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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE - TOM FAILS
Why Doesn't AIPG Do Something About Comity?
This is one of the most commonly voiced questions/comments/criticisms received by National and the Executive
Committee from the membership. It has not been answered
recently for a number of reasons. ASBOG members have been
trying to get comity or reciprocity between State Boards ever
since the organization started. These efforts are ongoing.
However, success has been hard to come by for a number of
reasons, e.g., state registration statutes, requirements, and
structures are different; some cannot extend certain courtesies without enabling legislation; legislatures are very jealous of their powers and are reluctant to delegate them to other
states. ASBOG has no power over any of the boards, except to
admit, reject, or expell them from its membership. Basically,
its purpose is to exchange information and foster cooperation.
In some states the State Boards can lobby legislators, but not
in others. If AIPG were to try to obtain comity agreements
between a number of State Boards, a large, long-term effort
would be required that might exceed our resources in terms
of time, human effort, and finances. Several years ago AIPG
attempted to get the State Boards to recognize the Institute's
Certification for comity purposes. Unfortunately, very few people were interested in getting involved at either the Section
or ExecCom level, so nothing was accomplished. Since individual State Boards would be involved the Sections would
have to play a major role. How many Sections are sufficiently organized and knowledgeable to work effectively with their
State Boards and/or legislatures to obtain comity agreements?
Additional reasons not mentioned here probably exist.
President-Elect Pennington and I believe it is important to
obtain benefits like comity agreements that will improve and
enhance the professional careers of many members. We want
you to get more for your $110 and to see AIPG as a professional geoscience organization that tries to look after the best
interests of its members. I've also discussed the subject of
comity with Executive Director Bill Siok and retired Executive
Director Bill Knight. We are enthusiastic about the possibilities for an AIPG "comity campaign" but are unsure about
whether the portion of our membership who would benefit
from comity agreements is willing to undertake the necessary
hard work.
Knight is very knowledgeable on comity. He states that
nearly all of the State Boards would "like to have comity," and
most registered geologists want it as well. "All too many geologists think that reciprocity or comity will enable them to
practice in other states. Thus, if one is registered in, e.g.,
Arkansas, he will be able to practice in, e.g., Missouri on his
Arkansas license. This is a false impression!! It may allow him
to practice for a very short time in another state, but some
other states permit this only if he has made application for
registration in that state. Further, some states will extend a
courtesy (temporary or permanent) only if the geologist is registered in his home state and that home state is recognized
by the receiving state. People must understand that the boards
are established to represent the public and police the profession, not to promote it. AIPG's purpose is to promote the pro2
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fession and, by establishing and maintaining high standards
of ethics, to police it. Thus, there is a built-in adversarial relationship which is more confrontational at some times than at
others. The only incentive for boards to establish comity or
reciprocity with other boards is to increase fee revenues and,
in the case of board members who are geologists, to enable
them to more easily register in other states." But the potential for AIPG to work cooperatively with ASBOG on comity
may exist.
Ideally, AIPG Sections interested in obtaining comity for
their registered members would try to work with their State
Board to identify problems and the means of solving them.
Once organized with a set of goals, Section members would
go to their legislatures to try to get needed legislation.
Legislation would not be necessary with State Boards that
have rule-making authority. Political activities are one of the
main things that AIPG does as a professional organization.
This is the area where we can serve our membership best.
Obtain and review the Government Relations Manual to
understand how to influence people in government and "run
a bill." John Howard's State Affairs Committee can help as
well.
Even if comity agreements are established, only some
restrictions on practice "across the borders" will be eliminated. A fee would still have to be paid, and for only a limited
period of practice. Nevertheless, comity smoothes the path.
Examinations were a stumbling block in the past, but nearly
all states now use and recognize the ASBOG exam. This presents a problem for "grandfathered" registered geologists, for
whom comity arrangements may not be possible unless they
pass the ASBOG exam.
Beyond this, comity agreements are usually between State
Boards. Several mostly southeastern State Boards have, or
have had, comity agreements. As a way to get the AIPG comity campaign started, we suggest trying one or two initial test
cases involving two or three Sections in contiguous states
where the registration requirements are similar and whose
members seek comity agreements between their own and the
other contiguous states. Illinois, Minnesota, and Wisconsin
are one example; Alabama and Mississippi another. Every
Section should have an existing Political Affairs or Reg. and
Leg. Committee positioned to deal with issues requiring legislation or rule-making. This Committee will probably be
responsible for any comity campaign taken on by a Section.
Section Presidents or the Chairs of these Committees could
make the initial contacts with their counterparts in neighboring or contiguous Sections to determine whether a joint
venture comity campaign is possible. The active involvement
of sufficient registered AIPG members in all of the Sections
involved in the joint venture would be necessary. If a joint
venture appears do-able, initial exploratory discussions with
the targeted State Boards would be initiated. Be aware, however, that comments received from the Boards are often different from those received from working registered geologists,
so be prepared. Obviously, the State Boards must be open to

considering comity, initially with neighboring states. If a State
Board will not cooperate, comity agreements with it would be
very difficult to obtain. But if the concept is presented as a
win-win situation for all registered geologists and their State
Boards, a successful comity campaign may be possible.
You must keep in mind that most state politicians usually
are eager to work with and help their constituents. So in-district citizen-legislator contacts are of vital importance—and
necessary. Legislators will usually give a non-constituent or
a professional organization like an AIPG Section a brief hearing out of courtesy, but it will not have the same effect. So you
see, if you, Mr. or Ms. CPG, want comity agreements, you may
be able to get them IF you are willing to work long, hard, and
effectively with YOUR legislators and your State Board.
Unless enough of you are willing to do this face-to-face contact work, comity won't happen. Will you need the services of
a professional lobbyist? Perhaps in some states but not in others. What is involved should not be as difficult or complex as
"running a bill" for registration. With comity agreements,
existing law and an existing state government unit, the State
Board, already are in existence. Comity involves establishing
inter-Board relationships. It's possible that legislation could
be avoided entirely if there was broad agreement and no opposition to a comity agreement.
But additional comity agreements may come, sooner or
later, somewhere or other, IF the effort is made. And as with
state registration, once additional comity agreements are
obtained between State Boards, others may follow. The first
will be the most difficult to obtain, but whoever said that pioneering was easy? Challenging yes, easy no.
Where does National fit into this? National is prepared to
help with advice, training, and overall organizational control
and support, and to work with ASBOG to the degree necessary. Although National has never been involved in a State

Board to State Board comity campaign, we do have a wealth
of experience, as individuals, in state legislative work on other
issues, as well as an excellent file on State Registration. We
believe we know how to get things done effectively at the state
level. But at the state legislature level, National per-se will
have little to no "standing" unless a National Officer is from
one of the states involved in a comity agreement campaign.
Comity agreements between State Boards parallel other types
of state-to-state cooperation. It is the citizens of the states
involved, who in this case are the AIPG members involved in
their Section's campaign, that get these things done. Sure,
big-buck outside influence works with some types of potential
legislation that involves even more big bucks. But the economic benefits of comity are on the individual geologist
level—it will be their personal influence and interests that
work with this type of mini-buck legislative activity.
Please consider what is proposed here. National cannot do
this for you—but your Section may be able to. National will
help, with advice, training, and non-financial support, and try
to apply our "influence" where helpful. If your Section is interested in pursuing a comity campaign in cooperation with other
Sections, please let President-Elect Pennington, Executive
Director Bill Siok, or me know. Believe me, we are really open
to comment on this issue.

Definitions
1.

2.

Comity is a courtesy, not a right, granted out of good will,
by which persons recognized by one entity have access to
recognition by another on a case-to-case basis.
Reciprocity is mutuality. It denotes the relationship
between entities when each gives all members of the other
certain privileges, provided that their own members enjoy
similar privileges.
From: Fox, Knight, and Williams, TPG September, 1996.

North Dakota Coal Miners Highest Paid in Industry
Workers at four large North Dakota strip coal mines are
the highest paid workers in the U.S. coal mining industry, says
Western Mine Engineering, Inc., who recently released the
results of their latest mining salary and wage survey. Virtually
all workers at the mines earn base wages in excess of $20 per
hour, including those at the lowest skill levels. Skilled equipment operators earn wages as high as $26 per hour. All of the
mines, two of which are union and two non-union, pay incentive bonuses as well.
Sources in North Dakota say the high wages are necessary
to compete with Powder River Basin mines in Wyoming, which
pay relatively high wages as well, but about 10 to 15 percent
less than the North Dakota mines. According to one source,
newspaper ads and other recruitment efforts attempting to
lure workers to the Wyoming mines are commonplace in North
Dakota. Another industry source notes that the highest wages
are paid by the two non-union mines in North Dakota in an
attempt to keep their workers from unionizing. Wages at the
two union mines are pulled upward by the force of these higher wages at neighboring mines.
Virtually all workers at western U.S. strip mines earn enviable wages compared to those at small eastern U.S. surface
mines, where miners commonly earn less than $10 per hour.

Western Mine Engineering’s survey, which was conducted
between November 1998 and April 1999, covered 69 surface
and underground coal mines across the U.S. Benchmark wages
from the survey are listed below.
The complete survey report, which contains detailed wage
and salary schedules, plus benefit and bonus plans for the
mines, is available from Western Mine Engineering, Inc., publishers of Mining Cost Service, 222 W. Mission Ave., Suite 218,
Spokane, WA 99201, phone 509-328-8023, website: www.westernmine.com. Price $250.
Benchmark Hourly Wages
69 U.S. Coal Mines
Average
Range
Surface Mines:
Laborer
$5.75 - $24.93
$16.96
Mechanic
7.50 - 26.10
19.74
Equipment Operator
8.25 - 24.93
18.63
Underground Mines:
Laborer
$9.50 - $21.80
$16.79
Electrician
15.00 - 22.80
18.76
Equipment Operator
13.00 - 22.65
18.18
Source: Western Mine Engineering, Inc.
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ENHANCING NATURAL
ATTENUATION:
A Cost-Effective and Innovative
Bioremediation Technology for
Chlorinated Solvent Cleanup
By Felix A. Perriello, CPG-10240, and Raymond C. Johnson, CPG-07735
ABSTRACT: Chlorinated compounds such as 1,1,1trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA) and trichloroethylene (TCE), suspected human carcinogens, are still the most commonly reported contaminants of groundwater. The estimated half-life of
TCE in the anoxic subsurface environment is approximately
ten years. Cometabolism of chlorinated compounds at low concentrations by methane- and propane-utilizing bacteria is well
documented. In comparison, Butane-utilizing Bacteria™ are
less susceptible to the toxic effects of elevated chlorinated compound concentrations. Butane is approximately four times
more soluble in groundwater than methane. Butane injection
results in large radii of influence at injection wellheads. An
in-situ field study currently in the sixteenth month of operation is underway at a hazardous waste site in New England.
In general, shallow subsurface materials at the site consist of
glacial till with several clay lenses at varying depths. The
cometabolism of chlorinated compounds using butane-utilizing bacteria is a viable and low-cost treatment technology.

Introduction
The biodegradation of pollutants by microbial communities
is a well-established field of remediation that has been commercially active for decades. Bacteria are multi-talented
organisms capable of expressing a varied arsenal of enzymes
that can degrade many types of pollutants ranging from petroleum compounds, creosote, PCB and dioxin-related compounds, as well as chlorinated solvents. Bacteria (anaerobes)
that grow in the complete absence of oxygen can degrade many
of these pollutants. In fact, anaerobic bacteria decompose complex organic compounds that are resistant to attack by aerobic or oxygen-requiring bacteria.
Until 1985, chlorinated solvents were thought to be completely resistant to aerobic degradation in the environment.
In 1985, Wilson and Wilson were the first to demonstrate that
soil exposed to natural gas could degrade TCE, a suspected
4
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human carcinogen and still the most commonly reported contaminant of groundwater. The phenomenon was termed cometabolism: a process whereby bacteria growing on a particular
substrate or food source (methane) gratuitously oxidize or
degrade a second substrate (TCE). The EPA discovery led to
further research into cometabolism using methane- and
propane-utilizing bacteria. Since 1985, the EPA has conducted many field pilot studies using methane or propane injection to remediate chlorinated solvent contamination in the
soil and groundwater; however, research soon demonstrated
that the methane and propane utilizers could tolerate relatively low levels of chlorinated solvent contamination. The
metabolic process produces intermediates like TCE-epoxide
that are toxic to the bacteria. In 1990, K. Broholm and others
noted that methane utilizers showed signs of TCE poisoning
at 6 mg/L and were usually incapacitated by 13 mg/L. The
same toxicity effects applied for the propane utilizers.
Research by F. A. Perriello led to the first reported aerobic
degradation of TCE by butane-utilizing bacteria on December
17, 1996, at which time a patent titled “The Bioremediation
of Pollutants with Butane-Utilizing Bacteria” was submitted
to the US Patent Office and Trademark Office (Patent issued
March 30, 1999; Patent No. 5,888,396). Subsequent laboratory testing has indicated that butane biostimulation is also
highly effective at cometabolizing methyl tertiary butyl ether
(MTBE), a common gasoline oxygenate, as well as a wide range
of other chlorinated pollutants including cis-1,2dichloroethene, trans 1,2-dichloroethene vinyl chloride,
chloroethane, methylene chloride, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 1,1,2trichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,2-dichlorethane and
1,1-dichloroethene.
Cometabolism of TCE by butane-oxidizing organisms was
also reported by Kim and others (1997) as part of a study,
which focused principally on cooxidation of chloroform and
1,1,1-trichloroethene by butane-grown cells.

Test Site
A subsurface investigation performed at a site property
(confidential) in 1990 indicated the presence of high concentrations of chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in
the soil and, to a greater extent, the groundwater. Further
assessment indicated the presence of chlorinated VOCs in the
shallow aquifer. A groundwater pump and treat system was
installed in 1990. This system included three recovery wells
screened in the shallow aquifer in the vicinity of the highest
VOC concentrations encountered during the subsurface investigations. Subsequent investigations and groundwater monitoring at the site indicated that the recovery wells were having only a limited impact on groundwater conditions in the
shallow aquifer.
The soils and groundwater at the site had elevated concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA and TCE at dissolved-phase concentrations up to 160 mg/L prior to treatment with Butane
Biostimulation Technologies.

Remedial Options
Given the extent of VOC contamination at the site, mass
excavation and disposal was not deemed an acceptable remediation option. In 1990, the groundwater pump and treat
option (GP&T) using conventional air-stripping and granular
activated carbon technology was selected over soil vapor
extraction with air sparge-enhancements (SVE/AS) as the preferred remediation alternative.
Periodic groundwater quality monitoring revealed that the
groundwater pump and treat system was having a limited
impact on groundwater conditions in the shallow aquifer. In an
effort to accelerate remediation of the VOC plume identified at
the site, an innovative bioremediation technology designed to
enhance natural attenuation by butane biostimulation was pilot
tested at the site from June 1997 to October 1998.

Butane Biostimulation
Butane biostimulation destroys chlorinated solvent contamination in-situ by encouraging indigenous bacteria
already acclimated to site conditions to flourish, which helps
to reduce owner liability. The method does not rely on chemical transfer to activated carbon or catalytic destruction. Since
the growth of butane-utilizing bacteria is limited only by the
zone of butane biostimulation, this technology addresses contamination in the saturated zone, capillary fringe, and vadose
zone. The injection system in our treatment system is safe,
highly reliable, and requires little maintenance and technician oversight. The proprietary injection system was designed
by Global BioSciences, Inc. (GBI) in collaboration with
Matheson Gas Products LLC, an international firm specializing in custom engineering and design applications. The
Butane Injection System complies with all federal, state and
local laws and regulations pertaining to compressed gas storage and usage.

Butane Injection
Two proprietary butane injection wells capable of delivering a total of 24 cubic feet of butane gas into the subsurface
daily were installed at the site. Butane is pulsed for a period
of 0.5 seconds every hour utilizing a helium pusher.

Air Injection
The cometabolism of chlorinated solvents is an aerobic
process. Without oxygen to serve as the terminal electron

acceptor, butane-utilizing bacteria cannot degrade the targeted compounds.
Each air and butane injection well is equipped with a pressure gauge to monitor the injection pressure at each well point.
The air compressor is set to deliver 8 to 12 cfm per well at
less than one breakout pressure in order to minimize CVOC
volatilization. The primary objective of the air injection system is to oxygenate the groundwater without the customary
effects and contaminant dispersal associated with aggressive
air-sparging programs. The butane injection system delivers
butane at 50 psi into the treatment zone.

Monitoring
Monthly monitoring at the site consists of in-situ measurement of dissolved oxygen, carbon dioxide, and chloride ion
concentration using colorimetric methods. Dissolved butane
concentrations were quantified using a portable gas chromatograph. Serial dilutions and plating were conducted to
enumerate viable cell counts in groundwater. Monitoring for
fugitive butane emissions was conducted daily during the pilot
study, and no evidence of breakthrough to the ambient air or
other potential receptors was noted
Groundwater quality samples collected from the on-site
monitoring wells were analyzed at a certified laboratory for
VOCs referencing EPA method 8260.
An expanded soil vapor monitoring program was instituted during the pilot program to monitor butane and chlorinated volatile organic compound volatilization in the unsaturated zone.

Results
Data analysis shows that the total dissolved-phase concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA in a monitoring well located within
the treatment zone was 150,000 ppb in June 1997, 2,500 ppb
in December 1997 and 580 ppb in June 1998 (Figure 1A). The
chloride ion (Figure 1B) and carbon dioxide concentrations,
and cell densities (in groundwater) increased by several orders
of magnitude over background in monitoring wells located
within the butane biostimulation zone. Butane was observed
to undergo full microbial oxidation within the subsurface.

Conventional Technologies
Chlorinated contaminated groundwater and soil are currently remediated with steam injection, bioventing, soil vapor
extraction (SVE/AS) systems with air-sparge capabilities, and
conventional pump and treat (GP&T) methods employing air
stripping towers. The waste streams generated by these
processes are either discharged to the atmosphere, incinerated, or treated through liquid or vapor phase activated carbon.
The current remedial technologies are costly. Some methods,
like groundwater pump and treat with air stripping of groundwater, are both costly and ineffective.
The total costs associated with steam injection and GP&T
can range between $250,000 and $600,000, depending on site
complexity and levels of contamination. GP&T usually have
associated costs for air stripping towers, iron treatment and
NPDES or pre-treatment permits for discharge to a catch basin
or a municipal sewer. GP&T systems can typically operate for
decades with no change in contaminant levels since GP&T
does little to address the problem of adsorbed-phase contamination within the soil matrix. SVE/AS and bioventing systems can cost anywhere from $140,000 to $250,000 for a one
to two year period, again depending on the site conditions and
SEPTEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist
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levels of subsurface contamination. More a transfer technology, GP&T and SVE/AS usually remove the contaminants from
the groundwater and soil onto granular activated carbon,
which then requires regeneration, incineration, or landfilling.
The costs associated with GBI’s butane biostimulation technologies for groundwater and soil cleanup realize savings of
50% to 90% compared with conventional technologies.

Conclusions
The cometabolism of chlorinated compounds using patented technology – The Bioremediation of Pollutants with Butaneutilizing Bacteria™ - is a viable and cost competitive treatment technology for chlorinated solvents.
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Treasurer’s Summary for 1998
Robert M. Colpitts, CPG-07702, Outgoing Treasurer
As outgoing Treasurer of the Institute, my last official act
is to inform you, the Membership, of our financial condition
as of December 31, 1999. I appreciate the opportunity to serve
you and the Institute as Treasurer.
In April, I received the accountant’s final, audited
Statement of Activities from Headquarters. Our financial
statements are audited on even-numbered years and reviewed
on odd-numbered years. The report format is the same one I
provided to the Executive Committee during each of our faceto-face meetings during the year.

Assets
As of December 31, 1998, the AIPG financial statements
show that Total Assets were $453,837. These assets break
down into the following categories:
Cash and Cash Equivalents
$259,084
Inventories
$41,359
Pre-paid Expenses
$16,164
Advance Loan for Annual Meeting
$5,000
Accounts Receivable
$753
Accrued Interest
$728
Equipment and Improvements (Depreciated) $50,189
Treasury Bill Obligations
$197,577
Other Assets (Deposits)
$2,199
Total Assets are $9,533 higher than in 1997; Total Cash
and Cash Equivalents are also up $113,446 from last year. We
have $3,066 more cash in checking this year versus last and
have $7,397 more in the Money Market and U.S. Treasury
accounts at the end of 1998 than in 1997. In addition, Citizen’s
Guides, Insignia, Publications, and Supply inventories are
down by $4,149.

Liabilities
As of December 31, Total Liabilities were $416,467. These
break down into the following categories:
Bank Overdraft
$0
Current portion – installment note
$3,717
Accounts Payable
$9,744
Accrued Compensated Absences
$14,083
Accrued Pension
$8,454
Suspense Dues (Applicants)
$N/R
Payroll Taxes Payable
$910
Other Taxes Payable
$1,329
Foundation Contributions Collected
$2,700
Dues Received in Advance
$327,895
Section Dues Payable
$37,780
Undistributed Section Dues
$145

Total Liabilities are up $62,184 from last year. Most of these
result from Accrued Absences and Retirement, and Section
Dues Payable (smaller than last year). I often see large fluctuations in Taxes Payable, which result from timing of payments (quarterly tax payments payable in January, April,
June, and September) and issuance of the preliminary monthly accounting summaries.
The difference between Total Assets and Total Liabilities
is $37,370. These are our Net Assets (i.e. reserves.)

Unrestricted Net Assets
This category includes Revenues and Gains, and Expenses
and Losses. Revenues and Gains include Net Dues Income of
$405,193 and Non-Dues Income of $46,679. Note the difference. These total $451,872, with Non-Dues Income $17,858
lower than in 1997. Thus for 1998, non-dues income dropped
from 16% to 10% of our total revenue stream; the remaining
90% of our revenue stream is from dues.
Expenses and Losses include a variety of expense items.
These include Cost of Goods Sold of $126,240, Human Resource
Expenses (including benefits, retirement fund, and payroll
taxes) of $208,394 (down from 1997), General and
Administrative Expenses of $257,195 including payroll and
Non-Cash Expenses of $16,243; continuing education expense
1998 was $0 owing to a cost cutting measure. These total
$504,523. This is $4,414 lower than last year.
The difference between Revenues and Gains, and Expenses
and Losses yields the increase or (decrease) in Unrestricted
Net Assets for 1998. This difference is ($52,651). This represents a loss for 1998 of $52,651 that must be made up from
our reserves.

Balance of Statement
In order for the Statement to balance, the Net Assets for
1997 plus the increase (decrease) in Unrestricted Net Assets
for 1998 should equal the Net Assets for 1998. At the end of
1997, the Institute’s Net Assets totaled $90,021. Adding the
loss (or decrease in Net Assets) of $52,651 for 1998 leaves a
Net Asset balance of $37,370 which balances with the difference between the Net Assets and Net Liabilities above.

1999 Budget and
Projected Losses or Surpluses
Each new budget for AIPG is based on renewal rates for
current CPGs/Members, an estimated number of new applicants based on application trends, and the monetary needs of
Headquarters. Estimated renewal rates are the primary basis
for a series of Budget Scenarios. With the change in Executive
Directors, we estimated that there would be additional expenses in 1999 that were not present in 1998. Coupled with the
dues increase for the 1999 Calendar Year, net cash flow has
increased enough to offset those expenses and leave the
SEPTEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist
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Institute with a small surplus. The projected surplus for 1999
is between $3,000 and $4,000 – a significant difference from
the $52,651 loss in 1998! This money will be the seed needed
to rebuild our asset base up from its current, dangerously low
position of $37,370. As you can see, without the dues increase,
the Institute would have been dangerously crippled or bankrupt by the end of this year. The cash flow and expenditures
will be under scrutiny by Treasurer Buchanan and the
Executive Committee.

current committee members are Peggy Carpenter, Stuart
Mock, and I (as Chairman). We all have experience in marketing and management, and Stuart has expertise in publication marketing and sales. We will be working very closely
with the Publications Committee (Charles Fletcher,
Chairman) and the Editor, Myrna Killey. If you wish to contribute ideas and time to the marketing effort, call me at (775)
673 – 8570 or drop me an e-mail message at rcolpits@zeolite.reno.nv.us. We have a lot of work ahead of us.

Efforts to Curb Expenditures and
Increase Non-Dues Income

Conclusion

Additional cost savings will be realized in the move to the
new Headquarters in Westminster (see June TPG, page 27.)
All publications setup and development have been brought
in-house now so that only the final printing and binding is
done outside.
The 1998 Executive Committee also recognized the need
for a Marketing and Advertising Committee to handle marketing of our publications and the Institute as a whole. The
purpose of the new committee is to try to improve sales of our
publications (current and new) so that Non-Dues Income will
increase from its current low of 10% of total revenues. The

It has been my great pleasure to serve the Institute and
Membership as Treasurer for the past two years and to be
part of finding solutions to these financial problems. Many of
the decisions the 1998 Executive Committee made were not
easy, but were desperately needed. We all thank you for your
continued support and participation.
If any of you desire additional details on how the money is
spent, contact Headquarters. The Institute is pleased to discuss your concerns, but we would also like you to consider
serving on the National Executive Committee if you have been
active at the State Section level. Though time consuming, I
am sure you will find it as educational and enjoyable as I have.

African Dust Called a Major Factor Affecting
Southeast U.S. Air Quality
WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Large quantities of dust, originating in Africa, are blown across the Atlantic Ocean each summer and constitute up to one half of breathable particles in
the air over Miami, Florida, according to a new study. African
dust can on certain days push the total number of airborne
particles above the limit set by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency under the Clean Air Act.
The study, by Joseph M. Prospero of the University of
Miami's Rosenstiel School of Marine and Atmospheric
Sciences, appeared in the July 20 issue of Journal of
Geophysical Research, published by the American Geophysical
Union. Describing himself as a "champion of dust," Prospero
reviewed 23 years of measurements of airborne particles, or
aerosols, at a coastal site in Miami. He believes the impact of
African dust is comparable throughout the southeastern
United States. His study was funded in part by the National
Science Foundation.
Prospero emphasizes that there is nothing new about the
transoceanic transport of African dust. He says it has been
occurring on a geologic time scale, giving the example that
soil composition in Bermuda is consistent with African dust
sources and shows little evidence of North American inputs.
The EPA's PM (for particulate matter) standard is based
on the total mass of particles measuring 2.5 microns or less
that may be observed in a 24 hour period. Particles of this size
can penetrate deep into the lung, where they are deposited
and react with lung tissue. The standard does not distinguish
among various types of particles, which include pollution and
local dust along with African dust. Prospero says that manmade photochemical pollution in the eastern and southeastern United States is at its highest in summer, the same time
that most of the African dust arrives. The dust causes a dense
haze, but people who are unaware of the dust might mistake
it for local pollution haze, he says.
8
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In assessing an area's compliance with its PM 2.5 standard, EPA may exclude exceptional natural events, such as
volcanic eruptions, wild-land fires, and high-wind events. This
last category would cover dust, but EPA is referring only to
local dust whipped up by unusually high winds, as in a storm.
During African dust events, wind speeds are close to average
and provide no clue as to the cause of the high PM 2.5 concentrations. Other indicators must be used to identify the presence of African dust.
EPA's standards are established on the basis of health
issues. Prospero notes that very little research has been done
into the health effects of ambient, or "normal," dust in the air,
as contrasted with dust in coal mines and other contained
industrial environments. Further, it has not been shown
which, if any, specific components of dust may affect human
health. Various mechanisms have been proposed by which airborne particles might damage lung tissue, one of which
involves iron-rich coatings on particles. Prospero notes that
African dust particles contain large amounts of iron as a coating, providing its characteristic red-brown color. Once dust is
deposited in the lung, the iron coating would likely be released
to the lung tissue.
Historically, most studies of dust have focused on its role
in forming deep sea sediments. Prospero had argued for years,
he says, that dust must also play a role in climate forcing,
observing that it was the most prominently visible particle
constituent in satellite images. He says that in the last few
years, a number of researchers have been investigating dust
as an element in climate change. Although dust is "natural,"
Prospero says, much of it is liberated into the air as a result
of poor land use practices and could therefore be classified a
pollutant. He expresses satisfaction that after all these years,
dust--or at least the study of it--is finally gaining some respect.
AGU Release No. 99-21

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN
MORE on REGISTRATION, CERTIFICATION, and ADVOCACY
William J. Siok, CPG-04773

Registration
From time to time, members (and non-members) contact
AIPG seeking a comprehensive repository of information
regarding registration status throughout the USA. There is
currently a reference source on the AIPG website providing a
directory of State Boards. Our objective is to provide a larger, more comprehensive information base. Thanks to the efforts
of the AIPG State Affairs Committee (John Howard, CPG08740, Chairman) and an excellent comprehensive annual
report from the AASG Professional Affairs Committee on
Geologist Registration Status (James H. Williams, CPG00374, Chairman), AIPG has information which reflects registration status as of April, 1999.
By the time you read this article, the following information
pertaining to state registration will be on the AIPG website:
Excerpts from the AASG Professional Affairs Committee
Report of June, 1999, including a table entitled Overview
of State Geological Registration Laws, 04/99; a state-bystate status report prepared by James H. Williams entitled
Geologist Registration Status, April 1999; and an updated Directory of State Boards.
If you find this service to be of value, please advise headquarters. More importantly, if you have any information which
would contribute to this data base, please don’t hesitate to
forward it to AIPG through John Howard or directly to headquarters. At present twenty-four states have a licensure/registration statute. Twelve other states have Statutory
Definition, Title Regulation, or Certification. Geologists in
three more states are actively seeking registration statutes.

Certification
The related and complementary issue of certification by
professional organizations continues to be a topic of debate
among practicing professionals.
As one who has been paying considerably more attention
to the registration issue since becoming Executive Director,
it seems to me that there is broader acceptance now, than even
one year ago, of the need for maintaining Certification even
after obtaining licensure. The necessity for and added credibility accorded the practicing geologist by certification is very
elegantly underscored in a letter by Charter Member Robert
H. Paschall, CPG-00118, found in this issue of TPG.
Many arguments have been made, and will be made, regarding the effectiveness of maintaining certification upon the
heels of registration. Without appearing to be self-serving, I
feel that the argument for certification and concomitant membership in an advocacy organization like our AIPG cannot be
made too strongly. We have all observed and been participants
in the evolving marketplace. Some of us have lost jobs more
than once, some have been forced to move around to survive,
and some have left the profession altogether for lack of opportunity. There is no panacea to the inconsistent marketplace.
AIPG, through continued lobbying efforts, is part of the geo-

science community striving to educate an ever broader cross
section of society, particularly legislators, regarding the role
we play for the commonweal.
Consider the cliché: There is strength in numbers. While
our impact in numbers is not of the same magnitude as some
of our other professional colleagues (doctors, engineers, attorneys), we can only increase recognition by presenting a solid
front. If you plan to devote your entire professional life to geology, don’t minimize the significance of certification and active
participation in AIPG. The organization was created and continues to represent you. AIPG strives to be more effective.
AIPG, meaning we the members, can be more effective.
Frankly, being more effective requires that YOU participate.
Participation means more than paying dues, it means active
advocacy.

Advocacy
Advocacy takes many forms. In regard to AIPG, advocacy
refers to representation of the profession to the public and its
institutions. In recent years, AIPG has been gaining recognition by participating in organized events which allow AIPG
representatives to meet with legislators and regulators on all
levels. My May TPG column contains a summary of the
Washington, D.C. Fly-In. During the last week in July, AIPG
members participated in the National Conference of State
Legislatures (NCSL). This event is primarily an opportunity
for state legislators from the entire US to meet, discuss, and
share information about issues significant on the state level.
NCSL is an excellent forum and opportunity for advocacy
groups to develop strong relationships with state legislators.
AIPG participated as an exhibitor and shared a booth with
the Association of American State Geologists. Thirteen CPGs
(AIPG members) participated. The time spent at the conference was devoted to speaking with state legislators from most
states. NCSL is an ideal opportunity to inform lawmakers
about the role geologist play in society.
Hundreds of influential professional, trade, and commercial organizations exhibit at NCSL. Some examples: American
Chemical Society, American Consulting Engineers Council,
American Institute of Architects, American Society of Civil
Engineers, American Society of Mechanical Engineers,
Chemical Manufacturers Association, Clean Fuels
Development Coalition, National Society of Professional
Engineers.
AIPG has been participating in NCSL for more than a
decade; exposure received there contributes to overall recognition and credibility of the profession. The total effectiveness
of NCSL is in direct proportion to participation of AIPG members. The greater the number of participants, the more effective is our message. Please think about participating next year.
As always, if you have questions or concerns, please contact
your Section officers, a member of the National Executive
Committee, or national headquarters. You, as the affected
member, make the difference.
SEPTEMBER 1999 • The Professional Geologist
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LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES AFFECTING GEOLOGY
The Quest for a Uniform Federal Policy on Fossil Collecting
Submitted by John J. Dragonetti, CPG-02779

Introduction
Fossil collection on public lands has been a contentious subject among federal land managers, paleontologists, professional societies, commercial fossil interests, and amateur fossil collectors for several years. During the 104th Congress in
1996, Representatives Tim Johnson (D-SD) and Joe Skeen (RNM) introduced H.R. 2943, intended to govern fossil collecting on public lands. Subsequent meetings with the various
interested parties revealed dramatically divergent views.
Each of the parties maintained their opinions throughout the
negotiations, creating a virtual stalemate. The bill was
referred to the House Committee on Resources, but because
of the lack of agreement among stakeholders over how this
issue should be handled, the committee took no further action
before the end of the session.
Despite the failure of H.R. 2943 to make much headway,
significant interest in the issue continued into the 105th
Congress. The result was a provision accompanying the Senate
version of last year’s Department of the Interior appropriations bill that the “Secretary of the Interior, in consultation
with appropriate scientific, educational and commercial entities, should develop a report assessing the need for a unified
Federal policy on the collection, storage, and preservation of
... fossils.” In order to address the requirements of the legislation, a public meeting was held in June at the U.S. Geological
Survey’s (USGS) national headquarters in Reston, Virginia.
The meeting was presided over by the Interior Secretary’s
science advisor and a panel of representatives of the Bureau
of Land Management, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Forest
Service, the National Park Service, the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, the Smithsonian Institution, and the USGS. The panel
heard testimony from eleven speakers representing scientific societies, museums, universities, commercial trade groups,
and individual collectors. Although not represented on the
panel, the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of
Engineers were identified as interested parties.
In order to meet the conditions set down in Senate Report
105-227 accompanying the Fiscal Year 1999 Interior and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, the federal panel
intends to submit a final report to Congress by February 1,
2000. The report will not only assess the need for a unified
federal policy, it will also assess the need for standards to
“maximize the availability of fossils for scientific study” and
“evaluate the effectiveness of current methods for storing and
preserving fossils collected on public lands,” all tasks set by
the Senate.

What is a Fossil?
The congressional request for a unified federal policy
reflects frustration over the diverse regulations currently in
place for different agencies. Collection and permit requirements differ among the agencies for invertebrates, verte-
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brates, petrified wood, and fossil plants. Not only do the regulations differ, but the terms “fossil” and “paleontological
resource” are defined differently by different agencies. Only
the USGS and the Smithsonian, neither of which manage
lands, have inclusive definitions of these terms. They define
fossils as the remains, traces, or imprints of once-living organisms preserved in the earth’s crust. A preliminary report developed by the panel outlines current policies and definitions. It
is available by writing to Sara Pena, Bureau of Land
Management, 1849 C Street NW, Washington, DC 20240.

Federal Policy Goals
The principal stated goal of federal policy is to preserve fossils from public lands for their scientific and educational value
and to assure their benefit to the general public. Another key
objective is to insure the proper storage and care of fossils,
primarily in a museum setting. A unified federal policy must
also seek to avoid damage to fossils through inexpert collection, and the loss of information on location, rock type, and
other pertinent data.
In addition to the permitting processes and conditions, all
of the land management agencies also have requirements concerning threatened or endangered species, cultural sites, and
wildlife habitats that can affect fossil collecting efforts. The
agencies must comply with a variety of laws including the
National Environmental Policy Act, the Endangered Species
Act, the Wilderness Act, the Federal Cave Resources Protection
Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Archeological
Resources Protection Act, and Presidential Executive Order
13007 of May 1996 governing Indian sacred sites.
Although the USGS and the Smithsonian do not manage
lands, both have unique roles for fossil collection and preservation. The former’s role derives from its paleontological
expertise, and the latter’s through the mandate of the USGS
Organic Act of 1879, which states that all collections of rock,
minerals, soils, fossils, and objects of natural history, archaeology, and ethnology made by the USGS or other governmental agencies, when no longer needed for study, shall be deposited in the National Museum. Because Indian lands are not
public lands, decisions on fossil collecting are within the
purview of the tribe or individual Indian landowner. The
Bureau of Indian Affairs’ role, as a trustee, is simply to assure
the Indian landowner benefits from the transaction, but has
no other authority to manage paleontological resources.

Meeting Testimony
Most of the speakers at the June meeting focused their testimony on vertebrate fossils. There was general agreement in
principle that uniformity was desirable for fossil collecting
policy on federal lands, but beyond that it was clear that existing differences have not abated.
Representatives of the American Lands Access Association
stated that fossils are an abundantly renewable resource, not

rare, and not in need of protection. They also argued
that fossils weather out easily once exposed, and
thus need to be collected quickly by their finder. In
contrast, museum spokespersons cited examples of
fossils exposed for decades with no evidence of
weathering and contrasted that with examples of
fossils destroyed by inexpert or hasty removal
efforts. These contrasting views prompted a
request from the panel for both sides to provide
several specific examples in support of their case.
Academic and professional society representatives
contended that the public should not have to buy
fossils from commercial interests who collected
those specimens from public lands. They also
expressed concern that fossil locations, assemblages, and specimens be preserved for scientific
study, and that such knowledge be placed within
nationwide data and information systems. Except
for the commercial interests, all parties agreed that
fossils are not a renewable resource.

Conclusion
Whether or not the Gordian knot this issue represents can be untied or severed is uncertain.
Perhaps some magical solution is about to be
revealed, but negotiations among the warring factions over the past three years have not substantially altered positions nor brokered many compromises. Some have suggested that the issue could
be divided between vertebrates and invertebrates,
but such an approach faces the problem that there
are rare and common occurrences of both. Any
attempt to list protected species is considered inadequate, because new species are continually being
discovered. However, some form of resolution is
sorely needed. Scientists, students, and collectors
deserve a uniform policy for all public lands. The
current patchwork regulatory quilt with a different policy for each agency, and often for different
sites within the same agency, does not serve the
public need. It will truly be a challenge for the panel
to construct a report to Congress that will satisfy
all the interested parties.
The Government Affairs column is a bimonthly
feature written by John Dragonetti who is Senior
Advisor to the American Geological Institute’s
Government Affairs Program.

UPDATE:
Nebraska Board of Geologists
Joni Rhiner, Member of the Nebraska Board
of Geologists
The Nebraska Board of Geologists is currently
implementing the Geologists Regulation Act which
was passed by the Nebraska Legislature last year.
This year (1999) we are writing the Rules and
Regulations and working on setting up our system,
as well as being in the midst of our “grandfather
period” of Professional Geologist Registration. Our
website is (http://csd/unl.edu/board/nbg.htm).

New Technique Successfully
Forecasts Earthquake
UK geophysicist Stuart Crampin successfully warned the Icelandic
authorities of a forthcoming earthquake thanks to a new technique,
which he describes in the current Journal of the Geological Society [Notes
1,2]. Crampin warned the Icelandic National Civil Defense Committee
(27 and 29 October 1998) that there would either be a magnitude five
(M5) earthquake in the near future, or a more severe M6 quake before
the end of February 1999. A final warning was issued on November 10,
and three days later (November 13) an M5 earthquake was reported
within 2km of one of the monitoring stations [Note 3].
The new technique can be used to stress-forecast the time and magnitude of future large earthquakes, but cannot identify the location of
the earthquake focus. However, information on stress build-up can help
geologists with knowledge of the local area to predict which fault is most
likely to move.
Earthquakes produce two different kinds of seismic wave passing
through the rock mass. Primary Waves (P-waves) are high-frequency
push-pull motions in the direction of travel. Shear waves (S-waves) are
high-frequency vibrations at right angles to the direction of travel.
In rocks of the Earth’s crust these seismic waves travel at different
speeds. Most rocks have stress-aligned cracks which are anisotropic,
which means that they do not display the same elastic properties in all
directions. Such fabrics polarize the shear vibrations into two waves,
vibrating almost perpendicularly to each other. These different polarizonations travel at different speeds.
Crampin explains that the crucial anisotropy of the rock that causes
the relative retardation is due to aligned fluid-filled microcracks and
pore spaces. The alignment of these voids (usually filled with brines, but
which may contain oil or gas) is caused by the predominant stress field
acting on the rock. Changes in the stress field, in the lead-up to an earthquake, for example, can therefore produce measurable changes in the
relative retardation. These changes can help predict seismic events as
stress builds up before the earthquake.
Crampin and others have monitored seismic activity in various places
during the build-up to major earthquakes. In order to identify changes
in the stress field before large events, they sampled a number of small
earthquakes during the build-up period, using a suitably placed array
of appropriate seismometers capable of recording the data to the required
resolution. These constraints are severe, Crampin says, which is why
the number of examples he has been able to cite is relatively small.
However, there appear to be no contrary observations.
Crampin explains how progress towards criticality within the rock
mass can be monitored by analysing seismic S-waves propagating
through the large zone where the earthquake stress builds up. This
means that the increasing likelihood of large earthquakes can be recognized as deformation is seen to accumulate.
As well as leading to useful forecasting of severe seismic events,
Crampin foresees the technique being used to determine the likehood of
dangerous rock-bursts in deep mines, and in various applications to the
techniques of enhanced oil recovery. It could also be used to forecast
other failures, such as rockfalls and landslides, he writes.
Notes:
1.
2.

3.

Crampin, S., 1999: Calculable fluid-rock interactions. Journal of the
Geological Society, v. 156.
The Geological Society of London is the UK organization representing the
interests of professional Earth scientists and is the UK’s premier forum for
debate in the geosciences. It was founded in 1807 and has 8,800 members
worldwide.
Crampin, S., T. Volti, R. Stefansson, 1999. A successfully stress-forecast earthquake. Geophysical Journal International [in press].
The Geological Society, PR 30/99
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AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS PROGRAM MONTHLY UPDATE
Monthly update prepared by David Applegate and AGI/AIPG Geoscience Policy Interns
Scott Broadwell and Sarah Robinson
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Science Loses Its Congressional Champion
Appropriations: NASA, NSF, NOAA Take Hits
Tax Bills Include Oil and Gas Provisions
Superfund Bills Making Slow Headway
Moonlight “Sunshine” Provision Finally Exposed to Light
NSF Releases Environment Report, Invites Comments
Opportunity to Comment on Park Service, USGS
Strategic Plans
• Tentative Schedule of Upcoming GAP Activities
• New Material on Web Site

Science Loses Its
Congressional Champion
Representative George E. Brown Jr. passed away July 16th
at the age of 79, leaving behind a legacy as science’s greatest
and most knowledgeable champion in Congress. He saw science as a marvelous tool for the betterment of the human condition, and his support for science cannot be separated from
his leadership in the struggle for civil rights and environmental
protection. Despite squeaking through many of his elections,
Brown always prevailed, serving eighteen terms to become the
longest-serving representative in California’s history.
As chairman of the House Science Committee and later as
its ranking Democrat, Brown hired many scientists and engineers for his staff, creating an oasis of technical expertise on
Capitol Hill. A strong supporter of the congressional science
fellowship program since its inception in 1973, Brown frequently used fellows on both his personal and committee staff,
including several geoscientists. He was also instrumental in
the creation of the Congressional Office of Technology
Assessment.
Brown is the father of the National Earthquake Hazards
Reduction Program (NEHRP). He was a tireless advocate for
space exploration and for greater international scientific collaboration. He helped expand the role of the National Science
Foundation to include education and was a catalyst for creation of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the
permanent White House Office of Science and Technology
Policy.
The recipient of a bachelor’s degree in industrial physics
from UCLA, Brown challenged scientists “to become more
involved with the political process and the needs of the broader society — in other words, be more effective citizens.” In a
statement issued at the time of Brown’s death, his wife, Marta
Macias Brown, said: “George believed that public service was
a noble calling, that an individual could make a difference and
that through persuasion and reason we could build a better
society.”
The Political Scene column in the September issue of
Geotimes will contain a more extensive tribute to Brown.
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Appropriations: NASA, NSF,
NOAA Take Hits
As July turns to August, congressional leaders are showing
little sign of easing up on the budgetary caps set in 1997 to
constrain federal spending, and science funding is taking a hit.
Aside from reclassifying a few programs as “emergency spending,” the bills emerging from the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees are sticking to the caps. Defense
spending is up and civilian spending is down. For science, that
approach is translating into major budget cuts as the Fiscal
Year 2000 appropriations process shifts into high gear. Some
of the deepest cuts are being felt in the massive
VA/HUD/Independent Agencies bill, which funds NSF, NASA,
and EPA among other agencies. NASA would be hardest hit,
receiving nearly $850 million less than requested and $1.4 billion (over 10 percent) less than the agency received in FY 1999.
The Office of Earth Science would receive a 20 percent cut. In
addition to eliminating the Triana satellite (viewed as a pet
project of Vice President Gore), the House bill cuts more than
$260 million from earth science programs. The American
Geophysical Union has sent out an alert on the NASA cuts,
which can be found at http://www.agu.org/cgi-bin/asla/asla-list.
In the same bill, NSF would receive $3.6 billion, 7 percent
less than the President requested and 0.7 percent less than
it received in FY 1999. Research accounts at NSF would receive
$2.8 billion, down 7.5 percent from the request and 0.3 percent over FY 1999. The Senate has yet to mark up its version
of the VA/HUD bill.
As usual, the Interior spending bill is mired in controversy, mostly related to legislative provisions — known as “riders” — attached to it on issues such as mining and timber.
The House bill passed on July 14th, and the Senate is still
debating its version. The USGS fares moderately well in both
bills, receiving more than FY 1999 but less than requested.
Most of the increases go toward uncontrollable costs rather
than to Administration initiatives. A rider in the Senate bill
would permanently reverse the Department of the Interior
Solicitor’s interpretation of the 1872 Mining Law that limits
the size of mine dumps. More on that issue at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis.html#mining.
The House version of the Commerce spending bill slashes
research funding at NOAA by over 10 percent from FY 1999.
NOAA as a whole went down $547 million below the request
and $208 million below FY 1999 levels despite a 7 percent
increase for the National Weather Service. Ocean and atmospheric research, remote sensing, and marine fisheries programs would take the brunt of reductions.
More on these bills at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis.html
#approps. In an ironic twist, the Senate unanimously passed
S. 296, legislation to double the federal investment in research,
even as these spending bills were being debated and passed.
A House counterpart to the Senate doubling bill has yet to
emerge, and prospects are dim in the current budgetary climate.

Tax Bills Include Oil and
Gas Provisions

Moonlight “Sunshine” Provision
Finally Exposed to Light

Tax cut bills that have passed both the House and Senate
contain a number of provisions sought by the domestic petroleum industry, including deduction of geological and geophysical costs. The Senate bill (S. 1429), passed on July 30th,
includes four relevant provisions: a five-year extension of the
current suspension of the net income limitation on percentage depletion for marginal wells, creation of a five-year carryback on net operating losses for oil and gas producers, and
expensing of delay rental payments as well as geological and
geophysical costs, starting in 2000. The House bill (H.R. 2488),
passed on July 23rd, includes those four provisions plus one
that grants a six-year suspension of existing limits on percentage depletion in excess of 65 percent net taxable income.
Given that both the House and Senate tax bills contain roughly $800 billion in tax cuts and that the President has promised to veto anything over $300 billion, it is unclear whether
the petroleum provisions can survive the ensuing negotiations. Many of the provisions found in these tax cut bills mirror in part, or in full, petroleum industry relief legislation
introduced earlier in this Congress. More at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis.html#gastax.

On July 15th, the House Subcommittee on Government
Management, Information, and Technology held a hearing on
legislation that would repeal a “sunshine” provision slipped
into a 4,000 page omnibus appropriations bill during a final
closed-door negotiating session last fall. That provision, introduced by Sen. Richard Shelby (R-AL), sought to subject all
data produced through federally funded grants to Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) requests. Shelby sought to correct his
earlier inability to obtain epidemiological data developed by
Harvard researchers under a National Institutes of Health
grant, which EPA later used in support of a rulemaking. The
Shelby provision was discovered only after the massive bill
had passed, prompting lawmakers and many in the scientific community to cry foul over the lack of legislative hearings
or other debate. In January, Rep. George Brown (D-CA) introduced legislation, H.R. 88, to repeal the Shelby provision. This
spring, the White House Office of Management and Budget
released draft revisions of its Circular A-110 to comply with
the new law and received thousands of comments on both
sides of the issue.
The July 15th hearing on H.R. 88 was the first on this subject and was followed on July 27th by a roundtable discussion
held by the Senate Science and Technology Caucus on public
access to federal data. At the House hearing, proponents of
repealing the Shelby provision cited four main concerns:
Applying FOIA to all data produced under federal grants could
compromise patient confidentiality and, in the case of publicprivate partnerships, intellectual property rights; expose
researchers working on controversial subjects to harassment;
and create a significant administrative burden on researchers.
Opponents of repealing the amendment argued that FOIA
adequately handles privacy and property issues, that the public has a right to data paid for by federal tax dollars, and that
the concerns of researchers are overblown. Questions from the
subcommittee illustrated that, beyond those directly involved
in this legislation, many members of Congress are getting
their feet wet with this issue for the first time.
In both the Senate and the House hearings, a fair bit of
attention was paid to the proposed rules drafted by OMB,
which stipulate that only published data shall be subjected to
FOIA requests. Still in question, however, is whether or not
the agency regulations would hold up to a court challenge
given the broader scope of the Shelby provision itself. The
question may come sooner rather than later as the House
recently defeated an amendment that would have delayed
implementation of the revised OMB rule. More on this issue
at: http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/foia.html.

Superfund Bills Making Slow Headway
Superfund reform legislation is inching along on several
fronts. During July, a House bill passed a subcommittee vote,
the Senate prepared to vote on its version, and Superfund tax
provisions were included in the massive tax-cut bills currently
awaiting a House-Senate conference. H.R. 1300, introduced
by Rep. Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY), passed the House Water
Resources and Environment Subcommittee, which Boehlert
chairs, and is awaiting a vote by the full Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee next week. S. 1090, introduced by
Senate Environment and Public Works Committee Chairman
John Chafee (R-RI), was scheduled for a committee vote on
July 28th that was cancelled after Democrats asked for more
time to negotiate. Both bills have been substantially modified
from Superfund reform measures in previous Congresses in
an effort to satisfy the concerns of congressional Democrats
and the President. Boehlert in particular has sought to develop a bill with broad support, and his efforts should pay off —
H.R. 1300 is expected to pass the full Transportation
Committee by a unanimous vote.
Tax legislation is also being used as a vehicle to get some
form of Superfund legislation passed this Congress. The tax
cut bill passed by the Senate on July 30th includes provisions
concerning brownfields, expanding credits to encourage
cleanup at any brownfield location — previous credits applied
only to “Empowerment Zones, Environmental Protection
Agency pilot sites, and high-poverty areas.” Because more sites
are eligible for the credit, the cost is estimated to increase to
$782 million dollars over 10 years. The tax cut bill passed by
the House on July 22nd combines the Superfund trust fund
with the Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) trust
fund. Superfund clean-up costs would be able to tap into the
$1.4 billion dollars currently in the LUST fund, providing
funding for clean ups while skirting the controversial issue of
reinstating the Superfund Tax. More on Superfund at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis.html#superfund.

NSF Releases Environment Report,
Invites Comments
The National Science Foundation (NSF) held a public briefing on July 30th to announce the release of its interim report
“Environmental Science and Engineering for the 21st Century:
The Role of the National Science Foundation.” The report was
prepared by a special Task Force on the Environment created
by the National Science Board, and it is available online at
http://www.nsf.gov/nsb/tfe/nsb99133/ start.htm. NSF is currently seeking comments from all interested parties. No formal closing date for comment submissions was given, but task
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force chair Dr. Jane Lubchenco stated that comments received
in the next month would be the most helpful.
According to NSF, the Task Force on the Environment was
established “to assist the Foundation in defining the scope of
its role with respect to environmental research, education,
and assessment, and in determining the best means of implementing activities related to this area.” The forward to the
interim report explains that the report is based on extensive
review of relevant policy documents and reports, a process of
hearings and consultations with invested communities, invited commentary from a variety of organizations and individuals, and feedback from a public website.
The report offers two “keystone” recommendations: 1) environmental research, education, and scientific assessment
should be one of the highest priorities at NSF, and towards
that end recommend increasing the level of environmental
funding from the current level of approximately $600 million
by $1 billion dollars over five years; and 2) NSF management
should develop an effective organizational approach that
meets all of the criteria required to ensure a well-integrated,
high-priority, high-visibility, cohesive, and sustained environmental portfolio within the NSF.” More information on this
issue, including AGI testimony to the Task Force and background on the related National Institute for the Environment
effort, at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis.html#nie.

Opportunity to Comment on Park
Service, USGS Strategic Plans
Three years ago, all federal agencies were required to develop strategic plans in accordance with the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA). Now they are required
to revise them. These plans are central to congressional efforts
to increase the accountability of federal agencies and can have
significant implications for future funding decisions. Both the
National Park Service and U.S. Geological Survey have sent
out requests for public comments on their plans. The NPS also
is holding a series of public open houses, and GAP staff attended one in Washington DC on July 27th in order to express the
need to strengthen the role of the geosciences in the parks.
More formal comments are being developed, and AGI encourages other geoscience societies as well as individual geoscientists to comment on the revised plan. The NPS 1997 plan
can be viewed at http://www.nps.gov/planning/sp and the proposed changes can be viewed and comments made at
http://www.nps.gov/goalcomments. Comments can also be sent

SENIOR GEOLOGIST
Tarmac America, a $500 million company with a leading presence
in the construction materials industry, has an excellent opportunity
for a Senior Geologist, based in Petersburg (Richmond), Virginia.
Position will develop existing minerals reserves, organize exploration
projects and quarry mine development plans and provide technical
assistance to mine operations management. Qualifications:
Bachelor’s Degree in Geology or related field, plus 5-7 years jobrelated 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 without regard to race, color,
religion, physical or mental handicap, sex, or national origin.
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by mail to the National Park Service Strategic Planning Office,
P.O. Box 25287, Denver CO 80225.
The USGS is asking stakeholders to review its current
strategic plan and make suggestions for revisions. The plan
can be viewed at http://www.usgs.gov/stratplan/ and comments can be made either at that web address, by e-mail at
StratPlan@usgs.gov or by writing to Ms. Anne Kinsinger Chief
of the Office of Program Planning and Coordination, U.S.
Geological Survey, Reston VA 20192.

Tentative Schedule of
Upcoming GAP Activities
• Sep. 26-27, GAP Advisory Comm. Mtg., Alexandria, VA
• Sep. 29-30, New Mexico Geol. Society, Albuquerque, NM
• Oct. 24-27, GSA Annual Meeting, Denver, CO

New Material on Web Site
The following updates and reports were added to the
Government Affairs portion of AGI’s web site (http://www.agiweb.org) since the last monthly update:
• FY 2000 Geoscience Appropriations Update (7-28-99)
• Petroleum Anti-Dumping Petition Update (7-28-99)
• National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program
Reauthorization (7-22-99)
• Domestic Oil and Gas Incentives Legislation Update
(7-21-99)
• Superfund Update (7-16-99)
• Summary of Hearings on Superfund (7-16-99)
• Fossils on Public Lands Update (7-16-99)
• Solid Waste Update (7-8-99)
• BP/Amoco and ARCO Proposed Merger Hearing
Summary (6-24-99)
• Update on Provision to Apply FOIA to Federal Grants
(7-13-99)
• Commission on Women and Minorities in Science Update
(7-7-99)
• Clean Air Act Issues Update (7-6-99)
• Land Sovereignty and National Monument Acts Update
(7-6-99)
• Climate Change Policy Update (7-5-99)
• Summary of Clean Air Act Hearings (7-1-99)
• Summary of National Monument Hearings (7-1-99)
• Geotimes Political Scene: Geologic Disposal in Political
Time (7/99)
• Geotimes News Note: Geoscientists Active on Capitol Hill
(7/99)
• Government Affairs Report: Current Status of
Earthquake Hazard Reduction Legislation (reprinted
with permission from The Professional Geologist 6/99)
This monthly update goes out to members of the AGI
Government Affairs Program (GAP) Advisory Committee, the
leadership of AGI’s member societies, and other interested
geoscientists as part of a continuing effort to improve communications between GAP and the geoscience community that
it serves. Prior updates can be found on the AGI web site under
“Government Affairs” <http://www.agiweb.org>. For additional information on specific policy issues, please visit the web
site or contact us at <govt@agiweb.org> or (703) 379-2480.

PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES - Column 46
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

Honesty and Its Practical Consequences
(column 45, Aug 99)
Sue Abbott, AS-0001, commented that the geologist who
had the misdemeanor conviction should admit to it when asked
on employment applications and then explain the situation.
This advice stems from practicality as well as ethics. If the
ex-spouse decides to cause problems by telling a new employer about the charge, the lack of candor can result in termination and even more problems. Even though the charge will
be erased in two years, there will be at least one or two people who remember its existence and who potentially can cause
one problems. If one doesn’t get the job in the first place, maybe
it’s a job you’re better off without.
Does anyone else have thoughts on this situation?

The Usefulness of this Column
A reasonably long-time AIPG member who is feeling quite
disillusioned about the geologic profession wrote a message
to the Executive Committee expressing some his frustrations.
His comment on this column was, “Many times I’ve found the
articles dealing with ethics to be disturbing. I sense that many
of the articles dealing with the limits of one’s professional
expertise and misrepresentation of experience to be idealistic and not rooted in reality. It seems that the authors of these
articles are prima donnas seated in their sheltered ivory towers rendering judgment on those of us working in the trenches of trying to make a living as a geologist.”
I’m delighted the column finally disturbed him enough to
write. I continually ask for contributions from you, the reader. This column is at its best when various members make
their thoughts known on a particular subject. I can assure you
that the answers are not always clear and that small but crucial changes in the facts can make a substantial difference on
how a situation is viewed.
I’m sure that the practicality of any particular item varies
considerably depending on your individual situation. For
example, in column 43 I addressed the issue of practicing within the limits of one’s professional expertise and cited two
important court cases. Those of you not involved in expert testimony probably found the discussion pretty theoretical as did
our disillusioned colleague.
The day I received the comment from our disillusioned colleague, I received a call from Sam M. Pickering, Jr., CPG02544, which he followed up with the following e-mail. “I much
appreciated your ethics column in The Professional Geologist,
especially the item about the Georgia Court finding
(McLendon, et al. v. Georgia Kaolin Co.) that the plaintiff’s
expert was not qualified to offer evidence on the mineral in
question. Although I was Chief Geologist for that company for
many years, and had early been involved in that same case
and more recently others involving the same individual, I was
not aware that the judgement had been made. Although the

geologist in question is not an AIPG member, he is registered
by the State of Georgia. I consider it very helpful and instructive that you published this information about the ethics of
practicing within the scope of one’s professional knowledge.
Thanks.”
The discussions of misrepresentation of experience come
from the actual experiences of the contributing members.
Particularly at times like these when the whole geologic profession is depressed and many of us are scrambling for work,
either to keep our current jobs or find new ones, this issue
may not seem so theoretical. Consider the case described last
month under the heading “Honesty and Its Practical
Consequences,” and the follow-up comment at the beginning
of this column. I can assure you that I know the geologist
involved and his situation is anything but theoretical to him.
Given the frequency of divorce in this country, I doubt his situation is unique. What would you do if his resume came across
your desk? Would you want to know about his legal troubles?
How would that knowledge affect your hiring decision?
I ask all these questions because I genuinely want to learn
your views. Questions regarding potential ethical sanctions
are extremely practical for me. I want to know what the membership thinks about various situations so that when an ethics
enforcement case on the issue comes up, I and everyone else
have a sense of what type of sanction is appropriate. Causing
the death of another person is generally disapproved of by all
societies. But the circumstances and motives surrounding the
act of causing a death make a tremendous difference in the
sanction imposed as a result of the act. There are various
degrees of murder and manslaughter reflecting these differences. In the case of self-defense, there is no sanction. Ethical
judgments involve making such distinctions.
As far as being in an ivory tower, I’m a consulting geologist
struggling to make a living like other consultants in the current market for geological services. And as Chairman of the
Ethics Committee charged with investigating allegations of
violations of AIPG’s Ethics Code, I see far more of a particularly dirty trench than most of us would care to see. Part of
the reason for this column is to help you avoid that particular trench.

Can You Really Support Your Beliefs?
I periodically hear from those who are convinced that a particular venture is a fraud and that everyone associated with
the venture has to be acting unethically or incompetently, if
not both. Because of my experience with the SEC, I think I’ve
got a pretty good nose for this sort of thing myself. However,
my SEC experience also taught me that it’s a long way from
suspicion to proving.
A good illustration of this point is provided by a recent poll
by the Denver Rocky Mountain News and News4, a local TV
station, that asked a random telephone sample of 603
Coloradans who, in their opinion, murdered Jon Benet
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Ramsey.1 As shown in Figure 1, about half of the people polled
think that one or more family members committed the murder, with the mother being the most commonly picked single
choice. To date no one has been charged with the murder, and
most people’s knowledge of the case comes from that fount of
all truth, the news media, with the tabloid journals leading
the way. The fact that no one has been charged despite an
intense investigation leads me to conclude that there is insufficient evidence to support a murder charge. I’ll also have to
admit that the evidence I do remember from my fairly quick
reads through relevant newspaper articles does suggest a family member as the most likely suspect. But I haven’t thoroughly reviewed all the evidence and “most likely” is not sufficient grounds for charging someone. Therefore, I’m firmly in
the “don’t know” group (although I wasn’t among those polled).
Miss Ramsey’s murder was clearly a very serious violation
of societal ethics. Yet her case illustrates the unhappy fact
that sometimes you simply don’t have the evidence required
to support a charge against someone even where there is evidence pointing in a particular direction. This lack of evidence
may be due to unavailability or it may be due to lack of time
or other resources to look into a matter further. In either case,
the result is the same, lack of required evidence. The situation is really no different from those geologic problems we
wish we had the time or resources to look into. I suspect that
most of us can remember cases in which we suspected something was wrong, but were unable to prove it. Unfortunately,
if we make accusations, particularly unqualified accusations,
that we can’t prove, we are committing an ethical violation
ourselves.
In the professional context, the AIPG Code of Ethics states,
“Rule 2.2.3 A Member shall avoid making sensational, exaggerated, and or unwarranted statements that may mislead or
deceive members of the public or any public body. ... Standard
4.2: Members should be accurate, truthful, and candid in all
communications with others regarding professional colleagues. [And] Rule 4.2.1. A Member shall not issue (a) false
statement(s), (a) misleading statement(s), or (a) sensational,
exaggerated, defamatory, and or unwarranted statement(s)
regarding a professional colleague. Differences of opinion
occur and statements regarding opinions should be restricted to and based on logical and scientific principles and should
be made in a respectful and professional manner.”
Bottom line: if you know of a situation that bothers you in
some way, you have to dig for the facts and refrain from drawing unsupported conclusions and making unwarranted accusations. The multiple working hypotheses concept still applies.
And sometimes, the issue remains unresolved. Comments welcomed.

Catching Up With the Power Curves
One of the joys of compiling this column is finding out what
items people comment on. I’m frequently surprised and find
that unexpected and new areas of inquiry are opened up. This
is a case in point. John C. Jens, CPG-6550, commented on
the computing tip at the end of column 43 (June ‘99) by pointing out that Adobe’s “PDF” file format is “Portable Document
Format” rather than “public document format” as I called it
1.

Figure 1: the results of a poll of Coloradans that asked them
to identify Jon Benet Ramsey’s murderer.

in the column. But Jens added, “Yes, the concept [of the format] is for public use with the widest distribution—that’s why
they [Adobe] offer the Reader for free.” However, as Jens notes,
those of us interested in publishing or creating documents in
PDF format must pay for a copy of Adobe’s Acrobat Exchange,
which, like other software programs, is periodically upgraded to include new features and requires another purchase. As
Jens noted, “And so the rush to do bigger and better from a
publishing standpoint is not always better. Even though the
Reader is free, it puts the public behind the power curve to
‘catch up’.” Jens suggests an ethics discussion of the topic and
notes that although we keep buying computers with more
memory and bigger hard drives, new versions of our software
keep consuming ever more of these resources. He also points
out the habit of programs to create all sorts of temporary files
that are not automatically deleted when no longer needed—
web browsers are really bad about this— (not to mention files
left over from crashes) and various other characteristics that
waste resources.
Although Jens’ comments used computers as the power
curve examples, computers are not the only power curve generators in our professional lives. Many things in our lives seem
more complicated than they were. We are collecting more data
and are able to do more with it. Geophysics has gone digital,
the number of recorded seismic traces continues to climb, and
the latest in seismic is the increasing digit preceding “D” (2D,
3D, 4D, ...). I took a course in geologic data analysis this spring.
The things one could do on a computer in a statistics course
when I was an undergraduate were fairly limited. Some of the
exercises from this spring’s course were designed in part to
examine rounding errors generated by the best in mainframe
computers of not that many years ago. My recalculations of
these problems on a 3-year old PC with a less-than-the-latest
version of a standard spreadsheet were not subject to the same
level of rounding errors (they haven’t gone, they’re just hidden deeper). I can generate a scatter plot of almost 12,000
data pairs in a couple of minutes. When I was in graduate
school, there was a required course on how to draft decent

For those of you who never read the tabloid headlines in the super market, even secretly, Jon Benet Ramsey was a 6-year-old
beauty queen found murdered in her home in Boulder, Colorado, at Christmas time, 1996. I haven’t particularly followed the story,
but it’s hard to avoid in Colorado.
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slides for professional meetings (when was the
last time you had your LeRoy templates out?).
Now we have presentation software that centers titles automatically using proportionally
spaced fonts. No longer are we trying to have
slide photos of drawings, we digitize photographs to add to our presentation software
shows.
Clearly, the way we do our work is continually changing and we seem to be continually
behind the power curves. Continuing professional development, largely self-directed, is the
only way we practically keep up. Are we better
or more efficient at our jobs? Are we producing
better geologic interpretations? How do you deal
with the power curves? To what extent are power
curves an ethical issue, or are they simply a part
of our professional life?

ADDITIONAL AIPG ANNUAL
MEETING INFORMATION
Optional Field Trips and Tour
After the AIPG Annual Meeting
Friday, October 8
Kenai Fjords and Whittier Tunnel Cruise/Tour
7:30 A.M. to 6 P.M.
Cost: $139.00
Travel to historic Seward and board a marine wildlife
cruise to sail the waters of the Kenai Fjords National Park
and wildlife preserve. Unbelievable views of glaciers,
marine, and bird habitats with an almost guaranteed sighting of local visiting whales! Return to Alyeska Resort with
a visit to the world-renowned Whittier Railroad Tunnel, now
under construction, to add a road for passage from Portage
to Whittier by car! A cruise tour loved by all Alaskans and
one that visitors should not miss!!!

Saturday or Sunday, October 9 or 10
Flightseeing Tour of Mt.McKinley - 8 A.M. to 2 P.M.
(End tour in Anchorage)
Cost: $210.00
Travel in an original DC-3 prop plane with flight attendants attired in the fashion of the era. Enjoy a nostalgic
flight to North America’s highest mountain peak, and drink
in magnificent views of the Alaska Range as you fly along
our glacier-rich landscape back to Cook Inlet and Anchorage.
If weather is not optimal at Mt. McKinley, the flight diverts
to a viewing of Columbia Glacier, the huge tidewater glacier which feeds picturesque Prince William Sound. No one
comes back dissatisfied! You will witness more than one of
the great wonders of the world in style!
Note: Separate spouse registration is not necessary.
Spouse must register for individual events, including
Opening Night Event and Awards Banquet (called City Tour
and Banquet on registration form).

Contact: Alaska Destination Specialists
Attn: Char McClelland
555 W. Northern Lights Blvd., #213
Anchorage, AK 99503
(907) 276-5550
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17

Understanding Geologic Hazards —
What Everyone Should Know
Geohazards Short Course - October 6, 1999
AIPG Annual Meeting, Alyeska, Alaska
Dr. Robert G. Font, CPG-03953

Who Should Attend
Politicians, legislators, insurance professionals, realtors,
developers, and anyone interested in learning about mitigation, control, prediction, and prevention of geologic hazards.
Object and Content (8-hour course).

Why learn about geologic hazards?
• Recognition of hazards in advance; saving lives and property losses
• What we can do to mitigate, predict, prevent, and control
• Basic principles
• The earth's internal structure
• Global tectonics
• Rock and water cycles
• Geologic time and the geologic time scale
• Weathering, erosion, and deposition of sediments
• Soil (sand, silt, and clay), strength of soil and rock, sensitive soils
- Swelling soils
- Landslides and avalanches; control and prevention
- Earthquakes: causes, mitigation, and prediction
- Volcanoes: volcanic hazards, mitigation, and prediction
- Floods: river processes, discharge, erosion, mitigation,
and prediction
- Land subsidence: caverns and sinkholes, settlement,
mine subsidence, hydrocompaction; mitigation, control, and prediction
- Coastal hazards, beach processes, mitigation, and prediction
Nothing is more frightening and devastating than experiencing a natural disaster where we have little to no control
about the outcome. From volcanoes to earthquakes to landslides to floods, the earth is a dynamic system. There are awesome forces operating within our planet: forces that swallow
gigantic earth plates, build mountains, spew molten rock at
temperatures exceeding 2000o F and which generate earthquakes equivalent to the explosion of 10,000 atomic bombs!
For some of these there is little that we can presently do, but
other natural disasters are controllable and even preventable! The course, designed for non-scientists, addresses our current knowledge of these topics and the processes and techniques that we can utilize to mitigate, predict, control, and
even prevent these disasters from becoming a reality.
Leader: Dr. Robert G. Font is currently the president and
owner of Geoscience Data Management and Geoscience
Solutions. With 26 years of experience in industry and academia, Font is the author of numerous technical papers in the
geosciences. Dr. Font received his B.S. and M.S. degrees from
Baylor University and his Ph.D. from Texas A&M University.
He is a certified and registered professional geologist, has
domestic and international experience, and is fluent in
Spanish and conversant in French.
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Mineral Resource and Reserve
Definitions, Their Evolution, Meaning,
and Current Status, and the Regulation
of Mineral Resource and Reserve
Estimators
The Mining Short Course - October 7, 1999
AIPG Annual Meeting, Alyeska, Alaska
by David M. Abbott, Jr., CPG-04570,
Consulting Economic Geologist
A half-day short course (1 to 5 pm) on Thursday, October
7, will focus on the new mining industry reserve and resource
definitions and related regulatory proposals, particularly the
“Competent Person” and “Qualified Person” concepts from
Australia and Canada, and their potential effect on the practice of US mining geologists. The resource and reserve definitions part of the course will begin with the evolution of the
definitions to establish a context for the new definitions.
Detailed examination of the new definitions will follow.
Definitions are necessarily summations of complex ideas, and
the course will delve into the concepts underlying such phrases as “high degree of assurance,” “at the time of determination,” and “legally extractable,” and the differences between
in situ and recoverable estimates. In addition to containing
the new definitions for resources and reserves, the 1999 SME
Guide for Reporting Exploration Information, Resources, and
Reserves, the 1999 AusIMM JORC Code, and the proposed
Canadian National Policy 43-101 address the concept of the
“Competent Person” and “Qualified Person.” These concepts
and their current regulatory status will be examined in the
second part of the course. The proposed regulations could significantly impact the practice of US mining geologists and
other mining professionals. Participants will receive a CDROM containing copies of the course notes, the various
resource and reserve definitions, present and proposed regulations, and some relevant papers.
The instructor, David M. Abbott, Jr., CPG-04570, is a consulting economic geologist specializing in the application of
resource and reserve definitions to all types of natural
resources. He reviewed the adequacy of statements about
reserves and resources by public companies for 21 years as a
geologist for the U.S. Securities & Exchange Commission and
participated in drafting the SEC’s mining disclosure rules now
contained in Industry Guide 7. He was an active member of
SME Working Party #79 and continues as an active member
of SME’s Resources & Reserves Committee, the Committee
responsible for drafting the SME Guides. Over the years he
has presented numerous talks and published several papers
on reserve definitions and their practical application, particularly their relationship to compliance with the US securities
laws. He also compiles the monthly Professional Ethics &
Practices column in The Professional Geologist. He received an
AB degree in Earth Science from Dartmouth College and an
MS degree in Geology from the Colorado School of Mines. In
addition to his AIPG membership, he is a fellow of the
Australasian Institute of Mining & Metallurgy, the Society of
Economic Geologists, the Geological Society (London), and the
Geological Society of America. He is a member of the American
Association of Petroleum Geologists and its Divisions of
Professional Affairs and Energy Minerals, the Society for
Mining, Metallurgy, & Exploration, the Mining & Metallurgical
Society of America, and the Northwest Mining Association. He
is licensed as a professional geologist in Wyoming and is a
Chartered Geologist of the Geological Society.

AIPG Annual Meeting - Anchorage, Alaska
Registration Form
Please place a check mark by each of your selections:
FULL CONFERENCE MEMBER REGISTRATION FEES:
(Includes: Exhibitor reception, two drinks, opening mountaintop
dinner & entertainment, keynote address, all technical sessions
selected, your choice of one field trip on Wed., the awards banquet with dinner, entertainment & transfers, and the Business
Breakfast Meeting).
Early Registration (postmark by 7/31/99)
______$195
Regular Registration (postmark by 9/15/99)
______$245
Late and or On-Site Registration
______$295
NON MEMBER REG. FEES:
Regular Registration (postmark by 9/15/99)
______$275
Late and or On-Site Registration
______$325
DAILY REGISTRATION FEES:
Mon. Oct 4th
______ $85
Tue. Oct 5th
______ $75
Wed. Oct 6th
______$150
Thur. Oct. 7th
_______$75
NON MEMBER DAILY FEES:
Mon. Oct 4th
______$110
Tue. Oct 5th
______$100
Wed. Oct 6th
______$195
Thur. Oct. 7th
______$100
THIS SECTION TOTAL
$____________
Please check the break-out sessions you will attend:
Check one choice: (1, 2, or 3)
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 1 - Engineering Geology
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 2 - Professional Ethics & Practices
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 3 - Inform. Based Applications
Check one choice: (4, 5 or 6)
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 4 - Oil & Gas Exploration
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 5 - Environmental Geology
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 6 - Educ. of Natural Resources
Check one choice: (7, 8, or 9)
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 7 - Mining Explor./Development
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 8 - Cold Regions
____ TECHNICAL SESSION # 9 - Geopolitics

Registration for Short Courses:
____ #1 HAZWOPER - $125.00
____ #2 Geohazards - $70.00
____ #3 Mining - $70.00
THIS SECTION TOTAL
All except Wed. are optional:
FIELD TRIP REGISTRATION:
Pre-Conference:
____ Denali-Mt. McKinley - Oct. 1-4
____ Glenn Highway - Oct. 4

$____________

$479.00
$55.00

During Conference:
TUESDAY, OCT. 5TH
____ Anchorage Landslides
____ Turnagain Arm
WEDNESDAY, OCT. 6TH
NO FEE-CHOOSE ONLY ONE:
____ Oil & Gas
____ Environmental Geology
____ Anchorage Geology
THURSDAY, OCT 7
____ Eagle River Glacial
____ Portage Glacier
FRIDAY, OCT 8
____ Kenai Fjords Cruise Tour
SATURDAY, OCT. 9
____ Mount McKinley flightseeing tour
THIS SECTION TOTAL
SPOUSE ACTIVITES:
MONDAY, OCT. 4
____ Opening Night Event
TUESDAY, OCT. 5
____ Water Aerobics
____ Guided Naturalist Hike
WEDNESDAY, OCT. 6
____ City Tour & Banquet
THURSDAY, OCT. 7
____ Portage Valley Tour
THIS SECTION TOTAL

$45.50
$45.50

$45.50
$35.00
$139.00
$210.00
$____________

$39.00
$15.00
$20.00
$93.00
$45.00
$___________

Attendee Name:_______________________________________________________Spouse Name: _______________________________
Street Address: _______________________________________________ City: ________________________ State: ____ Zip: __________
Total Amount Due: $___________ Payment by: _____ Check (please make out to AIPG-AK Section & mail with form)
Credit Card Type: _______________________ Card # ____________________________________________________________________
Expiration Date: _______________ Printed Name on Card: __________________________________________________ __________
Work Phone (_____) _____-________

Home Phone (_____) _____-________

Fax Phone (_____) _____-________

I authorize Alaska Destination Specialists (Conference Planners) to charge Total Amount Due shown above to the credit card listed
above for full payment of registration & optional trip charges. I understand there is a minimum $50 cancellation fee, and all fees paid
are non-refundable within 30 days of conference start date of October 2nd. Alaska Destination Specialists strongly recommends the
purchase of trip cancellation insurance for optional trips. A brochure will be provided upon request.
SIGNATURE:________________________________________________________________________________ DATE:_________________

ALASKA DESTINATION SPECIALISTS, Attention: Char McClelland, 555 W. Northern Lights Blvd., #213, Anchorage,
AK 99503, telephone (800) 387-3474, fax (907) 276-2828 or e-mail: <ads@servcom.com>.
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AIPG Annual Meeting - Anchorage, Alaska
Housing & Travel Arrangements
Registration Form
CONFERENCE HOTEL:
The Westin Alyeska Prince Resort
1001 Arlberg Drive
Girdwood, Alaska 99587
Phone: (907) 754-1111
Fax: (907) 754-2200
RATE: $80.00 Single or Double
VALID: October 1 - 12, 1999

IMPORTANT NOTE:
Room reservations at the conference rate may only
be booked using this form. Please do not call the hotel
to make your reservation. They will not be able to
accept it. To book your room reservation, complete
this form and fax it to Alaska Destination Specialists
at (907) 276-2828. If you have questions, please call
(800) 387-3474 or e-mail them at: ads@servcom.com

HOTEL RESERVATION FORM
RESERVATION LAST NAME: ______________________________ FIRST NAME: ___________________________
ARRIVAL DATE:_________________ ARRIVAL TIME: _______________ DEPARTURE DATE: _________________
ROOM TYPE: _____ Single _____ Double
# OF PERSONS IN ROOM: ______ BEDS NEEDED: ___ 1 ___ 2
CREDIT CARD NUMBER TO GUARANTEE ROOM: _____________________________________________________
ROOM RATE: $80.00 TAX: 8%
Reservations must be canceled in writing a minimum of 48 hours prior to
arrival to avoid a charge equal to one night’s room and tax. (Facsimile or e-mail both acceptable for
cancellation.)
CREDIT CARD___________________________________________ EXPIRATION DATE: ________
SIGNATURE: ___________________________________________________ DATE: ______________

CAR RENTAL REQUEST FORM
ARRIVAL DATE:____________ ARRIVAL TIME: _________ ARRIVAL AIRLINE______________ FLIGHT # _____________
NAME ON RENTAL RESERVATION: ____________________________________ RETURN DATE: ____________________
RETURN TIME: _____________________ DEPARTING FLIGHT # ______________ CAR TYPE: _______________________
RENTAL RATES:
DAILY WEEKLY
ECONOMY
$34
$155 Conference car rental rates are available
COMPACT
$36
$170 only to advance reservations booked prior
MIDSIZE
$42
$185 to arrival in Anchorage. Rentals made after
FULLSIZE
$46
$205 arriving in Anchorage will be booked at the
MINIVAN
$62
$309 standard daily rates in effect the day booked.

AIR RESERVATION RATE INFORMATION
Alaska Destination Specialists is the official conference planning company for the 1999 Annual Meeting
in Anchorage. They have negotiated discounted airfares for attendees and their guests traveling to
Anchorage for the AIPG meeting. Before you purchase your ticket to Anchorage, check and compare the
discounted rates available to AIPG members exclusively through Alaska Destination Specialists. Just call
(800) 387-3474 and ask for the AIPG Air/Tour Desk.

ALASKA DESTINATION SPECIALISTS
Send forms to: Alaska Destination Specialists, Attention: Char McClelland, 555 W. Northern Lights Blvd.,
#213, Anchorage, AK 99503, telephone (800) 387-3474, fax (907) 276-2828 or e-mail: <ads@servcom.com>.
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
This service is open to AIPG Members as well as
non-members. The Professional Services Directory
is a 12-month listing offering experience and expertise in all phases of geology. Prepayment required.
Advertising rates are based on a 3 3/8” x 1 3/4” space.

12-MONTH LISTING FOR ONLY:

AIPG Member
Non-member

$200.00
$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.

David M. Abbott, Jr.
Consulting Geologist, AIPG CPG-4570
evaluating natural resources, disclosures about them,
reserve estimates, and geological ethics & practices
2266 Forest Street
Denver, CO 80207-3831

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

GEOSCIENTIST
Proven cost effective experience in
Ground Water, Oil & Gas,
Environmental and Natural
Resource Projects, US and Abroad.
Respond (318) 981-4678!
Dennis Pennington, P.G.
President
National Environmental Technologies Corporation
P.O. Box 204 • 2840 West Clymer Avenue • Telford, PA 18969
Tel: (215) 723-9300 • Fax: (215) 723-9344
Internet: www.enter.net/~netc

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

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

Petroleum; Data Management
Geohazards; Courses & Seminars
P.O. Box 795151, Dallas, TX 75379
English/Spanish/French
Ph./Fax (972) 516-4725 • Pager: (972) 585-5234
EMAIL: RGFONT@COMPUSERVE.COM
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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

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

Coalbed Methane
Salt Dome Problems

4101 East Louisiana Ave., Ste. 412
Denver, CO 80222 USA
Ph: (303) 759-9733
Fax: (303) 759-9731
E-mail: thomgeol@aol.com

The
Ernest K. Lehmann
& Associates Inc. Group
and
North Central
Mineral Ventures Inc.

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

Suite 622
12 South 6th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

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

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
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WANTED - TPG ARTICLES
Instructions to Authors
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:
Professional (any issue)
Technical
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

CALENDAR
1999
Oct. 2. American Association of Professional
Landmen - WI & NRI Calculation Workshop,
Fort Worth, TX. Contact: AAPL, 4100 Fossil
Creek Blvd., Fort Worth, TX 76137, Ph.:
(817) 847-7700, e-mail: aapl@landman.org,
www.landman.org.
Oct 5. Geosynthetics in Waste Containment
Systems, Philadelphia, PA. Contact: Marilyn
Ashley, Geosynthetic Institute, 475 Kedron
Ave., Folsom, PA 19033, Ph.: (610) 5228440, e-mail:
marilyn.ashley@coe.drexel.edu.
Oct. 6. QA/QC for Geosynthetics in Waste
Containment Systems, 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.
Oct. 12. Geosynthetics in Transportation/
Geotechnical Applications, 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.
Oct. 13. Geosynthetics in Private
Development Applications, 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.
Oct. 13-16. AAPL Land Practices Review &
CPL Exam, Shreveport, LA. Contact: AAPL,
4100 Fossil Creek Blvd., Fort Worth, TX
76137, Ph.: (817) 847-7700, e-mail:
aapl@landman.org, www.landman.org.
Oct. 14-15. 1999 Joint Conference,
Wyoming State Geological Survey, Dept. of
Geology and Geophysics, University of

Wyoming, Wyoming Geological Association,
Laramie, WY. Contact: Dan Hausel or Ray
Harris, Ph.: (307) 766-2286, e-mail:
dhause@wsgs.uwyo.edu or
rharri@wsgs.uwyo.edu.

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.

Oct. 25-28. The AIPG Ethics Committee is
sponsoring a session at the Geological
Society of America’s Annual Meeting in
Denver, CO. The title of the session is
“Geoscience Ethics Guidelines: A
Discussion of their Development, Utility and
Implementation.” For more information, contact David Abbott, Ethics Committee Chr., at
dmageol@aol.com or (303) 394-0321.

2000

Nov. 4-5. AAPL, Gulf Coast Institute, New
Orlands, LA. Contact: AAPL, 4100 Fossil
Creek Blvd., Fort Worth, TX 76137, 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
76137, 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.

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.

AIPG ANNUAL
MEETINGS
October 2-9, 1999
Anchorage, Alaska
October 11-15, 2000
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
AIPG Membership Totals

Dec. 14-15. Geosynthetics in the Next

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

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.

AIPG No.

Address

As of
7/29/98
CPG - Active
4,392
CPG - Retired
501
Cand. for Cert.
63
Member
5
Registered Memb. 11
Associate Memb.
4
Student Affiliate
70
Honorary
14

As of
8/03/99
4,193
509
57
28
16
7
83
17

Address
TOTALS

City/State/Zip
New phone numbers: Office
Fax

Home

5,060

4,912

ADVERTISERS INDEX

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 Annual Meeting
AIPG Publication
AIPG Publication
Krueger Enterprises, Inc.
Tarmac America
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IN MEMORY
Joseph C. Arundale, CPG-02600, Phoenix, Arizona.
Willard J. Classen, CPG-00025, Charter Member,
Menlo Park California.
William C. Ellis, CPG-04905, Groveland, California.
Robert M. Hutchinson, CPG-00326,
Charter Member, Golden, Colorado.
Matthew H. Kenealy, III, CPG-06830,
State College, Pennsylvania.
Paul D. Yundt, CPG-04633, Greenville, Kentucky
Joseph C. Arundale, CPG-02600, 82, of Phoenix, Arizona, a retired
Liaison Officer with the U.S. Bureau of Mines, died on Friday, February
26, 1999 in Phoenix. He was born in Miami, Oklahoma and was a Veteran
of World War II. He was a member of AIPG, SME, and Rotary Club #100
of Phoenix.
He had worked with the State Department as The American Consul
in the Belgian Congo and had been Mineral Attache in Liberia. He had
also been the Mineral Advisor for The Kennedy Round of GATT in Geneva,
Switzerland.
Mr. Arundale received his degree in Geological Engineering from the
University of Oklahoma. He also received an honorary degree from the
University of Missouri in Rolla, Missouri. Survivors include his wife, Ollie,
and one sister, Corene Witham of Miami, Oklahoma.
Memorials are to be given to: Rotary Club #100, Phoenix Rotary
Foundation, 531 East Thomas Road, Suite 101, Phoenix, AZ 85012.
The Arizona Republic
Willard Classen, CPG-00025, a seventy-five year member of AAPG,
and a Foundation and emeritus member of the association, passed away
in Menlo Park, California, on November 16, 1998, after a brief illness. He
was born October 3, 1899 in San Francisco of Gold Rush descendants,
and after the 1906 earthquake, his family relocated on the Peninsula to
“Fair Oaks,” now known as Atherton. Willard attended Manzanita Hall, a
private Palo Alto high school, and entered Stanford University in the Fall
of 1917. With a major in Geology and Mining, he graduated with the class
of 1921.
Willard’s long career began as a geologist with Standard Oil Company
of California. He was sent to Colorado City, Texas, where he performed
field mapping and then well-site duty at the Standard Oil Company of
Texas’ first well, the #1 Richardson. Working next with California Standard
Oil, he was transferred to Guayaquil, Ecuador, in 1923, where he spent
a year doing geologic mapping in the jungle. Returning to the United
States, he joined Tidewater (later Associated Oil Co.) and spent 1924
and early Winter 1925 in Alaska as a well-site geologist on the Tidewater
#1 Grammer well, where he earned the rights to many interesting stories. In 1926, he was moved to Utah for more field work. While there, he
met his future wife, Zelda Ann Stark of Moab, and they were married a
short time later in the Stanford Chapel in July, 1926. Willard then moved
to Ventura, California, for engineering and production work on the Ventura
Avenue oil field. Next, he was transferred to Tidewater’s San Francisco
office, where he eventually became the Assistant Chief Geologist. Willard
left Tidewater in 1934 to start a consulting career that included prospect
generation, petroleum engineering, operations, oil and gas estate evaluation, and land leasing activities.
Willard served briefly as a private in World War I and also in the Air
Corps in World War II. While at Midland Army Air Base in 1942, he helped
develop the Norden bombsight flight simulator and A-6 bomber training
ranges. Retiring as a Major from the Air Corps, he resumed his consulting practice until he retired in 1971.
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Willard was also active in the community. He was a Mason, Shriner,
and Jester, holding several regional and national offices. He served for
many years as chairman of the sub-committee on mineral interests for
the Shriner’s Hospital for Crippled Children. He was an emeritus member of the Board for the San Francisco Shriner’s Hospital. Willard was
also a strong Stanford booster. He was past president of the Stanford
Alumni Association, Stanford Rugby Coach for 12 years with a $1 per
year salary, and with his wife Zelda, a significant benefactor to the Stanford
University School of Medicine.
Willard is survived by his wife, two sons, and a daughter. Zelda Classen,
his wife of 72 years, lives in their Stanford Hills home in Menlo Park,
California. His two sons followed in his footsteps. Willard Classen, Jr.,
CPG-00524, of Oakland, California, was a Staff Exploration Geologist
with Chevron USA and is now retired. James S. Classen, CPG-01858,
Classen Exploration, Inc., is an active Gulf Coast independent living in
Boise, Idaho. Willard’s daughter, Ann Treadwell, is retired from teaching,
United Airlines, and real estate sales, and lives in Palo Alto, California.
Our Dad was blessed with a long and interesting life and we and his
friends will miss him.
Will and Jim Classen
Robert M. Hutchinson (Hutch), CPG-00326, passed away on
January 13, 1999, from injuries sustained in an automobile accident.
Hutch was Professor Emeritus of Geology and had taught at the Colorado
School of Mines since 1956, 43 years! He was an active and important
member of the Department at age 80, taught optical mineraology again
last fall, and was intending to teach an underground mine mapping exercise at field camp this spring. Hutch made a special connection with the
students in his classes, and his passing was difficult for many of them
who felt deep affection for him. He will be sorely missed by his colleagus, by students, and by his large family.
Robert Hutchinson received his BS degree in geology from Princeton
University in 1941 and remained an avid alumnus all his life, retaining
and wearing the same class tie on frequent occasions. During World War
II, he served with the Army Corps of Engineers in Trinidad and explored
for critical metals with the USGS throughout the United States. After the
war, he returned to school and earned an MA degree from the University
of Michigan in 1948. He was an instructor at the University of Texas from
1948 to 1953 while pursuing a Ph.D. thesis there on the structure and
petrology of the Enchanted Rock Batholith. Hutch taught at the University
of Kansas from 1953 to 1956. He came to the Colorado School of Mines
in 1956, hired (as he liked to tell everyone) by department head Lett
Leroy who offered him a lower salary than he should have because it
“was an honor to teach at the Colorado School of Mines.” At CSM, Hutch
received several research grants from the National Science Foundation
to support a career-long study of the Pikes Peak Batholith, becoming a
leading expert in its structure and petrology. At the same time, he was
an active consultant, serving numerous clients. He became espcially
respected for the quality, detail, and beauty of the maps, surface and
underground, which he produced. To students, Hutch was most known
for his legendary optical mineralogy and petrography courses, which for
many were the culmination of their geological and professional training.
Hutch retired in 1989, but continued to teach optical mineralogy and
underground mine mapping until his death. Hutch leaves a lasting legacy through his family, his church, his research, and through more than
50 years of dedicated teaching.
In addition to his wife Bette, Robert M. Hutchinson is survived by eight
children and six grandchildren. Memorial contributions may be directed
in Robert M. Hutchinson’s name to the Colorado School of Mines
Department of Geology and Geological Engineering, Golden, Colorado
80401 or to the Green Mountain Presbyterian Church Choir, 12900 W.
Alameda Parkway, Lakewood, Colorado 80228, both of which he loved
very much.
Colorado School of Mines

TYPES OF MEMBERSHIP AND REQUIREMENTS
CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST
EDUCATION:

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

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:

MEMBERS
EDUCATION:

EXPERIENCE: No proof required
SPONSORS:

SCREENING:

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

EXPERIENCE: No proof required
2 required from professional geologists, one of
whom must be a CPG, Registered Member, or
Member; sponsor letters in state registration
application may serve as sponsor statements
if approved by Executive Committee

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

National

APPLICATION FEE: $30
ANNUAL DUES:

Section and National

APPLICATION FEE: $30
ANNUAL DUES:

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

REGISTERED MEMBER

SPONSORS:

2 required from professional geologists, one of
whom must be a CPG, Registered Member, or
Member

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required

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

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

STUDENT
EDUCATION:

EDUCATION:

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

Currently enrolled in a geological science*
degree program

EXPERIENCE: None required
SPONSOR:

1 letter from geological science faculty member

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

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

Applicant for Member
SCI Engineering, Inc., 15 Executive Dr., Ste 4,
Fairview Heights IL 62208. Sponsors: Jack
Mutchler, Dennis Boll.

WV-Smith, Carl J. CPG-10404

New Student Adjunct

1334 River Rd., Morgantown, WV 26501-7674

AK-Seamount, Daniel T. Jr. CPG-10425
23747 Hilltop Dr., Chugiak AK 99567,
(907) 263-7699

20407 Kirkwood Shop Rd., White Hall MD 21161.
Sponsors: Page Herbert, Janine Mauersberg,
Tom Devilbiss, Harry Moore.

123 College Heights #12B, Clemson SC 29631

CPG-10427

1289 Tate Dr., Reno NV 89523
Shannon & Wilson, P.O. Box 221591, Anchorage
AK 99522-1591, (907) 561-2120

NV-Spence, Jeffrey G. CPG-10429
1325 Dogwood Dr., Sparks NV 89431,
(702) 356-1426

MT-Stiles, Craig A. CPG-10430
1547 Virginia Dale, Helena MT 59601,
(406) 443-8752

AZ-Truebe, Henry A. CPG-10431
AlpEx, 3113 E. Table Mtn. Rd., Tucson AZ 85718,
(520) 577-9494

WY-Drechsel, Colby

NJ-Futterknecht, Peter M. MEM-0023
2014 Ingalls Ave., Linden, NJ 07036

KY-Aldis, Steven M. MEM-0026
FMSM Engineers, 1409 N. Forbes Rd., Lexington
KY 40511-2050, (606) 233-0574

Request for an Application and/or
Additional Information
Name
Employer
Street
State

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

New Members

City

SC-Adams, George D. SA-0147

Cleveland-Cliffs Inc., P.O. Box 1211, Rifle CO
81650, (970) 625-2445

Upgrading to CPG
Rio Algom Mining Corp., P.O. Box 1390, Glenrock,
WY 82609. Sponsors: Sponsors: Robert
Blackstone, Bob Odell.

13603 Carmondi Dr., Eden Prairie MN 55344,
(612) 448-9393

CO-Aho, Gary D. CPG-10426

CO-Cavanaugh, Eugene Thomas

MD-Martin, Arthur David

2427 S. 3rd St. Plaza, Omaha NE 68108,
(402) 556-2171

MN-Scott, Christopher M. MEM-0029

AK-Scola, Craig P. CPG-10428

8711 Wagner Dr., Westminster CO 80031.
Sponsors: Don Heimmer, Kevin Taylor, Wilson
Clayton.

NE-Miller, Robert T. MEM-0028

New Certified
Professional Geologists

NV-Jones, Richard

CO-Jensen, Charles H. Jr.

PA-Killinger, Lori J. MEM-0027
262 1/2 Third St., Hanover PA 17331,
(717) 840-4112

IL-Ratajczyk, Brian C.

Applicants for
Certified Professional Geologist
6803 Simms St., Arvada CO 80004. Sponsors:
John Kaufman, Mark Pinel, Jake Eisel, Mike
Cruson.

(07/13/99 - 08/03/99)

Zip

Daytime Phone

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

❑

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

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

❑

Publications List

International Comity

❑

Advertising Rates

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.

Please send:

Mail, fax, e-mail, or call:
AIPG, 8703 Yates Dr., Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6205 • fax (303) 412-6219
E-mail: aipg@aipg.org • Web Site: http://www.aipg.org
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