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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE — DENNIS PENNINGTON

Doom and gloom scenarios for our
planet seem to have a home in the public’s mind. After years of alarmist propaganda in the media, global warming
by man is accepted by a majority of the
public. Instead of skepticism and perhaps investigation of facts, reporters
and editors simply accept the forecasts
as fact. Or is it that the media intentionally mislead the public because of
some other agenda? The propaganda
line seems intentional because the
media don’t question anything they are
told or consider the sources. Even the
original forecast model has been rejected by the original model developer as
not correct. Any publicity to this fact?
Answer: No.
There is no global warming crisis,
plain and simple. Predictions of a greenhouse effect by computer models have
been dropping quickly as models are
improved. It should be noted that we
cannot seem to predict weather accurately using models, but some seem to
think that the more complex models
necessary to predict global warming by
man are perfect! However, even the UN
models have changed predictions downward. For example, in 1990, the UN
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change predicted global temperatures
would increase by 3 degrees Celsius by
the year 2100. Today, the same group
states that our global climate may
change by as little as 1 degree Celsius.
2

Solar activity has a major effect on
earth’s temperatures and can easily
explain any warming trend if a warming trend is assumed. Many of the traditional global climate models do not
match numerous observational data
and fail to stand up to theories of greenhouse gas effects. In fact, effects of water
vapor are more than twice the effects of
carbon dioxide. In my opinion, carbon
dioxide is not a major control on temperatures when compared to water
vapor. And water vapor is usually
strongly influenced by solar activity.
Therefore, spending billions of dollars
on controlling carbon dioxide emissions
is not likely to have any effect on global warming trends.
Other evidence that global warming,
if occurring, is not likely to be caused
by man:
Carbon dioxide production by man is
small in comparison to the natural production of carbon dioxide. Depending on
the source of estimates, 7 to 10 billion
tons of carbon dioxide are reported to
be produced by man annually while up
to 200 billion tons of carbon dioxide are
produced naturally each year. So why
are we focusing on controlling carbon
dioxide?
Air temperature measurements,
including satellite data, indicate cooling
temperatures, with temperatures since
the 1940s at least not warming. It should
be mentioned that land temperature
measurements uncorrected for urbanization effects do indicate a slight
increase in temperatures (on land).
Cooling could be indicated by the crop
growth line of citrus fruits, which has
continually receded from the Carolinas
to northern Florida.
Killing frost zones have moved 100
miles southward in the past 50 to 60
years.
Ice sheets are expanding at both
poles. Although many reasons for this
phenomenon may exist, certainly ice
sheet patterns cannot be used to support global warming by man.
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Sea levels may not rise but actually
decrease, even if ice sheets are melting
due to natural global warming. For
example, everyone who owns a freezer
knows that ice has more volume than
water. So if sea ice melts, less volume
results (and possibly a lowering of sea
levels could occur).
Perhaps global warming is occurring,
but only with minimal temperature
effects (less than 1 degree Celsius). This
is not panic time. Many atmospheric scientists and geologists certainly do not
believe there is enough evidence to support a climatic warming trend. Assuming that a slight global warming may
occur, all evidence to date indicates that
a potentially slight change of temperature on the order of 1 degree to 2 degree
Celsius is well within the natural range
of known temperature variation over
the past 10,000 to 15,000 years. It is
recorded that a much greater warming
trend occurred, for example, between the
9th to 15th centuries. A one hundred
year history of temperature measurements is hardly significant in terms of
geological history. We need to be cautious in basing political decisions on few
scientific facts. In addition, more recent
studies in Asia, as well as Europe, are
not concluding that global warming is
occurring.
The push by many opportunistic
politicians to drastically control national economies before scientific facts are
studied and peer reviewed is, in itself,
a cause for alarm. Why most countries
in the world are excluded from carbon
dioxide controls in proposed treaties
and any industrialized nations included, is puzzling. Why are China and India
excluded, for example, when carbon
dioxide emissions exceed, and are projected to exceed, the carbon dioxide output of both European nations and the
U.S. combined! Is global warming a
problem only for some countries on this
planet if it is occurring? I think not.

Dewatering Evaluation for
High-Rise Tower Construction
Dorinda C. Shipman, RG, CHG, and Philip G. Smith, CPG-06888

Introduction
This study evaluated dewatering options for construction
of a 39-story high-rise building with 7 levels of underground
parking located on a 43,000 square foot lot in downtown San
Francisco, California (Figure 1). Ground surface elevation is
approximately 28 to 32 feet San Francisco City Datum
(SFCD). In addition to neighboring buildings with basements,
rapid transit tunnels are located beneath the adjacent street
along the northern border of the site. Construction of the
parking levels required deep excavation and long-term dewatering. A hydrogeologic evaluation was needed to assess
whether the excavation could be safely drained without
impacting the subsurface transit tubes and buildings abutting the property. During construction, the groundwater levels at the transit tube had to remain within 2 feet of static
levels to minimize the potential for settlement and possible
track misalignment.

Site Conditions
Figure 2 presents a site subsurface profile. Four to 15 feet
of fill material is present below the ground surface. The fill
consists of loose to medium dense silty sand with gravel,
brick fragments, and concrete debris and is underlain by a
loose to medium dense layer of sand, known locally as Dune
Sand, at 5 to 15 feet below ground surface (bgs). A 3- to 5foot thick layer of medium stiff to stiff, silty clay to clayey
silt (marsh deposits) underlies the Dune Sand. Static groundwater was encountered at about 36 feet bgs (elevation -7 feet
SFCD).
Underlying the Dune Sand and marsh deposits is a medium dense to dense clayey sand layer with interbedded sandy
clay lenses extending to depths ranging from 38 to 50 feet
bgs. The Colma Formation, comprised of about 60 feet of dense
to very dense sand with silt, lies beneath the clayey sand. A
33- to 35-foot-thick layer of very stiff clay, locally known as
Old Bay Clay, was encountered beneath the sand within the
site and its vicinity. The Old Bay Clay is underlain by dense
to very dense silty sand interbedded with very stiff to hard
clay lenses. The silty sand is present at depths ranging from
about 132 to 143 feet bgs. It is estimated that bedrock of the
Franciscan Formation underlies the site at a depth of about
230 feet bgs.
Aquifer pumping tests were performed to estimate the
hydraulic characteristics of the site aquifer. Pumping well
TR-1 and observation wells TR-2 and TR-3 were constructed for the tests in the Colma Formation (Figure 1). A 24-hour,
constant-rate pumping test was performed at TR-1 using an

average discharge rate of 27 gallons per minute (gpm). Water
levels in all three wells were continually monitored with electronic data loggers during the pumping and recovery test.
The maximum drawdown obtained at TR-1 was 16.16 feet,
with drawdowns of 1.84 and 2.92 feet observed at TR-2 and
TR-3, respectively. The TR-1 groundwater level recovered to
within 90 percent of the static level after approximately 3
hours of recovery.
Drawdown data from the pumping tests at TR-2 and TR3 were analyzed using AQTESOLV aquifer test evaluation
software (Figures 3 and 4). The Theis (Theis 1935) and
Cooper-Jacob (Cooper and Jacob 1946) evaluation methods
were used to estimate aquifer transmissivity and hydraulic
conductivity (K). Two evaluation methods were used to provide a check and aquifer parameter estimate comparison.
Estimated transmissivities ranged from 590 feet-squared per
day (ft2 /day) to 630 ft2/day and were higher at TR-3.
Storativity was on the order of 0.01 to 0.02. Based on the
drawdown curves presented in Figures 3 and 4, the 24-hour
test was sufficient for estimating aquifer parameters. Using
an average transmissivity of 610 ft2/day, the estimated
hydraulic conductivity for the Colma Sand was 16.8 feet per
day (ft/day).

Groundwater Modeling of Various
Shoring and Dewatering Scenarios
Groundwater flow modeling was performed initially to
evaluate the effectiveness of various well networks in dewatering the excavation while minimizing drawdown at the subsurface transit tubes. MODFLOW (McDonald and Harbaugh
1984) was used with the following model parameters:
• 2-dimensional model covering 1.2 square miles with the
excavation area in the center,
• 132 rows and columns with 5-foot spacing at the center
and progressively coarser spacing away from the excavation,
• unconfined aquifer with base at –78.6 feet SFCD,
• initial water table at –14.6 feet SFCD with a gradient of
0.005 ft to the northeast,
• hydraulic conductivity (K) conservatively equal to 43
ft/day, and
• storativity equal to 0.1.
Case 1
A slurry wall located along the northern site boundary
parallel to the street, combined with a dewatering system,
were simulated in transient mode to observe the progressive

AUGUST/SEPTEMBER 2000 • The Professional Geologist

3

Approximate location of pumping and monitoring wells

Approximate location of pumping and monitoring wells
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propagation of drawdown. The dewatering system, located
within the excavation area, consisted of 16 wells spaced
around the perimeter of the excavation operating at a fixed
head level of –48.6 feet SFCD to achieve 30 feet of drawdown.
The 2-foot thick low-permeability slurry wall penetrated the
Old Bay Clay and had a K of 2.8 x 10- 4 ft/day. After 6 months
of pumping, maximum drawdown at the transit tube was less
than 1 foot. After 12 months, maximum drawdown at the
transit tube was 22 feet and total flow to the wells was 600
gpm.
Case 2
Conditions were the same as Case 1, except the slurry wall
was placed around three sides of the excavation (west, north,
and south). After 12 months, maximum drawdown was 9.4
feet at the transit tube and total flow to the wells was 360
gpm.
Case 3
Changes included placing a slurry wall along the street
and halfway down the east and west sides of the excavation.
After 12 months, maximum drawdown at the transit tube
was 15 feet with total pumpage of 490 gpm.
Case 4
Using the Case 3 slurry wall configuration, a 250-foot long
injection trench was added 20 feet to the north of the excavation along the street to maintain heads at the transit tube
at initial conditions, or zero drawdown. After 12 months, the
resultant drawdown at the tube was 8 feet with total pumpage
equal to 630 gpm and total injection to 290 gpm.

Case 5
Using the Case 3 slurry wall configuration, the Case 4
injection trench was extended to partially wrap around the
sides of the excavation. After 12 months, the resultant drawdown at the transit tube was 4 feet with total pumpage equal
to 900 gpm and total injection to 680 gpm.

Shoring Design
Based on the initial modeling results, it was evident that
conventional dewatering could not be used, as drawdown at
the transit tube would exceed design restraints. Therefore,
plans were revised to specify a relatively impermeable slurry wall on all sides of the excavation. A tied back soldier pile
tremie concrete (SPTC) wall was designed to support surcharge loads due to adjacent structures with minimal movement. Soldier piles were placed in predrilled holes and backfilled with concrete. Between soldier beams, the wall was
excavated under slurry pressure with reinforcing installed
through the slurry, and concrete placed using the tremie
method. The design called for the wall to extend at least 10
feet into the Old Bay Clay. Dewatering would be required
inside the excavation to maintain the groundwater level to
a depth at least 3 feet below the excavation bottom during
construction or at approximately 73 feet bgs (Figure 2). A
photograph of the slurry wall and a dewatering well is shown
in Figure 5.
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Dewatering Volume Estimates
The volume of water that would be removed was
conservatively estimated to determine sewer discharge costs. Groundwater elevation data from
onsite monitoring wells indicated the saturated
thickness of Colma Sand overlying the target
groundwater level below the excavation was 29 to
33 feet. Assuming an excavation area of 55,870 ft2,
and a porosity of 0.34, the volume that would be
removed from the excavation was estimated at
4,500,000 gallons.
The amount of water that could potentially flow
through the bottom of the excavation was estimated
by assuming that vertical flow would occur into the
Colma Sand through the Old Bay Clay under a vertical hydraulic gradient produced by depressing the
groundwater table to approximately -40 feet SFCD.
We estimated that approximately 2.3 gpm could
enter the excavation via this flow path. We also
estimated that approximately 2 gpm could seep into
the excavation via upward movement of groundwater through the Old Bay Clay from the underlying confined silty sand (Figure 2). Total discharge
for seepage control was estimated to be approximately 4 gpm.

Groundwater Modeling of
Dewatering Scenarios with
Shoring of Entire Site
MODFLOW win32 (Rumbaugh, J. 1997) was
used to simulate various dewatering scenarios
within the excavation and as a check to the hand
calculations using the following model parameters:
• 2-dimensional model covering 500 square feet
with the excavation area in the center,
• 25 rows and columns with 20-foot spacing,
• four layers with the following K values and a
storativity of 0.1
Layer 1 - Fill, K=1.68 ft/day
Layer 2 – Colma Formation, K=16.8 ft/day
(from aquifer test)
Layer 3 – Bay Clay, K=2.8 x 10- 3 ft/day
Layer 4 – Silty Sand, K=1.68 ft/day, and
• initial water table at –8.6 feet SFCD.
Six extraction wells (EW-1 through EW-6) were
placed within the excavation and simulated in
transient mode to observe the progressive propagation of drawdown. The locations of the dewatering wells
and the slurry wall area modeled are shown Figure 1.
Individual pumping rates were varied from 15 to 25 gpm for
periods of 3 to 5 weeks for initial dewatering of the excavated material. Seepage control pumping rates were then varied between 5 and 10 gpm to maintain a groundwater level
at –40 feet SFCD. Drawdown profiles were plotted for each
extraction well and for a hypothetical well in the center of
the excavation to verify that the target water level below the
excavation was reached. The modeling showed that the excavated material would be dewatered in approximately 30 days
at a total pumping rate of 150 gpm or 25 gpm per well. A
8

Figure 5. Photograph of excavation and slurry wall
showing dewatering well.

rate of 5 gpm per well would be more than adequate for seepage control. The actual dewatering well pumps were set to
cycle on and off with a pumping level or high water alarm
level set at –60 feet SFCD, providing adequate drawdown in
the excavation.

Conclusions
This study applied groundwater modeling tools, routinely used in contaminant hydrogeology, to demonstrate that a
dewatering well network alone could not adequately control
seepage without potential damage to the abutting transit
tube due to dewatering and possible soil settlement. This
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study was conducted during the design stage, giving the civil
and geotechnical engineers adequate time to revise excavation and foundation plans.
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Proposed AIPG Policy Statement
on Wetlands
Draft 3
Published for comment by the Members
The following policy was adopted by the Executive
Committee on April 30, subject to publication in TPG for
comment by the membership and possible further amendment before final adoption. It is subject to review by AIPG’s
lawyer as well. Members are invited to address their
comments, via mail, fax, or e-mail, to the Executive
Committee, AIPG Headquarters, 8703 Yates Drive,
Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031 (Fax: 303-412-6219,
e-mail: aipg@aipg.org). Comments must be received
prior to September 29, 2000.

Wetlands are an important natural resource with
both ecological and economic benefits. Wetlands
improve water quality by filtering harmful pollutants
from groundwater and surface water; they are an
important spawning and nursery habitat for fish and
other wildlife; they provide recreational opportunities including hunting, fishing, bird watching, and
nature photography; and they provide effective natural flood control.
The formation and location of wetlands are due to
geologic factors including underlying soil type, topography, geomorphology, and hydrology. Throughout
geologic time (measured in millions of years) wetlands have formed, migrated, and disappeared as a
result of natural processes. In recent years, artificial
wetlands have been constructed to treat water either
from remediation systems used to clean up environmentally contaminated sites, or as a component of
waste water treatment systems, or to restore a hydrologic regime.
Geologic understanding is essential to the accurate assessment and evaluation of existing wetlands
and to the effective design and construction of artificial wetlands. Therefore, the American Institute of
Professional Geologists (AIPG) believes that qualified geologists with the appropriate training and
experience must be included in an interdisciplinary
approach to drafting legislation, regulations, or policies regarding the definition, conservation, or construction of wetlands, as well as the actual investigation, design, and construction of wetlands.

VOTE!
IF YOU HAVEN’T YET VOTED FOR THE 2001 OFFICERS, PLEASE
DO SO NOW! THE BALLOT IS IN THE JUNE ISSUE OF TPG AND
MUST BE RETURNED BY AUGUST 15, 2000.
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Geological Society Newsletter
How qualified should the “qualified persons” be?
Marcel Vallée
In the wake of the Bre-X affair, the report “Setting New
Standards” has focussed on the “Qualified Persons,” the professional geoscientists and engineers involved in mineral
exploration and development, as the main agents of change
in our industry. This recognition is welcomed and justified
but, like any such recognition, it must be earned everyday
and everywhere.
The first domain where this recognition must be earned
is in the training of professional geoscientists. For about 2/3
of geoscientists who obtain a Bachelor of Science (B.Sc.) in
geology, this is a terminal degree; roughly 1/3 go on to an
M.Sc. and 1/3 of these to a Ph.D. In consequence, B.Sc. graduates must be trained not only to go on to advanced studies,
as the objective of geology programs has too often been
described, but also to face the needs of professional practices
in a broad domain that ranges from mineral and energy
resources to the role of geology in civil and public works and
in environment management, in addition to geoscience
research. Adequate academic training is the cornerstone of
efficient professional practice. How many geologists, now in
practice, have received training in statistics and sampling
methods at school? These subjects have been at the core of
the exploration ‘scams’ of the mid-1990s, just as
resource/reserve estimation was a constant in the project failures of the late 1980s and early 1990s.
In the mineral domain, the field is not limited just to “exploration,” the usual “catch all” word, but goes on to the more
exhaustive deposit appraisal work, when the work of geologists must adequately support that of mining and mineral
processing engineers and mineral economists in order to
achieve successful mine development. In mine production,
the geologist’s essential duties extend from the short term
to the long term:
• provide quality control for mining and mineral processing
needs;
• contribute to optimal ore selectivity and recovery by
detailed mine development drilling, mapping and sampling to optimize stope/pit layout and extraction;
• bring probable reserves to the proven level by definition
drilling;
• extend the known reserves beyond their current boundaries; and
• carry on mine-site exploration to discover new deposits.
The professional recognition of geologists and geophysicists brings this situation to the foreground, as professional
geoscientist associations have a mandate to ensure efficient
professional practice to achieve a high level of “protection of
the public.” So far, the Association professionnelle des géo10

logues et des géophysiciens du Québec (APGGQ) is probably
the only body to have reviewed academic training requirements in terms of the implications of professional practice.
This review was carried out in the past four years and
involved the academic community. It was the object of a consensus with all geology and geological engineering programs
in Québec, for implementation in the fall of 2002. The following text is an executive summary of the full report by the
APGGQ Admission Requirements Committee. A geophysical
curriculum is being finalized.

Minimum Academic Requirement for
the title of Geologist Member of
APGGQ
Background
The role of a professional corporation is to ensure protection of the public through regulation of the registered practitioners. In its present mandate and in view of its eventual
role as a professional corporation, l’Association professionnelle des géologues et géophysiciens du Québec (APGGQ) has
felt the need to set explicit requirements for acceptance of
candidates to the title of Professional Geologist, to ensure
that he/she, upon graduating from a bachelor’s program in
geology or Earth sciences, has received training adequate to
meet the needs and expectations of the public (client, employer, and society) in professional practice. In other words, a
B.Sc. graduate in Geological Sciences should be able, with
appropriate work experience, to provide professional services that fulfill the needs of society and the expectations of
clients and employers, whether as a full member or as a temporary member with full or limited field of practice, etc.
Geology as a profession is characterized by great mobility; this translates into a need for training that allows a quick
adaptation to different geological environments and also
meets the regulatory requirements of other jurisdictions or
countries. To this end, the minimal academic requirements
in Québec have taken into account those in the rest of Canada,
those stated by the American Institute of Professional
Geologists (AIPG) and in the United States where professional practice acts are in place, and finally, those of the
European Federation of Geologists (EFG). Professional competence, mobility, and reciprocity are essential for the ever
widening internationalization of mineral exploration and
mining, of the need to ensure sustainable development, and
to protect the public from natural or induced geological phenomena with potential disastrous consequences.
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Approach
The academic requirements for the professional practice
of geology in Québec presented in this text (Tables 1, 2, and
3) are the product of review and research work started in
1996 by a committee made up of practitioners and academics, both geologists and geophysicists from the main fields of
practice (mineral exploration, environment, engineering
geology). Direct input was also obtained from all the geology (or earth science) departments in Québec universities.

to societal and scientific objectives and they leave room for
innovation and for the particular characteristics of each university department.
1.

Develop abilities to:

• acquire geologic data and information through observation, analysis, interpretation, and synthesis of geological
phenomena;

This effort included:

• develop decision-making abilities in the individual’s chosen field of practice such as resources, environment, civil
and public works, geotechnics, etc;

• a review of version 3.3 of the National Syllabus (CCPG),
to ensure meeting these minimum requirements;

• plan, perform, and manage field or laboratory work with
respect to project status and requirements.

• inventory of current and evolving geology programs offered
in all universities in Québec;
• a review of the academic requirements of APEGGA and
APEGBC;

2.

• a review of the minimum contents required from their
members by the American Institute of Professional
Geologists (AIPG) and the European Federation of
Geologists (EFG);

• develop skills for the identification of rocks, minerals, and
fossils, for mapping and interpretation of rock masses from
surface and subsurface data, for mapping and interpretation of unconsolidated sediments, for diagnosis of geomorphologic and telluric phenomena;

• a survey of Québec practitioners’ opinion on the required
contents of a program leading to a B.Sc. in geological sciences; the results of this survey, published in early 1997,
insisted on the importance of both basic and practical
training.
In Québec, part of the post secondary education requirements are met through the two-year CEGEP programs
(CEGEP: Collèges d’enseignement général et professionnel),
which provide one more year of schooling than the high school
in English Canada. This accounts for the fact that in Québec,
university science training (B.Sc.) lasts three years and
requires 90 credits, compared to four years and 120 credits
in other Canadian universities. Nevertheless, engineering
(B.Sc.A.) degrees in Québec last four years with 120 credits,
as they do in the rest of Canada.

Objectives of Academic Training in Geology
The fundamental objective of academic training (for a professional association) is to provide the Bachelor of Science in
geology with the necessary skills for professional practice so
as to ensure public welfare and the availability of high quality professional services. Professional acts for a client or an
employer may have long-term effects beyond their short-term
scope and may, in addition, involve public welfare.
Professional geologists must be competent in their chosen
field of practice; they must also have knowledge of other
Earth science specialties and understand the role of their
profession in society. In addition to providing adequate skills
in mathematics, fundamental sciences, geology, and the field
of practice, academic training must develop verbal and written communication skills. The geologist also needs to understand the potential impacts of his (her) activities on the environment, culture, the economy, and on society in the perspective of sustainable development.
Five main objectives were defined in detail for academic
training so that graduates would be able to meet the requirements of professional practice. These objectives are similar
to those published by the American Institute of Professional
Geologist, the European Federation of Geologists, and others. They allow for evolving academic programs in response

Provide appropriate academic contents at the bachelor
level to:

• give a broad-based training in the Earth System perspective;

• avoid premature or excessive specialization that would
deprive the geologist of the versatility required in the
broad fields of Earth sciences;
• allow graduates to qualify for professional practice in their
chosen field of activity, as 65% or so of them do not continue for M.Sc. or Ph.D. degrees;
• facilitate adaptation to various geological environments
and regional conditions and requirements.
3.

Provide the training required to allow the geologist to:

• develop the skills required for analysis, critical evaluation
and synthesis, in a multiple hypothesis perspective
(Chamberlain, 1890); this must include statistical and data
quality control methods, and elements of project and
human resources management (these skills are needed
just as much for research activities);
• develop the global perspective needed to apply his/her
skills and advise clients, employers, or the public as to the
appropriate business, technical and environmental choices in a sustainable development perspective;
• develop and exert his/her creativity and adaptation to various activities;
• adapt to changes in science and technology in his/her
career and in society.
4.

Train the geologist to:

• work efficiently, both autonomously and as members of
multi-disciplinary teams;
• communicate effectively in writing and verbally with colleagues, other professionals, clients, and the general public.
5.

Make the future geologist conscious of:

• his/her obligations as a professional to his/her employer
or client, to other geologists, to other professionals, and to
the public;
• his/her obligation for continual improvement through
ongoing training and experience; his/her role in society
and the impact of his/her advice and scientific judgements
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TABLE 1. Fundamental sciences
Compulsory contents
CEGEP education
Natural sciences CED (Collegial Education Degree) with the following minimal prerequisites (or equivalent) for admission to a university sciences or
engineering degree program (9 courses, 27 credits):
• general biology
• calculus (integral & differential)
• vector and linear algebra; geometry
• general chemistry; solute chemistry
• mechanics
• electricity and magnetism
• modern physics and optics
The natural sciences program at the CEGEP will be modified in the near future to include a minimum of 11 courses in science: mathematics (3); physics (3);
chemistry (3); and biology (2 ).
University curriculum
Fundamental sciences must also include the following three subjects, whenever the coverage of these contents at the CEGEP level has not been adequate:
• advanced calculus
• probability and statistics
• physical chemistry (thermodynamics)
TABLE 2. Geological (Earth) sciences (57 AU)
The first objective is to provide general academic training in geological sciences which includes all essential and non-specialized subjects/contents:
Compulsory contents (36 AU)
• Earth Science System: physical geology; Earth physics; rocks, soils and minerals; evolution of life; stratigraphy;
oceanography; ecology and environment; Planet Earth; etc.
• crystallography and mineralogy
• petrography/geology of sedimentary rocks
• stratigraphy
• petrography/geology of igneous rocks
• petrography/geology of metamorphic rocks
• principles of geochemistry
• structural geology and geotectonics
• principles of geophysics
• economic geology (mineral deposits and petroleum geology)
• quaternary geology and geomorphology
• hydrogeology
• photogeology and remote sensing
• geomatics
• geology of North America
• cartography and field techniques
Optional contents (9 AU)
Other geology subjects equivalent to 9 credits to allow adaptation to regional needs and conditions (oceanography, paleontology, etc) and to available
teaching staff and resources.
The second objective is to provide the required knoweldge for the practice of geology in different fields such as resources, works and land development,
and environment.
Compulsory contents (6 AU)
Applications and practice of geochemistry and geophysics: surveys, interpretation and use within different fields of practice (resources, geology in
construction and public works and the environment).
Optional contents (6 AU)
Optional training to further knowledge in a selected field such as mineral deposits, oil exploration, environment, engineering geology, etc.:
• oil and gas: sedimentology, reservoir geology, micropaleontology, paleobotanics;
• evaluation of mineral deposits: geologic issues, geostatistics, engineering and market analysis, and estimation of resources and reserves;
• engineering geology: geotechnics, soil and rock mechanics;
• environment: ground movements, contaminant hydrogeology and geochemistry;
• other subjects in applications and practice of geological sciences.
TABLE 3. Professional skills (AU)
The objective of this third block is to develop professional skills and abilities required for practice by the professional.
Compulsory contents (3 AU)
• professional practice and regulatory environment: rules and regulations related to different fields of application of geological sciences,
professional conduct and mobility, Act governing professions, liability and responsibility issues, ethics;
• basics of human resources and project management, contractual procedures;
• technical and scientific communication (oral and writing).
Like the two previous blocks, the listed subject matter may be integrated within different courses dealing with the application of geosciences and/or taught in
specific courses.
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in dealing with the environment, civil works, industry, the
economy, the social and cultural life.

Contents of the Geological Curriculum
The APGGQ, like the EFG and the AIPG, recommends a
Bachelor level program rooted solidly in fundamental and
geological sciences with exposure to the numerous applications of geological sub-disciplines and professional skills
needed for practice. Such training will provide both future
researchers and future practicing geologists with a broad
base of geological knowledge, as well as the needed flexibility and breadth of outlook to be aware of and adapt to the
various fields of application: geoscience research, mineral
resources, geotechnics, and the environment. In fact, as the
EFG states, whatever his/her field of specialization, the work
of a geologist always impacts upon, or is concerned with, the
environment to varying degrees.
The recommended program lists the subjects/contents of
each block, similarly to the EFG practice, in terms of subject/contents and not in the form of a syllabus of courses.
Therefore, the subject matter may be grouped within different courses in different programs depending on local needs
and academic resources. It should provide the following set
of characteristics and follow the following guiding principles:
• emphasis on a strong common core in fundamental sciences and geological sciences;
• division of the curricula into three blocks with different
subjects/contents, namely:
1. fundamental sciences,
2.
3.

• compulsory course contents make up the bulk of each block
while the number of optional subjects in each block is
restricted to a limited but pertinent spectrum.
The APGGQ Admission Requirements Committee has been
brought by its objectives to set out a demanding content for
professional practice. We believe it can meet the requirements
of professional practice and those of geoscience research, and
contribute to the needs of the program clients, the future graduates, the welfare of employers and clients, and that of society as a whole. We gratefully acknowledge the constructive
collaboration of all participants in this project.
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Increasing Carbon Dioxide Threatens Coral Reefs
WASHINGTON - Researchers at Columbia University's Biosphere 2
Center have determined that increasing levels of carbon dioxide in the Earth's
atmosphere may cause more harm to marine coral reef communities than
previous research had indicated. Dr. Christopher Langdon of Columbia's
Lamont Doherty Earth Observatory and his research team believe that coral
growth could be reduced by as much as 40 percent from pre-industrial levels over the next 65 years.
The team found no evidence that reef organisms are able to acclimate
after prolonged exposure to the reduced carbonate levels. "This is the first
real evidence that increasing atmospheric carbon dioxide levels have a negative impact on a major Earth ecosystem," says Langdon, whose research
will be published in the June edition of Global Biogeochemical Cycles, an
American Geophysical Union journal that covers global environmental
change.
Langdon's team is investigating the impact of changing seawater chemistry on coral reef calcification rates. By mid-century, increasing levels of
atmospheric carbon dioxide, caused primarily by the burning of fossil fuels,
are expected to reduce by 30 percent the carbonate ion concentration of the
surface ocean. When Langdon changed the carbonate concentration in the

Biosphere 2 ocean to that projected level, he observed significant reduction
in calcification rates for the coral and coralline algae.
Langdon believes the results of his research have some important implications. Coral reefs are natural breakwaters protecting tropical islands and
other coastal areas from beach erosion. "While some terrestrial ecosystems
may actually benefit from elevated carbon dioxide levels, that does not appear
to be the case for shallow marine ecosystems like a coral reef," says Langdon.
The impacts are much greater than previously believed, leading to increasing vulnerability of many reefs to other man-caused sources of stress, like
over-fishing or pollution, he says.
The project is underway in the ocean ecosystem at Columbia's Biosphere
2 laboratory near Oracle, Arizona. The 700,000-gallon aquarium of artificial
seawater with its community of coral reef life mimics key aspects of real
world coral reef ecosystems. Biosphere 2 President and Executive Director
William Harris says the ability to control precisely the chemical environment
and accurately measure changes in the system offers a unique opportunity to conduct research of this kind.
Joint American Geophysical Union/Columbia University Release
May 16, 2000, AGU RELEASE NO. 00-12
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American Institute of Professional Geologists
National Scholarship Program
Purpose
To assist students with college education costs and to promote student participation in the American
Institute of Professional Geologists (AIPG). Four scholarships will be awarded to declared undergraduate geological sciences majors who are at least sophomores. Details for applying for these scholarships
are provided below.

Scholarship Awards
Four scholarship awards in the amount of $1,000.00 each will be made to eligible students attending a college or university in the U.S. Scholarships are intended to be used to support tuition and/or
room and board.

Eligibility Requirements
Any student who is majoring in geology (or earth science), is at least a sophomore, and is attending
a four-year accredited college or university in the US can apply. Also, the student must be either a student member of AIPG or must have applied for student membership at the time the application for the
scholarship is submitted.

Application Process
Applicants must submit a letter of interest with name, address, and telephone number, proof of enrollment in an eligible geological sciences program, transcripts, and an original one-page essay on why she
or he wants to become a geologist. The letter and essay should be submitted to the following individual:
Mr. William Siok
Executive Director
American Institute of Professional Geologists
8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200
Westminster, CO 80031-3681
Questions regarding the application process can be directed to either William Siok or Catherine
O’Keefe by telephone (303) 412-6205 or e-mail: <aipg@aipg.org>.

Application Deadline and Award Date
Applications must be received by September 15, 2000. Awards will be made in October 2000.

Basis of Awards
Awards will be based on the content and creativity of the essays as judged by the Education Committee.
The decisions of the Education Committee are final.

Miscellaneous
1.
2.
3.

Application requirements for student membership to AIPG are as follows:
Student must be currently enrolled in a geological science degree program (as defined by the
American Geological Institute).
Sponsorship is required via one letter from a geological science faculty member.
The application fee is $5.00.

4.

Annual dues are $15.00.
AIPG student membership applications can be obtained from the American Institute of Professional
Geologists, 8703 Yates, Drive, Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681. (Application forms are also avail-
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A BRIEF REVIEW OF CAMP PROPOSAL BASICS: FOR
CERTIFICATION OF PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGISTS
IN THE 21st CENTURY
By Tom Fails, Chair, Task Force for Continuing Professional Development
After review of my article on the Continuing Professional
Development Program proposal in the May TPGand the official proposal for a Program and the CAMP Logbook published in June, the 2000 Executive Committee requested that
a brief, easily readable TPG article be prepared to explain
the most important parts of the proposed Program. Both the
May article and the June Program Proposal are lengthy and
heavy-going, so the request is welcome. It is important that
current CPGs understand what is proposed and how they
will benefit from the Program.
The Program Proposal for a Certification Advancement
and Maintenance Program (CAMP) is the most recent
response to two national Executive Committee charges: 1995
—“to broaden the membership and strengthen Certification,”
and 1997—“to study and report on the feasibility and desirability of introducing requirements for 1) Continuing
Education for renewal of CPG, 2) for Examinations for granting of Certification, and 3) for requiring periodic re-certification.” The 1995 Charge resulted in the 1997 Bylaws revision, which established the Member and Registered Member
membership ranks and a return to the more lengthy experience requirements of earlier years. The current Program
Proposal responds to the first and third of the 1997 Charges.
A certification renewal program based upon Continuing
Education and Professional Participation is proposed as a
CERTIFICATION ADVANCEMENT AND MAINTENANCE
PROGRAM, or CAMP, which is described below. Charge 2 for
an AIPG examination remains partly satisfied, as a recommendation for an Examination requirement was tabled by
the 1999 Executive Committee to allow additional discussion and consideration. Exams remain on the Task Force
agenda and will be considered again after a broader investigation of examination alternatives has been completed and
the current Program Proposal has been accepted or rejected. While CAMP will not by itself bring AIPG to a level competitive with our professional engineer peers, it will take us
part of the way, with required exams bringing AIPG to closure. Further, with both an examination requirement and
the CAMP in effect, CMPG and CPG would exceed the most
stringent state registration requirements as marks of geological professionalism.
The Program Proposal and accompanying CAMP Logbook
are the end result of a two-and-a-half year effort by the 18CPG-member Task Force for Continuing Professional
Development, of which I am Chair. Task Force members have
worked long and hard on this project—they deserve the
thanks of all CPGs.

Certification Advancement and Maintenance
Program Proposal
The Proposal and Logbook (June TPG) are the documents
recommended by the Task Force to the 2000 Executive
Committee for consideration and adoption. They contain a

great deal of necessary detail, including implementation and
operation of the Certification Advancement and Maintenance
Program. All this detail is probably of little interest to most
CPGs, but many will be interested in the basics of CAMP
and how it will affect them individually if adopted.
The CAMP provides a guide for a continuing, self-determined, personal development plan that includes continuing
education, professional practice, and participation in the
affairs and activities of professional geoscience organizations. All are integral parts of Continuing Professional
Development. Many of us have been involved in these activities throughout our careers. CAMP involves rational and
meaningful annual personal goals and, as they are met, provides for their systematic recording and valuation in an
annual written record or Logbook. Activities are classified
into two categories—Continuing Education (CE) and
Professional Participation (PP). Points based upon time and
activity value would be assigned to each activity using
Logbook guidelines. The goal is to obtain 10 points each in
Continuing Education and Professional Participation each
year of the 6-year CAMP period, but considerable flexibility
will be available. Plus, points can be earned for authoring
talks and publishing peer-reviewed papers, posters, monographs, and books on geoscience subjects. Teaching short
courses and leading field trips earn points as well, if on a
non-paid basis.
At six-year intervals, the Logbooks, supporting data and
an Application for Certification Advancement would be submitted to the Certification Renewal Director at Headquarters.
As with CPG applications, they would be screened, first at
the Section level and then by a National CAMP Screening
Committee. Applicants who had accumulated 120 or more
approved points during the 6-year CAMP period, half each in
Continuing Education and Professional Participation, would
be recognized and rewarded with advancement to or maintenance as Certified Master Professional Geologist (CMPG)
for the coming new 6-year CAMP period. CPGs who had accumulated 80 to 119 points would maintain their CPG rank for
the new CAMP period. Up to 10 points (in excess of 60 points
in each category) could be carried forward into the first year
of this new CAMP period.
We realize the difficulty for some participants to attend
short courses and Section activities due to distance, continuous travel, graduate school, etc., and thus lack opportunities to earn CE and/or PP points. Flexibility has been built
into the CAMP to help affected CPGs earn substitute points
in the CAMP and gain advancement to CMPG.
The whole idea is to help CPGs continue, maintain, and
improve their technical education, training, competence, and
competitiveness, and to participate actively in the activities,
affairs, and leadership of AIPG and their national/regional
geoscience technical societies. In exchange for participation
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in CE and PP activities and recording them in the Logbook,
AIPG will renew the participant’s certification for six years
as CMPG or CPG for every 6-year CAMP cycle. FURTHER,
AIPG WILL PROVIDE UPON REQUEST OF BOTH
ADVANCED OR MAINTAINED CMPGS AND MAINTAINED CPGS A WRITTEN CREDENTIAL VERIFYING
THEIR PARTICIPATION FOR THE MOST RECENT SIXYEAR OR MORE PERIOD IN AN INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM
OF CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT,
BASED UPON CONTINUING EDUCATION AND PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL AFFAIRS.
A wide variety of educational activities can earn points for
the CONTINUING EDUCATION (CE) requirement. Personal
taste and flexibility are maximized. They include:
B.S./post-B.S. formal education for credits, CEUs, or in
company training courses:
• in geosciences, other physical sciences, engineering,
math, and computer sciences;
• or other relevant disciplines, including business, management, law, accounting, etc.;
• points are awarded on a contact hour and discipline
basis;
• classroom and internet courses for credits or CEUs are
treated equally.
Supplemental Education, not for credit, including:
• auditing of formal education courses, as above;
• geoscience short courses/field seminars;
• auditing of geoscience talks or papers, especially at geoscience conventions/conferences;
• in-house company geoscience courses;
• points are awarded on a contact hour and discipline
basis.
COURSES TAKEN AS REQUIREMENTS OF OTHER
GEOSCIENCE ORGANIZATIONS OR STATE BOARDS
WILL EARN POINTS AS WELL. Inclusion of required and/or
voluntary regulatory review and update courses will be provided for after additional information is obtained.
Similarly, a very wide variety of activities, many designed
to increase participation by CPGs in the affairs, activities,
and leadership of AIPG and the geoscience technical societies
or community affairs, will earn points for the PROFESSIONAL PARTICIPATION (PP) requirement of CAMP. They
include:
- professional practice, defined-as “full-time” employment or personal practice in a geoscience discipline or
associated/dependent work;
- participation in the activities and leadership of AIPG
(Sections and National) and national, regional, and
state geoscience technical organizations, State Boards,
and ASBOG;
- active volunteer work in geology-related outreach activities and/or non-technical community service activities;
- Professional Participation points may be earned for a
wide variety of service activities, making the CAMP
very flexible.
Points can be earned for TECHNICAL CONTRIBUTION
(TC) activities such as:

- preparation and presentation on an unpaid basis of geological courses by non-academics;
- point allocations, up to 25, are generous as these activities represent the ultimate in geologic professionalism;
- TC points may be applied against either CE or PP point
requirements in any given year, and can be carried forward until totally used.

HOW CAMP WILL AFFECT CURRENTLYEXISTING CPGs AND “NEW” CPGs
The CAMP process, requirements, and Logbook described
above would be the same for all participating CPGs and
CMPGs. However:
- “Existing” CPGs (those certified prior to the adoption
date of the new Bylaws establishing the CAMP) may
participate in CAMP voluntarily and apply for advancement to CMPG. Those not voluntarily participating will
remain CPGs in good standing.
- “New” CPGs (those certified after the adoption date, as
above) will be required to participate in the CAMP for
so long as they hold CPG or CMPG rank.
CAMP Outcomes:
- “existing” CPGs or CMPGs voluntarily participating in
the CAMP will advance to or maintain CMPG providing the 120-point requirement is fulfilled for a 6-year
CAMP period. Those not meeting the 120-point requirement will maintain their CPG rank, no matter how few
points are earned. CAMP participation in a second 6year CAMP period will be voluntary, except to maintain CMPG.
- “new” CPGs:
End, first mandatory 6-year CAMP period:
120 or more acceptable points - advance to CMPG
for new 6-year period in CAMP;
less than 120 acceptable points - maintain CPG for
new 6-year period in CAMP.
End, subsequent mandatory 6-year CAMP periods:
120 or more acceptable points - advance to or
maintain CMPG for new 6-year CAMP period.
119-80 acceptable points - CMPGs reclassified to
CPG for new 6-year CAMP period; - CPGs maintain
CPG for new 6-year CAMP period.
less than 80 acceptable points - CMPGs and CPGs
reclassified to Member for 3 years, then eligible to
re-apply for CPG subject to mandatory CAMP.
The programs, process, and requirements discussed above
describe in outline the initial proposal for the CAMP. This is
a work in progress that will remain subject to adjustment and
change in the future, especially during the first few years of
operation. If questions remain after reading the above and
the May and June TPG reports, please contact the undersigned or Headquarters. We will try to reply as soon as possible. Letters to the TPG Editor are another means of comment and questioning, but the process is slower and not all
letters can be published due to space limitations. Comments
and questions from Section Executive Committees will be
especially welcome.

- presentation of non-peer reviewed talks or publication
of peer-reviewed papers, monographs and books;
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN
An Active Membership
William J. Siok, CPG-04773

REMINDER - PLEASE DON’T
FORGET TO VOTE!: The June issue
of TPG included a ballot, biographies,
and personal editorials from the 2001
AIPG Candidates for President-Elect,
Vice-President, and Treasurer. If you
haven’t voted, please do; there should
be time to get your ballot back to AIPG
headquarters. The ballots were placed
in the center of the June TPG and are
tear-out. Please, vote! And return your
ballot by August 15. While you’re marking the ballot, think about your own
active participation in AIPG through a
Section or a National committee. AIPG
welcomes and needs your active participation.
Active participation. As a member
and an employee of AIPG, I am in a position to observe first-hand and truly
appreciate what active members are
able to accomplish on behalf of the
entire membership and profession.
Unlike so many of our sister societies,
AIPG depends to a very large extent
upon the efforts and financial support
of member volunteers. All members contribute to the financial support of AIPG
through their annual dues and essentially allow AIPG to function as their
professional representative. In the normal course of a year, AIPG is represented by the Executive Director or one
or more national or Section officers at
meetings
organized
by
AASG

(Association of American State
Geologists), AGI (American Geological
Institute), AAPG (American Association of Petroleum Geologists), GSA,
NGWA, by AIPG itself, and others.
These meetings allow AIPG to participate in planning activities designed to
promote the profession and to forge
strong ties to sister associations in the
furtherance of common professional
objectives. The greater the participation
on behalf of AIPG, the more credible and
effective is AIPG in influencing decisions that affect our organization and
the profession.
Many AIPG members volunteer
beyond their annual dues contribution.
Some devote time to participation on
Section Executive and special issue
committees, some volunteer to serve on
the national level, some contribute
financially. Two premier examples of
members’ volunteer efforts producing
results are the annual Washington, D.C.
Fly-In and NCSL (National Conference
of State Legislatures). Both these
efforts provide opportunities for AIPG
directly to educate and advise legislators and other decision-makers about
the role that geologists play. That kind
of opportunity is not all that easy to
come by, yet I fear some geologists fail
to grasp the value of such activities to
their own career and to the profession
as a whole.
But participating in these activities
is truly a sacrifice on the part of some
members who participate. Not only do
these geologists contribute time, but
since they receive little to no financial
support from AIPG, and unless their
employment circumstances provide an
allowance to defray expenses, they must
pay their way. This certainly demonstrates a true commitment to professional affairs. Some are able to do this,
some cannot. There are important tasks
to be done, however, which members can

participate in without travel. For example, committee activities—much of the
fundamental committee work on
Section and national levels is now conducted using the internet. Minimal
expense is associated with this type of
participation, but it can provide potentially great satisfaction AND an opportunity to influence the outcome.
I sometimes feel frustration over
meager results from efforts on the part
of the Executive Committee to explain
to AIPG members exactly what AIPG is
doing during the course of a year. The
frustration stems from the difficulty in
motivating members to take an active
role in AIPG affairs. Each member has
the ability to influence the direction
taken by AIPG. The most certain means
of having your point of view acted upon
is to volunteer. Participate on the
Section level. If you like what you see
and what you’re able to accomplish,
move on to the national level by running for office or becoming an active
member of a committee addressing a
professional issue of particular importance to you.
TPG provides a great deal of information about AIPG advocacy efforts,
continuing education discussion, political activities, the AIPG annual meeting, sister association activities, letters
from members, legislative activities
that affect the profession, and an occasional technical piece. If you wish to see
something different, please say so and
submit an article or two. The content of
TPG is largely prepared by officers,
staff, and members at large. New material is always welcome, and it provides
an easy venue for you to get your points
across to the widest audience without
necessarily leaving the comfort of your
own home or office. But writing an article or a regular column for TPGis another effective way to volunteer.
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AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS MONTHLY REVIEW
Monthly review prepared by Margaret Baker and David Applegate, MEM-0002,
AGI Government Affairs Program, and AGI/AAPG Geoscience Policy Intern Alison Alcott.

MAY 2000
• House Slashes President’s Request for NSF, USGS
• Senate Leadership Introduces National Energy
Security Act
• McCain, Others Look Into Climate Change Issue
• Evolution Opponents Hold Congressional Briefing
• Valles Caldera Acquisition Bill on the Move
• Clinton Signs Methane Hydrate Bill into Law
• President Announces End to GPS Scrambling
• Geotimes Special Issue Focuses on USGS Science
• New Material on Website

House Slashes President’s Request
for NSF, USGS
The initial results from the fiscal year (FY) 2001 spending process in the House have been disappointing. Low allocations to key House Appropriations subcommittees are
forcing them to provide funding levels well below the
President’s request. An AGI e-mail alert on May 21st reported that the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) received $816.7
million, a $3.3 million increase over FY 2000 levels but
nearly $80 million less than requested by the president.
The full House Appropriations Committee passed the bill
on May 25th. A copy of the AGI alert is available at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/approps_alert0500.html.
On May 23rd, the House VA/HUD Appropriations
Subcommittee passed its spending bill. The National Science
Foundation (NSF) had requested a 17% increase to $4.6 billion, but the House bill would provide just over $4 billion, a
4.3% increase over FY 2000. The Geoscience Directorate
would receive $523.8 million, a decrease of $59.2 million
from the budget request. Particularly hard hit was the NSF
Major Research Equipment (MRE) account, down 45% from
the president’s request of $139 million to $76.6 million,
which is 18% below the FY 2000 allocation. Within that
account, the subcommittee provided zero funding for
EarthScope, a $17.4 million earth sciences initiative, and
the other new initiatives proposed by the president. The bill
did provide $12.5 million in MRE funding for HIAPER, an
atmospheric-science airplane that was funded in last year’s
bill but not included in the president’s request. The House
bill would fund most Environmental Protection Agency programs at the FY 2000 levels, including several climate
change programs. EPA Research is increased $5 million over
FY 2000, bringing FY 2001 funding to $650 million, $24 million below the President’s request. Funding for NASA would
total $13.7 billion, nearly $321 million below the budget
request and $112 million over FY 2000 levels. More information on geoscience appropriations is available at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/appropsfy2001.html.

Senate Leadership Introduces
National Energy Security Act
On May 16th, the Republican leadership in the Senate
unveiled the National Energy Security Act, S. 2557. The bill
aims to reduce American dependence on foreign oil to 50% by
18

2010 through a series of measures that would spur research
and encourage domestic energy production. Bill provisions
include opening the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR)
to petroleum exploration, creating a heating oil reserve in the
northeastern US, conducting research on how to improve the
efficiency of coal burning power plants, encouraging more
research and development of natural gas, improving the oil
and gas leasing program on federal lands, speeding up the
relicensing process for hydroelectric and nuclear power facilities, tax incentives to encourage marginal well preservation,
operating loss carrybacks for independent oil and gas producers, and extending tax credits to producers of power from
renewable energy sources. S. 2557 was drafted by a task force
of 10 Republican senators, including Majority Leader Trent
Lott (R-MS), Sen. Frank Murkowski (R-AK), Sen. Larry Craig
(R-ID), and Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX).
Despite being drafted by the Republican leadership, the
task-force members believe that the bill can become a
bipartisan effort. The Senate Energy and Natural
Resources Committee plans to mark up the bill by midJune, but Lott also has included provisions that would allow
the bill to by-pass the committee process and go directly
to the Senate floor for debate. More information on this
bill and other oil-price issues is available at AGI’s Summary
on Congressional Response to Rising Oil Prices at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/oil_price.html.

McCain, Others Look Into
Climate Change Issue
The many facets of the climate change debate were on display this month on Capitol Hill in hearings, briefings, and
legislation. On May 17th, Senate Commerce, Science and
Transportation Committee Chairman John McCain (R-AZ)
held a hearing on the scientific facts behind global climate
change. In his opening statement, McCain noted that he held
the hearing as part of a promise that he made during his
presidential campaign. He said that at “town-hall meeting
after town-hall meeting,” younger Americans asked him what
his plan was to stop global warming. McCain admitted that
he and many of his congressional colleagues are not sufficiently informed to discuss this topic.
On May 4th, the Senate Agriculture Subcommittee on
Production and Price Competitiveness held a hearing on legislation authorizing the U.S. Department of Agriculture to
conduct research on storing carbon in soils and how agriculture might help solve the climate change problem. The legislation was introduced by subcommittee chairman Sen. Pat
Roberts (R-KS), who noted “agriculture may have the ability
to store 200 million tons of carbon annually or the equivalent
of 307 million tons of coal.” The hearing reflected increased
interest by farm-state senators in the role that agricultural
practices can play in mitigating the potential impacts of climate change. On May 25th, the House and Senate passed a
$15 billion crop insurance reform bill that includes $15 million for ag-based carbon sequestration research. Links to the
hearings and additional information can be found at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/climate.html.
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Striking a very different note, the Cooler Heads Coalition
held a Capitol Hill briefing on May 30th titled “What’s Wrong
with U.N. Climate Science? An Independent Scientific Review
of the IPCC’s Third Assessment Report.” Led by Fred Singer,
President of the Science and Environmental Policy Project,
the briefing included several panels of scientists who discussed problems with the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change assessment report that is currently under
review. One of their principal criticisms was that the draft
report’s 7-page summary for policy makers does not fairly
represent the information contained in the 1000-page report.
More information on the IPCC report and the review process
is available at http://www.gcrio.org/ipccform/.

Evolution Opponents Hold
Congressional Briefing
As reported in an AGI e-mail special update, supporters of
intelligent design theory brought their message to Capitol
Hill with a three-hour briefing focused on the scientific evidence for the origin and development of life and the universe
as the work of an intelligent designer. The speakers presented their version of the scientific debate between Darwinian
evolutionary theory and intelligent design theory. Speakers
also addressed the social, moral, and political consequences
of Darwinism. Sponsored by the Discovery Institute, the briefing was hosted by the chairman of the House Subcommittee
on the Constitution, and co-sponsors included Rep. Thomas
Petri (R-WI), expected to be the next chairman of the House
Education and the Workforce Committee, and two members
of the House Science Committee. The briefing took place as
Congress debates legislation to overhaul federal K-12 education programs. An update on recent developments in the creation-evolution controversy can be found at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/evolution.html and a copy of the e-mail
alert on the briefing is available at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/id_update.html.

Valles Caldera Acquisition Bill on the Move
The federal government is poised to purchase the Valles
Caldera— a resurgent volcanic caldera in north-central New
Mexico that is mostly within the privately held Baca Ranch
— but legislation must be passed before a June 30th deadline or the deal is off. Last fall’s omnibus appropriations bill
for FY 2000 included $101 million for the Baca contingent
upon passage of legislation authorizing the purchase. To that
end, Senators Pete Domenici (R-NM) and Jeff Bingaman (DNM) introduced S. 1892, the Valles Caldera Preservation &
Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act, authorizing the
acquisition of the Baca and providing “for an effective land
and wildlife management program for this resource” by the
US Forest Service. Domenici and Bingaman have been working to move S. 1892 through Congress before the deal’s
already extended deadline. The Senate passed the bill on
April 13th by unanimous consent, then sent it to the House
for consideration. On May 24th, the House Committee on
Resources marked up S. 1892 and passed it by voice vote
out of committee. The remaining obstacle is an as-yetunscheduled vote by the full House. More information on
the acquisition of the Baca ranch is available at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/baca.html.

Clinton Signs Methane Hydrate
Bill into Law
President Clinton signed the Methane Hydrate Research
and Development Act into law on May 2nd. Rep. Mike Doyle
(D-PA), sponsor of the bill, praised the passage of the bill as
being a long-term solution for domestic energy needs.
“Harnessing the gas trapped in methane hydrates will secure
a plentiful source of energy for our nation’s future,” said Doyle.
“We must develop clean-burning energy sources to allow our
air and environment to be healthy and vibrant and hydrate
technology has an important role to play in these efforts also.”
The act authorizes the Secretary of Energy to award grants
or contracts to conduct gas hydrate research and development, requires a competitive merit-review process for grants,
limits administrative expenses to not more than five percent,
and requires a National Research Council report of the program’s progress and recommendations for future research
needs. More information on methane hydrates is available at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/ch4106.html.

President Announces End to GPS Scrambling
On May 1st, President Clinton announced that the government would stop the intentional degradation—referred
to as selective availability—of the Global Positioning System
(GPS) signals available to the public. The U.S. Department
of Defense developed and launched the GPS satellites in the
1970s as a military tool for determining positions on Earth’s
surface. Fearing potential U.S. enemies could use the system
to target missiles, the military degraded the signals so that
a single GPS receiver could only measure a given position to
within 100 meters. With Selective Availability shut off, a
receiver could potentially measure a position to within 10
meters. Earth scientists are increasingly using GPS for a
range of data collection, from measuring displacement of
Earth’s crust over time to quantifying water vapor by the
speed at which the signals travel through the atmosphere.
A Geotimes article on this topic is available at http://www.geotimes.org/may00/gps.html.

Geotimes Special Issue Focuses on
USGS Science
The June issue of Geotimes provides some snapshots of the
wide range of earth-science research going on at the USGS,
including the growing connections between geologists, hydrologists, and biologists. Articles focus on geologic mapping,
water quality, world petroleum reserves, and coastal issues.
A Comment by USGS Director Chip Groat puts these research
initiatives into the broader context of the survey’s mission.
Selected articles and Groat’s Comment are available at
http://www.geotimes.org, which also includes a secure, on-line
subscription form. If you have not seen Geotimes lately, please
take a look at AGI’s news magazine of the earth sciences.
Improved content and design in full color make it easier than
ever to read. Shameless plug? You bet! So check it out!

New Material on Website
The following updates and reports were added to the
Government Affairs portion of AGI’s website http://www.agiweb.org since the last monthly update:
• Land Sovereignty and National Monument Acts Update
(6-2-00)
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• Update on the Federal Acquisition of the Valles Caldera
(6-1-00)
• Fiscal Year 2001 Geoscience Appropriations Update (525-00)
• Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) Update (5-2500)
• Update on Domestic Oil and Gas Incentives Legislation
(5-25-00)
• Congressional Response to Rising Oil Price (5-24-00)
• Mining Law of 1872 Reform Update (5-23-00)
• Climate Change Policy Update (5-22-00)
• Summary of Hill Briefings on Global Climate Change
(5-22-00)
• Summary of Hearings on Global Climate Change (5-2200)
• Action Alert: Initial House Spending Levels for USGS
Fall Far Short of President’s Request (5-21-00)
• Caspian Sea Oil and Gas Exploration Update and
Hearing Summary (5-16-00)
• Update on Challenges to the Teaching of Evolution
(5-12-00)
• Special Update: Evolution Opponents Hold
Congressional Briefing (5-11-00)

• Commission on Women and Minorities in Science
Update (5-11-00)
• National Petroleum Reserve Alaska Update (5-11-00)
• Climate Change Policy Update (5-11-00)
• Federal Ocean and Coastal Zone Policy Update (5-10-00)
• High-Level Nuclear Waste Update (5-10-00)
• Oil Royalty and Valuation Update (5-11-00)
• Methane Hydrate Research and Development Act
Update (5-8-00)
• Outer Continental Shelf Royalties Update (5-8-00)
• Summary of Hearings on High Oil Prices (5-5-00)
• Science Education Policy Update (5-2-00)
• National Science Education Acts of 2000 Update (4-2800)
Monthly review prepared by Margaret Baker and David
Applegate, AGI Government Affairs Program, and
AGI/AAPG Geoscience Policy Intern Alison Alcott.
Sources: Energy and Environment Daily, Greenwire,
Library of Congress.

Public Lands Access and Consumer Prices Are Related
By Lee C. Gerhard, CPG-03461, and Logan MacMillan, CPG-04560
Energy prices are soaring, a direct reflection of increased global
and national demand, decreased domestic oil production, and
decreased natural gas storage rates. Meeting the national demand
for oil and gas is getting to be very difficult. The future looks even
more difficult.
Traditionally, geologists have been the "responsible party" for supplying society with its sustaining resources. The job has become more
difficult as society has become more urban and consequently less
knowledgeable about the origin and supply of resources. Urban
demands for ever-increasing restrictions on public access to federal
lands have been met with increased withdrawals of public lands.
Presidential designation of national monuments and U.S. Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management administrative withdrawals have restricted public access, and importantly, mineral and
energy access to what was the energy resource base of the United
States. The coastal waters of the eastern and western seaboard,
northern Alaska, and the Gulf of Mexico off Florida have been administratively excised from the national natural gas resource base.
According to the recent (1999) National Petroleum Council report
on natural gas, more than 200 trillion cubic feet of potential national gas resources are non-accessible from lower 48 states coastal
waters and the Rocky Mountains.
The large amount of the non-accessible reserve base precludes
meeting long term future demands for natural gas, and perhaps,
even short term demands of a colder than usual winter. Other factors affect supply, including price, diversion of supplies to electrical
generation, pipeline capacity, storage amounts, and commodity
traders. The current futures price of about $4.50 per MCF is indicative of an impending fall and winter 2000-2001 domestic home heating price shock.
It is too late to counter any natural gas supply problems for this
year. Natural gas storage now is 25% below last year's level on comparable dates.
To minimize future problems, it is necessary to address access to
the domestic resource base. If the United States has difficulty producing and delivering an estimated 22 TCF in 2000, how can the
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industry deliver 29 TCF in 2010 or 31 TCF in 2015? The answer lies
in accessing the resource base that is now off limits.
Environmental activists have long argued that most human activities should be banned from federal lands, especially those related
to resource exploitation. By and large, they have succeeded. Although
their complaints are largely about esthetics, recreation, and scenic
vistas, nonetheless many resource activities have been banned from
what were public lands. Attacks on the mining law, restrictions on
leases, outright bans on access, and other devices have been successfully employed to reduce access for resource development.
These may be altruistically valuable and socially sustainable
access issues. However, most people assume that environmental costs
are borne by corporations. Therein lies the fallacy for the people.
Gasoline prices reflect domestic production declines and lack of refining capacity. Price of natural gas now reflects the growth of the market because of environmental demands to replace electrical generation coal with natural gas, and an increasing dependence on gas
as boiler fuel and for home heating. The public is correctly told that
there are huge resources of natural gas to supply this country for
years to come.
What the public has not yet been told, but will see in their home
heating bills this fall, is that someone has to pay the costs of the
environmental decisions made in Washington. That someone is the
public natural gas consumer. Curtailments are likely in addition to
higher costs. The other option is back to home heating oil, which is
more costly now also.
Earth resources are the basis of our society whether we like it or
not. The internet will not heat your home, fuel your automobile, or
supply your electricity. It is crucial that geologists carry the message to the people that they must establish a balance between their
esthetic desires, their physical comfort and convenience, and their
pocketbooks. The people make the decisions. So far, they have voted
for scenery and wilderness. Now the piper is due to be paid.
We wonder what the choice will be. Maybe it will be to access
some of the natural gas resource base.
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PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES - COLUMN 57
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

Former Members are no longer CPGs
(column 55, June ‘00)
Derek Whitehouse, CPG-03231, commented, “I have a
philosophical problem: What should ‘CPG’ be expected to represent to the public? A paid-up (union) membership—with
the side tones that invites? An authoritative recognition of
professional competence? Does the dues-delinquent CPG
simultaneously lose grasp of those academic/experience qualifications that earned the CPG status?”1
My initial response is another question: does lack of AIPG
membership mean that the individual is an incompetent
geologist? I don’t think so. AIPG grants the CPG title to those
wishing to become and remain members. This principle has
always been part of AIPG’s organization. The same principle holds true of other organizations granting titles like
AAPG’s DPA, SIPES, state licensing boards, etc. Failure to
pay one’s membership or other annual fee means loss of the
credential. The only time loss of the credential involves any
determination about competence is when the loss is the result
of disciplinary proceedings.
However, looking at things differently can be illuminating. Whitehouse has compared AIPG membership to a union.
There are similarities. AIPG was organized to “advance the
geological sciences and the profession of geology;...and represent, and advocate for, the geological profession before government and the general public” (AIPG Constitution, Section
1.2, Purposes 1 and 5). Unions actively work to advance recognition of their memberships and represent and advocate their
interests to governmental bodies and the public. I stated in
column 48 that AIPG could be viewed as a self-appointed
public interest or special interest group. Some special interest groups have employment as their common interest (e.g.,
unions and other professional organizations like AIPG) while
others have other common interests (e.g., religious belief, or
concern for history, the arts, or saving whales).
Having established that AIPG is a special interest group
whose common interest is the geological sciences and profession, what then? Are you interested in what’s happening
that affects our profession? Express your views. Go to meetings. Contribute to this column or write articles or letters to
the editor.
1.

Column 55 and the Function of
Expert Testimony
Perry H. Rahn, CPG-03724, commented on column 55
(June ‘00), “Thanks for the article you wrote. Too bad TPG
doesn’t have a wider audience because your article is well
written and thought provoking. I like Gert’s moral rules. You
know what would be a good topic for you to pursue along this
line? I’m sure you’ve worked for a lawyer. They are not interested in the truth; only winning their case. So they hire you
as an expert. So how can you be a good scientist when you’re
supposed to support only one particular point of view? Along
that same line I recommend an article by Lennie Konikow
in Ground Water which discusses so-called verification and/or
validation of a model. Often there is a circuitous logic for
these modelers in that they assume, for example, real field
data of the potentiometric surface, then model it, then print
out something that includes the computer’s model of the
potentiometric surface, and when it nicely coincides with the
real one they think their modeled is ‘valid’ (i.e., the truth).”
Rahn’s suggested discussion on the role of the expert witness and the truth is a good one. What is the function of an
expert witness in a trial? How is truth arrived at in an adversarial system like our legal system? What would be better?
D.M. Davidson recommended that “As an expert witness,
the geologist should testify only when he believes in the rightness of his client’s case” (Professional Ethics and Conduct for
Economic Geologists, GSA Bull. v. 67, p. 1685). Is this enough?
Can belief in the rightness of your client’s side lead to conflict of interest problems? (See “Advocating Science Versus
Advocating Policy: A Conflict of Interest” in column 55.)
Contribute your comments.

Environmental Ethics
D. Ted Wilton, CPG-07659, wrote, “It would be very interesting to hear/read the opinions of our (AIPG) membership
about their views of our ethical responsibilities in the broad
area of environmental compliance (or beyond ‘the letter of
the law’) as it relates to mineral exploration and development.
1. What is the course of action that should be taken when
your employer, or client, is skirting the regulations and
you know it? (This is clear in my mind, but it would be
interesting to hear other opinions.)

Whitehouse also wrote, “I really do not wish to infer that I had any personal concept of AIPG as a form of union. I
feel rather uncomfortable about its lobbying efforts with politicians (as distinct from similar approaches to other professional organizations). After having been an early member of the group supporting the formation of UK’s Institution
of Professional Geologists, I lost interest when it began to appear as something other than an entity to enhance professional practices. AIPG does make the effort to provide variably successful professional geological information and
support. My note to you was truly a philosophical query, not based on any slanted opinion.” The philosophical nature
of Whitehouse’s comments does not detract from their interest. Such comments can lead to useful insights and discussion. Contribute yours.
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2.

What do you do in the event that the employer/client is
not meeting the obligations of applicable rules or legislation?

3.

And, most importantly to me, do you just do the minimum required by environmental regulation, even though
you have a personal (and professional) conviction that
the prescribed course of action is inadequate?
“The last point is one that I think should be of considerable concern to those of us who work in the natural resources
industry. On one hand there is a body of opinion that would
state that ‘to do more than is required will create a level of
expectation with the regulators that will result in the regulations being increased,’ and there is merit to this argument.
Equally, at least some of the difficulties that we in the mining industry have (and I suspect there might be some basis
for a similar comment from the petroleum side as well) are
the result of our own actions (or more appropriately, inactions, in the past). I am of the opinion that if we go beyond
the minimum requirements we are less likely to draw negative attention to our clients/employers as a bad example of
the industry. The self-imposed question ‘would I like this to
be in my back yard?’ might be a useful guidepost. I would
enjoy reading any discussion this topic might generate.”
So would I. Column 38 (Jan ‘99, available on the AIPG
website) contained a proposed Canon for the AIPG Code of
Ethics; it is:
Canon 6: Obligation to the Environment
Members should anticipate and understand the environmental consequences of their work and should
disclose the consequences of recommended actions.
They should acknowledge that resource extraction
and use, which may affect the environment, are necessary for the welfare of our society.
Column 38 contained additional discussion on this topic
and requested comments. None were received. The proposed
Environmental Canon remains that, a proposal. Discussion
of this proposal along with comments on Wilton’s questions
would be most welcome.

What Do You Do When You Don’t Get
Paid by Your Client?
In the past month, two cases where the geologist was not
paid, or was paid after great delay, have been brought to my
attention. Getting paid is one of the unfortunately routine
problems of the consulting business. However, the circumstances of the two cases differed in material respects resulting in significant differences in the ability of the geologist to
do something about it.
In the first case, the geologist’s report involved the evaluation of prospect. The report had been prepared for one
client. Subsequently a different entity gained control of the
prospect and wanted to use the report to support a promotional effort. The subsequent owner asked if the geologist
would give permission for the report to be used and an agreement for that use including a fee for that use was reached.
However, the geologist wasn’t paid. In this case, the geolo2.

gist can make life difficult for the non-paying client. The securities laws provide that experts who provide opinions are
liable for those opinions if they are unjustified or fraudulent.
In formal filings, a consent to be named as an expert is filed.
If subsequent events change the expert’s opinion, or the
expert subsequently learns that the expert opinion is being
misused in some way, the expert can withdraw the consent
and the opinion. Subsequent to the withdrawal, liability ends.
In this case, the geologist was advised to maintain a complete record of all documents, correspondence, notes, etc.
involved. He also was advised to write a letter withdrawing
authorization to use the report to the non-paying client at
the bottom of which are the cc addresses of the US Securities
& Exchange Commission and affected state securities agencies. The securities regulators get their copies of the letter
to the client along with a cover letter. Such action will probably ensure that the geologist won’t get paid. But if word
gets around that this happens, along with the undesired
attention to the clients from the securities enforcement folks,
payment may be more prompt from the next client. Sending
the letters is an affirmative action that can be used by the
geologist to show diligence in withdrawing consent for the
report to be used.
The second case involved an environmental consultant
who began remedial work for a client, thereby obligating himself under state law to finish the job. Because of late payment, the geologist withheld filing required reports within
the specified period of time. In this case, withholding the
reports resulted in the geologist violating the state regulations. Although the state regulator appreciated the consultant’s problem, their job is environmental clean-up, not being
the collection agency for unpaid consultants. Clean-up activities had occurred and reports were due. For billing problems, there are a variety of standard legal options like liens,
etc. One way consultants can protect themselves in such cases
is by demanding payment up front, or at least into an escrow
account. You may not get some business this way, but then
you don’t work for nothing either.
The two foregoing cases demonstrate differences in situation and law that affect a geologist’s obligations and leverage
with a client. The suggestions provided may or may not work
in your case. If you have different experiences or suggestions,
please provide them. Collectively, we can generate some useful suggestions for a common problem, that of getting paid.

Bias in Reporting Results—Is It Okay
If You Report It?
Perhaps the two greatest scientific cultural myths most
of us learned in grade school were that science proceeds in
an orderly process of discovery and that scientists always
practice with total objectivity; biases are not allowed. Even
though we may recognize the fallacies of the myths, we still
attempt to be objective and unbiased in our scientific work.
I was therefore struck by the statements by P.M. Sheehan,
D.E. Fastovsky, C. Barreto, and R.G. Hoffman in their paper
on dinosaur abundance in the top of the Hell Creek Formation

Dinosaur abundance was not declining in a “3 m gap” at the top of the Hell Creek Formation, Montana and North
Dakota: Geology, June 2000, p. 523-526; specifically the end of the first full paragraph of the middle column of p.
524.
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in the June issue of Geology2 concerning the biases in their
data collection and analysis methodology. They state that
biases involved bias the results against the conclusion they
are trying to reach. Nevertheless, they state that the data
support their conclusion.
I found this discussion of the biases in their data collection and methodology very unusual. Sheehan and others also
report on the power of an illustration of a concept, which is
not based on data, to influence the opinions of others (see
also last month’s column, “Honesty in Science: Use of
Imagery”). Nevertheless, admitting that bias was involved
violates the basic principle of objectivity that we are taught
to strive for. What do you think of Sheehan and others’
approach? Is it ethical? Does their acknowledgment of the
bias and their claim that the bias works against their favored
hypothesis eliminate the ethical problem? Would you do the
same?

Misuse of Geologic Maps
John S. Pallister’s article, “New dimensions in geologic
mapping” in the June 2000 Geotimes carried the subtitle “As
more maps become digital, they are easier to get, easier to
use—and easier to misuse.” Pallister describes digital techniques allowing for the generation of 3-dimensional models
of subsurface units and uses the example of Mahomet Aquifer
in east-central Illinois. He points out that surficial mapping
presents interpretations of incomplete data due to lack of
complete outcrop exposure and that the scale of the map
makes a great deal of difference in how information is presented. The problems are even more acute with subsurface
data. Nevertheless, a computer will happily compile a 3dimensional subsurface map that will look nice and precise.
It will also produce and print the Geologic Map of the United
States (original scale 1:2,500,000) at 1:12,000, or any other
scale. That, Pallister points out, is the problem: the precision
does not reflect accuracy. Although professional geologists
recognize the limitations of their data, related interpretations, and scale, does the public? If the public obtains a digital geologic map or GIS database and starts using it, what
sorts of problems will surface? Do we have an ethical obligation to warn potential users of our maps against such misuse? How should we deal with such misuse? How much of a
problem has such misuse been? Comments welcomed.

AIPG’s Continuing Professional
Development Program
(column 56, July ‘00)
Tom Fails, CPG-3274, has contributed a detailed reply
to my comments and questions on the proposed Continuing
Professional Development program in a Letter to the Editor
in this issue of the TPG. Please review Fails’ comments and
the information on the CPD program in the past three issues
(May, June, and July) and contribute your ideas. This is a
very important topic for all of us and warrants thorough discussion.

ICARD Meeting
Denver Colorado––May 21-24, 2000
Dennis Turner CPG-08191 and
Virginia T. McLemore CPG-07438

The Fifth International Conference on Acid Rock
Drainage (ICARD) held in Denver May 21-24, 2000,
provided a forum for the exchange of new ideas on the
subject of origin, prediction, mitigation, and control of
acid drainage from mining sources worldwide. It was
well attended by industry and government personnel.
The five short courses preceding the conference drew
many participants, indicating the growing level of awareness and concern in the potential for prolonged environmental effects of acid drainage from mining. The two
and three concurrently running sessions included
Abandoned Mine Lands, prediction and treatment of
acid drainage, and drainage issues in semi-arid climates, waste rock, and pit lakes. Seven poster sessions
complemented the oral sessions. Two well-attended
field trips, one to Leadville, Colorado, and the other to
the Cresson Project at Cripple Creek, Colorado, followed the conference. The papers presented at the conference are available in a proceedings volume from the
Society for Mining, Metallurgy, and Exploration, Inc.
(SME).
A number of technology transfer and research organizations, including ADTI-MMS (Acid Drainage
Technology Initiative-Metals Mining Sector), AMIRA
(Australian Mineral Industries Research Associates),
INAP (International Network for Acid Prevention),
MEND (Canada’s Mine Environmental Neutral
Drainage) and MiMi (Sweden’s Migration of
Environmental Impact from Mining Waste), contributed
to the success of ICARD. Most of these organizations
are competing for recognition and funding from the
same government and industry sources to secure a
leadership role in acid drainage.
Although the Fifth ICARD proved useful as a professional medium of exchange for new concepts and
approaches to the problems of acid drainage, many of
the technical sessions were too short to allow sufficient
debate on many of the ideas presented.
Judging by attendance at certain technical sessions,
this ICARD may have identified an emerging theme of
acid drainage in semi-arid environments. The Sixth
ICARD is planned for Sydney, Australia in 2003.

CPD on Website
The member portion of the AIPG website <www.aipg.org> has several articles on the CPD program.
This section will be updated as new material is received.
AUGUST/SEPTEMBER 2000 • The Professional Geologist
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attended most EFG Annual Meetings in recent years,
always at their own expense. This will be true in 2000
as well, at the First International Conference for
Professional Geologists at Alicante, Spain. If the CAMP
was now in place, attendance and participation in the
ICPG would fulfill CAMP requirements on the same
basis as similar activities in the US. As to the remainder of the professional geologist world, International
Affairs Committee Chair Robert Font has been active in
contacting nascent professional geologist organizations,
mainly in Latin America and East Asia. As relations
develop with these groups, AIPG’s outreach to them will
increase, as will CPG/CMPG’s opportunities to network
and provide their services internationally.

Response to David Abbott’s comments
on the CAMP Proposal
David Abbott commented extensively in his July TPG
PE&P column on the Task Force for Continuing Professional
Development (CPD) article and the recommendations published in the May and June TPGs respectively. Not being a
Task Force member, the article and recommendations were
Dave’s first exposure to the CAMP proposal for “certification
renewal.” As Abbott’s comments and questions are probably
similar to those of many other interested CPGs, the opportunity to reply in print is welcome and well-timed.
The Task Force recommendation is the product of nearly
2½ years of effort. After this much time and effort, our “work
in progress” has produced a certification renewal program
based upon continuing education that is sufficiently fair and
complete to justify implementation. Some additions and
numerous adjustments and changes will be necessary during the first few years. But NOW is the time to begin.

4)

Dave’s format in his July column will be followed here, to
save space and time. Where he is in agreement with the Task
Force, I here extend my thanks and will not comment further.
1) CPD should consist of a mix of technical, professional,
and ethical activities.
a) While emphasis (and more points) is on geoscience education and professional activities, we plan to add regulatory development and review courses and training
as a part of CE.
b) The personal training example cited by Abbott, regarding “disclosure about natural resources-related businesses” would qualify as CE and earn .33 points per
Contact Hour (CH).
c) A professional ethics requirement for CPD. Abbott is
correct here—allowance for both training and professional participation activities in the ethics area should
be included. But how? In what form? While the Task
Force has not considered inclusion of ethics, we would
be happy to do so (a “work in progress,” remember?).
A recommendation from Abbott and his Committee
would be welcome. The first opportunity may result
from inclusion of a 2- or 3-hour session on ethics at
every Annual Meeting starting in 2002. This session
would provide presenters and attendees with points in
proportion to their participation, as will Ethics
Committee activities.
2) CPD credits should be readily available around the
world.
3)

Work with international organizations to provide mutual continuing professional development support.
Hopefully, this is starting to develop, but we “ain’t there
yet.” As with US geoscience technical societies, geoscience and professional activities with the GeoSoc,
AusIMM, CCPG and EFG would earn points under CE
or PP with the current proposal. AIPG liaison and cooperative activities are increasing with the European
Federation of Geologists. National AIPG officers have
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Consider a 3-to-5 year requirement, rather than an annual CPD requirement. Actually, a 6-year requirement is
proposed. Dave’s concern regards the manner in which
points earned for a 3-semester-hour credit formal education course may be counted. At 16 points per semester hour, 48 points are generated if this course is “passed,”
in theory. But how many can be used for CAMP purposes? This is an area that requires additional fine-tuning and is still under consideration. At present, there is
a 50-point limitation for formal education CE points in
a 6-year CAMP period, for which 60 CE points are
required. This is to ensure that the entire CE requirement cannot be filled for the 6-year CAMP period by a
single 5-semester-hour course (80 points). But at present, only 5 excess CE points can be carried forward to
the following year, so Dave could claim only 15 of his 48
potential points. Is this fair, given the 50-point limitation? Possibly not! If 5 excess points could be carried forward for each remaining year of the CAMP period, it
becomes possible that if Dave took his course in the first
year of his 6-year CAMP period for 10 points, and with
5 accumulated points carried forward each year, he could
claim 35 total points (out of 48) over the 6-year CAMP
period, and carry 10 more forward into the new CAMP
period.
So what is fair?
A single course for 60 or more points that fulfills the
6-year requirement?
Versus only 15 points out of 60 required for 6 years?

Or, 35 points out of 60 required for 6 years, with 10
more carried forward?
And, what is realistic regarding true continuing education? Meeting the 6-year requirement with only one five-hour
paleo course, if you are a minerals geologist?
The Task Force is interested in membership ideas in these
areas!
5)

Who sets the standards and keeps track of points earned?
Hidden back in the Implementation portion of the
Proposal is the CPD Committee. This Committee will
succeed the Task Force CPD, if the Proposal is accepted, and will become a major standing national committee. The numerous Charges of this important Committee
can be found on page 5, right column, under
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Implementation, in the June TPG. The CPD Committee
will review, revise as necessary, and set/reset standards
for the CAMP, CMPG, and AIPG’s entire CPD program.
The Certification Renewal Director’s staff will maintain
advancement and maintenance records and of points
earned for CMPG and CPG awards and renewals. If the
Section CAMP Screening Committees do not do their
jobs, these duties will have to be assumed by the bureaucrats of the Certification Renewal Director’s office. This
would mean additional costs and an undesirable loss of
autonomy within AIPG. AIPG is a volunteer organization. To the degree that volunteers do not volunteer and
then perform for these important functions, the bureaucrats will take over and the Institute will suffer.
As to competition among CPD programs, well, who knows?
Possible but improbable, I feel. Any competition among certifying organizations in geology that now may exist is more
along discipline lines than anything else.
Other Comments:
Regarding Committee members—Dave objects to
Committee chairs receiving one point and Committee members none. Well, I’ve been on more than a few Committees
over the years. Usually the Chair does most of the work,
together with the occasional Committee member who shows
up. But sometimes, every member of a 16-person Committee
has worked hard and effectively for me (Colorado Section
Student Day, 1996 Committee). So it’s a real dilemma. What’s
your answer? Dave’s suggestion might work, but think of the
pressure it puts on the Chair, who has to report on “who
worked, who didn’t.” What’s your suggestion?
Example of Annual Meeting or Convention Points – a nonAIPG example
- participation in national geoscience
technical organization

= 1 PP point

- attend AAPG or AGWASE or AEG, etc.
convention
= 2 PP points
- attend 1½ days of talks (9 hours) (9 x .66)
= 5.94 CE points
- present non-peer-reviewed paper,
sole author

= 10.0 TC points

- attend one-day (6-hour) short course
(6 x .66)

= 3.96 CE points

total

= 22.90 points

Non-academic Short Course Presenter—this has not been
made sufficiently clear in what has been published. The idea
is to reward non-academics who prepare and present geoscience short courses for professionals or the public on a nonpaid basis (expenses OK). Profs are paid, adjuncts are paid,
many short course presenters are paid, etc. The idea is to
reward those who are not paid, but are willing to prepare
and present their short course because they believe it’s the
right thing to do. The underlying idea parallels that of the
talk, paper, or poster presentation or the published, peerreviewed paper. Unpaid drudgery for the sake of geology must
be rewarded, one way or the other.

Logbook— the present concept at Headquarters is to make
the Logbook available in both hard copy and electronic form.
The Logbook printed in the June TPG gives only a reduced,
small type idea of what the 8-page hard copy Logbook looks
like. If you want a copy, please contact Headquarters.
Electronic Logbooks will be feasible, so long as necessary
qualities can be ensured:
• ease of reproduction in a fixed format for easy review and
checking by Section and National CAMP Screening
Committees;
• confidentiality – a major concern regarding anything on
the Internet.
A CPD Committee-Headquarters decision.
In conclusion, Dave has commented on what Tom Fails
has said or proposed, as others who have commented on the
Task Force recommendations have done. Let me make this
clear—the recommendations resulted from a team effort, not
the work of any one individual. Many of the most important
features of the CAMP were suggested by other Task Force
members. Fails is the leader, reporter, and polemicist, nothing more. Good, bad, or indifferent, the CAMP is the product
of more than a few excellent minds!
As always, membership comments are welcome. Please
send them to Headquarters or directly to me if you see fit.
Do not expect individual answers – we do the best we can,
but many comments or questions are so similar that they
have to be “batched” for consideration and response.
Tom Fails, CPG-03174

AIPG Continuing Profession
Development Program
Fellow Certified Professional Geologists:
After reading the articles in the May and June 2000 issues
of The Professional Geologist written by Tom Fails, Chair,
Task Force for Continuing Professional Development, I
wholeheartedly support the recommendations set forth.
Having joined AIPG as a Charter Member in 1964, I have
witnessed many changes, challenges, and disputes in our profession, including within AIPG membership, concerning the
direction we should take as responsible professional geologists. Many heated discussions regarding registration have
ensued over the past 35 years or so. Questions concerning
how to maintain our credibility as professionals vis-a-vis the
steps taken by other professionals (doctors, lawyers, etc.) are
continually asked.
To answer our Executive Director's rhetorical question
(TPG, May 2000, p. 8), in order for AIPG to aggressively move
forward to "enhance the certification credential," I recommend that each member support the Continuing Professional
Development Program so carefully crafted by Tom Fails and
his Task Force. I, for one, plan to do so.
D. Keith Murray, CPG-00446
Lakewood, Colorado
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AIPG Continuing Profession
Development Program
Dear Editor:
I wanted to take this opportunity to thank Tom Fails and
his colleagues for their outstanding Continuing Professional
Development Program effort. It is remarkable due to its
breadth and flexibility.
Those of us practicing for the last twenty years or so have
noted that our profession has become quite specialized, technically intensive, competitive, and certainly litigious. Rapid
change is the norm. Many other professions have risen to the
challenge by requiring and in many cases providing the mechanism to keep pace: continuing education. Several states
require this of engineers and geologists as a license renewal requirement. The need for us to act is clear.
Tom Fails and colleagues have proposed a very flexible yet
technically appropriate program that will likely provide us
with a means to keep pace. I note that only AIPG has proposed such a program to support the geocommunity’s needs.
I recommend this program’s acceptance.
John R. Absalon, CPG-07303

AIPG Continuing Profession
Development Program
Dear Editor:
Pardon the intrusion, and the musings of an old man, but
as I attempted to respond to Phil LaMoreaux’s citation for
my Honorary Membership in AIPG, I felt the need to renew
a plea to the Executive Committee.
In July 1998 The Examination Subcommittee of the Task
Force for Continuing Professional Development prepared a
“Draft Report” (copy enclosed as Attachment 1), in which we
recommended that AIPG adopt an examination, as part of
the requirements for certification (CPG) by AIPG.
(Attachment 2 is an Executive Summary containing the recommendations) I understand that the recommendations
were tabled by the Executive Committee. I request that the
Executive Committee bring the recommendations from the
table and reconsider the issue.
I am aware of the financial issues involved, and am aware
that the Executive Committee decided to attempt emphasis
on continuing education, rather than an examination. I
empathize with the difficulty of that decision.
If it is our collective desire and belief that AIPG should
be the premier organization for professional geologic certification/registration in the United States; then our requirements should exceed those of individual states. The measure
of our success should be acceptance of a CPG, by each state,
as demonstrative evidence that a geologist has met the
requirements for registration in that state. Unless we achieve
that goal, certification by AIPG will remain subordinate to
certification/registration in the states; membership in AIPG
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will remain stagnant or decline; and the organization will
slowly die as additional states register geologists.
Only two states require continuing education for maintenance of registration. The proposal for continuing education,
as presented in the recent TPG, clearly exceeds the requirements of both states (South Carolina and Alabama). I am
registered in both states. The process appears to be a bit cumbersome, and will, if approved, set a new standard – but it
will meet the requirements of only two states.
However, all states that register geologists require that
the applicant for registration pass an examination. Some
states may still certify geologists without examination; and
some do not have registration laws. Never-the-less, those
practicing in the geologic professions already face the dilemma of taking an examination to become registered somewhere, or severely restricting the geographic locations in
which they practice.
In my opinion, AIPG should require an examination for
new applicants. That requirement, along with our other,
strong requirements for a CPG, should establish the CPG as
a national standard that will be accepted for registration in
all states.
Does AIPG want to step forward to assure that, in the
future, it will continue in (or re-gain) the position of national leadership for registration/certification of geologists? The
alternative for AIPG is fatal! However, the alternatives for
registered geologists are not so bad, because without AIPG’s
leadership some other organization (ASBOG?) will ultimately assume the national role, and replace AIPG.
Given our history, our certification process, our purpose,
and our goals; AIPG is in position to be the organization to
represent professional geologists at the national level. I would
have deep regrets if we abdicated that role for want of an
examination.
The proposal from the Examination Subcommittee included four recommendations, as contained in the Attachments.
On behalf of the Subcommittee, I would like to renew the
recommendations.
Absent additional charges, and pending resolution of the
issues, the Subcommittee will remain inactive.
Travis H. Hughes, CPG-03529
RECOMMENDATIONS
The following four recommendations represent a clear
majority opinion of the Sub-committee.
(1) AIPG should include an examination as part of the
requirements of new applicants for certification as a
Certified Professional Geologist.
(2) The examination requirement should not apply to classes of membership other than Certified Professional
Geologist.
(3) AIPG should not require an examination for re-certification of existing CPGs.
(4) AIPG should make an examination available or allow
an examination to be taken by existing CPGs, on a voluntary basis.
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CONTINUING DISCUSSION
Whether AIPG should independently formulate an examination; solicit aid from a group, such as the National
Certification Commission (NCC), in formulating an exam;
and/or accept results of examinations given by other groups,
are still open questions.
Concern exists about whether AIPG can afford the cost,
in dollars and manpower, required for formulation and
administration of a national exam. Aid can be provided by
NCC at a reasonable cost, and may provide a feasible avenue
for development of an exam. The Sub-Committee will continue to pursue this matter.
If we require an examination, results from the ASBOG
exam and those from individual state exams would be acceptable. AIPG could evaluate each exam and accept only those
that are deemed to be comparable with AIPG’s exam (or some
other standard, if AIPG does not develop its own exam).
Travis H. Hughes, CPG-03529

Outstanding Earth Science Teacher

who are now members that are equally revered, I just don’t
know them. The ones I know are just plain oil and gas exploration geologists, not very fancy, but good and honest. Most
of them are good upstanding men without certification or
registration.
I never tried to get involved with the Institute’s management or business, was not a committee person, and was never
an officer. I just paid my dues every time and was a member
in good standing, and I voted about every time I was given
the chance. I used the seal on several maps, and it made me
feel important to think that some pretty important geologists used the same seal.
I am closing my production office in Denver and retiring
to Lawrence, Kansas (Rock-Chalk Jayhawk) where I started being a geologist in the early 1950s with such teachers as
R.C. Moore, Cecil Lalicker, Andy Ireland, and Bill Hambilton.
I only received a B.S. degree but with teachers like these,
that was enough. Time sure flies, I haven’t drilled a well since
1994, kept the whole deal and drilled a dry hole. That same
year I found that you could buy production and not risk a
dry hole, so the last years that is what I did.

Dear Editor:

I am sorry to be suspended and that I will no longer be
listed as a current member, but worse things have happened.

I am writing to thank AIPG for the subscription to The
Professional Geologist I received as the 1999-2000 Outstanding Earth Science Teacher for the southeastern section. This
recognition is truly an honor as I am privileged to represent
my earth science colleagues.

My 25-year Silver Anniversary Certificate from the
Institute will remain on my wall, and I will tell all that will
listen that I was there when the American Institute of
Professional Geologists was conceived in the minds of a few
great geologists and thinkers.

As a trained geologist, the earth sciences curriculum is near
and dear to my heart and I am pleased to know that professional organizations such as yours feel likewise. Your efforts
to support and reward the teaching of earth science are greatly appreciated. Such efforts are instrumental in bringing the
earth sciences to the forefront of science education.

They have some shallow oil and gas here in eastern
Kansas, and as close as I am I might just have to do some
geology, sell the deal and drill one more. If it should turn out
to provide me some “financial gain” I am sure you will bend
the rules, accept the $20 late fee and the late dues. So don’t
under any circumstance give away my number. 555, old triple
nickel, is still kicking, certified or not.
Bill J. Brooks, CPG-00555

Ilona Sunday, The Learning Collaborative,
Dent Middle School, Columbia, SC

Dear Bill:

Charter Member
Gentlemen:
I have decided not to pay the dues for the year 2000, causing my certification to be suspended. I fully qualify for the
retired member status, especially the part that I am no longer
practicing geology for financial gain. There have actually
been a number of years that none, or very little, financial
gain was achieved. I joined the Institute in 1963 as a Charter
Member, some thirty-seven years ago, at the urging of Dr.
Frank Counselman, then of Abilene, Texas. That was also the
year I went independent as a starving petroleum geologist.
We were still having babies at that time and money was hard
to come by, but I paid the dues.
You see, paying dues in the early years placed a young
man like me in a group of geologists held in very high esteem.
Some men like Halbouty were talked about with reverence,
which was justly deserved. I am sure there are geologists

Thank you for your thoughtful letter and thank you for
your years of support. it is an honor to have had you as a
member. On behalf of the 2000 Executive Committee and all
members, best wishes and regards.
William J. Siok, CPG,
Executive Director

Oklahoma Congressman Testimony
Dear Editor:
In April, CPG Vance Hall and I met with our Congressman
Steve Largent (R-OK) in his office in Tulsa. We presented
ourselves as members of the AIPG Oklahoma Section. We
spoke only for ourselves but suggested that our views likely
are similar to those of many other members of the Section.
Among several things discussed was the energy supply situation in t he United States. Subsequently, the Congressman
sent me a copy of his April 12, 2000, testimony before the
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House Committee on Resources. It is enclosed. Needless to
say, I agree with it. I suspect that many of our members in
mining would have liked him to extend his testimony to
include their industry.
It occurred to me that this might make an interesting
information piece if published in TPG.
I realize that some of our members will agree with the
Congressman, while others will disagree. Thus, it might stir
some discussion among them and contribute to members’
interest in politics. We constantly receive complaints from
some that TPG does not contain enough material on what
AIPG and its members are doing in t he political arena. (Some
other complaints reflect the opposite view, of course.) This
meeting with the Congressman is an example of what can
be done by individuals to establish a Congressional contact
and to get our profession more deeply into that arena. If all
our members were to make it a point to personally meet with
their Congressmen (and, if possible, their Senators), and to
do so frequently enough to establish a recognizable identity,
they might be surprised at how much could be accomplished.
William V. Knight, CPG-00153

Testimony of Representative Steve Largent
before the House Committee on Resources April 12, 2000
In response to the recent upward surge in prices at the pump,
Congress and the President are scrambling to determine how to
drive prices down. Suggestions include eliminating the 4.3 cents per
gallon federal gas tax, pressuring OPEC nations to produce more
oil, and encouraging the development of alternative energy sources.
While I understand the logic and support aspects of each of these
ideas, I believe the real answer may literally be right under our
noses.
Developing a self-reliant energy policy
The Administration and Congress need to focus on developing a
long-term energy policy based on self-reliance. This policy must promote domestic oil and gas exploration and production. Rather than
directing our efforts at short-term, “Band-Aid” fixes, we need to work
to prevent future price fluctuations. We need to stop treating the
symptoms of our dependence on temperamental foreign producers
and work to find a long-term cure.
Every Administration since Eisenhower has concluded that the
level of oil imports threatens national security. The Clinton
Administration has made this observation twice. On March 24th of
this year, the Administration released the results of its Section 232
analysis, which concluded that imported oil poses a serious threat
to our national security. Our economy is based on energy and, more
specifically, petroleum. As such, America should be prepared to meet
as much of this need as we can. While I support free trade and relationship-building between the United States and OPEC nations, it
is unhealthy for this relationship to occur at the expense of American
economic independence.
The current situation is unstable, and we need to understand how
vulnerable the U.S. economy is to decisions made by foreign government. As a result of the extended low prices in1998 and 1999,
capital investment in oil production throughout the world declined.
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Existing production was lost. In the U.S., production dropped from
6.3 million barrels per day in 1998 to 5.9 million barrels per day in
1999. At the same time, demand increased from 14.6 million barrels
per day early in 1999 and to 15.4 million barrels per day by October
1, 1999. Logically, our production should grow as demand grows.
Unfortunately, this has not been the case. And now we find ourselves
victims of an energy policy dependent on the kindness of other oil
producing countries.
The problems: regulations and perverse tax incentives
During the last two years, the American oil industry has been
hammered with regulations and perverse tax incentives.
Regulations. Regulations place ridiculous restrictions on how,
where, and when producers can work. They are subject to excessive
reporting and permitting rules that increase their overhead, hurt
their profit margins, and decrease their likelihood of survival. Rather
than having one or two big regulations that harm producers, there
is a vast mosaic of rules and restrictions that interact and come from
several agencies to slow down domestic production and frustrate
domestic producers.
Perverse tax incentives. Presently, there are tax penalties on
domestic oil and gas production. We need to remove these penalties
and replace them with a tax policy that would include expensing of
geological and geophysical costs and delayed rental payments; our
tax policy should include a five-year net operating loss carry-back
for independent producers; our tax policy should give oil producers
a fair depletion rate to encourage capital investment; our tax policy should include elimination of the net income limitation and the
65 percent net taxable income limit on percentage depletion; our tax
policy should change the way the Alternative Minimum Tax penalizes production. Then, we need to save marginal oil production
through an aggressive tax incentive program.
Regulations and perverse tax incentives have cost the oil industry 65,000 jobs, many of which were in my state of Oklahoma.
Curiously, domestic crude oil production has declined while American
oil consumption has increased. Today, we import 56 percent of our
crude to meet domestic demand. To give a sense of perspective, I
should point out that the oil crisis of the 1970s was ignited when
American dependence on OPEC hit 35 percent—now, we are at 56
percent.
Solutions
During the recent rise in gas prices, politicians of all stripes have
expressed concern. However, those of us from oil states have been
predicting such price increases for years. I am puzzled about why
the administration’s response is focused on the short-term. Rather
than wringing our hands and sending the Secretary of Energy overseas to plead for increased international production, we need to look
at the factors that have taken gas prices to their current level.
Reduce red tape. First, the United States needs to reduce the
regulations on domestic oil producers. While there is a place for
ensuring the drilling is safe for workers and the surrounding community, producers should be given the freedom to run their operations efficiently and effectively.
Understand domestic resources. Second, the Administration
and Congress should drop prohibitions on the exploration of potentially oil rich areas in the United States. Even if the Administration
does not wish to develop these resources now, we should at least try
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to determine what kind of resources we have at our disposal in
regions that are currently off-limits. Instead, the Administration
avoids dealing with the clear need to open federal lands to exploration and production. Even a recent Department of Energy report
debunked the Administration’s argument that opening these lands
to production would be environmentally dangerous. Studies have
shown that the United States has access to 213 trillion cubic feet of
natural gas offshore and in the Rockies. We should be prepared to
use these resources rather than dismiss them as unsafe out of hand.
We need to examine tax credits for marginal wells. We need to explore
the production potential of the 16 billion barrels under the Arctic
National Refuge in Alaska.
The Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) is an area that stretches 200
miles out from the Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf coasts. About half the
oil and one-fourth of the natural gas in the OCS region is in areas
that are off-limits to exploration. While there are safety concerns
about off-shore drilling, it is important to note that, since 1975, when
current federal offshore safety regulations went into effect, 99.999
percent of the oil has reached its destination safely.

Measure economic impact of policy. Third, the United States
should examine energy policies to determine the impact that these
policies will have on fuel. Just before Christmas, President Clinton
implemented “Tier 2 standards” by executive order. Some have projected that these standards have raised the cost of fuel by five cents
per gallon or more. Additionally, the Clinton-Gore Administration
has proposed BTU taxes of 7.5 cents per gallon, and encouraged the
acceptance of the Kyoto accords, which would increase prices by up
to 60 cents per gallon.
In conclusion, without a strategy for reducing our addiction to
Middle Eastern oil, we will continue to be vulnerable to the whims
of foreign nations. To prevent future reliance on imported oil, the
United States should reduce red tape on domestic producers, be willing to explore oil-rich public lands in safe ways, and make decisions
on energy policy in light of the effect that they will have on consumers and our economy.

AIPG Executive Director
Speaks to Students at
AAPG Convention

AIPG Executive Director Bill Siok describes “What geology is and
what geologists do” to a group of eager New Orleans students at the
AIPG booth. The students were visiting the AAPG Annual Convention
in New Orleans on April 19, 2000.
AIPG exhibited at the convention and also used the opportunity to
participate in numerous AGI member society meetings."

Earth Science Week
Flyers Available
Thanks to AGI, AIPG has, for
distribution, colored 8½ x 11 flyers announcing Earth Science
Week 2000. If you are able to use
some of these announcements,
or know an educator or other
interested individual or group
who would have an interest,
please contact AIPG headquarters for details. The announcements are available at no cost.
Also, AIPG has a beautiful educational poster, created by AGI,
entitled “Minerals - Foundations
of Society.” The poster has a colorful collage on one side and
some mineral picture/word associations on the reverse side. The
poster is designed to be an introduction to the wide use of rocks
and minerals in basic everyday
life. These are also available for
educational use and at no cost.
Please contact headquarters for
details.

Photograph by Susan Landon, CPG-04591
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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
$200.00
Non-member
$300.00
Space can be increased vertically by
doubling or tripling the size and also the rate.

LARRY R. RHODES, P.G.
President
Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 24080
Lexington, KY 40524

Bluegrass Industrial Park
115 Eisenhower Court
Nicholasville, KY 40356

Ph: 859-887-5700
FAX: 859-887-5703
e-mail: rhodes@kih.net
www.rhodes-inc.com

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

ELLIS INTERNATIONAL SERVICES, INC.
Valuations • Geology • Economics
www.minevaluation.com
TREVOR R. ELLIS
• Geotechnical Engineering
• Soils Laboratory

Certified Minerals Appraiser-AIMA
Certified Professional Geologist-AIPG
Mineral Economist-MS

• Wetlands Studies
• Permeability Tests

7378 COCKRILL BEND BLVD. • NASHVILLE, TN 37209
(615) 350-8124 • FAX (615) 350-8149
E-MAIL: beengineering@msn.com

600 Gaylord Street
Denver, Colorado 80206-3717, USA
Phone: 303 399 4361
Fax: 303 399 3151
e-mail: trevor_ellis@prodigy.net

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
(CDs available)
P. O. Box 864424, Plano, TX 75086
English/Spanish/French
Ph./Fax (972) 516-4725 • Pager: (972) 585-5234
e-mail: rgfont@compuserve.com
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•
•
•
•

Geology Reports
Market Studies
Economic Evaluation
Property Valuation

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 80246 USA
Ph: (303) 759-9733 Fax: (303) 759-9731
E-mail: thomgeol@aol.com

Information Technology for Mineral Exploration

GIS Geologic Map Specialists
Custom Data Integration

Database Design & Construction
For All Types of Geologic Information

Geologic Information Resources
www.geologicservices.com
1460 West Twelfth Street
Reno, Nevada 89503

775-846-7901
i n f o @geologicservices.com

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

ENVIRONMENTAL DRILLERS, INC.
MARK ZBYLOT, CPG 7757
Operations Manager
Monitoring Wells, Direct Push Sampling
Environmental Soil Sampling
Geotechnical Exploration
2209 Wisconsin St.
Suite 100
Dallas, Texas 75229

972.620.8911
888.950.3007
FAX 972.406.8023
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
(270) 781-4945 • Fax (270) 793-0088 • e-mail: tpminc@premiernet.net
For 24-Hour Environmental Response call 1-800-TPM-4ERT
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
The

HB Management Group

Ernest K. Lehmann

Engineering, Risk Analysis,
Turn-Arounds.
(Svetovalec/Inñenior).

& Associates Inc. Group
and

Kelvin J. Buchanan, P.E., M.B.A.
President

North Central

USA

EUROPE
Alpska 8
4248 Lescc
Slovenia
Tel: 386-64-700-88-54
E-mail: mtjudah@aol.com

575 Forest St., #100
P.O. Box 2391
Reno, NV 89505-2391
Tel: (775) 786-4515
Fax: (775) 786-4324
E-mail: summitcrk@aol.com

Mineral Ventures Inc.
Suite 622
12 South 6th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Blacksburg, —
— Richmond, Virginia
E ngineering — S urveying — Environmental S ervices

• Vibration Monitoring
• Geophysical Surveys
• Crosshole Sonic Logging (CSL)

2206 South Main Street • Blacksburg, Virginia 24060
Phone: (540) 552-0444

http://www.daa.com

Fax:

mlawless@daa.com

9607 Dr. Perry Road, Suite 102 - Ijamsville, MD 21754
1-800-773-3808
SpecEngr@aol.com

NEW AIPG/GSA PUBLICATION AVAILABLE!
ENVIRONMENTAL RISK and LIABILITY MANAGEMENT for
CORPORATIONS AND CONSULTANTS
If you need:
• a timely review of tools and techniques available for environmental risk management
• a comprehensive but "quick-read" approach to subject matter fundamental to every company and firm that is influenced by environmental regulations and lawsuits
• a synopsis that answers such questions as "How do I control my risk exposure and shield
my profits" and "How can a small or mid-sized consulting firm bid haz-waste and superfund
projects without betting the farm"...

...THIS BOOK IS FOR YOU. Written from a consulting geologist's point of view on what is
important in financial risk management, this book addresses how companies and consultants
use modern insurance techniques, risk financing models, environmental management systems
and pollution prevention to reduce their environmental liability. The book also discusses, by
example, how environmental regulations and potential changes in regulations can affect corporate exposure both in the US and internationally.
Environmental Risk and Liability Management for Corporations and Consultants,
paperback; 6” x 9”, 152pp,; $29.95.
$29.95 (AIPG Members receive a 20% discount) plus $4.00 shipping and handling.
Ship to:

AIPG No.:

Phone Number:

e-mail:
Check

Visa

MasterCard

Money Order

Exp. Date:

Authorized Signature:
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The following individuals and corporations have made generous contributions to AIPG through our
Sponsorship Program for the
enhancement of AIPG’s professional
image and to allow improvements in
the efficiency of service delivery to all
Members.
Thank you for your support:
Individuals
Frank W. Harrison, Jr., CPG-02500
Dennis I. Pennington, CPG-04401
Dawn H. Garcia, CPG-08313
Thomas G. Fails, CPG-03174
Robert G. Font, CPG-03953
Douglas E. Connell, CPG-08014
IT Corporation

City, State, Zip:

Credit Card No.:

AIPG
SPONSORSHIP
PROGRAM
CONTRIBUTORS

Corporations

Address:

Prepayment Required. Check one.

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

Construction Quality Control • Environmental Consulting
Geotechnical & Forensic Engineering

Groundwater Assessment and Remediation
Solid Waste Management
Wetlands and Ecological Services

(540) 552-0291

Since 1967

SPECIALIZED
ENGINEERING

Draper Aden Associates
•
•
•

World Wide
Geologic, Mining,
and Mineral Economics
Consulting Services and
Mineral Project Management
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For further information on the
AIPG Sponsorship Program contact
AIPG National Headquarters at (303)
412-6205.

CALENDAR
2000
Sep. 6-8. 1st World Conference on
Explosives and Blasting Technique, Munich,
Bavaria, Germany. Sponsored by:
International Society of Explosives
Engineers and by German Society of
Explosives Engineers, Ph.: +46 8 679 1700
or fax +46 8 611 1091.
Sep. 8-10. National Association of
Geoscience Teachers, Far-Western
Section, Blairsden, California. Contact:
Elwood Brooks, Dept. of Geological
Sciences, California State University,
Hayward, CA 94542, Ph.: (530) 862-0415.
Sep. 17-20. The Society for Organic
Petrology, 17th Annual Meeting,
Bloomington, IN. Contact: Maria Mastalerz,
Indiana Geological Survey, 611 N. Walnut
Grove, Bloomington, IN 47405, Ph.: (812)
855-9416, e-mail: mmastale@indiana.edu,
http://adamite,igs.indiana.edu/tsop
Oct. 4-5. NGWA Eastern Focus Conference
will tackle key issues facing groundwater
scientists, engineers, and other professionals concerned with groundwater anywhere
along the Eastern seaboard, Newburgh,
NY. Contact: NGWA Customer Service
Center at (800) 551-7379, or visit the
NGWA Website at <www.ngwa.org> and
click on the “Education” button.
Oct. 10-14. AIPG 37th Annual Meeting,
Learning form the Past - Directions for the
Future, Milwaukee, WI. Contact: Jack Travis
at (920) 854-7869, e-mail: travisj@itol.com,
http://www.aipgwis.org.

Nov. 12-15. Managing Earthquake Risk in
the 21st Century, Sixth International
Conference on Seismic Zonation,
Palm Springs, CA. Contact: Earthquake
Engineering Research Institute, 499 14th
St., #320, Oakland, CA 94612, Ph.: (510)
451-0905, e-mail: eeri@eeri.org,
http://www.eeri.org.
Nov. 13-16. GSA Annual Meeting, Reno,
NV. Contact: GSA, P.O. Box 9140, Boulder,
CO 80301, Ph.: (303) 447-2020 or
<www.geosociety.org>.
Dec. 3. RMAG Annual Meeting, A New
Exploration Strategy for Unconventional
Basin Center Hydrocarbon Accumulations,
Denver, CO. Contact: The Rocky Mountain
Association of Geologists, 820 16th St.,
#505, Denver, CO 80202, Ph.: (303) 6235396 or (303) 573-8621.
Dec. 13-16. NGWA Convention, Exploring
New Possibilities, Las Vegas, NV. Contact:
NGWA, 601 Dempsey Rd., Westerville, OH
43081, Ph.: (614) 898-7791 or
<www.ngwa.org>.

2001
Sep. 29-Oct. 5. AEG/AIPG 2001 Annual
Meeting, St. Louis, Missouri. CALL FOR
SYMPOSIUM TOPICS. If you would like to
suggest a topic and/or chair a symposium,
please contact Paul Santi, Symposia
Committee Chair, at psanti@umr.edu, (573)
341-4927, or by mail at Department of
Geological Engineering, University of
Missouri-Rolla, 129 McNutt Hall, Rolla, MO
65409.

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

AIPG No.

Address
Address
City/State/Zip
New phone numbers: Office
Fax

Home

Visit the AIPG Booth
#647
during the 2000
GSA Annual Meeting
November 13-16, 2000
Reno, Nevada

AIPG ANNUAL
MEETINGS
October 10-14, 2000
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
www.aipgwis.org

September 29 October 5, 2001
St. Louis, Missouri

2002
Reno, Nevada

AIPG Membership Totals
As of
06/30/99
CPG - Active
4,181
CPG - Retired
510
Cand. for Cert.
57
Member
23
Registered Memb.
16
Associate Memb.
7
Student Adjunct
83
Honorary
17
TOTALS

4,894

As of
06/27/00
4,039
527
46
39
20
6
72
19
4,768

E-mail

ADVERTISERS INDEX
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 Publication

IFC

AIPG Annual Meeting

BC

Krueger Enterprises, Inc.
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NEW APPLICANTS AND NEW MEMBERS - (05/19/00 - 6/27/00)
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.

Applicants for
Certified Professional Geologist
MD-Adetokumbo A. Adesida
20711A Crystal Hill Circle, Germantown MD
20874. Sponsors: Theodore Bedell, Aaron Essel,
Michael Omidiran, Vince Direnzo.
MD-Stephen C. Bell
13016 National Pike, Clear Spring MD 21722.
Sponsors: Kenneth Weaver, Robert Altamura,
James Reger.
NJ-Joseph M. Claypoole
Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., One International Blvd., Box
601, Mahwah NJ 07430. Sponsors: John Isbister,
Dan St. Germain, Jerry Wickham.

MI-Edward J. Clements
1732 Grove #205, Ypsilanti MI 48198. Sponsors:
Hayden Murray, Bruce Mason, Tod Doss.
ID-Aubrey Lamar Long
1012 N. Adkins Dr., Post Falls ID 83854.
Sponsors: Lois George, Travis Hughes, James
Tull.
AK-Lisa A. Maserjian
16440 St. James Circle, Anchorage AK 99516.
Sponsors: Peter Thurston, Bruce Giffen, Nino
Muniz.
CA-Barbara A. Moed
4026 Linwood Ave., Oakland CA 94602.
Sponsors: Timothy Dahlstrand, John Sellers,
Steve Flexser.
AK-Patricia Moore
P.O. Box 243603, Anchorage AK 99524-3603.
Sponsors: John Galey, Tony Wagner, Jerry
Williams.
NY-Steven W. Pidgeon
12 Fox Farm Rd., Queensbury NY 12804.
Sponsors: Joseph Spollen, Charlie Kavanaugh,
Christopher Burns.
AK-James S. Rebillard
901 Luke St., Wasilla AK 99654. Sponsors: Steff
Browne, Sue Kent, Kris Ivarson.
ID-Thomas R. Sherwood
8484 N. Parks Rd., Pocatello ID 83405.
Sponsors: David Rodgers, Arden Bailey,
DanBruner, Paul Link, Tom Wood, Marty
Doornbos.
OH-George H. Stuckey
Ohio EPA, 347 N. Dunbridge Rd., Bowling Green
OH 43402. Sponsors: Jack Leow, Randal
Skrzyniecki, David Steen.

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

State

Zip

Country

Daytime Phone
E-mail:

Applicants Upgrading to CPG
NE-Stephen L. Holmes
7031 S. 33rd Street, Lincoln NE 68516-4886.
Sponsors: Owen Goodenkauf, David Watkins,
William Willis.
CT-Jeffrey N. McNally
12 Fordyce Hts., New Milford CT 06776-3606.
Upgrade Sponsors: J. Robert Folchetti, James
DeAngelis, Dale Jenkins.

Applicant for Member
MD-Matthew C. McCaughey
2113 Emmorton Park Rd., Edgewood MD 21040.
Sponsors: Dawn Garcia, Dave Iseri.
5/19/00 - 6/27/00

New Certified Professional Geologists
WA-Jennings, Kenneth V. CPG-10495
3150 Richards Rd., Suite 100, Bellevue WA
98005-4446, (425) 519-0300
AL-Madison, William K. CPG-10501
Perc Engineering Co. Inc., P.O. Box 1712, Jasper
AL 35502, (205) 384-5553
CO-Chapel, Thomas A. CPG-10504
375 E. Horsetooth Rd., Bldg. 3 #100, Fort Collins
CO 80525, (970) 206-9455
AK-Beischer, Gregory A. CPG-10505
C/o Arctic GeoScience, Inc., 1000 O’Malley Dr.,
Ste 205, Anchorage AK 99515, (907) 522-4300
x302
NY-Barish, James M. CPG-10506
1723 Westmoreland Rd., Merrick NY 11566,
(516) 671-8440
OH-Limke, Anthony J. CPG-10509
3804 Creighton Pl., Cincinnati OH 45226, (513)
651-3440
TN-Maner, Chris A. CPG-10510
7532 Holly Crest Lane, Knoxville TN 37938,
(865) 594-5563
MI-Doyle, Brian P. CPG-10511
466 Arbutus Trail, Traverse City MI 49686, (231)
935-1772
MA-Harwood, David G. CPG-10512
Dufresne-Henry, 239 Littleton Rd., Westford MA
01886, (978) 692-1913
MI-Kaczor, Peter J. CPG-10513
25600 Merle St., Edwardsburg MI 49112, (219)
254-9050
MA-Trainer, Kevin D. CPG-10514
319 Littleton Rd., Suite 204, Westford MA
01886, (978) 692-1114

New Member

Please send:

CO-Schmitz, Katherine McMahon MEM-0050
530 Albion Way, Fort Collins CO 80526, (970)
484-0359

❑

New Registered Member

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

❑

Publications List

❑

Advertising Rates

Mail, fax, e-mail, or call (forms are available online):
AIPG, 8703 Yates Dr., Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6205 • fax (303) 412-6219
e-mail: aipg@aipg.org
website: http://www.aipg.org
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IL-Kraemer, Gerald M. RM-0021
286 E. Woodlawn Rd., New Lenox IL 60451,
(312) 755-9550

TYPES OF MEMBERSHIP AND REQUIREMENTS
CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST

MEMBERS

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

EDUCATION:

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

EXPERIENCE: No proof required

SPONSORS:

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

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

SPONSORS:

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

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING:
Section and National
APPLICATION FEE: $30
ANNUAL DUES:

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

REGISTERED MEMBER

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

STUDENT
EDUCATION:

Currently enrolled in a geological science*
degree program

EXPERIENCE: None required
SPONSOR:

EDUCATION: No proof required
EXPERIENCE: No proof required
SPONSORS:

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

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

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

SCREENING:
National
APPLICATION FEE: $30

EXPERIENCE: None required

ANNUAL DUES:

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING:
Headquarters can approve

SPONSORS:

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

1 CPG, Registered Member, or Member

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.
AUGUST/SEPTEMBER 2000 • The Professional Geologist
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AIPG 2000 – 37th Annual Meeting
LEARNING FROM THE PAST—DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE
American Institute of Professional Geologists
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN
October 10 – 14, 2000
Pfister Hotel
CORRECTION
The Geographic Information Systems (GIS) for Geologists Short Course
will be held from 9:00 am to 12:30 pm on October 11, 2000.
For the latest updates check out the Wisconsin Section Website at
http://www.aipgwis.org

HOTEL RESERVATION FORM
American Institute of Professional Geologists
Annual Meeting
October 10-14, 2000
The Pfister Hotel
424 East Wisconsin Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53202
Please make a reservation for me as follows:
Arrival Date: October _____, 2000

Departure Date: October ______, 2000

____ Single Occupancy, rate $125.00

____ Double Occupancy, rate $145.00

Children 12 years and under stay for free.
I prefer a ___ King Bed

____ 2 Double Beds

I prefer a ___ Smoking room

____ Non-smoking Room

Name(s) ________________________________________________________________________________________
Address ________________________________________________________________________________________
City/State/Zip ___________________________________________________________________________________
Telephone ____________________

Fax Number ______________________

To make your reservation, please supply credit card information below:
Type of Card (AMEX, Visa, M/C, etc.): ___________ Exp. Date: _________________
Card Number: ____________________________

Issued to: _____________________

Check-in Time is 3:00 P.M. Check-out Time is 12:00 noon.
RESERVATION DEADLINE IS SEPTEMBER 11, 2000
Please FAX this form to The Pfister Hotel at 414-273-8082 (Attention: Amy Idsvoog/Sales), or you may call
Reservations directly at 800-558-8222 and tell them you are associated with the American Institute of
Professional Geologists meeting.
Room reservation will be subject to forfeiture of one night’s room revenue plus tax if the reservation is not
cancelled prior to 48 hours of date of arrival.
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