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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE - TOM FAILS

The Proposed Policy on Government-Private Sector
Competition is Tabled — Whereby Hangs a Tale

AIPG's mission as the leading national advocate for geol-
ogy and the geological profession increasingly takes the
Institute into areas usually avoided by the technical geo-
science organizations. Effective advocacy may be directed at
the public, the professional world or, among others, people in
government. The latter group includes both politicians (leg-
islative and administrative) and bureaucrats at Federal,
state, and local levels who are sometimes the subjects of gov-
ernment relations activities by AIPG.

The National-State Affairs Subcommittee on Competition
Between Government and the Private Sector (hereinafter
"Subcommittee on Competition") and the proposed Policy
Statement on Competition between the Government and the
Private Sector, the latter published for comment in the June
and July TPGs, had their origins in a specific case of alleged
Water Resources Division, USGS competition with private
sector hydrogeologists in Arizona. Dawn Garcia of Arizona
Section delivered a letter detailing a complaint to Dr. Robert
Hirsch, Chief Hydrologist, WRD during a May 1998 AIPG
DC Fly-In visit. After all, if a complaint is to be effective, it's
best to start at the top.

As a follow-up, Tyler Gass (CO) and I represented AIPG
during the third day of a WRD/USGS-sponsored Advisory
Committee on Water Information meeting in Denver on 19
August 1998. We were well received and able to participate
in the discussions of the well-attended Relationship with the
Private Sector breakout group. We were probably the only
two "pure" private sector representatives, together with
about 15 to 20 bureaucratic types representing a variety of
regional, state, local, tribal, and university organizations. All
were concerned with water and with WRD competition in the
"grey area" where WRD and these "outside interests" over-
lap and collide in the fringe area outside of WRD's traditional
data gathering and analysis roles. WRD obviously had con-
cerns regarding the Private Sector breakout deliberations.
Bob Hirsch participated with the WRD group in the break-
out session and helped move discussion toward the need for
greater accommodation by WRD of private sector, state sur-
vey, and university views and concerns. Tyler and I learned
that Hirsch had not suddenly "gotten religion" but had
expressed similar views in an earlier internal WRD docu-
ment [WRD Memorandum No. 95.44 (July 7, 1995), Subject:
Avoiding Competition with the Private Sector] stating: "The
need to review WRD's role is very important and most rele-
vant today in light of the changing technical and political
environment. The expertise and capabilities of the hydrologic
consulting community have improved greatly in recent years.
Federal, State and local agencies can and should use the pri-
vate sector for many kinds of studies which, in the past, may
only have been conducted by WRD. … However, we believe
that there are strong justifications for our Federal role in
water information. The existence of even a few projects for

which the justification is weak can undermine our ability to
continue to provide the services ... that are our proper mis-
sion. Thus, for every study we undertake we must be able to
demonstrate that it is an appropriate role for WRD."
Unfortunately, three years later these sentiments were being
ignored or interpreted subjectively by some WRD District
offices.

In response to the competition issues reviewed and dis-
cussed at the Denver and similar meetings during 1998 and
to political pressure resulting from complaints to Congress
by the American Consulting Engineers Council, WRD formed
a Task Force for Review of the Federal-State Cooperation
Program late in 1998. CPGs Jim Shotwell (TX), Chair of
AIPG's National Affairs Committee, and Jon Price (NV), rep-
resenting the State Geologists, were appointed as two of the
22 members. Hearings were held in several US localities
where instances of past WRD competition with the private
sector were alleged to have occurred. The Task Force has com-
pleted its work. An interim report has been delivered and
final recommendations will be made to the Advisory
Committee for Water Information, WRD/USGS early in 2000.
Shotwell will report on the work of the Task Force in a forth-
coming issue of TPG. The Task Force had not completed its
task at the time of the meeting of AIPG's April 1999 DC Fly-
In participants with Bob Hirsch and Steve Blanchard, his
principal deputy during late April of this year. At this meet-
ing Hirsch stated that WRD appreciated AIPG being open
and frank with them while not complaining to others. WRD
has taken the Arizona allegations seriously; AIPG's efforts
are constructive. In the future WRD will do regional studies
only and leave local work to the consultants. They will try
not to offend the local communities and private sector con-
sultants. Blanchard mentioned four Task Force meetings (VA,
CO, AZ, NY) with one more planned. Discussion of the Task
Force by Shotwell, Price, and Hirsch followed. WRD request-
ed AIPG help with budget issues.

Thus, it may be that one object of past unfair government
competition complaints will follow a less competitive course
in the future. There have been, and probably will be, other
similar complaints. Suggestions of unfair competition with
private sector consultants by two state geological surveys
were investigated during 1999 by the Subcommittee on
Competition. Activities which originally appeared to be com-
petitive were found after investigation to be within the statu-
tory responsibilities of the surveys involved. Both state sur-
veys had acted responsibly, as was reported in TPG. During
the early 1990s I was a member of the Colorado Geological
Survey Advisory Committee, and served on a three-person
subcommittee dealing with unfair competition charges
directed at the CGS by private sector consultants. I had also
been involved earlier in a Colorado Section AIPG group work-
ing on similar competition issues before the Advisory
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Committee was formed. The CGS was nearly entirely cash-
funded at the time due to legislative action in 1984. Most of
the "competitive" work of the CGS was engineering geology
undertaken for other Colorado state agencies or for the US
Forest Service, with the contracts being obtained through
competitive bid processes. The disappointed private sector
consultants charged that CGS could unfairly underbid them
because the consultants had economic concerns not relevant
to the CGS - profits, state-subsidized overheads, CGS lack of
insurance required of private sector consultants, etc. All were
true to varying degrees. These were murky, grey-area prob-
lems caused in part by a government forcing its agencies to
compete for work previously left to the private sector in order
to obtain operating revenues during a period of economic
downturn. Poor counties were forced to choose between pay-
ing usually-smaller fees to the CGS than to a private sector
competitor for a specific job, or to go without information pre-
viously available without cost from the CGS. They usually
went without. Local government considerations were
involved with some questionable WRD contracts as well. The
Advisory Committee obtained a compromise under which
some types of CGS contracts were phased out over a transi-
tion period, and with all new permissible contracts being sub-
ject to review of their competitive aspects before being
approved. Government-private sector competition issues in
the grey area are often contentious, unclear, and subject to
outside influences and thus are difficult to resolve fairly in
a manner that satisfies either side. I imagine that competi-
tion problems similar to those described above are familiar
to many reading this message.

The proposed AIPG Policy Statement on Competition
between the Government and the Private Sector was draft-
ed by the Subcommittee on Competition largely in response
to the WRD competition issue as understood during 1998 and
early 1999. This was before the Task Force for Review of the
Federal-State Cooperative Program had completed its work.
As all Subcommittee members were hydrologists from the
private sector, the Subcommittee was not well-balanced.
National Affairs apparently decided to go ahead with publi-
cation of the proposed policy draft in part to determine how
other CPGs would react to it. Additional controversial issues
may be aired in the future in order to get better member
input and to encourage debate.

It had been my intent from the beginning that any AIPG
policy statement on competition should be fair and even-
handed. Geologists in government employment provide much
useful information unavailable from commercial sources,
build and supply data bases, and provide regulatory control
in many areas. All are traditional government agency respon-
sibilities. But I also recognized that WRD/USGS and other
government agencies sometimes had competed directly with
consultants for work more suitable for the private sector. And
I am aware of several attempts by private sector consultants
to privatize long-established governmental functions, includ-
ing some in the regulatory area. Both sides have been in com-
petition in the grey area between traditional, appropriate
governmental activities and those clearly best served by the
profit-driven private sector. There is plenty of blame to go
around. Two versions of the proposed policy statement were
considered at the April 23 Executive Committee meeting.
One was broader and more even-handed in its approach than
the other. This version was neither adopted nor published.

Keep in mind that the Executive Committee voted to pub-
lish the proposed policy for member comment and possible
further amendment and review by AIPG's counsel before final
adoption of a policy statement on competition could be con-
sidered.

The subsequent uproar by government sector CPGs, espe-
cially state agency geologists, was to be expected. A number
of reasoned, well-expressed comments have been received
and continue to arrive. Most were circulated to the Executive
Committee, the Executive Director, and the new Chair of the
Subcommittee on Competition, Tyler Gass. After a prelimi-
nary agreement was reached among President-Elect
Pennington, Executive Director Bill Siok, Tyler Gass, and
myself, a faxed motion "to table for further consideration the
proposed Policy Statement on Competition Between
Government and the Private Sector" was circulated to the
Executive Committee and was unanimously approved as of
August 11, 1999. The draft policy statement, now tabled, has
been referred back to the Subcommittee on Competition for
further review and potential revision. Gass plans to add one
or more government employee CPGs to his Subcommittee.
While a new proposed policy statement on competition could
possibly be considered at the 3 October Executive Committee
meeting, it is unlikely.

This is a very serious issue that must be dealt with fair-
ly and even-handedly, as it affects the employment of many
of our members in both the public and private sectors. AIPG
has the obligation to serve the interests of our entire mem-
bership and, by extension, of all American geologists regard-
less of employer. About fifteen percent of our membership
are government employees, including many of the State
Geologists. I do not propose to lose or alienate this large,
influential group. If AIPG is to have a policy on this subject,
it must be fair and acceptable to all.

Editor Myrna Killey and I have selected three of the com-
ments received on the proposed policy. They will be lightly
edited and published in the same issue of TPG as Jim
Shotwell's article. In this way, both sides of the competition
issue will be presented to the membership while a new pol-
icy statement draft is under consideration. As has been the
case with other issues discussed in several President's
Messages this year, the airing of government-private sector
competition from the perspective of both the public and pri-
vate sector geologists and the continuing effort to prepare a
fair, even-handed policy statement acceptable to all are rep-
resentative of the Executive Committee's attempts to better
serve AIPG's diverse membership.

As always, the national Executive Committee welcomes
your comments, interest, and involvement. Please continue
to speak up and let us know what you think.
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Communicating with Other
Natural Scientists and the Public:
Geologic Philosophy

Lee C. Gerhard, CPG-03461

Because of the current debate over global climate issues,
I have had occasion to consider why geologists frequently
find themselves at odds with other natural scientists over
broad environmental issues. We sometimes find ourselves in
acrimonious debate with no resolution. We natural scientists
are well-trained and experienced in our respective fields, but
that does not mean that we share the same scientific philoso-
phies. We do not share common knowledge and do not share
a sense of time and scale of natural processes, by and large.

Debates between geologists and other natural scientists
frequently are unresolved because geologic science philoso-
phy is based on assumptions not common to other sciences.
Particularly when we debate environmental issues, we depart
from others’ viewpoints over concepts of time and processes
that bar us from appropriately understanding others’ posi-
tions and them from ours. For instance, while biologists who
work with evolutionary processes may well develop a sense
of geologic time, those who work at the molecular level have
a different perspective. Ecologic systems have become popu-
lar devices for describing environmental stability, while geol-
ogists continue to view such systems as transient. The futil-
ity of inexpensively mitigating sea level rise effects on bar-
rier islands is difficult to express to non-geologists. Direct
effects of interfering with dynamic natural processes, such
as installation of beach groins, are predictable and nearly
instantaneous, but such interferences continue.

In the course of trying to address the geological issues sur-
rounding and constraining the current global warming
debate, I have been struck by three perceptual departures of
geologic theory from other natural sciences, particularly biol-
ogy. These perceptual differences become manifest in vari-
ous ways, but they commonly appear in our debates.

First, and perhaps most important, geology is a temporal
science. The geologic concept of time is not based on indi-
vidual human perceptions of time, but on a time scale that
most people find impossible to comprehend. Therefore we
tend to denigrate contemporaneous, human life span-scale
observations of processes in favor of longer term millennial
or longer scale observations. Change is viewed by measure-
ment over 100 years or less for most people, but geologists
view time over thousands to millions of years.

The consequences of this disparity of view is that geolo-
gists are less likely to become concerned about major socie-
tal issues such as global warming, global cooling, biodiversi-

ty, soil erosion, and other earth-process issues. An example
of this may be seen in the current debate over whether fos-
sil fuels are a major source of human-induced climate change.
Computer models of the atmosphere are programmed to
model the last few decades of climate and project global tem-
perature changes attributable to anthropogenic-increased
carbon dioxide. Geologists require a longer data stream, such
that models are able to accurately reproduce at least the last
1500 years of climate and carbon dioxide variation, before
concluding that future projections could be valid. We would
prefer several hundred thousand or million years of history
be considered. Most models initiate around the year 1880.
This leaves out the Medieval Warm Event and the Little Ice
Age, and initiates global warming models at almost exactly
the end of the Little Ice Age, a time when natural warming
and CO2 increase is expected. From historic data, we do not
see atmospheric composition changes as a precursor to tem-
perature change; rather, we see carbon dioxide as a co-vari-
ant with temperature and methane.

Biodiversity and the rate of extinctions are two other issues
some geologists have difficulty understanding without data
sets to examine. I believe that a natural skepticism arises
among geologists when their paleontological background con-
flicts with modern ecology. When major environmental issues
are framed in short time spans, geologists regard them with
suspicion. Conversely, when geologic hazards are addressed
by geologists, the public regards them with a similar suspi-
cion because the public is unappreciative of the time spans
and energy levels involved.

Second, much geologic theory is based on the earth being
in disequilibrium. If the earth and its processes were in equi-
librium, there would be no discernible changes to topogra-
phy and distribution of land and water; volcanism, earth-
quakes, and landslides would not exist. Other sciences, and
certainly the non-scientific public and media, tend to take
such issues out of geologic context and make at least a tacit
assumption that earth processes are either in equilibrium or
stasis. This usually leads to wrong conclusions about stabil-
ity of ecosystems: in one case in the writer’s earlier career,
he reviewed a proposal to stop erosion in the badlands of
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, where erosion is the pri-
mary driver for the park’s attractive topography.

The earth remains in disequilibrium because our sun and
internal radioactive decay add heat to the earth system.
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Without this addition of energy, Earth would approach equi-
librium, much as Mars and the moon. In a disequilibrium
earth, constant change is considered normal, and stasis of
any kind is abnormal. The public and some of our natural
science colleagues seem to expect the opposite.

Third, and perhaps most fundamental to the philosophic
disagreements between geology and other sciences, has been
the development of a unified field earth theory, exemplified
by modern plate tectonics. Related to the disequilibrium
earth concept, the unified field theory requires that all earth
processes be interrelated through exchange of energy.

There is a sidelight to the scale problem we deal with.
David Abbott (pers. commun.) pointed out, “We can’t conduct
experiments the way other sciences can; rather, geology is an
historical science trying to unravel the results of various
experiments. We can’t even do good sampling in a classic sta-
tistical sense for many of the problems (we address). We can’t
randomly sample anywhere we want within the volume of a
batholith or oil reservoir to measure some particular prop-
erty. We have to rely on the exposures made available by ero-
sion or well-spacing regulations. We also cannot experiment
or extrapolate as well from simple systems, because we are
dealing with the whole system.”

Orogenesis (mountain building) is driven by plate colli-
sion, which is driven by Earth’s internal heat engine. Climate
is affected by resulting topography, but it also drives erosion
rates and transportation of waste products through rainfall,
and so on. Earth processes are not independent of each other,
and cannot easily be studied without considering the entire
dynamic system in which they operate. The Earth’s dynam-
ic system accepts energy from solar and astronomical sources.
The Earth is a marvelous mechanical system.

Other natural scientists do not fully comprehend the sig-
nificance of these statements. Many believe in self-regulat-
ing natural systems, such as climate, whereas geologists view
such systems as dependent upon external forcing, such as
solar energy. Self-regulation of natural systems is an attrac-
tive idea for those who do not understand the complexities
of Earth processes, but this may lead to flawed public policy
that increases the severity of natural responses to human-
induced change. Landslides in California, earthquakes in
Turkey, and volcanic eruptions in Hawaii are all natural phe-
nomena that operate within the context of their geologic con-
straints, but which impact society directly as a consequence
of increased human presence. Sea levels rise and fall over
time in response to climatic and tectonic changes. If these
processes are not well understood by local decision-makers,
mortality rates rise.

Geologists suffer in the public estimation because a high
percentage of geologists work in the private sector, rather
than for government or academic institutions, and explore
for extractable resources. The public perception of geologists
as resource developers was enhanced by the former televi-
sion program “Dallas,” and only partly mitigated by “Jurassic
Park.” I argue that geologists are by nature conservationists,
tending not to extremes in either environmental preserva-
tion or resource exploitation. In a sense, we have been neu-
tral in the environmental fight, but we brought the fuel to
the conflagration. We have a message to carry, that of pro-
viding the resources to society that society requires for its
very existence, but encouraging those we serve to be respon-
sible custodians of the world in which we live.

Constant change and evolution of natural systems are
“geologically normal.” One of our jobs as geologists is to inform
others about the characteristics of systems that control their
lives, economies, and environment.

These are not the only conflicts within the natural science
community. Perspectives on sustainability also vary within
scientific disciplines, between academics and practitioners
and between Malthusians and Cornucopians. These are
thorny issues, but they can be better approached if we under-
stand others’ perspectives and they understand ours. Better
communication and understanding among natural scientists
and between natural scientists and society is required if we
are to serve society well.

Acknowledgements: I appreciate the reviews of David
Abbott and Rex Buchanan, whose comments have been most
helpful in revising this paper.

Lee C. Gerhard, CPG-03461, Principal Geologist, Kansas
Geological Survey.

AIPG Reviewers: Peter R. Clute, CPG-06038, and Dale H.
Rezabek, CPG-09285.

California Council of Geoscience
Organizations Develops

Legislative Positions

The board of directors of the California Council of
Geoscience Organizations met in Sacramento in late July
and reviewed the status of fifteen pertinent bills progress-
ing through the California legislature. Assembly Bill 303,
which is actively supported by CCGO, would provide for
additional study of California's ground-water resources. AB
303 was approved by the Senate Policy Committee and was
to be heard by the Senate Appropriations Committee when
the legislature returned from summer recess in mid August.
Two other bills with hearings pending before our next meet-
ing will be e-mailed to the full board of directors for votes
to determine whether CCGO should take positions. The first,
Senate Bill 755, would amend the California Environmental
Quality Act. The second, SB 1122, would require public edu-
cation regarding non-structural earthquake hazards in pub-
lic schools. Another bill, AB 718, will be considered at our
next board meeting. AB 718 deals with competitive bidding
for school districts and would require contracts to be award-
ed to the lowest bidder unless extraordinary circumstances
exist.

The CCGO board also applauded the prompt membership
renewals of many of our business members and the addi-
tional donations from several companies and individuals. We
used the meeting to launch a membership recruitment drive
to reach out to and represent more of California's geoscien-
tists.

CCGO's next board meeting will be a "virtual" meeting
in the form of an electronic chat the evening of Wednesday,
August 25. All board members are encouraged to partici-
pate. The board intends to meet again in person on Sunday,
October 10, in Pt. Richmond. For more information contact
CCGO Vice President Betsy Mathieson at (408) 297-6969
or BMathieson@post.Harvard.edu.For more information on
pending legislation, you can view the texts, analyses, and
status of various bills at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov.
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Congress Addresses Public Land
Sovereignty Issues

Scott Broadwell, Government Affairs Intern

Whether you work in industry with a focus on resource
extraction, for a small consulting firm with a focus on envi-
ronmental assessment, or in academia conducting research
on esoteric fault-related folding, much of your work is likely
to take place on federal lands. As such, when Congress pro-
poses changes to federal land management, the geoscience
community often watches with considerable interest. Two
bills have been introduced in the 106th Congress that, if
passed, could significantly affect public land designations.
H.R. 883, the American Land Sovereignty Act, is a familiar
bill from the last two congresses. It would require congres-
sional approval over U.S. participation in the international
Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage Sites programs along
with the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. H.R. 1487, the
National Monument NEPA Compliance Act, would provide
for public participation in the declaration of national monu-
ments. It was introduced as a direct consequence of President
Clinton’s September 1996 designation of the 1.7 million acre
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument in Utah.
Both bills have moved steadily through the House, but as
with previous attempts to pass such legislation, little has
happened in the Senate.

American Land Sovereignty Act
For the third Congress running, Rep. Don Young (R-AK)

has introduced the American Land Sovereignty Act. Last year
his bill passed the House but languished in Senate hearings.

So far this year, a hearing was held on the current iteration
by the House Committee on Resources, chaired by Young.
The committee subsequently passed the bill on to the full
House, where it passed by voice vote on May 20 after the
adoption of an amendment from Rep. Bruce Vento (D-MN).
The Vento amendment required that the new regulations
contained in the bill also be applied to international com-
mercial activity in the United States. Rep. Nick Joe Rahall
(D-WV) offered the example of foreign mining companies that
do not currently have to pay royalties. A companion bill, S.
510, was introduced in the Senate by Sen. Ben Nighthorse
Campbell (R-CO) and has been referred to the Senate
Subcommittee on Forests and Public Lands. Staying true to
the trend set in the 105th Congress, that subcommittee has
yet to act on the bill.

Young and other supporters of H.R. 883 are concerned that
U.S. participation in the international Biosphere Reserves
and World Heritage Sites programs “results in reduced input
into land use decisions by state and local government and
individuals.” They are also worried that the designations can
impact the use and market value of private property, and
offer as an example the involvement of the World Heritage
Committee in the approval process for the New World Mine
Project in Montana adjacent to Yellowstone National Park.
The World Heritage Committee placed Yellowstone on its
“endangered” list while Crown Butte was still in the process
of preparing a lengthy Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). The resulting publicity led the company to abandon
plans to develop the mine in exchange for congressionally
appropriated funds and land elsewhere in Montana.

The Administration and other opponents of this legisla-
tion argue that passage of H.R. 883 would essentially kill
U.S. participation in worthy international programs. They

AGI/AIPG Intern Articles

Introduction
The following three articles were written by summer interns with the American Geological Institute’s Government Affairs

Program. These internships were funded through a matching grant from the AIPG Foundation, whose support AGI grate-
fully acknowledges.  The interns were selected following a highly competitive national competition targeted toward geo-
science students at both the undergraduate and graduate level. During the course of the summer, the interns attended
congressional hearings, met with policymakers on the Hill and at federal agencies, and conducted background research on
issues of concern to the geoscience community. A major responsibility was to update information on geoscience and envi-
ronmental legislation on AGI’s World Wide Web site <http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis.html>. These articles are the result
of that work.

Congress Addresses Public Land Sovereignty Issues
Scott Broadwell, Government Affairs Intern,

American Geological Institute, 4220 King Street, Alexandria, VA 22302

Crown Jewel Crisis Renews Mining Reform Debate
Althea Cawley-Murphree, Government Affairs Intern,

American Geological Institute, 4220 King Street, Alexandria VA 22302

Reforming Superfund: An Ongoing Effort
Sarah Robinson, Government Affairs Intern,

American Geological Institute, 4220 King Street, Alexandria VA 22302
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point out that designation of a site under these programs
does nothing to limit land-use decisions of the participants
and simply extends special international recognition. During
testimony before the House Committee on Resources,
Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and International
Environmental and Scientific Affairs Melinda Kimble said:
“Aside from aiding in international environmental diploma-
cy and providing a forum by which the United States has
been able to assert successfully influence and leadership,
[these programs] provide economic benefits to the U.S. (espe-
cially with regards to tourism), and our Man and the
Biosphere Program provides a valuable framework for inter-
national scientific cooperation on the environment.”
Opponents also stress that most U.S. sites named under the
programs are already protected with national park or nation-
al monument status. 

National Monument NEPA Compliance Act
Legislation in response to the president’s declaration of

the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument revolves
around the Antiquities Act, the 1906 law that allows the pres-
ident to unilaterally create national monuments to protect
objects of archeological, scientific, or historical interest. Over
the course of this century, the act has been used more than
100 times by 14 presidents, resulting in initial protection for
a wide range of current parks and monuments including the
Grand Canyon, Carlsbad Caverns, and the Statue of Liberty.
Because the Antiquities Act also specifies that only the small-
est amount of land necessary shall be withdrawn to form a
national monument, President Clinton’s declaration of the
1.7 million acre Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument has led to accusations that the Administration is
abusing its power and side-stepping Congress. 

Opponents of current legislative attempts to reform the
Antiquities Act find the law to be a valuable and highly suc-
cessful means of protecting resources and believe that by not
requiring congressional approval or action, at-risk lands are
able to be quickly withdrawn. They also point out that
Congress retains the power to, in the words of Interior
Department Solicitor John Leshy, “fix truly bone-headed”
withdrawals.  Proponents of new legislation believe that the
Constitution gives Congress power over public lands, and
that the Antiquities Act is being used by the president to
avoid congressional input and declare large sections of land
as wilderness. They point to the Grand Staircase-Escalante
Monument and the 56 million acres of national monuments
created in Alaska by President Carter in 1978 as examples.
In these two cases, they question what specifically of arche-
ological, scientific, or historical interest is being protected
that requires such vast outlays of land.

The Grand Staircase-Escalante Monument in particular
has raised the ire of Republicans, perhaps none more so than
the Utah delegation, and has been the subject of numerous
legislative efforts in Congress. Currently on the political
radar is Rep. James Hansen’s (R-UT) bill H.R. 1487, the
National Monument NEPA Compliance Act, which is simi-
lar to legislation that passed the House in the last Congress
but failed to move in the Senate. H.R. 1487 has to date passed
the House Resources Committee and awaits action on the
floor. The bill, as amended by Rep. Vento, requires consulta-
tion “to the extent practical” with the governor and delega-
tion of states affected by proposed national monument dele-
gations while subjecting the Secretary of the Interior to the

terms of the National Environmental Policy Act, which
requires completion of an EIS for any major federal action.
Leshy stated at a June 17 hearing before the House National
Parks Subcommittee that Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt
would recommend a veto of the bill to the President.

Both the land sovereignty and national monument bills
need to generate interest in the Senate to achieve passage,
but they have already served to continue an important debate
on the proper use of our nation’s public lands. 

Scott Broadwell is getting his master’s degree from the
University of Alaska at Fairbanks in structural geology. He
holds a bachelor’s degree in geology from the University of
New Mexico.

Crown Jewel Crisis Renews Mining
Reform Debate

Althea Cawley-Murphree,
Government Affairs Intern

Mining law reform has been high on the agenda of
America’s fiscal government watchdog groups, environmen-
tal groups, and mining interests for many years. Each new
Congress considers a series of comprehensive proposals and
occasionally small changes are made in a law that has stood
for 127 years. As annual reform bills again surfaced in the
106th Congress, a crisis over the proposed Crown Jewel Mine
in north-central Washington state brought the issue to cen-
ter stage in the congressional appropriations process, giving
the old debate a new sense of urgency which could lead to
major reforms in the future.

The Miner’s Law
The General Mining Law of 1872 was passed by Congress

and signed by President Ulysses S. Grant to protect and
encourage mining and settlement in Western territories. Law
professor Charles Wilkinson wrote in his book Crossing the
Next Meridian (Island Press, 1992): “From its inception,
hardrock mining has been the highest and most preferred
use of the public lands, and the old law extends to mining
companies a ‘right to mine.’” Wilkinson also wrote that the
hardrock mining system is “still a miner’s law—built on open
access, free minerals, unlimited tenure, and rights to land as
well as minerals.” Over the years, the 1872 Mining Law has
itself changed little, although its scope has been greatly lim-
ited. The most significant changes were removal of many fed-
eral lands and types of mineral resources from the Act’s juris-
diction.

Crown Jewel Mine
In 1997, Department of the Interior (DOI) Solicitor John

Leshy produced a legal opinion that interpreted the 1872
Mining Law to grant mining operations one five-acre mill
site claim to be used for mine-waste dumping for each twen-
ty-acre mine claim. Leshy later testified before Congress that
it appeared that “at some point in the last several years” the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) had inadvertently
begun applying the law’s “one mill site claim for one mining
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claim” language to grant one acre of mill site for every acre
of mining claim. Leshy said one mill site claim is, and always
has been, five acres, and one mining claim is, and always has
been, twenty acres. He said his opinion was merely a return
to past practice. 

The first major impact of this opinion came in March 1999
when DOI withdrew final approval of the planned Crown
Jewel Mine in Okanogan, Washington, because it proposed
mill site acreage far exceeding the limit as interpreted by
Leshy. Mining industry representatives became alarmed and
called upon Washington’s Republican Senator Slade Gorton
for help. In the spring of 1999, Gorton used his position as
chair of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior
and Related Agencies to attach a provision reversing the
Crown Jewel decision onto an Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Bill providing relief funding for Kosovo war
refugees and victims of Hurricane Mitch (P.L.106-31).
Although President Bill Clinton opposed Gorton’s amend-
ment, he signed the emergency spending bill. Gorton then
began campaigning for a more permanent reversal of the
DOI mill-site opinion.

Mining industry representatives testified before congres-
sional committees that Leshy not only misinterpreted the
language of the 1872 Mining Law but also misinterpreted
the history of its enforcement. While Leshy argued that BLM
had only recently begun granting an acre of mill site for every
acre of mining claim, the industry said that this has been
the practice all along. One witness testified before Congress
that “The rule has always been, if you need it [mill site prop-
erty], you get it.” 

Environmental interests lined up behind Leshy, joining
the Interior Department in asking Congress to “fix all, not
part” of the problem by adopting comprehensive mining law
reform. Both sides of the issue charged the other with try-
ing to reverse 127 years of practice. Opponents of Leshy’s
opinion told Congress that “if allowed to stand” the Crown
Jewel decision “sets into motion significant changes in min-
ing law.” Leshy responded that this decision is “not the end
of hardrock mining,” assuring Congress that land exchanges
and alternatives to mill sites are available and that an effort
will be made to “avoid disruption” of current mining projects.

Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID), who has disagreed with Leshy on
mining law reform matters for many years, stated in one
hearing that he believed Leshy was “intentionally making
the situation unworkable” in an effort to force Congress to
make reforms in the mining law. Sen. Gorton stated: “Laws
are not made by unelected bureaucrats whose duty it is to
administer the laws whether they like them or not.” He said
reform debate “should be carried on here in Congress by elect-
ed representatives and nowhere else.” In response, Leshy
called on the industry to bring the matter before the courts.
His opponents said it is “not acceptable” to leave such mat-
ters to the courts, because “justice delayed is justice denied.” 

Recent Congressional Action
Following a June oversight hearing, Sen. Craig attached

a provision to the Fiscal Year 2000 Interior Appropriations
bill (S. 1292) that would permanently reverse Leshy’s mill-
site opinion. An attempt by Sen. Patty Murray (D-WA) to
remove Craig’s amendment on the Senate floor was defeat-
ed on July 27 by a vote of 55-41. Meanwhile, Reps. Jay Inslee
(D-WA), Nick Joe Rahall (D-WV), and Christopher Shays (R-

CT) offered an amendment to the House version of the
Interior Appropriations bill (H.R.2466) supporting Leshy’s
mill site opinion by denying funding to process any applica-
tion that does not conform to the solicitor’s opinion. That
amendment passed by a vote of 273-151, setting up a con-
frontation between the two houses. 

The House passed its appropriations bill in July. The
Senate will vote on its version in September. Once both hous-
es of Congress have approved the legislation, a House-Senate
conference committee will decide what goes into a final appro-
priations measure that must then pass both houses in iden-
tical form and be signed by the President. There is specula-
tion that President Clinton may veto the appropriations bill
if it includes the Craig amendment. 

When the House Subcommittee on Energy and Power held
an oversight hearing on mining law reform in August, mem-
bers of Congress and witnesses on both sides of the issue
used the Crown Jewel controversy to support their own argu-
ments. Pro-reform advocates said it is time the proper author-
izing committees act, so that mining law issues will not again
be decided by appropriations debates. Those who believe the
1872 law is sufficient argued that the Department of the
Interior is trying to change the law behind Congress’s back.
It appears that the Crown Jewel decision will remain a bat-
tle cry for those on both sides of the mining reform debate
and may even force a broader solution that has remained
elusive for so many years. 

Althea Cawley-Murphree is a senior at Central
Washington University where she is double majoring in geol-
ogy and political science.

Reforming Superfund:
An Ongoing Effort 

Sarah Robinson, Government Affairs Intern

This year, Congress has again taken up the challenge of
reforming and reauthorizing the Superfund law, or more offi-
cially the Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). Despite wide
agreement that hazardous cleanups under Superfund have
not been completed at either the pace or cost hoped for,
Congress has been unable to pass reauthorizing legislation
that satisfies both critics and supporters of the program.
Critics cite examples of excessive litigation, slowness, and
infringement on state authority as reasons for significant
reform. Supporters argue that drastic reform will potential-
ly increase litigation and slow the current pace of cleanups
— cleanup has begun at 85 percent of all Superfund sites
and almost 600 have been placed on the Construction
Completed list. No fewer than five bills have been proposed
in the 106th Congress that address Superfund reform, and
some are making progress, albeit painfully slow, toward
becoming law.

Background
The original CERCLA, passed in 1980, gave the govern-

ment the authority to investigate, designate, and remediate
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sites in the United States that were contaminated with haz-
ardous waste. CERCLA also gave the authority to exact pay-
ment from polluters and establish a trust fund to pay for
cleanup when the responsible parties could not be found. The
1986 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) increased the funding to $8.5 billion over five years
and instituted a tax for corporations to augment the trust
fund. SARA also stated a preference for permanent cleanup
solutions over simply containment, and required all cleanups
to meet federal and state standards that were “applicable or
relevant and appropriate.”

Every year since 1994, when SARA’s authority expired,
Congress has unsuccessfully attempted to reauthorize
Superfund legislation. Two major pieces of Superfund legis-
lation — H.R. 1300, the Recycle America’s Land Act spon-
sored by Rep. Boehlert (R-NY), and S. 1090, the Superfund
Program Completion Act of 1999 sponsored by Sen. John
Chafee (R-RI) — exhibit a concerted effort to avoid many con-
tentious issues in the hopes that they will have a greater
chance of passage. While issues such as natural resource
damages and remedy selection have been circumvented by
these streamlined bills, Congress must still defuse dis-
agreements about funding, state authority, and liability relief
for any legislation to pass. 

Expanding State Authority and
Limiting Litigation

Over the two decades that Superfund has existed, states
have been steadily gaining technical expertise in cleanups
through cooperative agreements with the EPA. Due to many
clashes between the EPA and states, however, S. 1090 seeks
to give the states more control over cleanup. At a Senate
Environment and Public Works Committee hearing on the
bill, state officials testified that they supported provisions
increasing state control over cleanups such as requiring a
governor’s request to list a site on the National Priority List
and giving states the authority to declare finality at a site,
thereby protecting the owner from future clean-up require-
ments by the EPA. Environmental groups, however, testified
that these provisions put too much power in state hands and
would potentially jeopardize clean-up standards at sites and
prevent cleanup if a site is not politically beneficial for a gov-
ernor to add to the National Priority List.

In response to the large amounts of litigation resulting
from CERCLA liability measures, legislation currently pro-
posed has included liability relief for certain parties and sites.
For example, H.R. 1300 gives liability relief to small busi-
nesses, recyclers, and innocent land owners. S. 1090 also lim-
its liability for minimal (de micromis) contributors, munici-
palities, and hazardous waste transporters. Opponents of
these bills argue that the liability relief given is too broad
and again will result in taxpayers funding clean up, not the
polluters. Coming to an agreement on who receives liability
and to what degree will be crucial in order to pass legisla-
tion.

Brownfields
Among the many contentious issues, remediation of brown-

fields represents a rare island of agreement. Brownfields are
small sites that have lower levels of contamination; these
sites are usually abandoned industrial or commercial com-
plexes located in urban areas. Estimates of the number of
brownfield sites range from 100,000 to 500,000 nationally,

totaling hundreds of thousands of acres. These sites, if cleaned
up, could enhance economic development in urban centers
and help prevent urban sprawl by encouraging businesses
to redevelop existing urban areas rather than pristine open
space. Brownfields exist because owners fear high costs of
clean up and lack of finality, which leaves them open to future
requests to clean the site by the EPA. Given the broad, bipar-
tisan support for this specific aspect of Superfund, brown-
fields legislation could easily pass as a separate bill. For pre-
cisely this reason, proponents of CERCLA reform are hold-
ing brownfields hostage as an incentive for compromise and
passage of comprehensive reauthorization of CERCLA.

Superfund Tax
Reauthorization of the Superfund tax, which expired in

1995, is one of the most contentious issues facing any reform
effort. The Superfund tax payments from the petroleum,
chemical, and environmental industries go directly into a
trust fund specifically earmarked for environmental clean-
up costs. This fund covers 83 percent of clean-up costs with
the remaining 17 percent supplied by annual congressional
appropriations. At the current funding level of $1.5 billion a
year, the Congressional Budget Office estimates that the
Superfund trust fund would not last beyond Fiscal Year 2001.
One option is for Congress not to reauthorize the fund and
instead pay for clean-ups solely out of appropriations. Critics
of this plan, including EPA Administrator Carol Browner,
argue that it deviates from the “polluter pays” principle by
shifting the clean-up costs to the taxpayers. Another option
has surfaced in a massive tax-cut bill (H.R. 2488) by which
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) trust fund
would be combined with Superfund, thus allowing Superfund
cleanups to tap into the $1.4 billion currently in the LUST
fund. However, there is little hope this proposition will sur-
vive negotiations with the White House — the tax bill cuts
$792 billion, while the Administration has threatened to veto
any bill cutting more than $300 billion.

In an era of divided government, Superfund reauthoriza-
tion will occur only after significant compromises have been
made. This Congress may have a better chance than most of
passing legislation, as many of the bills were specifically
crafted to avoid contentious issues, leaving them for sepa-
rate legislation. However, critics argue this strategy results
in bills that are too narrow and do not address issues that
must be resolved in order to continue cleaning up the envi-
ronment and protecting the health of our citizens. In the slew
of recent congressional hearings on Superfund, witnesses
agreed on only one thing — legislation needs to be passed
now.

Superfund, like many issues, comes up year after year,
sometimes breeding despair and frustration at the apparent
lack of progress. However, Congress is designed so that each
year new faces, new positions, and new issues are added to
the playing board, creating the possibility for unprecedent-
ed compromises, partnerships, and outcomes. If Superfund
legislation is not passed this Congress, the 107th Congress
will surely pick up the challenge the following year. That
much is certain.

Sarah Robinson is a doctoral student at Arizona State
University studying the geomorphology of alluvial fans. She
holds a bachelor’s degree in geology from Franklin and
Marshall College.
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AIPG recognizes the need to establish programs of pro-
fessional encouragement for young people beginning their
careers in the geological sciences. AIPG’s goal in including
student members is to introduce students to geologists and
to the skills required to become a successful professional geol-
ogist. These future geologists will evolve from students to
subordinates to peers to the leading generation of profes-
sionals. AIPG can provide a continuous source of professional
support and counsel as students move from study to career.

Interactions with students are wonderful opportunities to
experience the self-satisfaction that comes from assisting,
guiding, and mentoring others. Students are an appreciative
audience. Here are some ideas to get your section started on
student recruitment into AIPG.

Contact the geology department at the local junior college
or university. Ask if the department has a colloquium as part
of the regular departmental activities. It will probably be just
the larger departments that have a colloquium. Is there a
geology club or a chapter of Sigma Xi, the honor society for
sciences and engineering? Volunteer an AIPG member (or
two or three) to speak at the colloquium, society, or club meet-
ing. Work with the department to advertise your talk. You
may need to provide a flyer to be posted on bulletin boards.
Many departments also send a broadcast e-mail, so prepare
a summary of your talk topic(s) to include in the e-mail
announcement.

A great topic for a talk is “Careers for Geologists.”  Students
are always very interested in hearing what employers have
to say about job prospects. Depending on your time limita-
tions, the following are some subjects that could be covered:
• Job market trends and statistics
• What employers want (academic background, technical

skills, work ethics, professional ethics, communication
skills, people skills, registration)

• Getting that first job (where to find entry-level jobs,
advantages and disadvantages of employers, your
resume, interviewing, internships/working as a student)

• Work outside of the US (cultural differences, gender
restrictions, medical considerations, language barriers,
family life)
The AIPG volunteer speaker can easily present a talk using

the “Reflections on a Geologic Career” document that is avail-
able on the AIPG web site (www.aipg.org). The document is
available in PDF format and may be downloaded without
charge. Copies of the document can be distributed to the stu-

dent participants, or the department may e-mail the web site
address to the students with directions for downloading. This
document will not only provide information for your talk, but
it will also inspire you as a geologist! Plan your talk to allow
time for open discussion at the end. You can always refer stu-
dents to “Reflections on a Geologic Career” for additional
information. Or plan a series of talks so you can cover more
subjects!

During the campus visit, also be sure to
• Hand out the one-page student application and invite

students to return applications to you before you leave.
The applications are available on the web site (down-
load and photocopy before arriving) or you can request
copies from AIPG National (send an e-mail message to
aipg@aipg.org).

• Tell students that an employment section is available to
members only on the AIPG web site.

• Invite interaction with the local AIPG members. It
would be ideal to have an AIPG meeting or field trip
already scheduled. Hand out flyers on the next AIPG
event. Encourage the students to start networking now.
Currently, student membership is $20 for a full year and

$10 for a half-year (after June 30). Current enrollment in an
accredited institution of higher learning approved by the
Executive Committee and completion of a minimum of 18
semester or 27 quarter hours in geological sciences as rec-
ognized by the Executive Committee are the basic qualifica-
tions for affiliation as a Student.

Applicants must affirm their adherence to applicable pro-
fessional and ethical standards and must provide an accept-
able reference from a faculty member of the geology depart-
ment at the Institution where enrolled who has personal
knowledge of the applicant’s qualifications, integrity, and con-
duct. 

Your AIPG section may consider recruiting using the fol-
lowing incentives:
• Sponsor a student by drawing a name(s) from the par-

ticipants at the talk.
• Have a “scholarship” program and award memberships

to the winners.
• Sponsor all the students who attend your section meet-

ing.
AIPG members who are in academics are generally very

willing to help the section coordinate on-campus activities.
These faculty members can’t do it alone, however. Students

A Section Guide to Student
Membership Development

Dawn H. Garcia, CPG-08313, Membership Development Committee Co-chair
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want to interact with geologists who are potential employ-
ers. Ask section members in academia to help set up campus
visits; however, the section must be the lead group.

Once you have some students who have applied for mem-
bership, make sure that they receive all section information
and are treated as welcome guests at section activities. It
may even be beneficial to assign a mentor or sponsor to each
student. The mentor could ensure that the student stays
involved. If you have a core group of students, invite them
to start an AIPG student chapter.

The formation of an AIPG Student Chapter is an impor-
tant step for any group of Students. Students welcome the
opportunity to meet and become known in the professional
community. Students in neighboring academic institutions
may join together as one Chapter. Where sufficient interest
and enthusiasm is identified for the creation of an AIPG
Chapter, the President of the AIPG Section in whose area
the educational institution(s) is (are) located may request
formation of a Student Chapter of AIPG and the appoint-
ment of a Member of the Section to serve as Chapter Sponsor.
The initiative may be taken by the host Geology
Department(s), individual Student Affiliates, the prospective
Sponsor, or the Section. Other tasks will include drawing up
a set of proposed bylaws, electing officers (each of whom must
be an AIPG Affiliate or Member), completing the Chapter
Information Sheet, and submitting the Chapter Information
Sheet, with the proposed bylaws to the AIPG National Office.
The AIPG Executive Committee will vote on the request, and

the Section and Chapter Presidents will be notified of the
Committee’s decision. If approved, a Charter certificate will
be issued. AIPG will send seed money to the newly formed
Chapter (five dollars for each Student Affiliate Chapter mem-
ber whose name appears as endorsing the proposed Bylaws).
Detailed information about starting a Student Chapter is
outlined in the Operations Manual, available through AIPG
National Headquarters.

If you haven’t been involved in the geology departments
in your area recently, take this opportunity to establish a
link between the departments and your AIPG Section. If you’d
like some more ideas about how to get the effort started or
want to hear about experiences in other AIPG Sections, please
call me (520/544-3150) or send me an e-mail (dawngar-
cia@aol.com). I can attest from personal experience that it’s
a mutually beneficial relationship for both the student and
the AIPG volunteer!

References: AIPG Student Chapter Operations Manual,
1994.

Author’s note: the Membership Development Committee is
working on campaign 2001. Our goal is to help AIPG grow
substantially during the next 2 years. As the campaign con-
tinues, we’ll be communicating to the membership through
TPG. This month’s campaign column focuses on student mem-
bers.

To be involved on the committee, please contact one of the
co-chairs: Larry Weber, Dawn Garcia, or Steve Testa.

PROSPECT-PROPERTY FAIR AND TECHNOFEST

Rocky Mountain Association of Geologists (RMAG), Denver Association of
Petroleum Landmen (DAPL), and Denver Geophysical Society (DGS) are joint-
ly sponsoring a combined Property-Prospect Fair and Technology Festival on
Monday, November 15, 1999 from 9 a.m. - 7 p.m. at the Marriott hotel in down-
town Denver.

Prospects and properties from all interior USA basins are being solicited.
The last Prospect Fair event in Denver was at the August 1997 AAPG Section

meeting. At that time 45 exhibitors displayed over 100 prospects with anoth-
er 50 “Executive Summaries” posted.

Follow-up response revealed that prospects were sold, profitable contacts
were made and most all exhibitor felt very positive and would return.

This time two events are being combined so that attendees may also see the
latest in technology pertaining to them.

No pre-registration is required. Admittance is $10 at the entrance. Cost of
a prospect booth for the one day event is $250 and a vendors booth is $350
because of its larger size.

Bulletin board space to post letter size “Executive Summaries” will be avail-
able at $25 per posting.

For further information contact one of the following:
RMAG, 820 16th Street, Suite 505, Denver, CO 80202: ph. 303-573-8621:

fax 303-628-0546,
e-mail: RMAGdenver@aol.com

DAPL, 730 17th Street, Suite 325, Denver, CO 80202: ph. 303-446-2253;
fax: 303-595-9701,

e-mail: dapl2253@aol.com
DGS “Butch” Butler, 18900 Fir Drive Buena Vista, CO 81211:

ph. 1-800-344-4785, fax 719-395-8093,
e-mail: butch@insight.buena-vista.co.us
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Memorandum

TO: PAUL SWEENEY, Executive Officer
State Board of Registration for Geologists
& Geophysicists

Date: August 12, 1999

Telephone: (916) 445-4216

CNET: 8-485-4216

FAX: (916) 323-0971

From: Department of Consumer Affairs Legal Office

Subject: Use of Geologist Seal and Signature on Natural
Hazard Disclosure Statements (“NHDS”)

This in response to the board’s request to provide an opin-
ion in the above referenced matter. Specifically, the follow-
ing questions are addressed:

Questions
1. Are registered geologists authorized to prepare natural

hazard disclosure statements (NHDS) on behalf of real
estate sellers or agents?

2. May a registered geologist use his or her own seal or sig-
nature on a NHDS made on behalf of real estate sellers
or agents?

3. Is a registered geologist subject to license discipline for
affixing his or her seal or signature to a NHDS or to
other official documents which include conclusions or
determinations which are not derived from, or the result
of, work related to geologic practice?

Conclusions
1. Registered geologists are not specifically authorized by

virtue of their registration to prepare a NHDS on behalf
of real estate sellers or agents. However, registered geol-
ogists are not proscribed from such practice.

2. Registered geologists are not specifically authorized nor
are they prohibited from using their official seal or sig-
nature on a NHDS made on behalf of real estate sellers
or agents. Since anyone can prepare the report, a geol-
ogist may also prepare the report. Nevertheless, by affix-
ing an official seal and/or signature on any document, a

registered geologist takes responsibility for the geolog-
ic content of the document. The appearance of the seal
or signature on a NHDS indicates that a registered geol-
ogist either reviewed or supervised the review of the dis-
closure document. 

3. A registered geologist may subject his or her license to
discipline for affixing, in a misleading manner, the
geologist’s seal or signature to a NHDS, or to other offi-
cial document which include conclusions or determina-
tions not derived from, or the result of, work related to
geologic practice. The specific facts of each complaint or
case concerning allegations of deceit, fraud or misrep-
resentation related to a NHDS would have to be evalu-
ated on a case-by-case basis in order to determine
whether grounds exist for license disciplinary action.

Analysis
In recent months, there have been allegations that so-

called “disclosure companies,” owned and operated by regis-
tered geologists, are preparing Natural Hazard Disclosure
Statements on behalf of real estate sellers that are “decep-
tive and misleading.”1 The underlying basis or theory sup-
porting the allegations of deceptive or misleading practice is
as follows: Since the preparation of a NHDS is “outside the
scope of geologic practice” it is therefore misleading for a reg-
istered geologist to sign or stamp said report with his or her
official seal. It is also alleged that it is misleading for a reg-
istered geologist to represent that by sole virtue of the geol-
ogist’s registration, he or she is specifically authorized to pre-
pare such reports.

Background on Real Estate
Disclosure Statements

First, a little background: historically, residential proper-
ty owners had a common law and limited statutory obliga-
tion to make certain full disclosures of known conditions
related to the property that were of sufficient import to mate-
rially affect the value or desirability of the property.2 A statu-
tory real estate disclosure statement has been required since
1987.3 Civil Code section 1102.6 sets out a mandated disclo-
sure form which is required to be provided by the seller of a
covered parcel of real property to the prospective transferee

California Registration Issues
The California Board of Registration for Geologists and Geophysicists decided on August 13, 1999 to dis-
seminate the attached document to the public. This document was prepared by the Legal Counsel of the
Department of Consumer Affairs in response to questions raised by the Board and others regarding the
role of geologists in preparing Natural Hazards Disclosure Statements (NHDS).

1. Allegations of deceptive activities have typically been made during the public comment portions of the Board’s meetings. In addition, the
Board has received numerous letters on the matter. The issue was also raised in a legal opinion to Assemblyman Robert M. Hertzberg
authored by L. Erick Lange, Deputy Legislative Counsel, Legislative Counsel of California, dated May 26, 1999. 

2. Shapiro v. Sutherland (1998) 64 Cal.App.4th 1534.
3. Civ.Code § 1102 et seq.; Stats. 1985, ch. 1574, § 2 operative Jan. 1, 1987; and see specifically Civ. Code § 1102.6. According to the Shapiro

(Ibid, fn.4) court, “The genesis of this legislation was Easton v. Strassburger (1984) 152 Cal.App.3d 90, which imposed liability on a seller
of real property and his agent for failure to disclose facts affecting the value of residential property. The legislation was sponsored by the
California Association of Realtors to provide a framework for formal disclosure of facts relevant to a decision to purchase realty. The statute
therefore confirms and perhaps clarifies a disclosure obligation that existed previously at common law. (See Sen. Bill No. 1406 (1985-1986
Reg. Sess.) 3d reading analysis, Aug. 20, 1985.)” (Sweat v. Hollister (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 603, 608, fn. 2, disapproved on another ground
in Santisas v. Goodin (1998) 17 Cal.4th 599, 609, fn. 5.)
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“as soon as practicable before transfer of title.” (Civ. Code §
1102.3(a).) A seller’s willful or negligent failure to comply
will make the seller liable to the transferee for actual dam-
ages suffered. (Civ. Code § 1102.13.) Also, since 1987, there
has been an exemption from civil liability for sellers for “any
error, inaccuracy, or omission that was not within the per-
sonal knowledge of the transferor” … based on “information
timely provided by public agencies or by other persons pro-
viding information” as specified in Civil Code § 1102.4.4 This
exemption specifically applies to a selling agent’s reliance on
a “report or opinion” from a licensed geologist in fashioning
a disclosure report. (Ibid., Civ. Code § 1102.4(c).) 

NHDS Requirements
After experiencing years of costly natural disasters, the

real estate disclosure provisions of the Civil Code were again
amended by urgency legislation in 1998. Beginning June 9,
1998, California law requires real estate sellers and their
agents to furnish prospective buyers a Natural Hazard
Disclosure Statement (NHDS) related to the intended prop-
erty to be purchased. Sellers of real property are required to
disclose whether a property is within six specified natural
hazard zones. A NHDS is a document required to be provid-
ed by a seller of real property pursuant to Section 1102.6c of
the Civil Code.5 By its own terms, the NHDS contains “rep-
resentations made by the seller and his or her agent(s) based
on their knowledge and maps drawn by the state.” (Civ. Code
§ 1102.6c(b.).) 

The precise language of the NHDS is set forth in statute.
The required disclosures can be prepared and determined by
reviewing information derived from publicly available gov-
ernment maps provided by government agencies and as such,
no formal training or certification is required.6 Consequently,
under existing law, anyone can prepare a NHDS. Frequently,
sellers and agents of real property rely on third-parties to
prepare NHDS on their behalf. There is no requirement for
such third-parties to be certified or professionally licensed
in any manner whatsoever. The seller, in signing the disclo-
sure, represents that the information provided is true and
correct to the best of the seller’s knowledge as of the date
signed by the seller (Ibid.). The agent of the seller, in sign-
ing the disclosure, makes a similar representation (Ibid.). 

Preparation of NHDS by Professionals
While there is no express requirement in the law for a

NHDS to be prepared by a registered geologist or by any other
professional for that matter, registered geologists are certainly
not prohibited or disqualified from preparing a NHDS. Simple
ministerial “map” checking does not fall within the scope of
practice requiring a geologist registration, and such work does
not constitute “geology.” Nevertheless, this does not mean that
a registered geologist is precluded from engaging in such work.
Like other professionals, a registered geologist is not limited
to conducting activities solely within the scope of the licensed
professional practice of geology and may lawfully engage in
other business activities. The Act contains no such limitation
or restriction.

Although there is no requirement for third-party NHDS
businesses to be certified or professionally licensed in any
manner whatsoever, sellers may only rely on a report pre-
pared by a licensed professional or other expert to state that
the property is not in one of six natural hazard zones in cases
where the public map “is not of sufficient accuracy.”7 In this
manner, the law recognizes that there are limitations in dif-
ferent localities where it is difficult for a non-expert to deter-
mine the placement of properties in identified natural haz-
ard zones. Therefore, in some cases, it can be argued that a
registered geologist involvement in preparing a NHDS is
essential and required by law. 

Specific Disclosures
Of the six potential categories of natural hazards that are

required to be disclosed on a NHDS, two categories related
to natural hazards, an earthquake fault zone and a seismic
hazard zone (see Pub. Resources Code §§ 2621.9, 2622, and
2696), appear to be specifically within the purview of a geol-
ogist’s expertise (see Bus. & Prof. Code § 7802).8 Consequently,
in some situations, a registered geologist may be the best and
most qualified professional to make certain disclosures or to
qualify such disclosures in situations where the disclosure
relates to information not solely based on public maps. As
such, a NHDS may contain appended reports that provide
further geologic explanations or determinations. If so, those
portions of the report specifically involving geology should
be prepared, signed, and sealed under the supervision of a
registered geologist. Also, it is worth noting that a consumer’s

4. This includes a “report or opinion prepared by a licensed engineer, land surveyor, geologist, structural pest control operator or other expert,
dealing with matters within the scope of the professional’s license or expertise.” Civ. Code § 1102.4(c); emphasis added.

5. Stats. 1998, ch. 65. (AB 1195),§ 2, eff. June 9, 1998.
6. Pursuant to Civil Code section 1102.6c, a NHDS may be prepared by almost anyone since the disclosure information is derived from pub-

licly available government maps provided by public agencies.
7. Civil Code section 1102.6c(c) incorporates by reference Civil Code section 1102.4 requirements concerning reliance on an expert report.
8. The other four categories of hazards, a special flood hazard area, an area of potential flooding, a very high fire severity zone, and a wild-

land area that may contain substantial forest fire risks and hazards. (See Gov. Code §§ 8589.3, 8589.4, 8589.5, 51177, 51178, 51179, and
51183.5; and Pub. Resources Code §§ 2621.9, 4125, and 4136.), appear to be outside the purview of geology.

9. A NHDS often contains an appended report for further explanation or clarification. Insofar as the appended report contains any geologic
interpretations, conclusions or advice, the report should be prepared, sealed and signed under the supervision of registered geologist. Civil
Code section 1102.4(c) recognizes that the reliance on certain “expert” reports or opinions may relieve a seller or listing agent of any lia-
bility for any error, inaccuracy or omission of any information in applicable disclosure statements. This applies as long as the seller or agent
did not have personal knowledge of the error and as long as the information passed on to the buyer was delivered by a report or opinion
“prepared by a licensed engineer, land surveyor, geologist, structural pest control operator, contractor or other expert dealing with matters
within the area of that professional’s license or expertise.” (Civ.Code § 1102.4(c).) Geologic reports and opinions are clearly within the
scope of geologic practice requiring registration. As such, the expert contemplated under Civil Code section 1102.4(c) must have the appro-
priate professional license related to any area of professional practice requiring licensure. For instance, a registered geologist should be
retained by real estate sellers and listing agents to disclose any issues pertaining to a earthquake fault zone or seismic hazard zone if such
information is not readily determined or of sufficient accuracy or scale from existing government maps.
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reliance on using a NHDS prepared by a registered geolo-
gist does not diminish the protection of Civil Code 1102.4,
which allows sellers and agents to rely on the reports or opin-
ions of experts.9

With regard to the issues of determining whether the prop-
erty is in a special flood hazard area, an area of potential
flooding, high fire hazard severity zone, a wildlife area that
may contain substantial forest fire risks and hazards, the
expertise of the licensee or “other expert” must be reason-
ably related to the type of inspection being done. In such
cases, a registered geologist may or may not have the nec-
essary expertise to provide an opinion on matters outside the
scope of geologic practice. In any event, the Act does not pre-
clude a registrant from providing opinions outside the scope
of the practice of geology. What remains unclear is whether
such an opinion falls within the area of that professional’s
license or expertise.10 This will be an issue of fact and may
vary depending on the unique characteristics and expertise
of the professional employed.

Practice of Geology
Existing law regulates the practice of geology and geo-

physics by means of restricting practice to qualified licensed
persons. The provisions of the licensing scheme are found in
the Geologist and Geophysicist Act. (Bus. & Prof. Code § 7800
et seq., hereinafter referred to as the “Act.”) It is unlawful
for anyone other than a registered geologist to use the stamp
or seal of a registered geologist. (Bus. & Prof. Code § 7830.)
By affixing a seal and/or signature on any document, a reg-
istered geologist takes responsibility for the geologic content
of the document. (Bus. & Prof. Code § 7835.) However, the
mere appearance or placement of a registered geologist’s seal
and/or signature on a document does not in itself indicate
that the report is represented as a “geologic report.”
Consequently, it is not the simple use or affixation of a seal
and signature that makes a report a “geologic report,” but
rather the geologic substance and content of the report.

Restricted Use of Geologist Seal 
Although all geologic plans, specifications, reports, or doc-

uments are required to be prepared, signed, or stamped with
the seal of a registered geologist (Bus. & Prof. Code § 7835),
there is no requirement that limits the use of the seal or sig-
nature to geologic documents. Existing law recognizes that
a registered geologist may affix a signature or seal on a vari-
ety of documents: “plans, specifications, plats, reports, or
other documents.” (See Bus. & Prof. Code §§ 7831 and 7835,
emphasis added.) Likewise, there is no provision in the Act
that prohibits a licensee from sealing and signing a NHDS. 

An argument can be made that the intent of the Legislature
in enacting Section 7835 was to limit the use of a registered
geologist’s signature in conjunction with the title “registered
geologist,” or the registered geologist’s seal, to work products
specified in that section and in Section 7830. In this man-
ner, the preparation of certain work products solely by reg-
istered geologists ensures that they are prepared with a high
degree of competence by persons trained in the field of geol-
ogy. The prohibition in Section 7830 against the use of the
signature in conjunction with the title “registered geologist,”
or a seal to that effect, by any person who is not a registered

geologist, is consistent with maintaining the integrity of the
geology profession. Consequently, it may be argued that sec-
tion 7835 operates in a similar manner, by requiring that
those work products contain the registered geologist’s sig-
nature and title, or seal, and by requiring the registered geol-
ogist to be responsible for those work products.
Notwithstanding this creative construction of legislative
intent, there is no express language in law prohibiting a reg-
istered geologist from affixing the title “registered geologist”
or his or her seal to any document. The use of the geologist
seal is not expressly limited to the personal geologic work
product of the registrant. The seal may be used simply for
identification purposes. At best, the appearance of the seal
or signature on a NHDS indicates only that a registered geol-
ogist either reviewed or supervised the review of the disclo-
sure document and takes responsibility for the geologic con-
tent of the disclosure statement. Nevertheless, concerns
remain that a geologist seal may be used in a misleading
manner.

Potential Problems With Use of Seal
If a registered geologist affixes his or her signature and

title, or seal, to work products not required to be done by a
registered geologist, issues are legitimately raised whether
this constitutes misrepresentation to the public. With regards
to official legal documents such as a NHDS, questions and
problems may arise as to the significance of the seal as well
as to the quality of the NHDS. In this manner, it can argued
that the general public may be misled and the integrity of
the field of geology could be compromised by public reliance
on an appearance of expertise that is illusory. The appear-
ance of the official seal on a legal document may improper-
ly imply that the work product undertaken is restricted only
to registered geologists or that the entire work product is
within the special expertise of a registered geologist.
Although such issues do arise, as a matter of law, the mere
appearance of a geologist seal on a NHDS is not a “per se”
misrepresentation. Other specific facts would have to taken
into account. This can only be accomplished on a case-by-
case basis. Relevant factual issues would include at least: (1)
identification of the affected consumers and sellers; (2) the
actual physical placement of the seal on the report; (3)
whether appropriate disclaimers are included in the report
which clarify or indicate the significance of the geologist seal
and its relevancy to specific geologic work or opinion repre-
sented in the NHDS; and (4) whether any portion of the actu-
al work involved in preparing a NHDS specifically involved
the practice of geology.

One example where the use of an official geologist seal
would likely be considered misleading is a “bare-bones” type
of disclosure statement that includes conclusions and deter-
minations not derived from, or the result of, any work relat-
ed to geologic practice. One may reasonably argue that the
placement of an official geologist seal on a legal document
relied upon by the general public implies that the resulting
determinations contained in that document relate to geologic
practice. An example where an official geologist seal would
not be misleading is its use in a disclosure report that clear-
ly sets forth notice regarding the relevance and significance

10. Existing law is unclear as to what specific type licensee or expert is necessary in these areas to relieve sellers or listing agents from lia-
bility for errors contained in real estate disclosure reports. Compare Civil Code sections 1102.6c and 1102.4.
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of the placement of the seal on the report as it relates to geol-
ogy. There may be other appropriate disclaimers indicating
that the geologist seal does not pertain to the non-geologi-
cal components of the report. Obviously, the use of the seal
is required where an expert geologic opinion is provided. 

Summary
Since anyone can prepare a NHDS under existing law,

registered geologists may also prepare such reports.
However, registered geologists may subject their license to
discipline for affixing, in a misleading manner, the offi-
cial geologist seal or signature to a NHDS, or other official
documents which include conclusions or determinations not
derived from, or the result of, work related to geologic prac-
tice. A registered geologist is subject to disciplinary pro-
ceedings by the State Board of Registration for Geologists
and Geophysicists on various grounds, including misrepre-
sentation, fraud, or deceit in his or her practice or for unpro-
fessional conduct. (Bus. & Prof. Code § 7860.) However, the
specific facts of each complaint or case concerning allega-
tions of deceit, fraud, or misrepresentation related to a NHDS
would have to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in order
to determine whether grounds exist for disciplinary action.

We trust this is responsive to your inquiry.

DERRY L. KNIGHT, Deputy Director Legal Affairs

By GARY W. DUKE, Staff Counsel

Colorado Geological Survey Has
Released Three New Publications

The Colorado Geological Survey has released three new
publications on the mineral and mineral fuel resources in
the state. These new publications are:

Information Series 50, Oil and Gas Fields of Colorado
Statistical Summary Through 1996, $15.00.

Information Series 52, Colorado Mineral and Mineral
Fuel Activity, 1998, $6.00

Open File Report 99-10, Correlation of Producing
Fruitland Formation Coals and Coalbed Methane Leakage
on the West Side of the Southern Ute Reservation (CD-
ROM), $15.00

To order contact the Colorado Geological Survey,
Publications Sales, 1313 Sherman St., Room 715, Denver,
CO 80203, (303) 866-2611, Fax (303) 866-2461.

Pittsburgh Geological Society
Announces New Publication

The Pittsburgh Geological Society has announced that
The Geology of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania Geological
Survey Special Publication 1, is available for purchase. Price
is $24 + 6% PA sales tax for the 888-page volume, 57 chap-
ters, including a 16-page full-color section, references, and
index. It is described as “profusely illustrated.” Order
through Dept. Of General Services, State Bookstore, 1825
Stanley Drive, Harrisburgh, PA 17103-1257, 717-787-5109.
Orders must be prepaid; make checks payable to the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

State Survey notes 40th
Anniversary of

Hebgen Lake Earthquake

Forty years ago at 11:37 p.m., on August 17, 1959, a
magnitude 7.5, intensity X earthquake occurred near
Hebgen Lake, Montana, a few miles west of Yellowstone
National Park. The earthquake was so intense it generat-
ed a large landslide, suddenly displacing some 43 million
cubic yards of material and creating a great blast of air in
front of the slide that blew people about like leaves.
Afterward, the Rock Creek campground and many of its
inhabitants lay buried beneath a mile long, three-quarters
of a mile wide and approximately 225-foot thick landslide.
The landslide generated a huge wave of water in the
Madison River, engulfing many of those that otherwise sur-
vived burial by the slide. It also dammed the Madison River
and created what is now called Earthquake lake.

Twenty-eight people were killed as a result of the earth-
quake, landslide, and associated phenomena. The earth-
quake was felt throughout northern and western Wyoming
and affected an area approximately 600,000 square miles
about the epicenter. A total of 156 aftershocks were record-
ed within the first 25 hours after the main shock, includ-
ing several magnitude 6.0-6.5 events.

Today, this magnitude 7.5 event is regarded as a model
for what can occur in the western fourth of Wyoming. The
Teton fault near Jackson, the Star Alley fault near Afton,
the Rock Creek fault near Fossil Butte National
Monument, and the Bear River fault system near Evanston
are all capable of generating magnitude 7.5, intensity X
earthquakes. Based upon limited studies, many of those
fault systems are considered overdue for activation. It is
not known, however, when a magnitude 7.5 earthquake
might occur in the area. It could happen next week, or it
may not occur for hundreds of years or even longer.

The Geologic Hazards Section at the Wyoming State
Geological Survey has recently obtained funding from the
Federal Emergency Management Agency through the
Wyoming Emergency management Agency to increase
awareness of the earthquake hazards in Wyoming. The
funds are also used to mitigate the possible effects of earth-
quakes and associated hazards such as landslides.

Any residents who felt the Hebgen lake earthquake or
any other earthquake in or near Wyoming are encouraged
to contact Jim Case or Annette Green at the Wyoming State
Geological Survey in Laramie. They can also be contacted
for further data on earthquakes, hazard mitigation, haz-
ards education, and for information on how to make your
residence or business more earthquake resistant.

For more information about this topic contact: James C.
Case, (307) 766-2286 or e-mail: jcase@wsgs.uwyo.edu.

Wyoming State Geological Survey
Office of the Wyoming State Geologist

Lance Cook, State Geologist
P.O. Box 3008

Laramie, Wyoming 82071-3008
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN
VISIBILITY

William J. Siok, CPG-04773
This column is being composed a couple of days after the

deadline for the October issue of TPG because of difficulty
in deciding which subject to highlight. No one will ever accuse
me of being any kind of a writer, but I can appreciate a bit
of the frustration real writers experience when writers' block
hits. Although I have no firsthand relationship with any
famous writer, I do recall reading some personal accounts
relating to their struggles to initiate or complete a project. I
have plenty of ideas, but fashioning them together into a
coherent article is the challenge.

This morning I heard the news of the 7.8 magnitude earth-
quake near Izmit, Turkey and the attendant loss of human
life and damage to property. My initial reaction was depres-
sion at the thought of yet more people in distress. (Then I
thought how fortunate we in the United States are for our
resources and support mechanisms to minimize the impact
of natural disaster.) It then occurred to me that natural phe-
nomena like this are the most extreme examples of the nat-
ural processes that geologists are trained to understand and
deal with. Carrying this to the next step, it seemed that the
unfortunate news of the earthquake was another reminder
that the science of geology is present in some aspect at all
times, yet under normal circumstances we geologists fail to
take advantage of this from a professional point of view.

I am not suggesting in the least that we use human tragedy
to gain visibility, but that we do more as individuals in our
professional capacities to educate the public at large, and
legislators in particular, of the role our expertise plays in
everyday life. This theme is not new, but one which requires
constant reinforcement through reminders. These are only a
few professional activities carried on by geologists each and
every day, though not necessarily attributed to geologists by
popular media or legislatures and regulatory agencies: search
for and identification of fossil energy sources, strategic min-
eral resources, everyday construction materials such as grav-
el and aggregate materials, potable groundwater supplies,
suitable soil for wastewater treatment and disposal, suitable
geologic setting for solid and radioactive waste disposal; edu-
cation at all levels; establishment of standards for reason-
able floodplain development; earthquake prediction and
early warning; volcano activity monitoring and early warn-
ing; hydrologic cycle monitoring, etc. 

Most professional geologists undoubtedly feel self-con-
scious about self-promotion. It's not essential that every geol-
ogist constantly brag about the daily contribution he, she,
and the profession make to society's well-being. After all,
many geologists are so thoroughly engaged in the practice
and their personal lives that promotion of the profession is
the last priority. However, I believe we all should give some-
thing back to the profession. Giving back may, among other
things, mean promoting the profession.

There are relatively straightforward contributions which
can be made to enhance general awareness of geology. I will
not attempt to provide a list here and now, but suffice it to
say that unless you don't care about your future or the pro-
fessional prospects for the youngsters currently preparing to
practice geology, you owe it to yourself and them to blow the
horn a little to gain visibility. An effective (and satisfying)
way to accomplish some good is to volunteer to assist science
teachers in your local school districts. I have received a num-

ber of verbal reports from members around the country who
have done just that. The opportunity to kindle interest in sci-
ence in general and geology in particular is great in this envi-
ronment. The students will detect the enthusiasm in your
voice as you describe the geologic underpinnings of natural
processes with which they're all familiar. At the very least
they will have a lasting impression which might just accom-
pany them to the polls when they're voters or to other influ-
ential decision points when they occupy positions in business
or government - even if they don't pursue a career in science.

Visibility is a key. It doesn't need to be (and probably
shouldn't be) flamboyant, but we must acknowledge and take
pride in the role of geology in our society and economy. The
continuous contribution made to society by geologists should
be touted.

Ohio
Knowing that I was to make an automobile drive from

Boston to Denver in early August, Ohio State Geologist Tom
Berg, CPG-08208, invited me 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 Tom's offer and
thoroughly enjoyed the tour of the Survey offices, meeting
geologists and other staff working for Tom, and the lunch
meeting with the Ohio Section. 

The Ohio Geological Survey is located in a office complex
with other departments of the Ohio Department of Natural
Resources. While the Survey must fulfill certain statutory
obligations to periodically report the status of geologic
resources, there are other services provided that serve to
increase the visibility of the Survey and its role in the Ohio
economy and academic environment. These include a very
appealing Educational Leaflet Series. Each leaflet in the
series describes a single geologic feature or resource in Ohio
and includes text, accompanied by descriptive black and
white and color photography. These leaflets are highly effec-
tive, designed for the public, and aptly promote geology by
exposing the role of geologists and geologic resources in sup-
port of Ohio's economy and recreational appeal. For further
information: http://www.dnr.state.oh.us/odnr/geo_survey/. 

The meeting with the Ohio Section was thoroughly reward-
ing. I enjoyed and appreciated the opportunity to introduce
myself as the new Executive Director and, more important-
ly, to meet members of the Ohio Section directly. One of the
most satisfying aspects of my job is direct interaction with
members. In my estimation, there is no better means of under-
standing concerns and issues than to listen to points-of-view
first hand.

The meeting was attended by Ohio Members Tom Berg;
Kathryn Epp, CPG-06787; Brent Huntsman, CPG-04620;
Section President Lynn Kantner, CPG-06205; Section
President-Elect Dave Mustafaga, CPG-09722; Robin
Roth, CPG-09264; Tim Sainey, CPG-07544; and Assistant
State Geologist Bob Van Horn, CPG-04630. With the social
aspect of our meeting, we discussed the professional advo-
cacy role of AIPG for all geologists and our desire to increase
membership by appealing to students. I extend my heartfelt
thank-you to the members of the Ohio Section for their gra-
cious hospitality.
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PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES - Column 47

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

Fiddling with the Data, the
Ultimate Scientific Sin

The morning papers reported that a Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory scientist faked critical data supporting
the conclusions in two 1992 papers cited as key evidence for
the claim that exposure to high levels of electromagnetic radi-
ation (power lines) is a health risk. The papers helped the
scientist making the claims obtain significant research
grants. The charges that the data were faked come from the
results of ethics inquiries at both the Laboratory and the
Office of Research Integrity, inquiries prompted by a whis-
tle-blower who challenged the results. The ethics investiga-
tions have resulted in a withdrawal of the disputed data,
withdrawal of funding, and the resignation of the scientist.
However, the scientist vigorously disputes the ethics inquiry
findings, has found some scientists who support his method
of graphing the data, and claims that the conclusions are not
affected by the withdrawal of the disputed data. Further, the
scientist claims that he agreed to settle the charges because
he lacked the $1 million required to refute the charges.

John D. Haun, CPG-00136, sent me a clipping from
Science (v. 283, 19 Feb 99, p. 1091) describing a similar case
in which a scientist had been found to have faked data, was
stripped of his tenure, and expelled from his lab by the Baylor
College of Medicine. The case again resulted from the ques-
tioning of data in five papers used to support grant applica-
tions. In response to the charges, the scientist sued Baylor.

As suggested by the title of this section, faking data, fal-
sifying data, or ignoring inconvenient data constitutes the
gravest professional offense a scientist can commit. This view
is supported by our shock and revulsion at reading newspa-
per articles like those cited and by the universal condemna-
tion of salting samples and by the results of the first of the
ethics columns in the AAPG Explorer (March & May ‘98),
which condemned the ignoring of relevant but contrary data.

Publication of the information about such case histories
accomplishes several useful tasks.
• Publicity is given to the withdrawal of support for con-

clusions previously believed.
• Both public and scientific community are informed that

there are mechanisms in place to investigate and prose-
cute instances of scientific fraud, and thus, that public
support of science is warranted.

• It reminds those who may be tempted to commit fraud
of the penalties for doing so, including the professional
expulsion and shunning resulting from the publicity.

• It reminds researchers that scientific misconduct occurs
in ivory towers just as in other parts of the profession.
These case histories also serve as reminders of their dark-

er side. The adverse consequences of being accused of faking
data are so high that the respondents are prompted to fight
back. It therefore behooves those making the allegations to
make sure that the allegations are well-supported. As I point-

ed out in last month’s column in discussing the Jon Benet
Ramsey murder, proving that someone committed an uneth-
ical act is much more difficult than making the allegation.
The Lawrence Berkeley case also points out the potentially
crippling expense of defending oneself ($1 million) if one
believes the charges are unwarranted.

The consequences of a high-profile failure are severe, even
where there are no allegations of fraud. In the 1960s, one of
my former professors published a paper on the age of low-
ermost Cambrian fossils from the Canadian Arctic that sug-
gested that the base of the Cambrian was far older than pre-
viously thought. The findings were hailed in the popular press
in addition to the scientific community. However, shortly
thereafter, it was discovered that the critical age dates were
in error and the conclusions about the age withdrawn. Even
though there were no allegations of fraud involved, the sim-
ple association with such a significant claim that later had
to be retracted cast a dark shadow on an otherwise distin-
guished career.

These cases also illuminate different aspects of issues
addressed in some recent columns. In column 44 (July ‘99),
Trevor R. Ellis, CPG-06740, described the responsibilities
and liabilities of signing reports, including the cost of obtain-
ing adequate professional liability insurance. Ellis was
describing his personal experiences as consulting geologist.
At least most consulting geologists worry about whether they
need professional liability insurance. Both of the individuals
involved in the cases cited were researchers. How many
researchers have thought about their needs for professional
liability insurance? Where would you find funds to counter
charges of misconduct you believe are erroneous? Would your
institution support your legal expenses if your institution
believes that you committed misconduct? I know from my
own government service that I would have been (and once
was) vigorously defended against charges of misconduct that
were unfounded. I also knew that that vigorous defense only
lasted as long as I could demonstrate that I had acted prop-
erly and in no way contrary to the agency’s policies and pro-
cedures.

Additional comments and case histories on this topic are
welcomed.

Extra Credit for Supporting
Worthy Causes

Another newspaper story described the case of a teacher
who was suspended and sanctioned for giving her students
extra class credits for helping in her personal efforts to sup-
port a worthy charity. The article noted that the teacher
planned to sue to enjoin imposition of the sanctions.
Contributing to what I view as the tragedy of this case is
that the teacher had been recognized in the previous year as
one of the outstanding teachers, an noteworthy event in a
25-year career (to that point). In my view, the teacher clear-
ly created an unacceptable conflict of interest in linking class
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credit with an unconnected charity. It doesn’t matter how
worthy the charity might be. It’s unfortunate that the teacher
was viewed as outstanding. She engaged in a corruption of
the educational system. Her lack of ethical understanding is
further demonstrated by her suit to enjoin the sanctions.1

Integrity demands that one be public about one’s actions
(see column 37’s discussion of integrity). The teacher in this
case had to be public about her actions at least to the degree
of letting her students know that she was offering extra cred-
it for contributing towards the charity. But believing that a
particular action is ethically correct and having the integri-
ty to publicly follow that belief does not make the action eth-
ical. Others must agree with the conclusion that the act was
ethically correct. When others disagree with the ethics of
one’s actions, that disapproval must be recognized and one’s
position rethought. Rethinking the position may not lead to
a change in one’s position, but it at least should give credence
to the objections and should recognize and accept the conse-
quences of maintaining and acting on the chosen position.
Acceptance of sanction or punishment is one of the things
required by integrity. Martin Luther King, Jr. was willing to
go to jail for violating the segregation laws he objected to.

Does anyone have additional views of this case?

Conflicts of Interest: Can Volunteers
be Paid by Grants?

Consider the following situation: volunteer members of a
committee are writing a grant proposal for a non-profit group
like AIPG. They expect that the grant will cover funds to
cover the part of their salaries for writing the proposal and
supervision of the grant monies, if awarded. Does request-
ing funds from the grant conflict with their volunteer status
as committee members? Although in many cases disclosure
of the possible conflict of interest allows appropriate actions
to be taken, would such disclosure be enough in this case? If
you were reviewing this grant proposal, how would you react
to the request for funds for writing and administering the
proposal?

Referral Fees:
Why Are They Unethical?

The AIPG Code of Ethics prohibits the acceptance of refer-
ral fees in Rules 3.1.4 and 3.1.5. Rule 3.1.4 states “A Member
shall not accept referral fees from any person to whom an
employer or client is referred; however, nothing herein shall
prohibit a Member from being compensated by the employ-
er or client for consultation, or for other services actually per-
formed.” And Rule 3.1.5 states “A Member shall not offer or
pay referral fees to any person who refers an employer or
client to the Member; however, nothing herein shall prohib-
it a Member from compensating the person giving the refer-
ral for consultation, or for other services actually performed.”
They come under Standard 3.1, which states “Members
should disclose any actual or potential conflicts of interest
which may affect their ability to serve an employer or client
faithfully.” 

I don’t recall any cases involving violations of these rules
and wonder about them. I suppose they apply to kick-back
situations. However, they also could appear to apply to situ-
ations in which someone has functioned as a middleman in
arranging for financing, a not uncommon situation. Do you
regard the middleman as being exempt “for other service
actually performed”? Do you have any thoughts on or exam-
ples of situations in which you believe these rules have been
violated? Or, should these rules be retained in the Code of
Ethics? Are they vestiges of the time when marketing was
generally regarded as unethical? Please contribute your
thoughts.

Note on the AIPG Web Site

I was poking around the AIPG web site (www.aipg.org) the
other day and found a couple of interesting things. First, the
membership directory search finally works for me; it hadn’t
for some time. Therefore, if you’ve tried searching the mem-
bership directory and were frustrated, you might try it again.
And second, there is now a place for contributing ethical com-
ments. I discovered that any comments submitted are for-
warded to me. Use it if you’d like.

1. Note: I’m assuming for the purposes of this article the cor-
rectness of the facts presented in the article and ask you to
do the same in responding.

Volunteers needed to help staff the
AIPG booth at the

GSA Annual Meeting!

If you are planning to attend the GSA Annual Meeting
in Denver this year, please consider volunteering two
hours of your time to help AIPG staff our exhibit booth
during exhibit hall hours. Exhibit Hall Hours are Sunday,
October 24, 5:00 p.m. - 7:30 p.m.; Monday, October 25,
9:00 a.m. - 5:30 p.m.; Tuesday, October 26, 9:00 a.m. -
5:30 p.m.; and Wednesday, October 27, 9:00 a.m. - 5:30
p.m. If you are willing to make a commitment, please
contact Catherine O’Keefe at AIPG headquarters (303-
412-6205 or e-mail: aipg@aipg.org) to sign up for a spe-
cific time slot. Your contribution of a bit of your time will
be a very real assist and appreciated. This is an oppor-
tunity to network and support AIPG simultaneously.
Please contact us!

SENIOR GEOLOGIST

Tarmac America, a $500 million company with a leading pres-
ence in the construction materials industry, has an excellent oppor-
tunity for a Senior Geologist, based in Petersburg (Richmond),
Virginia. Position will develop existing minerals reserves, organize
exploration projects and quarry mine development plans and pro-
vide technical assistance to mine operations management.
Qualifications: Bachelor’s Degree in Geology or related field, plus 5-
7 years job-related experience; experience in project management;
good supervisory, interpersonal, and computer service skills; strong
knowledge of geological and mining principles and terminology.
Qualified individuals should mail or fax a cover letter, resume, and
salary requirements to: Tarmac America (RP), 1151 Azalea Garden
Road, Norfolk, VA 23502, or Fax # (757) 853-3756. EOE-M/F. All
qualified applicants will receive consideration for employment with-
out regard to race, color, religion, physical or mental handicap, sex,
or national origin.
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AIPG National Officer
Election Results

PRESIDENT-ELECT in 2000
(PRESIDENT IN 2001)
Robert H. Fakundiny

CPG-04977
Albany, New York

VICE PRESIDENT in 2000
Thomas M. Berg

CPG-08208
Columbus, Ohio

SECRETARY in 2000 and 2001
Michael D. Lawless

CPG-09224
Christiansburg, Virginia

EDITOR-ELECT in 2000
(EDITOR in 2001 and 2002)

Virginia T. McLemore
CPG-07438

Socorro, New Mexico

Incumbent Officers

PRESIDENT in 2000
Dennis Pennington

CPG-04401
Telford, Pennsylvania

TREASURER in 1999 and 2000
Kelvin J. Buchanan

CPG-06058
Reno, Nevada

EDITOR in 1999 and 2000
Myrna M. Killey

CPG-06033
Champaign, Illinois

Advertise in 12 issues of The Professional
Services Directory in TPG for only

AIPG MEMBERS - $200.00

NON-MEMBERS - $300.00

Send in your business card today!
Call for details (303) 412-6205



20 The Professional Geologist • OCTOBER 1999

LETTER TO THE EDITOR
Dear Editor:

The June 1999 issue of The Professional Geologist contains
essays by candidates for office in the American Institute of
Professional Geologists. The essays are all very good.

It’s enlightening to see a change that has come about in
the types of articles found in TPG, and the goals of AIPG. To
my memory, decades ago the organization mainly served as
an advocate for more employment, e.g. the mining and petro-
leum industries. In this respect I think geologists were often
perceived as “the bad guys” because the general public has
become increasingly concerned about the environment and
about the negative impacts of exploiting earth resources. As
an environmentalist, I remained an AIPG member even
though the organization didn’t always express my point of
view. It’s good to see AIPG is broadening its original narrow
focus.

I appreciated Thomas Berg’s essay that geologic maps
should be used more in engineering design. Here’s another
example. Last week I attended the Pennington County (South
Dakota) Commissioners meeting. A developer wanted to
rezone 80 acres of agricultural land into 40 residential lots.
The Planning and Zoning Staff recommended approval.
During the public debate I asked if anyone had looked at
published USGS geologic maps of this area. They said no one
had because “no one had geologic training.” [Read: they did-
n’t understand how to read a legend, etc.] I brought the maps
out and pointed out that the proposed development was on
top of the recharge area for the Madison Limestone, an
aquifer which supplies Rapid City’s new municipal wells. The
Commission then overturned the P & Z recommendation and
unanimously voted down the project. [Of course, the devel-
oper can always come back next month with a slightly revised
plan and try again.]

I’m sure there are many other similar examples through-
out this country—examples where engineering and planning
decisions were made without geologic input.

Perry H. Rahn, CPG-03724
Professor Emeritus

MEMBERS IN THE NEWS

Robert S. Brackett, CPG-08867, LSP, LEP, recently
joined Apex as Manager for the Connecticut Office and
Regional Manager for the New England Region. He will man-
age Apex’s growing clientele in the New England region. Mr.
Brackett has a master’s degree in geology, is a Certified
Professional Geologist, Massachusetts Licensed State
Professional, and Connecticut Licensed Environmental
Professional with more than 15 years of professional expe-
rience.

A specialist in regulatory and liability issues, Mr. Brackett
has worked closely with industrial, commercial, legal, real
estate, petroleum, and utility clients. He was recently
appointed to the Board of Directors of the Environmental
Professionals’ Organization of Connecticut.

Michael R. Burke, CPG-04421, has joined the staff of
Jaworski Geotech, Inc. (JGI) a geotechnical, environmental,
and construction monitoring services firm as Senior

Environmental Professional. Mr. Burke has over 25 years of
experience in the hydrogeological consulting field with par-
ticular emphasis on environmental contamination, develop-
ment of potable water supplies, and mine and construction
dewatering. Before joining the firm, Mr. Burke was a princi-
pal at Leggette, Brashears & Graham, Inc.

Bruce K. Darling, CPG-09636, has been named an asso-
ciate in the Austin, Texas office of LBG-Guyton Associates,
a full-service hydrogeologic and environmental engineering
services firm. Mr. Darling was previously a senior hydroge-
ologist with LBG-Guyton.

He has served as a hydrogeologist with the University of
Texas Bureau of Economic Geology and Law Engineering
and Environmental Services, and as a minerals economist
with the US Bureau of Mines.

Mr. Darling has extensive experience in water-resource
development and management projects. He has completed
site-characterization studies of low-level radioactive waste
disposal facilities in Texas and North Carolina. His back-
ground encompasses supervising geological field reconnais-
sance, development of geochemical and analytic transport
models, groundwater exploration and development pro-
grams, exploration geology, and mineral resource economics.

Mr. Darling holds a Ph.D. degree in hydrology and an MA
degree in mineral economics from the University of Texas at
Austin. He also earned an MS in geology and a BA in phi-
losophy from the University of Southwestern Louisiana. He
is a member of the American Institute of Professional
Geologists, the Association of Groundwater Scientists and
Engineers, the Austin Geological Society, and the West Texas
Geological Society. He is a licensed professional geologist in
six states. Mr. Darling resides in Round Rock, Texas.

Robert DeGroot, CPG-08379, of Minneapolis, Minnesota,
celebrated the promise of Greece—its children—during a
recent two-week volunteer service program on the island of
Crete. DeGroot, his wife, Barbara, and their 16-year-old

The Samaria Gorge of Crete, one of the largest gorges in
Europe. Photo by Global Volunteers.
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daughter, Leigh, were part of a 26-member Global Volunteers
team that taught English to more than 200 Greek youths at
a summer camp in Roustica, Create. Global Volunteers is a
St. Paul, Minnesota-based nonprofit organization that sends
teams of 12 to 20 volunteers to work on two- to three-week
service projects—-from teaching English to building
repair—in 20 countries around the world. For more infor-
mation on Global Volunteers, call (800) 487-1074, website:
www.globalvolunteers.org.

Jon A. Ferris, CPG-04751, an international geophysicist,
has joined GraviMetrics, Inc., as an exclusive consultant. He
spent 19 years with Amerada Hess in Tulsa and Houston
engaged in petroleum exploration. Prior experience includes
three years in uranium exploration for the Iranian govern-
ment and eight years as a mining geophysicist for Phelps
Dodge Corp. in the Western U.S., Alaska, and South Africa.

GraviMetrics was founded by his father, Craig, in 1980.
The father and son earth science team represents 93 years
of combines domestic and international experience in explo-
ration geophysics.

Michel T. Halbouty, CPG-00010, (Charter Member) was
honored by the U.S. Geological Survey, National Academy of
Science/National Research Council, and the Circum-Pacific
Council when it convened a symposium in Washington, D.C.
in recognition of his contributions to the earth sciences. In
addition, the American Association of Petroleum Geologists,
the College of Geosciences of Texas A&M University, and the
Houston Geological Society sponsored a luncheon referred to
as “A Tribute to the Career of Michel T. Halbouty in his 90th
Year.”

Michael t. Halbouty is an internationally renowned earth
scientist and engineer whose career and accomplishments in
the fields of geology and petroleum engineering have earned
him recognition as one of the world’s outstanding geoscien-
tists.

He is a graduate of Texas A&M University, having received
his bachelor of science degree and his master of science degree
from that institution in both geology and petroleum engi-
neering, as well as a professional degree in geological engi-
neering. The degree of doctor of engineer (honorary) was con-
ferred on him by the Montana College of Mineral Science
and Technology. In May 1990, he was awarded the degree of
doctor of geoscience (honorary) by the U.S.S.R. Academy of
Sciences for his many contributions to geology, the only such
honor bestowed upon a scientist outside the Soviet Union.
The University of Nanjing, People’s Republic of China, pre-
sented him with an honorary professorship in geology in May
1993.

Halbouty has received numerous awards and honors from
both national and international scientific and engineering
societies. In addition, he has served in official capacities in
many of those organizations. In particular, he was president
of the American Association of Petroleum Geologists (AAPG),
the world’s largest organization of earth scientists. He has
received the highest awards given by AAPG, as well as by
the American Institute of Mining, Metallurgical and
Petroleum Engineers: he is the only earth scientist to have
achieved the distinction of being so singularly honored by
these two great scientific societies.

Widely sought as a lecturer by scientific, lay, and govern-
ment groups, he has spoken in countries of every continent

of the world, except Antarctica. Halbouty has written and
published more than 300 papers and several books, mainly
on petroleum geology and engineering; he has also edited
numerous scientific publications. The list of professional and
technical societies of which he is a member is long and dis-
tinguished. He also served on the National Energy Study
Committee, the Executive Committee of the Division of Earth
Sciences (National Academy of Sciences/National Research
Council), and the Board of Earth Sciences of the National
Research Council.

Halbouty was the first independent driller to explore and
wildcat in Alaska. He discovered the West Fork Gas Field of
the Kenai Peninsula in 1959—the first such discovery by an
independent in that State.

He chaired President Reagan’s Energy Policy Advisory
Task Force and later was appointed by President Reagan to
lead the Transition Team on Energy. During the past 40 years,
he has been appointed to many Government energy-related
committees and commissions and has given much of his time
and expertise to ensure energy sufficiency for Americans, as
well as the world’s people

Robert G. Lindblom, CPG-05076, received Honorary
Membership from the American Association of Petroleum
Geologists (AAPG) in San Antonio in April.

Bob Lindblom was born and schooled in Duluth,
Minnesota, far from the oil patch. Mustered out of the U.S.
Army Air Corps in 1946, he attended Duluth Junior College
and then majored in geology at the University of Chicago. In
1950 Chicago hosted the AAPG Annual Convention, and Bob
was in attendance. In those few days he caught the power
and excitement of petroleum geology and has carried that
spark through a half-century of steadfast service to AAPG
and our procession.

Bob received his B.S. degree in 1950 and moved on to the
University of Minnesota for graduate studies in geology and
petroleum engineering. In 1951 he was hired by the Standard
Oil Company of California and began a 39-year career with
Chevron, building a solid reputation as a development and
wellsite geologist. Until 1964 he worked out of Bakersfield,
Taft, and Sacramento, catching log runs and formation tests
and gaining renown on the golf course. Moving to Chevron’s
La Habra office, he was immersed in the offshore and urban
Los Angeles plays and soon gained supervisory responsibil-
ities. In 1973 Bob’s group was relocated to San Francisco,
where subsequent assignments included the Sacramento
Valley and Alaska. In 1990 he retired as supervisor of the
Property and Reservoir Management Group in Chevron’s
Western Region.

Bob has presented or published many papers on the oil
fields that he evaluated in the Los Angeles basin, the
Sacramento, and San Joaquin valleys, and Alaska. Since 1975
he has lectured on formation evaluation and development
geology at Stanford’s School of Earth Sciences, where he is
now a consulting professor.

Dan Miller, CPG-00064, (Charter Member and Past
President) has been awarded an honorary, professional geol-
ogy degree at the Missouri School of Mines - UM at the com-
mencement ceremonies May 15 in Rolla, Missouri. Dan orig-
inally enrolled at Rolla in 1942 and graduated in the class
of 1949 with a B.S.
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Study Sheds New Light on Subsidence
Water District’s Artificial Recharge Program

Improving Conditions

A study published in the June 1999 edition of Geology
magazine indicates the Las Vegas Valley Water District’s
(LVVWD) artificial recharge program is reducing subsidence
in the valley.

Subsidence, ground-surface collapse usually resulting
from a decrease in the water table, has long been an issue
in Southern Nevada. Until the mid-1900s, groundwater was
the sole source of fresh water in the Las Vegas Valley.
Residents used far more groundwater than was naturally
replaced. As water levels dropped, the rock layer above the
aquifer compacted and ground levels in some portions of the
valley dropped more than 6 feet.

In 1988, the LVVWD began a program of artificial recharge
to mitigate the decline in the water table. The process
involves injecting treated Colorado River water into the
groundwater aquifer during the winter months, when the
district relies entirely upon water from Lake Mead.

“Since 1990 groundwater levels generally have recov-
ered..in response to a reduction of net groundwater extrac-
tion,” the report stated. “This net reduction has been achieved
primarily through artificial recharge...”

The research, co-authored by Stanford University
Geophysicist Falk Amelung and several scientists from the
U.S. Geological Survey and the Nevada Bureau of Mines and
Geology, utilized images acquired through an advanced satel-
lite-based radar system. Scientists believe this system, which
has also been used to measure the effects of earthquakes,
will allow them to create ground-surface maps accurate to
within 4 mm.

Another finding that interested LVVWD scientists was
that not all subsidence is permanent. Because the composi-
tion and thickness of the geologic layer above the aquifer
play a large role in subsidence, evidence indicated that — in
some cases — ground-surface damage may be at least par-
tially reversed when water table levels are restored.

Las Vegas Valley Water District
(702) 870-2011 * website:www.lvvwd.com

Whole Sun Month at Solar Minimum:
Results of a Worldwide Study

WASHINGTON, D.C. — Scientists have completed a com-
prehensive study of the Sun during a month of its most recent
quiet period, using instruments not previously available.
They have compiled data and gained insights that will be
useful as the Sun reaches its period of maximum sunspot
activity in the year 2000. Whole Sun Month was a two-year
collaborative effort of the Inter-Agency Consultative Group
(IACG) Campaign 4 and the Solar Heliospheric Observatory
(SOH) Working Group Joint Observing Program 44. Under
its auspices, an international and interdisciplinary group of
scientists studied the Sun from August 8 to September 10,
1996, a period known as solar minimum. Although two work-
shops have been devoted to Whole Sun Month (WSM) and
some results have been reported at meetings of the American
Geophysical Union and other organizations and in some jour-
nal articles, the first comprehensive, peer-reviewed compi-
lation appears in the current issue of the Journal of
Geophysical Research.

The Sun exhibits an approximately eleven year cycle of
sunspots, with a shorter period from minimum to maximum
than for maximum back to minimum. At solar minimum,
there are few sunspots and related magnetic activity, such as
solar wind. In their introduction to the 237-page special sec-
tion on WSM, Antoinette B. Galvin of the University of New
Hampshire and John L. Kohl of the Harvard-Smithsonian
Center for Astrophysics state that the project’s objective was
to gain an understanding of the large-scale, stable structure
that dominate the solar corona at solar minimum.

The corona is the outermost layer of the solar atmosphere,
and Galvin and Kohl say that understanding the large-scale
corona is fundamental to understanding how and where the
solar wind is accelerated. The Solar wind, an outflow of par-
ticles and magnetic fields, can affect communications on
Earth, especially during the solar maximum.

The 19 papers in the JGR special section are divided into
four major areas of investigation:
• Global Morphology. This section includes the largest

variety of synoptic maps of the Sun ever published in a
single paper.

• Structure and Physical Properties of the Corona. This
section describes determinations of the density and
structure of the corona, essential for understanding and
modeling the formation of the solar wind.

• Structure and Physical Properties of the “Elephant’s
Trunk.” This was an unusual, elongated coronal hole
that appeared during the study period.

• In Situ Observations. Observations were not limited to
the Sun itself; this section analyzes the effect of solar
minimum at the Earth and up to 4.3 times the distance
of the Earth from the Sun.
Funding for the Whole Sun Month study was provided by

NASA, the United Kingdom PPARC, National Science
Foundation, European Space Agency, and other agencies.

Copies of the Whole Sun Month study are available to non-
members of AGU from its Customer Service office (800-966-
2481) at a cost of $40. Ask for JGR, volume 104, number A5.
The issue, including other papers on space physics, contains
710 pages.

AGU Release No. 99-15

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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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 expert-
ise in all phases of geology. Prepayment required.
Advertising rates are based on a 3 3/8” x 1 3/4” space.

12-MONTH LISTING FOR ONLY:

AIPG Member $200.00
Non-member $300.00

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.

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

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

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

evaluating natural resources, disclosures about them,
reserve estimates, and geological ethics & practices

2266 Forest Street PH.: (303) 394-0321
Denver, CO 80207-3831 Fax: (303) 394-0543

DMAgeol@aol.com

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

LARRY R. RHODES, P.G.
PresidentMailing Address:

P.O. Box 24080
Lexington, KY 40524

Ph:  606-887-5700
FAX: 606-887-5703

Bluegrass Industrial Park
115 Eisenhower Court

Nicholasville, KY 40356
e-mail: rhodes@kih.net

http://www.rhodes-inc.com
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY

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

Since 1967

Suite 622
12 South 6th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

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

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

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

TOM FAILS, CPG-3174, AAPG CPG-877
INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM GEOLOGIST

South Louisiana and European E & P Projects

Basin Analysis Coalbed Methane
Exploration Management 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

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
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TPG accepts articles of modest length for publication. Submittals should be no more than approximately 1600 words, or six
typed pages, double spaced. Longer articles may be divided into parts (e.g., part 1 and part 2), but this is not encouraged. Articles
may be technical or professional in nature. General topics are listed below. Articles containing news of importance to professional
geologists will also be considered. Except for news articles, or articles containing dated materials, submittals should be sent to
AIPG headquarters twelve weeks in advance of expected publication. Some technical topic issues are planned up to one year
before printing, therefore early submittals will be preferred.

Manuscripts should have the following sections:

Title
Author(s) with CPG number and address
Text
Tables if included
Figures with captions if included

Appendix(es) if included
Acknowledgments
References Cited

One original and two copies of each manuscript should be submitted. Whenever possible, text should also be submitted on
diskette. Headquarters uses WordPerfect 7 for Windows ‘95, which is preferred, but Word, ASCII, RTF, or translatable files are
acceptable. The program or format of the text should be clearly marked on the diskette. Articles can also be transmitted by e-
mail.

Graphics should be clear, camera-ready, line drawings whenever possible. Photographs (color or black and white) are also
encouraged. Whenever possible, drawings may be submitted on diskette in .pcx, .bmp, .tiff, .gif, or other standard formats.

TPG wants color slides and photographs. Slides and photographs alone may be submitted for the cover. They should
have a geologic theme and an informational caption.

General Topics:
Technical Professional (any issue)
Mining (January) Government and the Geologist
Petroleum Geology (March) Ethics and Standards of Practice

Hydrogeology (July) Public Perception of Geology and Geologists
Environmental Geology (September) Definition, Certification, and Licensing
Geophysical/Engineering (November) Practicing Geology Internationally

Other suggestions: Forensic Geology, History of Practice in a given field, Book Reviews, Geology and the Military, and Unusual
Applications of Geology.

Authors are encouraged to communicate with Headquarters via mail, fax, or Internet. Send your article and/or photographs,
or communicate questions to:

The American Institute of Professional Geologists
Wendy Davidson, Publications Manager
8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200
Westminster, CO 80031-3681
Voice (303) 412-6205
Fax (303) 412-6219
E-mail: aipg@aipg.org or wjd@aipg.org
Web Site: http://www.aipg.org

Myrna M. Killey, Editor

WANTED - TPG ARTICLES
Instructions to Authors



1999
Nov. 4-5. AAPL, Gulf Coast Institute, New
Orleans, LA. Contact: AAPL, 4100 Fossil
Creek Blvd., Fort Worth, TX 76127, Ph.:
(817) 847-7700, e-mail: aapl@landman.org,
www.landman.org.

Nov. 10-11. Anchored Geo-Support
Seminar, Portland, OR. Contact: Julie
Lambert, ADSC, Ph.: (214) 343-2091, e-
mail: jlambert@eaze.net.

Nov. 10-13. AAPL, Land Practices Review
& CPL Exam, Fort Worth, TX. Contact:
AAPL, 4100 Fossil Creek Blvd., Fort Worth,
TX 78137, Ph.: (817) 847-7700, e-mail:
aapl@landman.org, www.landman.org.

Nov. 17-19. 1999 Petroleum Hydrocarbons
& Organic Chemicals in Ground Water:
Prevention, Detection, and Remediation
Conference & Exposition, Houston, TX.
Contact: NGWA’s web site at:
www.ngwa.org and look at What’s New.

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) 847-
7700 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) 325-
3031.

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/confer-
ences/geo2000.

Oct. 5-8. GeoDenver 2000, Denver, CO.
Contact: Geo-Institute of ASCE, 1801
Alexander Bell Dr., Reston, VA 20191-4400,
http://www.asce.org/conferences/geo2000/.

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.
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ADVERTISERS INDEX
AIPG Annual Meeting BC
AIPG Publication IFC
AIPG Publication IBC
Atlantic Screen 19
Krueger Enterprises, Inc. 17
Tarmac America 14

AIPG ANNUAL
MEETINGS

October 11-15, 2000
Milwaukee, Wisconsin

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

Name                                                           AIPG No.                   

Address                                                                                          

Address                                                                                          

City/State/Zip                                                                                 

New phone numbers: Office                           Home                         

Fax                                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

AIPG Membership Totals

As of          As of
8/24/98       8/25/99

CPG - Active 4,406 4,206
CPG - Retired 500 509
Cand. for Cert. 64 57
Member 7 32
Registered Memb. 13 16
Associate Memb. 4 7
Student Affiliate 70 84
Honorary 14 19

TOTALS 5,078 4,930
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CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST

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

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

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

REGISTERED MEMBER

EDUCATION: 30 semester or 45 quarter hours in geologi-
cal 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/certifica-
tion/licensure

EXPERIENCE: No proof required

SPONSORS: 2 required from professional geologists, one
of whom must be a CPG, Registered Member,
or Member; sponsor letters in state registra-
tion application may serve as sponsor state-
ments if approved by Executive Committee

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: Proof of current registra-
tion/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

MEMBERS

EDUCATION: 30 semester or 45 quarter hours in geologi-
cal sciences* with a baccalaureate or higher
degree; certified copy of official transcripts
must be sent by each college or university

EXPERIENCE: No proof required

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

STUDENT

EDUCATION: Currently enrolled in a geological science*
degree program

EXPERIENCE: None required

SPONSOR: 1 letter from geological science faculty mem-
ber

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required

SCREENING: Headquarters can approve

APPLICATION FEE: $5

ANNUAL DUES: $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

TYPES OF MEMBERSHIP AND REQUIREMENTS

*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 equiv-
alency evaluation, at your expense.
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NEW APPLICANTS AND NEW MEMBERS - (08/04/99 - 08/25/99)

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 circu-
lated only so far as necessary to process
and make decisions on the applications.
Negative information regarding an appli-
cant’s qualifications must be specific and
supportable; persons who provide infor-
mation that leads to an application’s rejec-
tion may be called as a witness in any
resulting appeal action.

Applicants for
Certified Professional Geologist

AK-Morris, Andrew P. Jr.
P.O. Box 240404, Anchorage AK  99524.
Sponsors:  Richard Stewart, Jeff Burton,
Craig White.

NV-Baughman, Gerald W. 
2590 Whistler Ridge Dr., Reno NV  89511.
Sponsors:  R. Stephen Friberg, Earl
Abbott, Gary Oppliger.

NY-Patchett, Robert G. 
4080 Rockwell Rd., Marcellus NY  13108.
Sponsors:  Scott Saroff, Steven Stucker,
William McCune. 

TX-Callanan, John G. 
P.O. Box 805, Abilene TX  79604.
Sponsors:  Jack Frizzell, Greg King,
Russell Taylor. 

VA-Wise, George W. Jr.
2099 Elon Rd., Madison Heights VA
24572.  Sponsors:  John Marr, Derek
Whitehouse, David Woolley.

Applicant for Member

AZ-Block, Michael W. 
4521 N. Paseo De Los Rancheros, Tucson
AZ  85745.  Sponsors:  Dawn Garcia,
Larry Fellows.

Applicant for Registered Member

WI-Jacobs, Peter F. 
W11114 470th Ave., Prescott WI  54021.
Sponsors:  Tom Puchalski, Michelle
Burton.

New Certified
Professional Geologists

KY-Crumbie, Timothy L.   CPG-10433
491 Sandalwood Dr., Lexington KY
40505, (502) 868-0975

TX-Ficklen, Holmes D.   CPG-10440
8026 Trail Village Dr., San Antonio TX
78244, (210) 671-4844

New Members

PA-Hersey, Jonathan A.   MEM-0030
368 Paoli Pike, Malvern PA  19355,
(610) 992-9950

CO-Secondo, Vincent P.   MEM-0031
Walsh Environmental Scientists, 4888
Pearl E. Circle #108, Boulder CO  80301-
2475, (303) 443-3282

AK-Tallini, Roger P.   MEM-0032
P.O. Box 29, Chicken AK  99732

OH-Marsh, Heather L.   MEM-0034
Dodson Stilson, Inc., 6121 Huntley Rd.,
Columbus OH  43229, (614) 848-4141

Request for an Application and/or
Additional Information

Name                                                                                                            

Employer                                                                                                       

Street                                                                                                            

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

What AIPG does.....
Professional Certification
Certifies geologists based on their
competence, integrity, ethics, academic
training, and work experience.

Lobbying
Presents testimony and position papers to
federal and state legislators and agencies on
matters affecting geologists, the importance
of geology, and geologists’ employment
opportunities.

Ombudsman
Intervenes with regulatory boards and
agencies on behalf of individual geologists,
at the geologist’s request.

Publications
Publishes a monthly magazine, The
Professional Geologist, and a variety of
publications for both the profession and the
general public. Publications include: The
Citizens’ Guide to Geologic Hazards, Home
Buyers’ Guide to Geologic Hazards,
Petroleum Issues and Answers, Government
Affairs Manual, The Professional Geologist
as Expert Witness, Education for
Professional Practice, and Technical
Writing as a Process within a System. For a
complete listing and prices of publications
contact the Headquarters office or look at
AIPG’s web site at <http://www.aipg.org>.

Insurance
Provides access to liability insurance for
errors and omissions, designed specifically
for geologists, and a full line of health, life,
and accident insurance.

International Comity
Through agreements with professional
geological societies in other countries (The
Geological Society of London, European
Federation of Geologists, and Irish
Association for Economic Geology),
provides access for its Members to
professional registration, certification, or
chartered status in those countries.


