than to state again, there
must be a mutual respect and support relationship to avoid
such horror stories from either the private sector or government side of the issue. The public and the client suffer when
that respect and support does not exist. (Ed. Note: Dr.
Williams’ letter referred to two examples included in an
addendum not reproduced here in the interest of saving space.)

To conclude, we take a strong stance against all of the proposed draft AIPG statement. This is totally out of context
with what AIPG has expressed in the past, contrary to AIPG
fairness philosophy, and departs from the basic mode of AIPG
in the recognition of a strong society supported by a respected cadre of professional persons.

An Update on the Task Force to Review the Federal-State
Cooperative Water Program
James D. Shotwell, CPG-08290, Chair, National Affairs Committee
The following is brief history of the American Institute of
Professional Geologists’ (AIPG) involvement in the issue of
governmental competition with private sector professional
geologists. The most recent and most prominent issue that
has come before the AIPG membership is a draft policy statement pertaining to governmental competition with the private sector, which was tabled after much discussion upon its
publication in The Professional Geologist. AIPG’s leadership,
through the National Affairs Committee, will continue to
monitor competition issues and provide advocacy for the profession.
The issue of governmental competition with private sector geologists was addressed during the 1998 AIPG
Washington, D.C. Fly-In. At that time, AIPG representatives
met with the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) Water
Resources Division (WRD) Chief Hydrologist, Dr. Robert M.
Hirsch. Dawn Garcia, CPG-08313, of the Arizona Section
of AIPG presented a letter to Dr. Hirsch that expressed the
Section’s concern that the USGS-WRD was competing with
the private sector, specifically consulting geologists.
Examples of WRD competition with the private sector were
enumerated in the letter. A subsequent meeting in Arizona
with Dawn, AZ Section representatives, and representatives
of the WRD, which included Dr. Hirsch, helped to ultimately resolve one of the three USGS-WRD projects in which competition was perceived to exist. The AIPG Executive
Committee then created the Subcommittee on Competition
and named Dawn Garcia as its Chair.
In August 1998, AIPG President-Elect Tom Fails, CPG03174, and Tyler Gass, CPG-05042, who is the current Chair
of the AIPG Subcommittee on Competition, attended a
Department of Interior Advisory Committee on Water
Information (ACWI) meeting in Denver at the invitation of
Dr. Hirsch. During the Denver ACWI meeting, Tom and Tyler
attended a breakout session in which the ground rules for
avoiding competition with the private sector were discussed.
As a result of the Denver meeting, ACWI established the
Task Force to Review the U.S. Geological Survey FederalState Cooperative Water Program. Task Force deliberations
ran from October 1998 to June 1999. The Task Force review
was the first external review of the Cooperative Water
Program in its more than 100-year history. The purpose of
the Task Force was to gather information, assess the effectiveness of the program, and draft recommendations for
improvements. The Task Force Terms of Reference focused

the review on the Program’s mission, prioritization and funding of work, conduct of work, and products. The Cooperative
Water Program has an annual budget of over $165 million,
and most of the complaints of governmental competition with
the private sector have originated in this program. Because
of AIPG’s involvement with WRD on the competition issue,
Dr. Hirsch invited me to join the Task Force as a representative of AIPG and private sector professional geologists.
The Cooperative Water Program, created in 1895, combines the resources of the Federal government with other
government units to collect and analyze water resources data.
Most of the water resources data collected in the United
States are acquired under the auspices of the Cooperative
Water Program.
The Task Force held five meetings, four of which were in
USGS offices, and met with USGS staff. It held panel discussions with representatives of agencies participating in the
Cooperative Water Program, users of the products resulting
from the Cooperative Water Program, and private sector consultants, including geologists. It reviewed policy statements,
financial data, and project description information relating
to the Cooperative Water Program. It also conducted numerical and verbal surveys of agencies participating in the
Cooperative Water Program.
The Task Force has concluded its deliberations, has identified several areas where improvement can be achieved, and
has written a draft report detailing its findings and recommendations which is scheduled for presentation to ACWI
early next year. The Task Force found that the USGS has
appropriate internal guidance for project selection that facilitates the avoidance of competition with the private sector.
The Task Force has made recommendations that will enable
the USGS to enhance its project selection criteria and to better communicate with the private sector to avoid the appearance or reality of competition. Specifically, the Task Force
found that historically, almost all of the work performed
under the Cooperative Water Program has been accomplished
by USGS scientists and technicians. This arrangement was
designed to enhance quality control, provide national consistency in data collection and methods of analysis, and provide a stable core of experienced water scientists nationwide.
This practice evolved in part from an era when the WRD
employed most of the trained personnel who were experienced in collecting water resource data. Over the past 40
years, there has been a dramatic increase in the number of
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professionals who receive training in the water resource sciences and who work outside of WRD, especially in the private sector.
In the area of competition, or conduct of work, the Task
Force found that the majority of the hydrologic data in the
USGS national database has been collected by and quality
controlled by USGS staff. Data collected by others are sometimes entered into the database and are not always quality
controlled by the USGS. The Task Force recommended that
the USGS should take advantage of all available expertise
and technology, regardless of where it resides, provided that
the USGS certifies the final quality. The USGS should consider employing outside contractors and cooperating agencies for data collection under strict USGS supervision when
doing so can reduce costs. The increase in the use of in-kind
services to maintain data collection stations and provide the
data to USGS for quality assurance and publication was also
recommended.
The Task Force also found that there is a significant
amount of non-USGS data that could contribute to assessing the Nation’s water resources. The recommendations here
were to establish guidelines for accepting and disseminating
data from non-USGS sources, and include appropriate data
from other sources in USGS databases. The USGS should be
aware of data collection efforts of other federal agencies such
as EPA and USDA and strive for compatibility with their
databases.
The Task Force found that while most cooperative projects address national issues, a small number of projects
appear to meet only local interests and are not appropriate
for the USGS Cooperative Program. The Task Force recommended that in project proposals and in project information
that is available to the public, WRD Districts should document how each project meets the national interest and specifically meets the applicable criteria outlined in WRD
Memorandum No. 95.44. This memorandum was written by
Dr. Hirsch in 1995 to all WRD Districts giving guidelines for
project selection and for the avoidance of competition with
the private sector. WRD Memorandum No. 84.21 was written previously and also addressed the issue of competition
with the private sector.
The Task Force found, through panel discussions, that the
private sector has raised issues relating to work performed
by the USGS under the Cooperative program which could be
more appropriately performed by them. This problem is
reported to be increasing. Nonetheless, competition is a concern in only a small number of projects nationwide. The following recommendations were made:
• Partnering with private-sector and university practitioners should be encouraged. This would enhance technology transfer to those who apply these investigative
tools. It would also help to engage the best and brightest
experts on particular projects.
• The Coop Program should concentrate on its core competency. The Program should continue to advance its
capabilities in long-term data collection and analysis,
technology and model development, and the transfer of
technology to end-users.
• The USGS must refrain from unfairly competing with or
giving the impression of unfairly competing with the
private sector.
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The Task Force found that WRD Memoranda No. 95.44
and No. 84.21 were written to address the issue of competition with the private sector. The Task Force endorsed the criteria specified in 95.44 for project selection, and made the
following recommendations:
• WRD Memorandum No. 95.44 should be amplified to
include specific examples of activities that have been
deemed inappropriate for USGS involvement (e.g. routine site specific investigations of bridge scouring, wellhead protection area delineation, etc.).
• Convene ad hoc committees by project type, composed of
private sector representatives, other agencies, and
Cooperators to resolve emerging competition issues, and
to help determine what types of projects are appropriate
for the USGS to undertake.
• Create and convene biennially a review panel to revise
WRD Memorandum 95.44 as necessary.
• Produce a biennial report for ACWI on successful collaborative work efforts with the private sector, as well as a
listing of projects the USGS deemed inappropriate
based on WRD Memorandum 95.44, which will include a
description of projects that are impacted by competition
issues.
The Task Force found that public knowledge of USGS
Cooperative projects is important. Currently the USGS posts
the project title, the problem statement, objectives, and
approach on the Internet at the time that the Cooperator and
the District Chief sign the joint funding agreement. The Task
Force recommends:
• This information should be posted on the Web at the
time a proposal is forwarded to the Regional Hydrologist
for approval. The Regional Hydrologist should consider
comments, but not lengthen the time frame in which
projects are approved. The decision shall be communicated to the District and to all those who submitted
written comments. The information should include a
statement of how the project is in compliance with WRD
Memorandum 95.44.
• Copies of WRD Memoranda Nos. 95.44 and 84.21, and
any future updates to them should be posted on the Web
for easy reference.
Communication with cooperators and stakeholders is
essential to effective accomplishment of the Cooperative
Water Program mission. The Task Force has recommended
several opportunities for improved communication to
strengthen coordination between the Cooperative Water
Program and cooperators. Given the emergence of the internet and the growing interest in water-related issues by a
diverse public, the Task Force recommended certain initiatives to make Cooperative Water Program products understandable and readily accessible to the public.
Through the Subcommittee on Competition, AIPG will continue to communicate with the USGS on the competition
issue and will remain a strong voice in advocating the views
of individual professional geologists. While this article has
focused on governmental competition with the private sector, the Subcommittee welcomes information from the other
side of the issue, i.e., instances of private sector interference
in govenmental professional practice.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN
Executive Director’s Report to the Executive Committee

William J. Siok, CPG-04773
My column this month consists of excerpts from the
Executive Director’s Annual Report to the Executive
Committee. The report was presented at the Executive
Committee Meeting on October 3, 1999 during our Annual
Meeting in Girdwood, Alaska.
The year 1999 has been a year of numerous changes, as
AIPG prepares to begin its 37th year of professional advocacy. There are important tasks begging for attention, not
the least of which are to increase membership and develop
non-dues revenue sources.
Transition. I assumed the Executive Director duties on
May 1, 1999. The month of April was a period of overlap
between my predecessor, Bill Knight, and me. The activities
of that month included preparing for and participating in
both the spring AIPG Executive Committee Meeting and the
Washington, D.C. Fly-In. Both Bill and I attended the April
24th Executive Committee Meeting, as my official duties did
not begin until May 1. I attended the Fly-In activities with
other AIPG representatives. (Refer to Fly-In below.)
The actual transition of duties and responsibilities from
Bill Knight to me occurred without difficulty and was, in fact,
a very smooth transfer. Bill Knight prepared well the way
for the transition by (1) deferring decision-making pertaining to mid- and late-year issues to me, (2) preparing a collection of examples of documents used routinely by AIPG
headquarters, (3) making himself available during and subsequent to the transition to answer questions about AIPG
history and operations, (4) and generally taking initiative to
provide guidance as circumstances warranted. I take this
opportunity to publicly thank Bill Knight for his cooperation
and continued support.
Headquarters staff level is at three full-time personnel:
Executive Director, Publications Manager Wendy Davidson,
and Member Services Administrator Catherine O’Keefe.
Both Wendy and Cathy are diligent and dedicated staff. I
commend them not only for doing their jobs, but doing them
very well while constantly seeking ways to make operations
more efficient and less expensive. Wendy has some large publication projects in addition to being sole publisher for the
monthly TPG, maintaining and regularly re-constructing the
AIPG website, attempting to procure advertising for TPG,
assisting the Executive Director with special projects,
attempting to answer the requests of members for old articles, and constant management and oversight of our printing-services vendors.
Cathy is Membership Services Administrator in addition
to her regular duties of mail clerk, order taking/shipping
clerk, supply manager, word processor, secretary, exhibit
planning coordinator, account clerk, payroll clerk, and office
manager.

Both Wendy and Cathy are working at full capacity. Your
forbearance in your requests to them is appreciated. I would
also request that you recognize them from time to time for
their hard work on behalf of AIPG.
Publications. I have performed an analysis of the AIPG
publications program. Based upon my review of the publication program’s finances, it has been recommended that the
Executive Committee completely re-evaluate the program
and place more emphasis upon pricing, marketing, and distribution.
Fly-In. This year’s Fly-In was organized by Jim Shotwell,
CPG 08290. The agenda included, among others, visits with:
Director Dr. Charles Groat of the USGS; representatives of
the National Science Foundation, DOE, the Sierra Club,
FEMA, NSPE, ASCE-Geo-Institute, National Research
Council, National Mining Association, Forest Service; and
some congressional delegations. The other AIPG participants
in this year’s Fly-In included Gene Aleshin, CPG-00307;
Ron Alexander, CPG-06372; John Bognar, CPG-08341;
Kel Buchanan, CPG-06058; Tom Fails, CPG-03174;
Robert Font, CPG-03953; Dawn Garcia, CPG-08313; John
Jens, CPG-06550; Lynn Kantner, CPG-06205; L.C. Lee, CPG04838; Charles Mankin, CPG-01415; Dennis Pennington,
CPG-04401; Jon Price, CPG-07814; Len Rexrode, CPG07204; and Larry Woodfork, CPG-02370.
NCSL (National Conference of State Legislatures) was
held in Indianapolis, Indiana July 24-28, 1998. NCSL included an exhibit at which AIPG, in cooperation with AASG
(American Association of State Geologists), staffed an exhibit booth and distributed educational and promotional literature supplied by AASG and AIPG. This was an opportunity to speak with and educate state legislators from across
the United States about the role geologists play in the US
economy and society.
AIPG members included: Pres. Tom Fails; Editor Myrna
Killey; Jack Travis from Wisconsin; Ron Alexander
(Advisory Board Member) from Missouri; Mike Wilczynski
- President, Michigan Section; Bill Siok; Jon Price (also
Nevada State Geologist); Tom Berg (also Ohio State
Geologist); Larry Woodfork (also West Virginia State
Geologist); and Jamie Robertson (also Wisconsin State
Geologist). There were additional State Geologists, not currently members of AIPG: John Steinmetz of Indiana and Don
Haney of Kentucky, and others.
Ohio Section and Ohio Geological Survey. As I was
to travel through Ohio in early August, I was invited by Ohio
State Geologist (and 2000 AIPG Vice President) Tom Berg to
stop by and both visit the offices of the Ohio Geological Survey
in Columbus and meet with members of the Ohio Section. I
accepted the offer and was given a guided tour of the Survey
offices, meeting geologists and other staff, and participated
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in an informal meeting with Ohio Section Officers and
Members. Among items discussed was member participation
in AIPG.
Missouri Section. I attended and participated in a joint
AIPG/AEG 2001 Annual Meeting planning session in St.
Louis on Saturday, September 11. This opportunity for AEG
and AIPG to cooperate provides a basis for determining
whether future joint efforts are feasible.
Illinois/Indiana Section. President Fails, PresidentElect Pennington, Editor Killey, and I attended a meeting on
October 23, 1999 with Illinois Members at which an organizational effort was initiated to monitor legislative and regulatory activities in Illinois relating to the Geologist
Registration Statute.

16

The Professional Geologist • NOVEMBER 1999

AIPG Website. The AIPG website has been expanded continually. Wendy Davidson has become expert at website construction, and continues to make improvements to the site
on an almost daily basis. The Members’ portion of the site
includes Membership Directory, updated regularly; an
Employment site including 16 (currently) hot-links to other
employment listings; a Resume section where a Member may
post his/her resume; links to Member sites (links available
upon request); on-line TPG (always available earlier than
the posted copy); and a Bulletin Board for exchange of information among Members.
The public portion of our site includes a list of and links
to State Geological Surveys and State Geologists; a list of
State Boards of Registration; links to all States’ legislative
sites; and general information about AIPG.
AIPG
Student
Chapter,
Colorado School of Mines. On
September 17, the Executive Director
met with the CSM AIPG Student
Chapter and its Faculty Sponsor,
Graham Closs. The Student Chapter
held its meeting this day in conjunction with the Association of Geoscience
Students. I spoke to the Student
Chapter members about continuing
education and presented the Chapter
President, Dean Feller, with a Charter
Certificate signed both by President
Fails and the Executive Director. In
addition to other faculty and students,
the meeting was attended by AIPG
Charter Member Robert Weimer,
CPG-00098.
Financial Status. The dues
increase authorized by the 1998
Executive Committee has averted serious financial difficulties for AIPG. At
the close of August 31, 1999, AIPG was
on-budget. An analysis of the financial
status and projections through 1999
indicate that AIPG will be, at worst, in
a negative cash position of ~$8,000 to
$10,000; at best, in a slightly positive
cash position of up to $10,000. Bold
steps are required now to aggressively develop and carry out programs to
increase the proportion of income
derived from non-dues sources.
Membership Statistics.
• For August 25, 1998,
CPGs numbered 4406,
• For August 25, 1999,
CPGs numbered 4206.
• For August 25, 1998,
total members numbered 5194,
• For August 25, 1999,
total members numbered 4968.
I invite you to contact me with comments, questions, or constructive recommendations.

LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES AFFECTING GEOLOGY

The Continuing Saga of the
National Institute for the Environment
John J. Dragonetti, CPG-02779

Introduction
With the birth of the present decade, a movement surfaced
to create a new federal science agency to confront severe
national and global environmental challenges. The effort
began with the meeting of scientists, environmentalists, and
policy experts led by Stephen Hubbell of Princeton and Henry
Howe of the University of Illinois at Chicago. The group
formed a Committee for the National Institute for the
Environment (CNIE), apparently driven by the belief that
the existing Environmental Protection Agency, the
President’s Council on Environmental Quality, and other
agencies within the federal establishment did not provide
the nation with sufficient scientific knowledge to make
informed environmental decisions. They also shared the concern that federal agencies responsible for setting environmental policies or enforcing regulations are subject to political influences.
The proposed new agency, which was labeled the National
Institute for the Environment (NIE), became the subject of
congressional hearings in the spring of 1990. Those hearings
led to bipartisan legislation for a National Academy of
Sciences study to report on the existing state of the environmental sciences. The Academy report, released in June
1993, suggested that an organization such as the NIE could
indeed improve the quality, scope, and utility of environmental research and training. Then in August 1993,
Representatives George Brown (D-CA) and James Saxton (RNJ), with strong bipartisan support, introduced legislation
to establish a NIE to improve the scientific basis for decision-making on environmental issues.
For several years in multiple Congresses, attempts were
made to establish an independent, non-regulatory environmental agency. But the nation was in the throes of desire for
smaller government, and the birth of a new agency ran contrary to that philosophy.

Enter the National Science Foundation
A new tactic emerged in October 1997, when the annual
appropriations bill funding the National Science Foundation
(NSF) instructed that agency to study how it would incorporate and operate a NIE within NSF. Although this represented a step down from the status of an independent agency,
subsequent authorizing legislation introduced by Saxton and
Representative Neil Abercrombie (D-HI) clearly indicated
that the NIE would have its own governing board and administrative authority, hence it would essentially be autonomous
within NSF.

In March 1998, NSF’s governing body, the National Science
Board (NSB), issued a resolution in opposition to the placement of a self-governing entity within the NSF, but did strongly support the need for increased research into environmental problems. The following month the NSF’s own internal
task force issued the same conclusions in their report to
Congress. Both the NSB resolution and the NSF report were
immediately attacked by the CNIE and Representatives
Saxton and Abercrombie, all of whom indicated that Congress
clearly mandated the NSF to report on how the NIE would
be incorporated, and not on whether it should be placed within the NSF. The battle raged, on ultimately involving 146 colleges and universities, the business community, the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, Congressional Republicans, and the
Administration. As a result of the wide range of interests and
concerns, the NSB established a Task Force on the
Environment to address the broader issue of how NSF handles environmental research.
One area of particular concern to the geoscience community was the planned creation of a national library for the
environment within the NIE, which could have a deleterious
effect on the U.S. Geological Survey’s library that essentially served as the nation’s library for the environment and natural resources. There was also a sense of uneasiness over the
lack of geoscience input within the CNIE. To overcome this
deficiency, AIPG officers have met with CNIE representatives on numerous occasions, and the AGI Environmental
Geoscience Advisory Committee prepared a white paper for
CNIE in 1995 on the role of the geosciences in a NIE.

NEW SERVICES AVAILABLE ON
AIPG WEBSITE
In the last couple of months AIPG has added several
new services available to AIPG members on its website.
Logon to the member portion of the site and check them
out. If you do not know your login ID and password, e-mail
(aipg@aipg.org) or call headquarters at (303) 412-6205.
Services added include:
•
Bulletin Board
•
Employment Opportunities
•
Members Website Links
•
Members Resumes
•
TPG Online in .pdf format
Let us know if you have comments or suggestions on
improving the site.
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Task Force on the Environment
The task force was instituted to assist the NSF in defining the extent of its role concerning environmental research,
education, and assessment. In an attempt to guarantee the
inclusion of the geosciences in the task force’s vision of environmental research and education, AGI presented testimony at the task force’s town meeting in March of this year.
Although the testimony did not address the possible placement of the NIE within the NSF, it stressed the role of the
earth sciences in environmental research and education.
Three of AGI’s member societies – the American Geophysical
Union, Soil Science Society of America, and Council of
Undergraduate Research – also presented testimony.
On July 30th, there was a public briefing to release the
NSB Task Force on the Environment interim report,
Environmental Science and Engineering for the 21st
Century: The Role of the National Science Foundation. The

two key recommendations of the report were 1) environmental research, education, and scientific assessment should
be one of the highest priorities at NSF, and towards that end
environmental funding over the next five years should be
increased by $1 billion over the present $600 million; and 2)
NSF management should insure a well-integrated, high priority, high-visibility, cohesive, and sustained environmental
portfolio within the agency.
All interested parties are encouraged to comment on the
report with no closing date given for the comment period.
The report is available online at http://www.nsf.gov/nsb/tfe/
nsb99133/start.htm.
The Government Affairs column is a bimonthly feature
written by John Dragonetti, CPG-02779, who is Senior
Advisor to the American Geological Institute’s Government
Affairs Program.

NASA Studies Forests with Laser Instrument;
Media Briefing held September 17
A NASA research aircraft flew over selected U.S. forests
in September with an innovative laser instrument to find out
for the first time just how much vegetation is in these forests.
When this technology is launched into space next year aboard
the NASA/University of Maryland Vegetation Canopy Lidar
(VCL) spacecraft, it will create the first global maps of forest vegetation. Scientists will use these maps to monitor the
health of forests and the capacity of forests to absorb carbon
dioxide from the atmosphere.
VCL mission scientists discussed the flights and presented new results from rain forest research flights conducted
over Costa Rica in 1998 at a news media briefing Friday,
September 17 at 10 a.m. The briefing was held at the
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland, in Room
1124 of LeFrak Hall. The University's Geography
Department housed command-and-control and data processing operations for the VCL mission. Scientists at the briefing included:
• Samuel Goward, chair, University of Maryland
Geography Department
• Ralph Dubayah, VCL principal investigator,
University of Maryland
• Bryan Blair, Instrument principal investigator,
NASA Goddard Space Flight Center
• Robert Knox, Forest ecologist and VCL science team
member, NASA Goddard
The new instrument uses a sensor technology known as
lidar (light detection and ranging) that other missions have
used to map the surface of Mars and coastal erosion on Earth.
The unique adaptation of this technology onboard VCL will
accurately map the ground hidden beneath dense forests and
measure the structure and density of the forest. VCL observations will aid scientists studying global climate change and
monitoring forest ecosystems around the world.
The aircraft flights mapped portions of three forests with
the Laser Vegetation Imaging Sensor (LVIS), built at NASA's
18
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Goddard Space Flight Center (Greenbelt, Md.). Flying aboard
a NASA Wallops Flight Facility C-130 aircraft, LVIS mapped
eastern U.S. forests in Maryland, North Carolina, and New
Hampshire beginning September 16. Mapping in California's
Sequoia National Forest started September 28. LVIS flights
over the Costa Rican rain forest produced the first fine scale
measurements of topography hidden beneath the forest
canopy, canopy height and structure, and tropical forest biomass using remote sensing.
Media briefings during the airborne campaigns are
planned for NASA's Wallops Flight Facility, Virginia, and
Fresno, California. For more information, contact Lee Tune,
University of Maryland Office of University Relations, telephone 301-405-4679; e-mail ltune@accmail.umd.edu.
The VCL lidar instrument contains five lasers that send
pulses of energy to the Earth's surface. Photons from the
lasers bounce off leaves, branches, and the ground and reflect
back to the instrument. By analyzing these returned signals,
scientists receive a direct measurement of the height of the
forest's leaf-covered canopy, the ground level below, and
everything in between.
VCL is scheduled for launch in September 2000 from
Alaska's Kodiak Launch Complex. This will be the first orbital
launch from the new Kodiak Island facility. The VCL mission is the first selected program of NASA's Earth System
Science Pathfinder project. The mission is led by the
University of Maryland with collaboration from NASA
Goddard's Laboratory for Terrestrial Physics and other academic and industrial contributors, including Orbital Sciences
Corporation, Omitron Inc., Swales Aerospace, Fibertek Inc.,
Raytheon, and Universal Space Network.
NASA Goddard Space Flight Center
Office of Public Affairs
Greenbelt, Maryland 20771
(301) 286-8955

AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS PROGRAM MONTHLY REVIEW
Monthly update prepared by David Applegate and AGI/AIPG Geoscience Policy Intern
Althea Cawley-Murphree

• Kansas School Board Drops Evolution
• Congress Passes Tax Legislation, Oil and Gas Loan
Guarantee
• White House Releases Revised Draft Standards for
Applying FOIA to Federal Grants
• Mining Hearing Examines Current Controversies
• Hearings Held on Natural Disaster Mitigation
• Appropriations Process To Resume in Earnest
• Texan Named As New Science Committee Ranking
Democrat
• AGI Accepting Applications for Spring Semester
Internship
• Congressional Fellow Returns to Kentucky,
New Fellow Starts
• Tentative Schedule of Upcoming GAP Activities
• New Material on Web Site

Kansas School Board Drops Evolution
On August 11th, the Kansas State Board of Education
voted 6-4 in favor of science education standards that contain no mention of biological macroevolution, the age of the
Earth, or the origin and early development of the universe.
The board had earlier rejected standards developed by a 27member panel of science educators based on the National
Science Education Standards. The board then deadlocked
over standards developed with the help of the Creation
Science Association for Mid-America, which also assisted in
developing the version that ultimately passed. As a result of
the board’s vote, evolutionary theory will not appear in statewide standardized tests. It is up to the 305 local school districts in Kansas whether or not to teach evolution, Earth’s
deep history, or the Big Bang.
The only state official to testify at an open session before
the board vote was newly appointed Kansas State Geologist
Lee Allison, who emphasized the economic ramifications of
turning back the clock on science education (his statement
is available at http://www.kgs.ukans.edu/General/News/
99_releases/sci_stand.html). The presidents of all six major
public universities in Kansas wrote to the school board as
well to express their opposition to the proposed standards.
Governor Bill Graves (R) called the board’s decision tragic.
The American Geophysical Union sent out a press release
from Executive Director Fred Spilhaus exhorting geoscientists to become more actively involved in local and state government (see http://www.agu.org/sci_soc/prrl/prrl9924.
html). Just prior to the school board vote, AGU sent an email alert to all of its members in Kansas urging them to
make their voices heard (see http://www.agu.org/cgibin/asla/asla-list). Both AGU and the Geological Society of
America will have special sessions and workshops on evolution at their upcoming national meetings.

AGI is encouraging its member societies to contact their
Kansas members and urge them to get involved with their
school boards. AGI President David Stephenson has written
to the governor commending him and the Kansas Geological
Survey for their vocal opposition to the new standards. AGI
has been involved in discussions with other scientific societies about developing targeted approaches such as op/ed
pieces in local Kansas newspapers and letter-writing campaigns. The October issue of Geotimes will feature a series
of perspectives on the Kansas situation from geoscience community leaders along with columns addressing the ramifications from both public policy and curriculum development
standpoints. For links to resources developed by the National
Academy of Sciences and others, as well as position statements developed by scientific societies (including AGI), please
see http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/evolution.html.

Congress Passes Tax Legislation, Oil
and Gas Loan Guarantee
On August 5th, the House and Senate passed their final
version of a 10-year, $792 billion tax bill (H.R. 2488). Because
of its size, the bill faces a near-certain presidential veto but
will form a framework for future negotiations with the
Administration. Five oil and gas provisions are included within the bill, including five-year extension of the suspension of
the net income limitation on percentage depletion for marginal wells (set to expire after this year); creation of a net
operating loss carry back for five years for independent oil
and gas producers; allowed expensing of delay rental payments; allowed expensing of geological and geophysical costs
beginning in 2000; and suspension for six years of the current limitation on using percentage depletion in excess of 65
percent of net taxable income.
Separately, President Clinton signed H.R. 1664, the
Emergency Steel Loan Guarantee and Emergency Oil and
Gas Guaranteed Loan Act of 1999, into law on August 17th.
The Senate passed the measure — originally part of emergency supplemental appropriations legislation for the Kosovo
conflict — in late June, and the House passed it on August
4th. The bill provides guaranteed loans to assist companies
distressed by low prices and foreign competition. Qualified
independent oil and gas producers and service companies
will be eligible for $500 million in guaranteed loans over two
years with a maximum loan per company of $10 million. More
on both topics at: > http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/gastax106.html

White House Releases Revised Draft
Standards for Applying FOIA to
Federal Grants
On August 11th, the White House Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) released a revised draft of its Circular ANOVEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist
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110 governing federal grants with universities and other nonprofit organizations. The revision was mandated by the
“Shelby provision” inserted into last year’s omnibus appropriations bill (Public Law 105-277), which made data
obtained with federal grant money subject to Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) requests. OMB’s initial draft revision in February drew over 9,000 responses, forty times more
than normally received. According to the August 11 Federal
Register notice, the revision was developed to clarify definitions for three key concepts — “data,” “published,” and “used
by the Federal Government in developing policy or rules” —
and provide additional background discussion on the issue
of cost reimbursement. Comments on the revised draft must
be received by September 10, 1999 and should be sent to F.
James Charney, Policy Analyst, Office of Management and
Budget, Room 6025, New Executive Office Building,
Washington DC 20503 or by e-mail to grants@omb.eop.gov
(must be made in the text of the message and not as an attachment). The full text of the current Circular A-110 as well as
the February and August 1999 proposed revisions are available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/OMB/grants/index.html.
More on this issue at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/
foia.html.

Mining Hearing Examines Current
Controversies
Just before leaving for the August recess, the House
Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources held an
oversight hearing on mining law reform. The August 3rd
hearing focused on two major issues both relating to legal
opinions written by Department of the Interior Solicitor John
Leshy. It continued several months of debate on Capitol Hill
about the Crown Jewel Mine decision (see http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/crownjewel.html) and the solicitor’s
opinion on the size of mill-site claims. The hearing also
brought attention to another controversial decision regarding mineral exploration in the Mark Twain National Forest
in Missouri, 15 miles from the Ozark National Scenic
Riverway. Fiscal and environmental mining law reforms
were also discussed. A summary of that hearing is available
at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/miningup99.html
#hearing.

Hearings Held on Natural Disaster
Mitigation
On August 4th, the House Oversight, Investigations, and
Emergency Management Subcommittee held a hearing on
the cost effectiveness of disaster mitigation spending by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Hazard
Mitigation Grant program. The hearing focused on the extent
to which funded projects are reviewed to ensure they are cost
effective. The hearing coincided with release of the General
Accounting Office (GAO) report on the subject. Members of
the committee and the GAO witness praised FEMA for its
hazard mitigation and emergency response work and for its
co-operation with GAO and responsiveness to the report’s
recommendations.
On July 30th, the House Banking and Financial
Institutions Committee held a legislative hearing on H.R. 21,
the Homeowners’ Insurance Availability Act. The committee passed nearly identical legislation last session. Both sup20
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port for and opposition to the bill were bipartisan. The majority of the insurance industry representatives who appeared
before the committee at this hearing supported the proposal, but conflict still surrounds several components of the legislation including the triggers. Deputy Treasury Secretary
Stuart Eizenstat testified in support of the bill’s intent, but
raised a series of concerns and offered a number of alternatives to the bill’s current language. More on these hearings
and legislation at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/mitigation.html

Appropriations Process to
Resume in Earnest
When Congress returns after Labor Day, one of the first
orders of business for the Senate will be the Fiscal Year 2000
Interior appropriations bill, which includes funds for the U.S.
Geological Survey and land management agencies. With less
than a month left before the start of the new fiscal year, the
Senate must debate provisions dealing with mining, oil and
gas royalties, and other contentious issues in addition to
determining spending levels. Several amendments are pending that would decrease the Department of Energy’s Fossil
Energy R&D programs to pay for energy conservation and
land purchases. Meanwhile, the Senate Appropriations
Committee
will
unveil
its
version
of
the
VA/HUD/Independent Agencies bill, funding the National
Science Foundation, NASA, and EPA. The House version cut
both NSF and NASA, and many in the science community
are hoping that the Senate version will be more generous.
AGI is joining with a number of other science and engineering societies to send letters to all senators and representatives, emphasizing the value of and need for adequate federal investment in research.

Texan Named as New Science
Committee Ranking Democrat
Rep. Ralph Hall (D-TX) has been named to succeed the
late Rep. George Brown as ranking minority member on the
House Science Committee. Hall has been a member of the
committee since coming to Congress in 1981. He chaired the
Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics from 1991-1994 and
was its ranking member from 1995-96. Hall is a long-time
proponent of the International Space Station, which remains
his primary interest in the Science Committee. Hall is currently the ranking Democrat on the Commerce Committee’s
powerful Energy and Power Subcommittee, which is in the
midst of efforts to deregulate the electric utility industry. The
Democratic Caucus granted Hall a waiver so that he may
continue in that role. Normally, representatives are only
allowed to serve as chair or ranking member of one committee or subcommittee.

AGI Accepting Applications for Spring
Semester Internship
AGI is seeking outstanding geoscience students with a
strong interest in federal science policy for a fourteen-week
geoscience and public policy internship in Spring 2000.
Interns will gain a first-hand understanding of the legislative process and the operation of executive branch agencies.
They will also hone both their writing and Web publishing

skills. Stipends for the interns are funded jointly by AGI and
the American Association of Petroleum Geologists (AAPG).
Geoscience students with an interest in energy and resource
issues are particularly encouraged to apply. Applications
must be postmarked by October 15, 1999. For more information on application materials and the internship, visit
http://www.agiweb.org/gapac/intern.html.

Congressional Fellow Returns to
Kentucky, New Fellow Starts
AGI’s 1998-99 Congressional Science Fellow, Dr. David
Wunsch, completed his tour of duty with the House
Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources in midAugust. He worked on a variety of issues for the committee
including surface mining reclamation, the National Geologic
Mapping Reauthorization Act, and federal oil and gas royalty policy. Wunsch has returned to his previous jobs as a senior hydrogeologist with the Kentucky Geological Survey and
adjunct professor at the University of Kentucky.
The 1999-2000 AGI fellow, Dr. Eileen McLellan, begins a
three-week orientation on September 1st. The orientation,
run by the American Association for the Advancement of
Science, provides the new class of science and engineering
fellows with a crash course in how Washington works.
Following the orientation, fellows seek placement with congressional offices, a great many of which are eager for their
services. McLellan is on sabbatical from the University of
Maryland, where she is an associate professor of geology and
director of the College Park Scholars Program in
Environmental Studies. She credits an upbringing in the coalmining region of northern England with a lifelong interest
in balancing resource use and environmental protection.
The AGI fellowship is supported by a generous grant from
the AGI Foundation. For more information, see
http://www.agiweb.org/gapac/csf.html.

New Material on Web Site
The following updates and reports were added to the
Government Affairs portion of AGI’s web site (http://www.agiweb.org) since the last monthly update:
• Kansas Science Board Decision Update (8-30-99)
• Congressional Efforts to Double Science Funding
Update (8-30-99)
• National Institute for the Environment Update
(8-30-99)
• Summary of Geoscience Role in National Science Board
Interim Report Environmental Science and Engineering
for the 21st Century: The Role of the National Science
Foundation (8-26-99)
• Domestic Oil and Gas Incentives Legislation Update
(8-21-99)
• Natural Hazards Mitigation and Insurance Update
(8-20-99)
• Natural Hazards Mitigation and Insurance Hearing
Summaries (8-20-99)
• FY 2000 Geoscience Appropriations Update (8-17-99)
• Update on Applying FOIA to Federal Grants (8-17-99)
• Crown Jewel Mine Decision Update (8-16-99)
• Outer Continental Shelf Royalties Update (8-16-99)

• Mining Law of 1872 Reform Update (8-13-99)
• Kansas Ad Valorem Tax Refund Update (8-12-99)
• Research and Development Investment Policy Report
Summary (8-12-99)
• Electricity Deregulation Update (8-10-99)
• Oil Royalty and Valuation Update (8-4-99)
• Summary of Hearings on Federally Funded Data
Available Under FOIA (7-28-99)
• Endangered Species Act Update (8-3-99)
• Methane Hydrate R&D Act Update (8-3-99)
• Climate Change Policy Update (7-31-99)
• Superfund Update (7-31-99)
This monthly update goes out to members of the AGI
Government Affairs Program (GAP) Advisory Committee, the
leadership of AGI’s member societies, and other interested
geoscientists as part of a continuing effort to improve communications between GAP and the geoscience community
that it serves. Prior updates can be found on the AGI web
site under “Government Affairs” <http://www.agiweb.org>.
For additional information on specific policy issues, please
visit the web site or contact us at <govt@agiweb.org> or (703)
379-2480.

Farmers Part of
Global Warming Solution
A recent study conducted by the Agriculture
Department's Agricultural Research Service shows that
modern farming practices may in fact help curb the greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global warming.
By shifting away from the practice of tilling land, farmers
have helped reduce the amount of atmospheric carbon
dioxide, one of the greenhouse gases thought to cause global warming. "A dramatic change in tillage techniques shifted U.S. farm soils from net carbon dioxide producers to net
accumulators of carbon in the form of valuable soil organic matters," said ARS Administrator Floyd Horn.
Horn's comments are based on the findings of a compre hensive study spearheaded by Raymond Allmaras, an
ARS soil scientist based in St. Paul, Minnesota. Allmaras'
study included a thorough search of published reports and
surveys for several major crops and a comparison between
various conditions in 1940 and 1990.
The full news release can be viewed on the U.S.
Department of Agriculture's website at http://www.ars.
usda.gov/is/pr/1999/990517.htm.
To learn about climate change, check out EPA's website
at www.epa.gov/globalwarming.
For information on EPA's State and Local Climate
Change Program, visit EPA's website at www.epa.gov/globalwarming/actions/state.
For details about each state's activities, check out EPA's
State Climate Database at http://134.67.55.16:7777/dc/
ghg.nsf.
Climate Govs <Climate_Govs@WPI.ORG>
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PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES - Column 48
Compiled by David M. Abbott, Jr., CPG-04570, Ethics Committee Chairman, 2266 Forest Street,
Denver, CO 80207-3831, 303-394-0321, fax 303-394-0543, DMAgeol@aol.com

Adverse Conflicts of
Interest
(column 45, Aug 99)
Harry W. Smedes, CPG-06480,
wrote, “I offer the following brief comments: First, the caption ‘Adverse
Conflict of Interest’ seems redundant—
can there be a conflict of interest that
is NOT adverse? Second, although in
both cases you cited, the geologists
claimed that there was no conflict of
interest, the other parties PERCEIVED
that there was (or could be).
“Likewise, the AIPG Code of Ethics
sections you quoted refer to ‘actual or
potential conflicts of interest,’ and
whether the ‘interests of the two are in
any manner conflicting.’ But what is
also relevant is whether someone could
perceive (imagine) that there was a conflict.
“The key thing in my mind is that the
other party may perceive that a conflict
does or could exist, even though you
know that there is no conflict. Therefore,
the persons involved should withdraw
from participation in the activity.
“Some years ago, all employees of the
USGS were required to divest themselves of any and all stocks because of
this possible perceived conflict of interest. Rather than try to judge whether
an employee (or any employee) had a
potential or perceived conflict of interest, all were required to get rid of all
stocks. This was because of the complex,
composite, and broad interests of most
companies that issue stock. For example, my father had willed me his Pacific
Power and Light stock. Because PP&L
had interests in coal mining and I was
a geologist, someone might imagine that
I could have a conflict because of the
possibility that I could acquire information in my course of investigations
that could lead me to be tempted to leak
information to a mining company. Even
food companies have interests in mineral resources, etc. The USGS had an
impeccable reputation of ethical behavior and Bill Pecora, who was an
1.

Assistant Secretary of Interior at that
time, issued the order to ensure that
that reputation would persist by removing any possible reason for someone to
speculate about our integrity. Director
Vince McKelvey, along with all the other
employees, complied with that directive.
“Actual conflicts of interest probably
are generally well-defined and clear, but
the potential and, especially (in my
mind) the perceived potential conflicts
of interest are difficult to determine or
resolve except to disqualify yourself
from the activity.”
Smedes makes some good comments.
To his question, “Can there be a conflict
of interest that is NOT adverse?”, my
answer is, it depends on one’s point of
view both of the conflict and of its seriousness. Here is an example of what
might be perceived as a beneficial conflict of interest. While I was on the SEC
staff, I worked on an ethics complaint
for AIPG (my client for purposes of the
ethics work). My assistance in this matter related to my general knowledge of
various actions brought against the
member by state securities agencies. I
did not provide AIPG with any non-public information and, when talking with
state officials, I made a point of stating
that my requests of them for information and documents was for AIPG and
anything provided should be public
information. I did this to make clear
that I was acting on behalf of AIPG and
not the SEC in this matter.
I believe that the interests of both
AIPG and the states in this matter were
to prevent the continuation of a fraud.
Therefore, I do not perceive a conflict of
interest in the aims of all concerned.
Nevertheless, there are laws and rules
concerning disclosure of non-public
information, which I carefully followed.
Subsequently, one of the states that
had provided AIPG with evidence wanted the results of AIPG’s investigation
and disciplinary proceedings, information that AIPG retains in confidential
files. Although I had a copy of the AIPG
information the state wanted, I did not

turn it over. Instead, I worked with the
state and the Institute to arrange for a
state subpoena to be issued compelling
the Institute to produce the desired
records.1
In another example, when the
Securities & Exchange Commission
was formed, President Roosevelt selected Joseph Kennedy to be the SEC’s first
chairman because Kennedy was very
familiar with the workings of the stock
exchanges. From one viewpoint, this is
a classic case of the fox guarding the
hen house. From another, Kennedy’s
knowledge of the exchanges was viewed
as critical in developing effective regulations to stem abuses without unduly
restraining the benefits provided by the
exchanges.
These examples illustrate a beneficial relationship of two different interests, AIPG and the state securities
authorities in one case and knowledge
of the stock exchanges and their regulation in the other. However, from other
viewpoints, the perception of the reality and severity of the conflict of interests could be different. What do you
think?
Smedes’ second comment concerns
the perception of the conflict of interest. He suggests that even the potential
perception of a conflict of interest
should result in avoidance of the situation. He cites the USGS rules prohibiting the ownership of securities of mining companies as an example of avoiding the perception of a conflict of interest as an example. This rule worked well
for the Survey because it didn’t constitute much of a hardship on current or
potential USGS employees at the time.
I worked for the Securities &
Exchange Commission. A USGS-type
rule on stock ownership would prohibit SEC employees from owning any
securities and would simply prevent the
SEC from hiring or retaining a very
large pool of potential staff. So the SEC
rules on securities ownership are more
pragmatic. There are restrictions on
when and how often SEC employees can
buy and sell securities. If you owned the

My example is from David M. Abbott, Jr., 1991, A discussion of certain aspects of the new AIPG Code of Ethics; Part III: The
Professional Geologist, January 1991; reprinted in Geologic Ethics and Professional Practices 1987-1997: AIPG, 1998, p. 50.
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securities of a company and you were
asked to work on a matter pertaining
to that company, you declined the work
citing the conflict. There was also a prohibition on owning any securities of a
registered broker dealer. But when
Sears bought a brokerage company to
become “Socks & Stocks,” the SEC had
to look at that prohibition as well and
deal with the consequences. This very
simplified view of the SEC rules illustrates that perceived conflicts of interest cannot always be dealt with in the
simple style employed by the USGS.
A recent news story illustrates a perceived conflict of interest problem. A scientist had for several years been chairman of a committee charged with overseeing research of interest to, and possibly affecting regulation of, the food
industry. The news story2 stemmed from
the scientist’s resignation to join the
staff of a food company. Objections were
raised that the entire body of work overseen by the committee was potentially
biased because the scientist went to
work for a food company. The only stated basis for the objection was the scientist’s employment by the food company and the view that any perceived
conflict of interest equals actual and
grievous harm to the scientific work.
Essentially this view asserts that any
association with industry contaminates
the “purity” of research. I suspect that
if the scientist had joined the staff of a
self-appointed “public interest” special
interest group rather than a food company, no objection would have been
raised, a position I find hypocritical. The
hypocrisy arises from the implied “evilness” of the food company and the “purity” of “public interest” groups simply
because the food company is a for profit and the “public interest” group is a
non-profit. By the way, I include AIPG
in the class of self-appointed “public
interest” special interest groups.
The point is that a particular person’s
perceptions can be real but not shared
by many. I expect that I could construct
a plausible reason for regarding almost
any relationship as having some sort of
conflict of interest. This is why the rules
on conflicts of interest, including Rules
3.1.1 and 3.1.2 of the AIPG Code of
Ethics, generally provide that the conflict can be dealt with by disclosure of
the conflict. The parties involved can
2.

then decide whether the gravity of the
situation warrants some sort of action.
Only in a few, generally very specific
cases, such as those involved in audits,
are conflicts of interest disallowed. And
in those cases, the types of relationship
giving rise to the prohibition are pretty well spelled out.
Conflicts of interest are perhaps the
most common area of professional
ethics encountered in day-to-day professional practice. The reason that the
conflicts of interest are not generally
intrusive on practice is that, given disclosure, the conflict is not generally perceived by the parties as being a problem. However, returning to column 45
(August 1999), which prompted
Smedes’ comments, the two examples
given were cases in which the conflict
of interest resulted from demonstrable
activities by the geologists involved that
were adverse to the interests of the complaining companies. The unanswered
question in each case was whether these
geologists had disclosed the potential
for a perceived conflict of interest to the
parties who hired them as consultants.
If the geologists had made the disclosure to their clients, the situation would
be viewed differently than if they had
not. If disclosure had been made in
advance, their clients would have had
the opportunity to inquire as to whether
the retention of the consultants was
objectionable to the other companies
involved.
As a personal example, last year I
was asked whether I would be willing
to work on a project for a client company that had been the subject of an SEC
action in which I was involved over 20
years ago. I said that I would be willing
to work on the project, but that the client
company should be asked if they wished
to have me on the team prior to my being
committed to the project. The client
company was not at all interested in
having me participate. Because the
issue was raised at the proposal stage,
my firm still got the work although I
wasn’t involved.
A Canadian example: an Ontario
court recently dismissed a complaint in
a case brought against a prospector who
had been hired to stake claims in an
area that later became part of the
Hemlo gold deposit. The prospector
went to the area where he had been

instructed to stake and discovered that
the ground had already been claimed.
When he called his client company and
asked for instructions he was told to go
home, that his services were no longer
needed. Rather than returning home,
the prospector decided to stay in the
area and locate additional claims, but
in areas outside the specific area he had
been retained to stake. When Hemlo
turned out to be one of Canada’s richest gold deposits, the client sued the
prospector for breach of fiduciary duty.
The court rejected the claim that there
was an unspecified “area of interest”
around the area the prospector had been
hired to stake giving rise to the fiduciary duty to the client. The area of interest was clearly defined and once the
prospector had been dismissed, he was
free to do what he wished outside that
area.
Further discussions of the issues
raised in this column are certainly welcomed. Conflicts of interest are an
important subject affecting us all.
Perceptions of conflicts of interest can
be tricky and/or unexpected. Personal
examples are particularly welcomed.

I didn’t keep a copy of the article prompting this comment and its details are
not particularly relevant to this discussion.
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
This service is open to AIPG Members as well as
non-members. The Professional Services Directory
is a 12-month listing offering experience and expertise in all phases of geology. Prepayment required.
Advertising rates are based on a 3 3/8” x 1 3/4” space.
LARRY R. RHODES, P.G.

12-MONTH LISTING FOR ONLY:

AIPG Member
Non-member

$200.00
$300.00

Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 24080
Lexington, KY 40524

President
Ph: 606-887-5700
FAX: 606-887-5703
e-mail: rhodes@kih.net
www.rhodes-inc.com

Bluegrass Industrial Park
115 Eisenhower Court
Nicholasville, KY 40356

David M. Abbott, Jr.
Consulting Geologist, AIPG CPG-4570

Space can be increased vertically by
doubling or tripling the size and also the rate.
The Professional Geologist is distributed to over
6,000 members, businesses, libraries,
universities/colleges, and government agencies.

BEAVER ENGINEERING, INC.
•
•
•
•

Geotechnical Engineering
Drilling and Laboratory Services
Wetlands Studies
StrataLogger Rock Studies
7378 COCKRILL BEND BLVD.
NASHVILLE, TN 37209
PH: (615) 350-8124 FAX (615) 350-8149

Dennis Pennington, P.G.
President
National Environmental Technologies Corporation
P.O. Box 204 • 2840 West Clymer Avenue • Telford, PA 18969
Tel: (215) 723-9300 • Fax: (215) 723-9344
Internet: www.enter.net/~netc

OFFICES IN PITTSBURGH, PA AND HURRICANE, WV
Ground Water & Environmental Consulting Services

Robert G. Font, Ph.D.
CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST

Petroleum; Data Management
Geohazards; Courses & Seminars
P.O. Box 795151, Dallas, TX 75379
English/Spanish/French
Ph./Fax (972) 516-4725 • Pager: (972) 585-5234
EMAIL: RGFONT@COMPUSERVE.COM
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evaluating natural resources, disclosures about them,
reserve estimates, and geological ethics & practices
2266 Forest Street
Denver, CO 80207-3831

PH.: (303) 394-0321
Fax: (303) 394-0543
DMAgeol@aol.com

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
TOM FAILS, CPG-3174, AAPG CPG-877
INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM GEOLOGIST
South Louisiana and European E & P Projects
Basin Analysis
Exploration Management

Coalbed Methane
Salt Dome Problems

4101 East Louisiana Ave., Ste. 412
Denver, CO 80222 USA
Ph: (303) 759-9733 Fax: (303) 759-9731
E-mail: thomgeol@aol.com
The
Ernest K. Lehmann
& Associates Inc. Group
and
North Central
Mineral Ventures Inc.

World Wide
Geologic, Mining,
and Mineral Economics
Consulting Services and
Mineral Project Management

Suite 622
12 South 6th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Since 1967
USA
TEL: 612-338-5584
FAX: 612-338-5457

Advertise in 12 issues for only
AIPG MEMBERS - $200.00
NON-MEMBERS - $300.00
Send in your business card today!
Call for details (303) 412-6205
Full Service Environmental Consulting and Contracting

Roger Breeden, CPG, REP
Senior Project Manager/Geologist
• RCRA, CERCLA
• Geotechnical-Drilling/Engineering Service
• Phase I, Phase II - Site Investigation • Construction Equipment, Land Development
• Phase III-CAP’s, Remediation Design • Demolition
• Hydrogeological Studies
• Hazardous Waste Management
• Regulatory/Industrial Compliance
• UST Installation and Removal
• Federal & State Permitting
• Karst Studies
• Expert Testimony
• CDD Landfill Management/Ownership
*Recognized National Accounts
2040 Old Louisville Road • P.O. Box 2590 • Bowling Green, KY 42102
(502) 781-4945 • Fax (502) 793-0088 • e-mail: tpminc@premiernet.net
For 24-Hour Environmental Response call 1-800-TPM-4ERT

Hurst & Associates, Inc.
9 Faculty Court ~ Thousand Oaks, CA 91360-2934
(805) 492-7764 Ph ~ (805) 241-7149 Fax
Alasrwh@aol.com

Richard W. Hurst, Ph.D.
President
Organic & Inorganic Geochemistry ~ Age-Dating of Releases
Litigation Support ~ Statistics ~ Contaminant Fingerprinting
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CALENDAR
1999
Dec. 3-6. The NGWA’s AGWS&E Technical
Session Ground Water Supply Issues in the
Next Century, Nashville, TN. Contact:
NGWA’s web site at: www.ngwa.org and
look at What’s New.
Dec. 4. The Rocky Mountain Association of
Geologists Annual Meeting - A New
Exploration Strategy for Unconventional
Basin Center Hydrocarbon Acculations,
Denver, CO. Contact: RMAG, 820 - 16th
St., #505, Denver, CO 80202, Ph.: (303)
573-8621.
Dec. 14-15. Geosynthetics in the Next
Millenium, Philadelphia, PA. Contact:
Marilyn Ashley, Geosynthetic Institute, 475
Kedron Ave., Folsom, PA 19033-1028, Ph.:
(610) 522-8440, e-mail:
marilyn.ashley@coe.drexel.edu.

2000
Feb 2-3. NAPE 2000 Expo, Houston, TX.
Contact: AAPL headquarters at (817) 8477700 or 1-888-455-NAPE. To visit the
NAPE Website go to www.napeonline.com.
Feb. 23-24. Petroleum Systems of
Sedimentary Basins in the Southern
Midcontinent, Norman, OK. Contact:
Oklahoma Geological Survey, Energy
Center, 100 E. Boyd, Room N-131,
Norman, OK 73019-0628, Ph.: (405) 3253031.

Apr. 9-12. Amherst 2k: Specialty
Conference on Performance Verification of
Constructed Geotechnical Facilities,
Amherst, MA. Sponsored by Geo-Institute
of ASCE. Contact: Dr. Alan J. Lutenegger,
Dept. of Civil and Environmental
Engineering, 139 Marston Hall, Univ. of MA,
Amherst, MA 01003, Ph.: 413) 545-2872,
fax: (413) 545-4525, or e-mail:
lutenegg@ecs.umass.edu.
Apr. 16-19. AAPG Annual Meeting &
Exhibition, New Orleans, LA. Call for
Abstracts. Contact: Sandy Hensley, AAPG,
P.O. Box 979, Tulsa, OK 74101, Ph.: (918)
560-2641, e-mail: shensley@aapg.org.
Aug. 3-5. Conference on the History of
Geologic Pioneers, Troy, NY. Call for
papers. Contact: Northeastern Science
Foundation, Inc., affiliated with Brooklyn
College of the City University of New York,
P.O. Box 746, Troy, NY 12181, Ph.: (518)
273-3247,
e-mail: gmfriedman@juno.com,
http://www2.netcom.com/~gmfstf/
Aug. 3-8. Geo Denver 2000, Denver, CO.
Contact: American Society of Civil
Engineers http://www.asce.org/conferences/geo2000.
Aug. 5-8. GeoDenver 2000, Denver, CO.
Geo-Institute of ASCE. Contact:
http://www.asce.org/conferences/geo2000/
ASCE, 1801 Alexander Bell Drive, Reston,
VA 20191-4400, (800) 548-2723 or (703)
295-6300 [outside the U.S.].

Dec. 3. RMAG Annual Meeting, A New
Exploration Strategy for Unconventional
Basin Center Hydrocarbon Accumulations,
Denver, CO. Contact: The Rocky Mountain
Association of Geologists, 820 16th St.,
#505, Denver, CO 80202, (303) 623-5396
or (303) 573-8621.

Send notices of meetings of general
interest, in format above, to Editor,
TPG, 8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200,
Westminster, CO 80031-3681 or
e-mail: aipg@aipg.org.

AIPG ANNUAL
MEETINGS
October 11-15, 2000
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
2001
St. Louis, Missouri
2002
Reno, Nevada
AIPG Membership Totals

Moving? — Changing Jobs?
...don’t forget to send AIPG your new address!
Name

AIPG No.

Address
Address
City/State/Zip

TOTALS

New phone numbers: Office
Fax

5,083

As of
9/27/99
4,213
509
52
34
17
7
85
19
4,936

Home

E-mail

Only one change notification is necessary for all AIPG publications.
AIPG, 8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6205 • fax (303) 412-6219 • aipg@aipg.org
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As of
9/22/98
CPG - Active
4,412
CPG - Retired
500
Cand. for Cert.
64
Member
7
Registered Memb.
13
Associate Memb.
4
Student Affiliate
69
Honorary
14
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ADVERTISERS INDEX
AIPG Publication
AIPG Publication
AIPG Publication
Krueger Enterprises, Inc.
Seabury & Smith

BC
IFC
IBC
17

TYPES OF MEMBERSHIP AND REQUIREMENTS
CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST

MEMBERS

EDUCATION: 36 semester or 54 quarter hours in geological sciences* with a baccalaureate or higher
degree; certified copy of official transcripts
must be sent by each college or university

EDUCATION:

EXPERIENCE: 8 years beyond bachelor's degree, or 7 years
beyond master's degree, or 5 years beyond
doctorate

EXPERIENCE: No proof required

SPONSORS:

3 required from professional geologists, 2 of
whom must be CPG's (see Section 2.3.1.4 of
the Bylaws for exceptions)

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING: Section and National
APPLICATION FEE: $50 (to upgrade from Registered
Member or Member to CPG, the fee is
$35)
ANNUAL DUES:

SPONSORS:

30 semester or 45 quarter hours in geological sciences* with a baccalaureate or higher
degree; certified copy of official transcripts
must be sent by each college or university
2 required from professional geologists, one
of whom must be a CPG, Registered Member,
or Member

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING:

Section and National

APPLICATION FEE: $30
ANNUAL DUES:

$110 plus Section dues; both pro-rated
for remainder of year when accepted

STUDENT
EDUCATION:

REGISTERED MEMBER

Currently enrolled in a geological science*
degree program

EXPERIENCE: None required

EDUCATION: 30 semester or 45 quarter hours in geological sciences* with a baccalaureate or higher
degree; certified copy of official transcripts are
required for this application if they are not
required by the state for registration/certification/licensure

SPONSOR:

EXPERIENCE: No proof required

ANNUAL DUES:

SPONSORS:

2 required from professional geologists, one
of whom must be a CPG, Registered Member,
or Member; sponsor letters in state registration application may serve as sponsor statements if approved by Executive Committee

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: Proof of current registration/licensure/ certification must be submitted
with application and with annual renewals and
must include expiration date
SCREENING:

National

APPLICATION FEE: $30
ANNUAL DUES:

$60 plus Section dues; both pro-rated
for remainder of year when accepted

$60 plus Section dues; both pro-rated
for remainder of year when accepted

1 letter from geological science faculty member

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING:

Headquarters can approve

APPLICATION FEE: $5
$15

ASSOCIATE
EDUCATION:

None required

EXPERIENCE: None required
SPONSORS:

1 CPG, Registered Member, or Member

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING:

Headquarters can approve

APPLICATION FEE: $5
ANNUAL DUES:

$50 plus Section dues; both pro-rated
for remainder of year when accepted

*As defined by the American Geological Institute, a geological science is any of the subdisciplinary specialties that are part of
the science of geology, e.g., geophysics, geochemistry, paleontology, petrology, etc.
Note to those who received their degrees from non-U.S./Canadian universities: If you received a degree from a university or
college outside the U.S. or Canada, and the school is unable to provide an acceptable transcript, you must submit a copy of
your diploma and a list of courses taken. The Screening Committee may ask you to provide additional information or an equivalency evaluation, at your expense.
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NEW APPLICANTS AND NEW MEMBERS - (08/26/99 - 09/27/99)
Applicants for certification must meet
AIPG’s standards as set forth in its Bylaws
on education, experience, competence,
and personal integrity. If any Member or
board has any factual information as to any
applicant’s qualifications in regard to these
standards, whether that information might
be positive or negative, please mail that
information to Headquarters within thirty
(30) days. This information will be circulated only so far as necessary to process
and make decisions on the applications.
Negative information regarding an applicant’s qualifications must be specific and
supportable; persons who provide information that leads to an application’s rejection may be called as a witness in any
resulting appeal action.

Sponsors: Mark Wagner, Jeffrey Sgambat,
Cullen Sherwood.

MI-Tolbert, James N.
5243 Connemara Ct. SE, Grand Rapids MI
49546-9600. Sponsors: Rob Cannestra, James
Charles, Lori Vanderkam.

Applicants Upgrading to CPG
NH-Dobbins, Krista L.
58 Amherst Street #5, Milford NH 03055.
Sponsors: Dorothy Richter, W. James Griswold.

OH-Justice, J. Matthew
114 E. Whittier Ave., Fairborn OH 45324.
Sponsors: Rich Bendula, Curt Simmons, Songlin
Cheng.

WA-Murnane, John E.
16119 238th Street SE, Monroe WA 982729486. Sponsors: Kathy Troost, Howard Small,
Malcolm Weiss.

MI-Roth, Christopher M.
7252 Nightingale, Dearborn Heights MI 48127.
Sponsors: Scott McCreery, Thomas Straw,
Thomas Kamin.

Applicants for
Certified Professional Geologist
MI-Conklin, Linda C.
3164 North Jefferson Rd., Midland MI 48642.
Sponsors: Virginia Loselle, Bill Cutler, Bob
Glaccum, Al Taylor, Kip Cosan, Any Stutynsky.

Applicant for Member
OH-Dimmerling, Laura A.
1505 Corporate Woods Pkwy, Suite 150,
Uniontown OH 44685. Sponsors: Roger
Anderson, Dennis Middleton.

NJ-Demytrk, Mark K.
242 Cummings Ave., Long Branch NJ 07740.
Sponsors: Robert Zelley, Gregory L. Burchette,
Donald Smith, Robert Bond

FL-Hallett, Robert B.
8933 Western Way, Suite 12, Jacksonville FL
32256. Sponsors: John Hawley, Philip Kyle,
David Love, William Beck.

MI-Mitchell, William M.
7560 N. Indian Lake Dr., Scotts MI 49088.
Sponsors: Patrick Lynch, Robert Minning,
Donald Krug.

MN-Tillema, Christine A.
798 10th St. NW, #202, New Brighton MN
55112. Sponsors: Scott Wolter, Gerard
Moulzolf.

VA-Tandy, Elizabeth G.
16823 Hill Haven Ln., Hamilton VA 20158.

Applicant for Associate
MI-McLaughlin, James G.
350 Ottawa N.W., 6th Flr., State Office Bldg.,
Grand Rapids MI 49503. Sponsors: Lee Anne
Claucherty.

New Certified
Professional Geologists
TX-Arnold, Billy M. Sr. CPG-04572
1509 Wilderness Way, Longview TX 75604-2730

OH-Stanley, Roy A. CPG-10432
86 Macfie St., Pickerington OH 43147, (614)
821-9528, x23

IL-Lueck, Larry

CPG-10434

203 S. Sangamon St., #212, Chicago IL 60607,
(312) 455-1480

PA-Cercone, David P. CPG-10435
637 Sara Ln., Verona PA 15147, (412) 497-2362

VA-Church, R. Todd CPG-10436
Radian International LLC, 2455 Horsepen Dr.,
Herndon VA 20171, (703) 713-1500

TX-Norman, Mark D. CPG-10438
137 Lakewood Trail, Leander TX 78641, (412)
239-4131

TX-Lambert, Patricia F. CPG-10439
107 Varsity Circle, Arlington TX 76013, (972)
341-8313

TX-Stein, William G. CPG-10441
7817 Palacios, Austin TX 78749, (512) 327-9640

NY-Karboski, Frank A. CPG-10443
P.O. Box 61, Camden NY 13316, (315) 6388587

AL-King, Christopher A. CPG-10444
200 Sweet Bay Ct., Harvest AL 35749, (256)
895-1843

IL-Telleen, Kenneth E. CPG-10445
1533 Bonaventure Dr., Naperville IL 60563

Request for an Application and/or
Additional Information
Name

CT-Griswold, Julia P. MEM-0033
211 Minerva St. Apt. B, Derby CT 06418, (203)
452-3100

NY-O’Shea, Brenda G. MEM-0035
Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., 104 Corporate Park Dr.,
White Plains NY 10602, (914) 641-2797

Employer
Street

New Registered Member

City

State

Zip

Daytime Phone
Please send:
❑

Application Packet (packet includes forms for all classifications of membership)

❑

Publications List

❑

Advertising Rates

Mail, fax, e-mail, or call:
AIPG, 8703 Yates Dr., Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6205 • fax (303) 412-6219
E-mail: aipg@aipg.org • Web Site: http://www.aipg.org
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MD-Donk, Steven H. RM-0017
1305 Thurston Rd., Dickerson MD 20842, (301)
607-4180

New Student Associate
VA-Brightwell, Stephanie N. SA-0148
91A Dutchmill Ct., Harrisonburg VA 22801

