2000 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
OFFICERS
PRESIDENT
PRESIDENT-ELECT
Dennis Pennington
Robert H. Fakundiny
National Envir. Tech. Corp.
3288 River Rd., 9-J
P.O. Box 204
Rensaelaer, NY 12144
Telford, PA 18969-0204O: (518) 474-5816
O: (215) 723-9300
Fax: (581) 486-3696
Fax: (215) 723-9344
rfakundi@mail.nysed.gov
netc@enter.net
VICE PRESIDENT
Thomas M. Berg
Ohio Geological Survey
4383 Fountain Square Dr.
Columbus, OH 43224-1362
O: (614) 265-6988
Fax: (614) 268-3669
thomas.berg@dnr.state.oh.us

SECRETARY
Michael D. Lawless
Draper Aden Associates
2206 S. Main St.
Blacksburg, VA 24060
O: (540) 552-0444
Fax: (540) 552-0291
mlawless@daa.com

TREASURER
Kelvin J. Buchanan
HB EngineeringGroup
P.O. Box 2391
Reno, NV 89505-2391
O: (775) 786-4515
Fax: (775) 786-4324
summitcrk@aol.com

EDITOR
Myrna M. Killey
IL State Geological Survey
615 E. Peabody Dr.
Champaign, IL 61820
O: (217) 244-2409
Fax: (217) 333-2830
killey@isgs.uiuc.edu

EDITOR-ELECT
Virginia T. McLemore
NM Bureau of Mines
Campus Station
Socorro, NM 87801
O: (505) 835-5521
Fax: (505) 835-6333
ginger@gis.nmt.edu

January, 1999
Volume 37, Number 1

The Professional

GEOLOGIST
PEER REVIEWED ARTICLE
ENVIRONMENTAL GEOLOGISTS:
Jack of All Trades, but Master of Few?
The Ethical Dilemma
Timothy L. Karpin, CPG-09930, and
Danielle Sheaks, CHMM

Free Careers in the Minerals Industry
Booklet Available

William V. Knight
5617 S. Quebec Ave.
Tulsa, OK 74135
H: (918) 496-0352
Fax: (918) 496-0358
knightgeol@aol.com

Marilyn A. Plitnik
7127 Old Seward Hwy.
Anchorage, AK 99518
O: (907) 563-2890
Fax: (907) 563-3064
plitnik1fec@micornet.net

NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS
8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200
Westminster, CO 80031-3681
7:30 AM - 4:30 PM MDT; M-F
(303) 412-6205 • Fax (303) 412-6219
e-mail: aipg@aipg.org • internet: http://www.aipg.org
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
William J. Siok
wsiok@aipg.org

PUBLICATIONS MANAGER
Wendy J. Davidson
wjd@aipg.org

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
Catherine A. O’Keefe - aipg@aipg.org

4

OPINION PAPER
UNCERTAINTY IN SCIENCE:
What should we believe?
Chris de Freitas, University of Auckland

ADVISORY BOARD REPRESENTATIVES
William H. Hoyt
James A. Jacobs
Univ. of Northern Colorado
FAST-TEK Eng. Support Svcs
Chair, Earth Science Dept.
247 B Tewksbury Ave.
Greeley, CO 80639
Pt. Richmont, CA 94801
O: (970) 351-2487
O: (510) 232-2728
Fax: (970) 351-1269
Fax: (510) 232-2823
whhoyt@unco.edu
augerpro@jps.net

3-4

5-7

States Provide Welcome Tax Relief
for Miners

11

Recognition of Contributors to AIPG

14

FRONT COVER – The scenic Wheeler Geological Area near Creede, CO, contains a volcanic tuff crumbled and eroded by wind and water into picturesque
spires and pinnacles. In addition to a landscape of geological interest,
Wheeler offers sub-alpine scenery and opportunities for hikers.
Photograph submitted by Armando T. Ricci, Jr., CPG-01437.
BACK COVER - Photographs were provided courtesy of the Milwaukee
Convention Bureau, Pfister Hotel, and Dale H. Rezabek, CPG-09285.

DEPARTMENTS
PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE
2
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN - A Thank You and an Exhortation
8
LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES AFFECTING GEOLOGY
9
AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS PROGRAM MONTHLY REVIEW
10-11
PROFESSIONAL ETHICS AND PRACTICES - Column 50
12-14
AIPG SECTION NEWS
14
LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
15
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
16-17
CALENDAR
18
TYPES OF MEMBERSHIP AND REQUIREMENTS
19
NEW MEMBERS, APPLICANTS, ETC.
20
IN MEMORY
20

INSURANCE PROGRAM
Life and Health - (800) 424-9883
Seabury & Smith - Stephen Lovell or Debbie Brown
Professional Liability Broker - (301) 770-0880
The Novick Group - Greta Glock

RENTAL CARS
ALAMO RENTAL CAR - (800) 354-2322 - Member #BY-218167
AVIS RENTAL CAR - (800) 222-2847 - Member AWD #L123443

AIPG FOUNDATION
Kel Buchanan
Henkle-Buchanan Group
P.O. Box 2391
Reno, NV 89505-2391
(775) 786-4515/FAX (775) 786-4324
summitcrk@aol.com

The Professional Geologist (USPS 590-810 and ISSN 0279-0521) is published monthly by the
American Institute of Professional Geologists, 8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200, Westminster, CO
80031-3681. Periodicals Postage Paid at Arvada, Colorado and additional mailing offices.
POSTMASTER: The Professional Geologist, AIPG, 8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200,
Westminster, CO 80031-3681.
Subscriptions for all Members and Adjuncts in good standing are included in annual membership dues. Subscription prices are $20.00 a year for Members’ additional subscriptions and $30.00
a year for non-members for 12 issues (for postage outside of the U.S. add $10.00 for Canada
and $18.00 elsewhere). Single copy price is $2.00 for Members and $3.00 for non-members.
Claims for nonreceipt or for damaged copies are honored for three months.
Entire contents copyright 1999 by The Professional Geologist. Original material may be reprinted with permission. Deadline for articles and advertisements is six weeks preceding publication.
Advertising rates available upon request. Opinions and views expressed by the authors are their
own and do not necessarily reflect those of the American Institute of Professional Geologists, its
staff, or its advertisers.

PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE — Dennis Pennington
Well, it’s here—finally—after much attention and controversy, the new millennium has arrived. By the time you’ve
received this issue of The Professional Geologist, you will be
either living in caves (with a wood stove) or realize that power
is still being delivered to your home!
It truly has been a major decade that has ended. Between
mega-mergers in the geological industry, the revolution in
computers and telecommunications, the continuing attempt
to politicize our physical science and engineering communities and political correctness, we haven’t had time to understand the impact of restructuring and change on all professions and major industries, including medical care!! Some
ask, will it ever stop? The answer is no. Change will continue but, perhaps, not at the current pace—sounds good (the
check is in the mail).
AIPG has experienced a great deal of change, too. Revising
our by-laws, surviving the dues increase, reductions in geologically-related jobs, mergers (whom do you work for now?),
updating our membership categories, new executive director, some truly great annual meetings, reducing our process
time for applications (as long as there are some!), a proliferation of new competing associations, the continued competition for work from other professions (i.e., exterminators vs.
geologists on radon) and many, many more issues. Also, ethics
(what’s that, you say?) seem to be coming back as a major
concern as everyone scrambles for a piece of a smaller pie.
There remains a multitude of left-over issues from the previous decade and many new concerns to be addressed for
AIPG. Our momentum into the new millennium must con-

tinue if we, as a profession, and that includes private industry, academia, and governmental agencies, are to survive. The
new 2000 Executive Committee will do our best to meet the
challenges of this new decade. What is important to know is
that many of the issues we, as an Institute, will tackle are
in our control to solve. Membership, for example, needs to be
quickly worked on, together with membership services. In
addition, an organized forum for networking on individual
career moves and projects between members will need to be
expanded at the national and section levels. Communication
should be easier and needs to improve to help our membership grow and find the necessary tools to help each other.
You will find, in AIPG, a strong advocate for our profession and each member. For example, we recently helped a
State Chapter in organizing a major effort the members were
concerned with. Several National officers of AIPG visited the
Section to help them but also to emphasize that we want to
be proactive wherever possible. AIPG will need members to
be vigilant in what is happening in their area. Whether it is
a dilution of academic degree requirements, an attempt to
dissolve a geological survey, or the minimization of input of
the geologic community on key public issues, we need to be
aware before National or the Section can be expected to
respond.
AIPG can and will do a better job but our success depends
on volunteers, resources, and member involvement. We can
accomplish many things together. A united organization will
be listened to by agencies and politicians to solve common
problems. We just have to do it!! Good luck in the New Year.

Association for Women Geoscientists Foundation
The Association for Women Geoscientists Foundation is pleased to announce Chrysalis, a Scholarship for a woman who needs money to complete
her thesis ($750). To be used for typing, drafting, childcare, or whatever it takes to finish the thesis and complete a Masters or PhD degree program in
a geoscience field. At least 2 scholarships will be awarded on March 31, 2000.

Criteria
1.
2.
3.

The applicant must be a woman whose education has been interrupted for at least one year.
The applicant must be a candidate for an advanced degree in a geoscience field.
The applicant must be completing her thesis during the current academic year.

Application Procedure
The applicant should submit:
A letter that contains a short statement of her background, her career goals and objectives, her involvement in both the geosciences and her community, how she will use the money, and that explains the nature and length of the interruption to her education.
2. The letters of reference, the first from her advisor and the second from a person of her choice who can attest to her qualifications for this award.
The reference letters should state the applicant’s prospects for future contributions to both the geosciences and her community. The letter from
her thesis advisor should also include when the candidate will finish her degree and what requirements are yet to be completed.
All application materials should be clearly labeled with the applicant’s name and address and should be sent to:

1.

Chrysalis Scholarship
Association for Women Geoscientists
G&H Production
518 17th St. #930
Denver, CO 80202

Deadline for application is February 29, 2000.
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ENVIRONMENTAL GEOLOGISTS:
Jack of All Trades, but Master of Few?
The Ethical Dilemma
Timothy L. Karpin, CPG-09930, and Danielle Sheaks, CHMM

Introduction
Environmental geologists are confronted with a wide
range of workplace stresses. Project budgets are often tight,
and legal pitfalls encountered when performing environmental services remain plentiful in today’s litigious climate.
Yet, even as projects become more complex, fewer professionals per project are employed, creating a demand for geologists with diverse expertise. We will briefly explore how the
“jack of all trades” world of the environmental geologist has
created certain ethical dilemmas, and how environmental
geologists can more readily recognize and avoid them.

The Emergence of
Environmental Geology and
the Source of the Dilemma
Through most of this century, many geologists have
entered specialties (such as petroleum or geophysics).
However, the last 25 years of government regulations and
strict enforcement policies on hazardous materials have
effectively created the environmental services industry.
Strict legislation has also permitted government agencies to
recover site assessment and cleanup costs from parties who
may have contaminated soils, surface waters, and ground
water. As a result, citizens and corporations responsible for
hazardous wastes have acquired significant legal and financial risk. The complexity of assessing real property contamination soon created the need for qualified professionals who
had good geological skills, but who also understood environmental contamination and regulations. This led to the birth
of the environmental geologist. Unfortunately, environmental geologists soon learned that this new “jack of all trades”
specialty created certain ethical dilemmas.

Defining an Environmental Geologist
We asked several of our colleagues to define “environmental geologist.” We soon developed a picture of a multidisciplinary professional who could wear several specialty
hats and understand and apply a wide range of science and
engineering concepts. Next, we reviewed several job postings
for environmental geologists and professionals. Many job list-

ings requested a very specific set of skills. Some we felt were
clearly unrealistic for the majority of working geologists (e.g.
looking for an environmental geologist with 4 years experience who can perform property assessments, design remediation systems, and provide expert regulatory compliance
advice). We found that many institutions and consulting firms
were unable to clearly define their personnel needs. Our
observations were reflected in the variety of environmental
geologist titles that appeared in job ads (e.g. “environmental
engineering geologist,” “hazardous materials engineering
geologist,” “environmental specialist,” etc.). Nevertheless,
companies hiring these individuals would call upon them to
perform environmental geology tasks.

Unethical Behavior
An environmental geologist can lay the foundation for
unethical behavior when he attempts to perform services outside his expertise without consulting other knowledgeable
professionals. Environmental geology projects come in packages of many sizes. Generally, the larger the project, the more
complex the project will be, and the larger the team of professionals that will be needed to complete the project. Thus,
environmental geologists are constantly challenged to define
the limits of their knowledge as it relates to the project, and
to know when to retrain or consult other professionals.
Environmental and engineering consulting firms employ
the most environmental geologists. These firms can place
great stress upon the environmental geologist to make a wide
range of technical decisions. Unfortunately, this type of stress
can also lure some environmental geologists into making critical technical decisions outside their area of personal expertise, resulting in unintended and unethical professional
behavior. This poor choice leads them down the path of more
mistakes resulting in potential data misinterpretation, an
avalanche of poorly fit data and, eventually, ineffective solutions to the project problem. States that register geologists
and/or environmental professionals, such as California and
Georgia, have responded to this type of unethical behavior
by instituting ethics codes that hold the professional responsible for performing practices that are only reasonably within the professional’s range of expertise. In addition, AIPG’s
own bylaws and code of ethics state “A Member shall perJANUARY 2000 • The Professional Geologist
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form professional services or issue professional advice which
is only within the scope of the education and experience of
the Member (underline added) and the Member’s professional
associates, consultants, or employees, and shall advise the
employer or client if any professional advice is outside of the
Member’s personal expertise” (AIPG Standard 3.3, Rule
3.3.1). Without fail, the multidisciplinary nature of environmental geology requires geologists to know the limits of their
expertise to strictly adhere to ethical codes.
Let’s take a closer look at how easily an ethical dilemma
could arise during an environmental geology project. These
projects could require a preliminary investigation of a site,
a remedial investigation (sampling soil, ground water, soil
vapor, and air), a risk assessment, a remedial design, and
the implementation of a remedy at the project site. The completion of such a project often requires extensive knowledge
of standard industry practices, current state and federal regulations, chemistry, geology, hydrology, fate and transport
modeling, toxicology, and engineering, not to mention public
relations and project management skills. During the course
of their work, environmental geologists often gain a solid
understanding of some, but not all, of these skills. For example, an environmental geologist may understand the basics
of ground-water hydrology, but not necessarily in sufficient
detail to correctly reduce and analyze the results of an aquifer
test that would be later used to design a remedial system.

Free Careers in the Minerals Industry
Booklet Available
Littleton—The Society for Mining, Metallurgy and Exploration (SME),
Inc. made its new career guidance booklet, Careers in the Minerals Industry,
available free (first copy only). One on-line publisher found the booklet so
relevant and informative that a section will be included in the SIRS
Discoverer electronic databases. Articles for the databases are selected
on the basis of their "enduring value and historic impact."
The booklet was designed primarily for high school students and college freshmen, teachers, guidance counselors and parents. It offers
answers to students' questions about careers in the mining/minerals industry and helps them determine whether to further explore the careers
described.
The top ten benefits of a career in the industry are outlined. Job satisfaction, the chance to benefit society, and challenging work are described
as the most important reasons to pursue a minerals industry career.
Careers in geology, mining, mineral processing, the environment, and
health and safety are covered. Each area is explored by answering a few
questions important to each specialty, such as "Why is mining engineering important to the minerals industry?" "What geological specialists are
used by the mining industry?" and "What is the role of engineering in mineral processing?"
The global nature of the industry is described and potential job locations are mentioned. Areas of specialization within each career are outlined. Interviews with professionals provide a glimpse of the demands and
rewards common to careers in the minerals industry.
The final section covers how to choose a school by determining which
types of schools, academic programs, faculty, and costs are best suited
to the student's needs.
Order your free copy from SME Customer Service at 800-763-3132,
303-973-9550, or sme@smenet.org. Or order an on-line at
www.smenet.org. Additional copies are sixty cents each plus shipping and
handling.
4
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Or, an environmental geologist may know how to calculate
the potential risk to human health and the environment. On
the other hand, that professional may not know how to evaluate all potential exposure pathways and model all potential risks at a project site. To generate accurate data and
opinions during each step of a project, an environmental geologist should be prepared to hand over the review and performance of specialized tasks to a fellow geologist or other
environmental specialists, such as the trained hydrogeologist, toxicologist, or engineer.

Unethical Behavior and Image
Many geologists would agree that there are differences
between managing a project and technically signing off on a
scope of work. Customarily, a geologist would not challenge
professional ethics by claiming a fair working knowledge of
an applied science in order to manage a project. On the other
hand, environmental geologists should not consider signing
off on complex environmental geology projects unless they
have the input of, recognition by, and/or sign off from other
professionals and team members. Even in today’s relatively
mature environmental consulting industry, geologists are
constantly challenged to produce quality and accurate data,
and render opinions that are sensible to the client. If a client
is confident that an environmental geologist has made a costly mistake, he usually has two basic choices; file a negligence
claim, or not file a claim based upon cost, time, and other
troublesome considerations. Many times, the client will
choose a new consultant in the hope of receiving the professional advice they desire. This is one of several reasons why
the geological profession, and its insurers, may not witness
a greater volume of negligence claims by clients. Still, these
bitter events do not bolster the reputation of the geologic profession.

A Simple Yet Comprehensive Solution
What is the solution to the ethical dilemma? Better yet,
can an environmental geologist use any self-assessing techniques to explore the boundaries of his knowledge? We’ve
learned one successful technique. Imagine that you’re in a
court of law, and an attorney has asked if you’re qualified to
testify as an expert on the tasks you are now about to lead.
If your answer to yourself is no, you should reconsider carrying out that scope of work without the advice or lead of a
fellow qualified professional. Recognize that environmental
geology is defined by a wide range of specialized skills that
are rarely possessed by only one person. It’s a tough specialty
to carry out alone. Use the strengths of your project team
and your fellow geologists. If you do, you’ll be better prepared
to avoid the ethical dilemmas posed by the environmental
geology specialty.
Timothy L. Karpin, CPG-09930 and Danielle Sheaks,
CHMM.
Acknowledgments: We would like to extend our deepest appreciation to Mark I. Miller at Law-Gibb for his review
and perceptive comments regarding the pitfalls and stresses encountered by environmental geologists. His observations have made this short presentation a better resource for
the common geologist.
AIPG Reviewers: Edward M. Baltzer, CPG-08861 and
Robert A. Stewart, CPG-08332.
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UNCERTAINTY IN SCIENCE:
What should we believe?
Chris de Freitas, University of Auckland

Statements From Canada and the UN
In its much-heralded “Declaration,” the National Forum
on Climate Change of Canada (1998) counsels that even “in
the face of uncertainty” Canadians must take immediate
action to ration fossil fuel consumption. One can only wonder about the wisdom of this advice given that uncertainty
surrounding the climate change issue has long been a major
stumbling block for embarking on drastic, costly, and perhaps misguided plans for global action. In an editorial in the
New Scientist, Pearce (1999) asks why so many scientists
and science writers are notoriously bad in dealing with uncertainty. He refers in particular to reports of the United
Nations-sponsored Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) that blandly pass on spurious-sounding predictions, “scenarios,” and “projections.” Pearce (1999) cites
IPCC lead author Stephen Schneider’s warning that “there
is a ‘well documented tendency’ for scientific committees to
overstate the confidence of their guesstimates.” For instance,
in their latest report, IPCC (Houghton et al., 1996) announced
the “balance of probability” indicated humans had caused
recent global warming. But when pressed they say this “balance of probability” amounted to nothing more than an informal poll among themselves. Clearly, this misleads the public. So what in fact do scientists working for the UN claim?
The most recent IPCC report (Houghton et al., 1996)
declares global warming will lead to “more severe droughts
and/or floods in some places and less severe droughts and/or
floods in others.” According to the World Climate Report
(1998), this equivocation leads to the remarkable conclusion
that if the weather is either less variable than normal or
more variable than normal, someone can grab a headline and
blame global warming. In another UN-sponsored publication
Glantz (1998) states: “Some researchers suggest that dry
areas will become drier with global warming and wet areas
wetter, others have suggested the opposite.”

Peddling False Certainties
One usually assumes that scientific analysis is objective,
so it may come as a surprise that examples of prevarication
are not hard to find. In the 1960s geophysicists believed that
with enough resources they could predict where and when
major earthquakes would occur. It was not long before prediction programs blossomed in rich countries in earthquake-

prone areas. For example, in 1966, the Japanese government
funded a $270 million dollar a year program. After 30 years
and having spent 160 billion yen ($2.5 billion), the government eventually admitted that its program was a complete
waste of money. In 1997 it finally got the chop (Economist,
1997). In March 1998, scientists declared that a two-kilometer wide asteroid called 1997 XF11 was on a near-collision course with the Earth. Understandably, this provoked
international concern. It was later discovered that it would
miss the Earth by at least one million kilometers. Shocking
as these examples may seem, they are easily outdone by those
in global warming science. Government Ministers from
Antarctic Treaty nations, meeting at McMurdo Station,
Antarctica in February 1999, were told by scientists that
global warming could raise sea levels by as much as six meters
in the next generation. This outrageously speculative and
scientifically preposterous statement was reported around
the world by Reuters. In fact, empirical evidence indicates
that a modest warming of the Earth could lower sea level,
by increasing evaporation from the oceans with subsequent
increased deposition and accumulation of snow on the polar
ice caps, principally in the Antarctic (Bromwich, 1995;
Thompson and Pollard, 1997; Ohmura, Wild, and Bengtsson,
1996; Ye and Mather, 1997; Meese et al., 1994; Hogan and
Gow, 1997).
For decades, the public has been drip-fed the idea that
human-induced global climate change is both real and dangerous. It has become the scapegoat for climate variability.
Almost every weather extreme or notable climate event is
reported as if it is linked to global warming. Because we hear
it said or see it written so often there is, as with images of
the Marlboro Man, a subliminal message: parched farmland*
global warming, suffering farmers* global warming,
unchecked economic growth* global warming. Some of this
can be quite intentional. Take the Texas heat wave, which in
July 1998 killed 86 people. The pro-Kyoto Climate Accord
Clinton Administration was quick to point out in the press
that, although no one heat wave can be conclusively linked
to global warming, a lot of people have died, and asked how
many people will die before the Republican Congress (who
oppose signing the Accord) realizes this is serious. The fact
that the majority of the victims were illegal immigrants who
perished while trying to cross the deadly West Texas desert
was not mentioned.
JANUARY 2000 • The Professional Geologist
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In October 1998 Reuters wired around the world the news
that “a giant iceberg, bigger than the state of Delaware, has
broken off the Antarctic ice shelf” with comments from scientists attributing it to global warming. In its account the
Washington Post chose the words “monster berg.” According
to one critic “Delaware, the state you can walk across in an
afternoon, is now considered enormous.” In fact, the 1996 edition of The American Navigator, the prestigious naval text
updated continuously since 1799, refers to much larger icebergs sighted in 1854, 1855, and 1927, and one in 1956 sighted by a US Navy icebreaker more than four times larger than
the “monster berg” seen last year.

Drivers of popular impressions
There is probably no environmental issue that is as misunderstood as that of global warming. It is now common practice to teach in schools that carbon dioxide is a pollutant that
is dramatically warming the Earth’s climate with dire consequences such as rising sea levels and severe weather
changes. We are led to believe that the evidence is all around
us. It is not uncommon to see reports of how incredible cold
spells, warm spells, floods, droughts, increased frequency of
storms, and even El Nino events are proof of global warming. Global warming has become the scapegoat for climate
variability and natural climate change.
Why should this particular view prevail? What is behind
it? It is difficult to say for sure, but one reason is that myths,
although they give an incomplete understanding of environmental issues, are believed because they fit well with popular trends towards concern for the environment. Anther reason is that no matter how outrageous the tale, it becomes
the truth if you tell it often enough. The view that global
warming is both real and dangerous is now deeply entrenched
in the minds of the public. Hardly anyone wants to challenge
this. It is politically incorrect to do so. It would be taken to
imply a lack of concern for the environment.
Underlying the hype about global warming is the disproportionate influence of the reports of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). The first was published in
1990, the most recent in 1996. The dense 300-page IPCC science reports themselves have by and large been good compilations of global warming science. But few people read these
voluminous publications. Instead they read the politically
approved “Summaries for Policymakers,” which have become
notorious for their bias, tendency to overstate problems, and
penchant for dramatizing scientific speculation.
A classic example is the claim in the 1996 Summary
(Houghton et al., 1996, p. 4): “The balance of evidence suggest that there is a discernible human influence on global
climate.” The so called “evidence” cited in the now infamous
Chapter 8 of the main report was based on a key paper that
at the time had not been published in the refereed scientific literature. Moreover, one of the authors of this paper was
also the convening lead author of the Chapter 8 that contained the new “human influence” statement. At the time of
writing one of the world’s leading climatologists who challenged the results was told his services were not needed for
the IPCC review process. Charges went back and forth.
Critics argued that the IPCC document was not properly peer
reviewed. The former head of the US National Academy of
Sciences and President of the American Physical Society,
Frederick Sietz, wrote in the Wall Street Journal (12/6/96):
6
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“I have never witnessed a more disturbing corruption of the
peer review process than the events that led to this IPCC
report.”
A hearing in August 1998 on the subject of global warming before the US House Committee on Small Business,
chaired by Republican James Talent, made public the following finding. It revealed that the 1995 IPCC scientific
report (Houghton et al., 1996) was deceptively altered to convey the misleading impression to the public that there is a
“discernible human influence on climate” that will lead to
catastrophic warming. The background to this is as follows.
The “discernible influence” statement of the IPCC’s 1995
report (Houghton et al., 1996) was based on what are called
“fingerprinting” studies. A fingerprint study is one in which
a geographical pattern of observed climate changes are compared with the patterns of climate changes predicted by
GCMs. The idea is that by finding a pattern in the observed
data that matches the predicted data, a causal connection
can be claimed. Following publication of IPCC 1995 and in
the wake of mounting criticism of the “discernible evidence”
claim, a paper by Santer et al. (1996) was published in Nature
(Michaels and Knappenberger, 1996). It showed that the
research on which the IPCC “discernible influence” statement is based had used only a portion of the available atmospheric temperature data, with no scientifically defensible
reason for not using the entire data set. When the full data
set was used, the previously identified warming trend disappeared. Clearly this is a serious matter given the widespread use of the “discernible influence” statement to imply
that there is proof of global warming.
In 1990, the IPCC claimed their report represented the
“consensus” view of science, and this was used as an excuse
for discouraging debate. The views of scientists who objected to the IPCC stand were dismissed as “a small but vocal
band of sceptics” and “pseudo-scientists.” However, the sheer
number of them and the presence of their opposing views in
the peer-reviewed scientific literature led to the IPCC
authors abandoning their “consensus” claim in the 1996
report.
Another tactic in putting down opposition to the IPCC’s
stand is to claim that “more than 2,500 scientists agree” on
IPCC findings. The fact is that the IPCC Scientific
Assessment Report, which underpins all IPCC climate science claims, was written by 80 lead authors. And it is noteworthy that the controversial Chapter 8 had only four lead
authors. It is true that drafts of the report were circulated
to 540 climate scientists, including me, but this was of little
consequence. In the 1990 IPCC Scientific Report it was stated that some scientists “formed a minority opinion which
could not be reconciled with the larger consensus.” There is
no such mention of dissent in the 1996 report. It is difficult
to comprehend why there is a desire to stifle debate and why
there is such reluctance to expose the truth. After all, this is
what scientific integrity is all about.

What can we conclude?
In the face of what is clearly a background of uncertainty, one is led to wonder about motives for the outrageous
claims made by scientists. Often media reports play on public fears just because shocking stories are more exciting. But
even among the scientific community there is also a tendency
to use climate impact predictions to emphasize negative

views. Environment Canada now has a well-deserved reputation internationally for its rather slanted views on the global warming issue. It has drawn a great deal of attention both
nationally and overseas. It is summed up in the comments
of Terence Corcoran, writing in the Globe and Mail (17/6/98):
“Environment Canada spends its $600-million annual budget cranking out the message that nature is good, man is bad,
and global warming is a live threat to life on the planet. The
department’s website is totally dedicated to planting fear of
global warming and the looming climate crisis.” Surely this
is not the consensus view of its scientists.
Government scientists elsewhere are usually willing (and
allowed) to admit to a more balanced and objective perspective. Surprising as this is, Environment Canada is setting no
precedent. IPCC in 1990 (Houghton et al., 1990) and again
in 1992 (Houghton et al., 1992) claimed there was a “scientific consensus” that global warming was occurring. [It is
noteworthy that the 1992 report was the basis for the 1992
UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (The Rio
Treaty)]. The intention was to marginalize those with opposing views and stifle debate. Back in the seventeenth century, the scientist Galileo spent the last part of his life under
house arrest for challenging a similar “consensus view” that
the Sun circles the Earth. Then, like now, telling the truth
can carry a penalty. But, happily, more and more scientists
are making a stand. To challenge the IPCC and momentum
in support of the Kyoto Protocol, last year more than 17,000
scientists in the United States, including 2,300 specialists
in the field of climate change, signed petitions against the
Kyoto Protocol.
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NOTICE
The first meeting of the 2000 AIPG Executive
Committee will held on January 22, 2000 at AIPG headquarters in Westminster, Colorado. Interested Members
are welcome to attend. All Committee Chairs are requested to submit reports to headquarters by January 7, 2000.
Thank you
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN
A Thank You and an Exhortation
William J. Siok, CPG-04773
Because the deadline for TPG articles is six weeks prior
to the actual publication date, all information found in this,
the January 2000 issue, will have been prepared prior to
November 15th. This means that any commentary about the
actual Y2K transition was still speculative. I decided to take
a chance, and speculated that as you and I read this column
in January, 2000, my assessment about potential Y2K turmoil was correct. (If you thought that the Y2K transition was
to have been traumatic, electronically speaking, and you now
know you were correct—you are vindicated. If you thought
it would be hardly noticed, again electronically speaking, and
it was—you are vindicated.) Well, prior to living through it,
I’d choose to believe the Y2K transition would, at worst, be
an inconvenience, but not a major problem. I’ve generally
had faith in technology and in its practitioners’ ability to
transcend anticipated problems. So as this column is written in November, I really don’t know how Y2K will arrive.
As I now read this in January, I know. I’d hoped (it would be
possible to say retrospectively that I was correct and) there
were no major disruptions in vital services. From a professional point of view, there was also concern about the impact
of Y2K upon AIPG and our computerized record keeping and
information distribution, not to mention our access to AIPG
bank accounts. In any case, AIPG is ready to begin another
year of service to members and to work ever more diligently to become more prominent as The certifying institute and
advocate for the entire profession.
As Members continue to renew memberships and support
of AIPG for the year 2000, I cannot help but notice that a not
insignificant portion of those consists of Retired Members.
Although I think the term “retired” is too harsh, these geologist who are no longer practicing continue to show their
support for the professional goals of AIPG. I personally have
a great deal of respect for these geologists because, having
made their living, they no longer have a vested self-interest
in whether AIPG represents them in the public arena. Their
continued support indicates to me that these individuals are
convinced that AIPG contributed to their professional wellbeing while they practiced and that they wish to support, by
annual AIPG membership renewal and other contributions
of time and money, those who continue to practice. I extend
my gratitude to these professional geologists and wish them
to know their continued activity on behalf of AIPG is appreciated by all members.
Likewise, I wish to thank all AIPG volunteers. If an
attempt were made here to list all those members who serve
AIPG, it would certainly fill four or five pages of this issue.
These dedicated members serve as Section Committee
Members, Section Officers, National Executive Committee
Members, ad hoc and standing committee members, and Task
Force members. It is impossible for this organization to
accomplish anything of importance for AIPG or the profession without our member volunteers. We at headquarters are
able to maintain the functionality of AIPG, and I as Executive
Director am able to represent AIPG, but without the membership volunteers AIPG is nothing more than a collection
of (usually) like-minded geologists. I’m tempted to identify a
few exceptionally committed members who have devoted
8
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inordinate amounts of time and resources in the furtherance
of AIPG objectives. The problem is that some who deserve
mention would be overlooked inadvertently. You know who
you (and they) are. Thank you!
In the same vein, I also wish to thank all members for continuing to demonstrate support of AIPG professional objectives by renewing your membership. However, I would
implore you to volunteer as well for any Section or National
committee which focuses upon issues most significant to you.
This is particularly crucial if you have a criticism. There is
no more effective way to influence change in AIPG than to
be a Section or National committee member. In one of these
roles, you will have the opportunity to not only voice your
opinion (which is a privilege and prerogative of all members),
but you will be able to vote and affect actual decisions about
AIPG policies and actions. If you feel strongly about a professional issue, take the initiative and donate some of your
time.
Nineteen ninety-nine was a busy year for AIPG. We had
significant changes to deal with, including: relocation of AIPG
Headquarters; a transition to a new Executive Director; a reevaluation of the publications program with the objective of
making it profitable. Professionally, we continued to develop closer alliances with the Canadian Council of Professional
Geoscientists, the Geological Society, the European
Federation of Geologists, and the newly established Institute
of Geologists of Ireland. On the domestic front, AIPG continues to strengthen the relationship with AGI and a number of its member societies. Two Sections (Missouri and
Nevada) are planning joint annual meetings with AEG in
2001 and 2002. All this cooperative activity is aimed at
increasing the visibility of geologists by showing greater
numbers of practicing geologists cooperating and by educating the public at large about the role geologists play in society and the economy.
As the year 2000 unfolds, AIPG will continue to focus on
advocacy and increasing the value of AIPG Certification. You
will see, in the February and March TPG, information and
exhortations for your participation in the annual
Washington, DC Fly-In which will take place in April. Those
who participate in the Fly-In have the best opportunity to
influence the types of activities which AIPG plans and to
select the issues brought before the various agencies, offices,
and congressional staffs. Some AIPG members have enthusiastically endorsed the annual Fly-In, some have been critical of the effort. Whatever your opinion, please understand
that if you’re willing to devote a bit of your time, you can
influence how, when, even if this activity continues.
Year 2000 AIPG President Dennis Pennington, CPG04401, has established priorities for this year. The message
he included with the 2000 dues statements last October and
his column in this issue outline his priorities for AIPG.
Whether or not AIPG ends the year 2000 with greater stature
and more credibility as advocate for the profession depends
upon whether you’re willing to help.
Please do.

LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES AFFECTING GEOLOGY
THE AGE OF ROCKS VERSUS THE ROCK OF AGES

John J. Dragonetti, CPG-02779

For some inexplicable reason there are those who believe
that science and religion cannot co-exist. This appears to be
a fundamental premise among those on school boards who
favor the removal of the almost universally accepted theory
of evolution from the classroom. If anything is to be taught
in its place, these same people argue that it should be creation science.

The Kansas School Board Decision
In August, the Kansas State Board of Education voted to
remove any mention of macroevolution, the age of the earth,
or the origin and early development of the universe. The
Creation Science Association for Mid-America assisted in the
development of the position. As a result of the decision, evolutionary theory will no longer appear on statewide standardized tests, and the state’s 350 school districts will have
to decide on whether or not to teach evolution.

Other States Act
While many considered the Kansas action an aberration,
subsequent decisions at the state level reveal that the opposition to the theory of evolution is not an isolated phenomenon. Consider the recent Oklahoma State Textbook
Committee vote to require a disclaimer in new biology textbooks stating that evolution is a controversial theory. This
follows a revision in the standards of the Kentucky Education
Department replacing the term evolution with the phrase
“change over time.”

The Positions
Many of those opposing evolutionary theory believe it is
in conflict with religion, and support creationism or the more
recent concept of creation science. For the most strident, creationism is not restricted to the belief in a creator but is rooted in the concept that the universe was literally created in
its present form in six days. Some creationists believe that
creation should be taught as a science in the schools as an
alternative to evolution.
A most perplexing aspect of the creationist position is that
it not only conflicts with mainstream scientific thought, but
it is also contradictory to the positions of most Catholic,
Protestant, and Jewish denominations. It therefore appears
that those responsible for removing evolution from educational standards are not just in discord with mainsteam scientific thought but also with conventional religious thinking. The theory of evolution does not address the creation of
the universe nor does it suggest the nonexistence of God.

The Need for Science Education
The issue is clearly another indication of the level of scientific literacy of the general public. To raise this level, it is
necessary for those of us in the geoscience community to
become involved in local and state government where the
decisions concerning scientific education are resolved. Unless
we become active in the war against the proponents of creation science, more state boards may follow the examples of
Alabama, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Kentucky. Many scientific organizations have already joined the fray including the
National Academy of Sciences, the American Association for
the Advancement of Science, the National Science Teachers
Association, the National Center for Science Education, the
American Geophysical Union, the Geological Society of
America, and the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, all of
whom have taken official positions in opposition to creation
science.
The American Geological Institute has been involved in
discussions with scientific organizations such as the
American Physical Society, the American Institute of Physics,
the American Chemical Society and others to develop targeted approaches on the issue. In the early 1980s, in the
midst of an earlier controversy over teaching evolution in the
public schools, AGI issued a statement which is still valid
today. That statement was “Scientific evidence indicates
beyond any doubt that life has existed on Earth for billions
of years. This life has evolved through time producing vast
numbers of species of plants and animals, most of which are
extinct. Although scientists debate the mechanism that produced this change, the evidence for the change is undeniable.
Therefore, in the teaching of science we oppose any position that ignores this scientific reality, or gives equal time to
interpretations based on religious beliefs only.”
It is clear that the actions of scientific societies to keep
science in the classroom, though laudable, are insufficient.
Creationists have been willing to spend the time necessary
to publicize their beliefs, and it is important for the geoscience
community to set the record straight. We all need to become
active on local school boards and appropriate state organizations to convince the public that science and religion are
not in conflict within the realm of evolutionary theory. After
all, it is creation science that is the oxymoron.
The Government Affairs column is a bimonthly feature
written by John Dragonetti, who is Senior Advisor to the
American Geological Institute’s Government Affairs
Program.
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AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS PROGRAM MONTHLY REVIEW
Monthly update prepared by David Applegate, MEM-0002, and Margaret Baker, AGI Government
Affairs Program, and AGI/AAPG Geoscience Policy Intern Alison Alcott
• Congress Passes Spending, Tax Bills Before Heading Home
• National Academy Takes Issue With Draft EPA Standards
for Yucca Mountain
• Creationists Score A Victory in Oklahoma
• Societies Gauge Congressional Climate Change Attitudes
• Draft Report Issued on Public Land Fossil Management
• Applications Accepted for Congressional Science
Fellowships
• New Material on Website

Congress Passes Spending, Tax Bills Before
Heading Home
As reported in an AGI special update last week, Congress
headed home for the holidays after reaching agreement with
the White House on all remaining spending bills for fiscal
year 2000. They will return to Washington on January 24th
to begin the second session of the 106th Congress. Five bills
were wrapped into an omnibus package that included funding for the U.S. Geological Survey and the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration. The bill also included $101
million for the purchase of the Baca Ranch in northern New
Mexico, site of the world-famous Valles Caldera. The
Department of Energy Fossil Energy R&D program was a
big winner, receiving a 9 percent increase – not bad considering that the President requested a 11 percent cut, and the
House passed a 27 percent cut. All budget numbers remain
subject to change, however, thanks to the bill's inclusion of
a 0.38 percent across-the-board cut to all federal agencies.
Control over specific cuts was left to agency heads. President
Clinton signed the bill on November 29th.
Congress also passed a last-minute bill (H.R. 1180) extending a number of tax provisions that were set to expire. The
bill included a one-year extension of the current suspension
of the net income limitation on percentage depletion for marginal oil and gas wells. It also extended the research and
experimentation tax credit for five years, allowing companies to offset a portion of their research expenditures. In the
final hours before adjournment, many bills were passed that
had been stuck behind the appropriations logjam, including
H.R. 1528, the National Geologic Mapping Reauthorization
Act of 1999, which now awaits the President's signature. The
AGI special update is available at http://www.agiweb.org/
gap/legis106/approps_omnibus1199.html.

National Academy Takes Issue With Draft EPA
Standards for Yucca Mountain
The National Research Council (NRC) sent a letter report
to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) this
month on the agency's proposed site-specific environmental
radiation protection standards for the potential high-level
nuclear waste repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. When
Congress established the requirement for site-specific standards, it also directed EPA to commission an NRC study to
guide the standards. The resulting report, "Technical Bases
for Yucca Mountain Standards," was released in 1995. This
10
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August, EPA finally proposed its site-specific standards for
Yucca Mountain.
The latter report, issued by the NRC's Board on
Radioactive Waste Management, identifies four principal
areas where the EPA proposed standards conflict with the
earlier Research Council report: (1) EPA proposes dose-based
standards whereas the NRC report recommends risk-based
standards; (2) EPA bases these standards on a reasonably
maximally exposed individual in contrast to the report's recommendation that they be based on a critical group that represents those that have the highest risk of exposure to repository releases; (3) EPA proposes a separate set of groundwater standards going against the report's conclusion that a
single individual protection standard is enough to protect
both those in the immediate Yucca Mountain Area, as well
as the general public and global population; and (4) EPA
notes that it would prefer to apply dose limits only up to
10,000 years, whereas the NRC report recommends that the
limits be imposed until release and risk have peaked, which
is estimated to be well past 10,000 years into the future.
Once finalized, the EPA standards will be incorporated
into U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission licensing regulations for the repository. The Department of Energy would
then be responsible for demonstrating compliance with the
standards. The draft standards are available at
http://www.epa.gov/rpdweb00/yucca/. The NRC letter report
is available at http://www.nap.edu/books/NI000205/html/.

Creationists Score A Victory in Oklahoma
The Oklahoma State Textbook Committee has voted to
place a disclaimer in all new biology textbooks, asserting that
evolution is a "controversial theory" and an "unproven belief
that random, undirected forces produced a world of living
things." The disclaimer is identical to one placed in Alabama
textbooks. Oklahoma's 540 public school districts may only
purchase textbooks approved by the committee, all of whose
members were appointed by Gov. Frank Keating (R). At a
news conference, Keating defended the board's decision, noting that he did not think he was descended from a baboon.
Scientists and civil rights groups in Oklahoma are mounting a campaign to overturn the board's decision, and the governor –- a possible Cabinet member were George W. Bush
elected president – has stated that the disclaimer may be
"too broad."

Societies Gauge Congressional
Climate Change Attitudes
AGI joined four other scientific societies to commission a
study to determine congressional staff perceptions on the
appropriate role of scientists and their organizations in global climate change policy debates. The public relations firm
Fleishman-Hillard conducted two focus groups with
Democratic and Republican staffers as well as individual
interviews with senior staff. Participants responded to a
series of questions and statements covering topics from how
knowledgeable members of Congress are on the issue to
where congressional staff receive their information on cli-

mate change. The firm's report compiled the comments and
responses from the participants into general conclusions. Two
key findings were that congressional staff appreciate communication, clarification, and summary of scientific data on
climate change by scientists and that "scientists have a role
to play as credible, objective communicators and interpreters
of data." The complete text of the report is available upon
request from the AGI Government Affairs Program.

• Geotimes Political Scene: Geoscientists in a Changing
World: Where Do We Stand? (by AGI 1998-99
Congressional Science Fellow David Wunsch; 11/99)
• Agency Action Alert: Public Comment Period on Draft
Fossil Management Report (Posted: 11-5-99)
• Update on Commission on Women and Minorities in
Science (11-5-99)

Draft Report Issued on
Public Land Fossil Management

Monthly review prepared by David Applegate and
Margaret Baker, AGI Government Affairs Program, and
AGI/AAPG Geoscience Policy Intern Alison Alcott.
Sources: Department of the Interior, Library of Congress,
National Research Council, Washington Post.

The federal land management agencies have issued a draft
report to Congress entitled "Assessment of Fossil
Management on Federal and Indian Lands." The report was
requested by senators whose previous attempts at fossil legislation were rebuffed by the Clinton Administration. The
draft states that fossils on federal lands are part of America's
heritage and calls for greater efforts to protect and preserve
fossils as well as their related data. The draft report is available at http://www.fs.fed.us/geology. The public comment
period ended November 29th. For additional information, see
the AGI action alert issued early in November at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/fossil_alert.html.

Applications Accepted for Congressional
Science Fellowships
AGI and several of its member societies are now accepting applications for next year's congressional science fellowships, providing opportunities for qualified geoscientists to
spend a year working as professional staff in congressional
committees and the personal offices of representatives and
senators. Application deadline for the AGI fellowship is
February 1, 2000. Earlier this month, AGI mailed out flyers
to 250 geoscience departments in all fifty states announcing
fellowship opportunities at AGI, the American Geophysical
Union, the Geological Society of America, and the Soil Science
Society of America. For further information and application
deadlines, visit http://www.agiweb.org/gapac/csf.html, which
includes links to the other societies. Stipends, application
procedures, timetables, and deadlines vary. Geoscientists are
encouraged to apply to all societies for which they qualify.

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:
• Special Update: Congress Passes Final Spending Bills,
Leaves for Holidays (11-24-99)
• National Geologic Mapping Act Reauthorization Update
(11-22-99)
• FY 2000 Geoscience Appropriations Update (11-24-99)
• Climate Change Policy Update (11-19-99)
• Special Update: Congressional Science Fellowships in the
Geosciences (11-16-99)
• Update on the Kansas School Board Decision and Related
Challenges to the Teaching of Evolution (11-16-99)
• Proposed Elimination of the National Technical
Information Service (11-10-99)
• Energy Policy & Conservation Act Reauthorization Update
(11-10-99)
• High-Level Nuclear Waste Update (11-10-99)
• Low-Level Nuclear Waste Disposal Update (11-9-99)

States Provide Welcome Tax Relief
for Miners
Of the 31 U.S. mining states, eight provided some form
of tax relief to the mining industry in the past 12 months,
while none of them passed significant new tax laws detrimental to the industry. So say the results of Western Mine
Engineering’s latest survey of U.S. mine taxation.
“Typically, the states will go after industry profits when
they are high, and then they will back off a bit when profits sag” says Jennifer Leinart, compiler of the survey for
WME. “What we are seeing here is a clear recognition by
legislators that local industries are suffering despite an
otherwise robust economy.”
The 31 surveyed states comprise all of those with significant mineral production other than aggregates or oil
and gas. A brief summary of the legislative actions follows:
• Arizona reduced its metalliferous minerals severance
tax by changing it from a gross proceeds tax to a net
proceeds tax.
• Colorado reduced its income tax rate and effectively
reduced its molybdenum and other metallic minerals
severance taxes by increasing the amount of exempt
production.
• Minnesota reduced its property tax on minerals other
than taconite by reducing the class rate.
• Missouri reduced its mine inspection fees.
• Montana reduced the basis for its Metal Mines License
Tax by allowing a deduction for certain transportation
costs.
• New Mexico allowed some new deductions against its
Gross Receipts and Compensation Tax base for uranium enrichment plants, they exempted new coal contracts from the Coal Severance Tax Surfax, and they
provided a temporary reduction in the Resource Excise
Tax for copper.
• North Carolina reduced its income tax.
• Wyoming provided severance tax relief for coal, oil and
gas, and uranium.
Full results of the survey, including summaries of mining taxes in all the 31 states and 12 Canadian provinces,
is available through subscription to Mining Cost Service,
published by Western Mine Engineering, Inc. For subscription information call 1-800-400-MINE or visit their
website http://www.westermine.com.
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PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES - Column 50
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

Ethical Gray Areas in UniversityFaculty Decisions
Jonathan G. Price, CPG-07814, was passing around the
following questions at the Annual Meeting in Alaska in preparation for his paper at the AIPG-sponsored ethics session at
the GSA Annual Meeting in Denver. I asked Jon if I could
run the questions here. Please answer each question by marking the appropriate answer or answers, or by providing another answer. Mark all answers that apply.
1. When, if ever, is it acceptable for a college or university
professor to have sexual relations with a student?
Always;
When the undergraduate student is not a student in the
professor’s current classes;
When the undergraduate student is not a major in the
professor’s department;
When the student is a graduate student, but not an
undergraduate;
When the graduate student is not a student in the professor’s current classes;
When the graduate student is not supervised by the professor (but is in the same department as the professor);
When the graduate student is not in the professor’s
department;
Never;
Other circumstances (please elaborate).
2. When, if ever, is it appropriate for a professor to accept
money for a consulting job, use university facilities
(library, office, laboratories, or equipment) for the work,
and not compensate the university for the overhead
expenses related to those facilities? For the purpose of
discussion, “consulting job” includes any work for government or the private sector that involves a product,
such as a written report.
Always;
When it doesn’t involve a lot of money (say $1,000 or so);
When graduate students can be supported through the
consulting work;
When the money is channeled through a university foundation;
When the money is channeled through the university
grants or sponsored projects office and that office agrees
to not charge indirect costs or overhead;
Never;
Other circumstances (please elaborate).
Some demographic information is needed to group responses. Please indicate if you are:
an undergraduate student,
a graduate student,
a university faculty member,
a primary or secondary teacher,
12
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work for a government agency (except teachers and faculty members),
work for a large company,
work for a small company or are an independent, or
are some other class (other, non-geologist, etc.)
If you haven’t answered the questions before and did not
hear Jon’s paper, please answer the questions and send your
answers to Jon at jprice@nbmg.unr.edu. Jon is particularly
interested in student responses. Feel free to pass photocopies
on to your colleagues. A revised version of Jon’s paper will
appear in a subsequent issue of TPG.

Practicing Within the Scope of One’s
Professional Knowledge
(column 43, June ‘99)
I received the following letter from William H. McLemore,
Georgia State Geologist, commenting on my remarks in column 43. McLemore wrote:
“In the June 1999 edition of The Professional Geologist, in
the Professional Ethics and Practices Section, mention is
made of a Georgia registered P.G.’s expert opinion on the
value of kaolin deposits being successfully challenged
(McLendon, et al. v. Georgia Kaolin Co. 841 F. Supp. 415
(1994)). Later in the same article, it is stated, ‘Here is a case
where the geologist exceeded the scope of his education and
experience.’ The narrative further implies that if the geologist had been a member of AIPG, then a disciplinary proceeding should be considered. The overall implication of the
article is that the geologist in question lacked professional
ethics.
“There is more here than meets the eye!
“The disqualified individual has a graduate degree in geology, has more than 25 years of professional experience as an
industrial minerals geologist, has discovered several major
mineral deposits, and has opened mines in several states.
The individual has performed some kaolin investigations;
however, this is not the main thrust of his practice. He also
wrote and successfully marketed the first PC-based mineral property evaluation software program; this program was
used at several universities and mining companies. The individual is one of the very best industrial mineral geologists
currently practicing in the State of Georgia. For example, for
over a hundred years, companies have explored north Georgia
for new marble deposits. Thousands of acres of land have
been leased and many miles of core have been collected.
Generally the results of these exploration efforts have been
unsuccessful. The disqualified geologist, on the other hand,
with no particular background in marble deposits, in about
six weeks time and employing some new ideas (and good geologic skills), found a new deposit and doubled the reserves of
white marble in Georgia. In other words, he did in a few
weeks what a number of other geologists were unable to do
in a century.

“Kaolin geology is not some ‘magic science’ that only
employees of kaolin companies or their consultants may practice. Any competent geologist with good skills in sedimentary processes, stratigraphy, mining, and mineralogy can quickly develop a good understanding of kaolin deposits. If a geologist has a wide range of experience and has dealt with many
types of mineral deposits, he or she may bring new ideas and
concepts to the field and actually be superior to a company
geologist or a consultant.
“The point of the above is that geologists and the AIPG
need to exercise great care in saying that another geologist
is ‘not qualified’ or suggesting that any geologist should be
disciplined. My experience is that ‘not qualified’ is merely a
code word for ‘has a different idea on the matter than me.’
“In the McLendon, et al. v. Georgia Kaolin Co. decision,
the word geology/geologist appears twice; namely that the
disqualified individual is a ‘geologist’ and he has taken ‘geology’ courses. In explaining its decision, the court did not dwell
on geological issues but rather on the individual’s lack of
knowledge of very specific mineral processing procedures and
the individual’s reliance on hearsay information. The decision document, as written, does not imply nor suggest that
the individual ever attempted to mislead the court. At worst,
the individual believed that the value of a kaolin deposit
could be reasonably assessed primarily on geologic criteria.
The fact that the court disagreed with this does not mean
that the individual did something unprofessional, which
would warrant some sort of sanction. Rather the decision
illustrates the complexity of dealing in legal matters and that
all geologists can be expected to be challenged. It further
means that in some cases, even good geologists may be disqualified.
“During voir dire, I have been asked such questions as:
“What is the chemical composition of hornblende (a ground
water case in which the aquifer was an amphibolite)? I couldn’t remember—after all it had been 20+ years since I took
mineralogy.
“What is Stokes’ Law and write it on a blackboard (a landfill siting case)? I remembered it generally but I couldn’t
express it mathematically on a blackboard.
“I have also had the experience of an opposition attorney
(usually accompanied by a geologist) take a hydrogeology
textbook and ask a multitude of questions. And every time I
missed a question, the attorney would request that the judge
disqualify me as an expert on ground water or anything
remotely related to hydrogeology.
“If a court had disqualified me due to my inability to
remember the chemical composition of hornblende or to
mathematically express Stokes’ Law, I would have accepted
it and gone on with life. However, I do not believe that disqualification on such grounds means that I have been unprofessional, lack professional ethics, or that I am practicing
outside the scope of my professional knowledge.
1.

2.

“In summary the AIPG should recognize that being disqualified in a court case does not mean a breach of professional ethics.”
I appreciate Mr. McLemore’s taking the time to write his
letter. I do not personally know the geologist mentioned in
the McLendon, et al. v. Georgia Kaolin Co. (Georgia Kaolin)
1

case. My knowledge of the matter comes from reading the
case. Mr. McLemore appears to know the geologist reasonably well and I have no reason to doubt Mr. McLemore’s summary of the geologist’s experience and achievements. Neither
I nor the Court question the geologist’s credentials as a geologist nor his ability to comment on the geology of the kaolin
deposits that were the subject of the case. The issue before
the Court was the value of the kaolin deposits. Valuing a mineral property involves more than knowledge of its geology.
Knowledge of the techniques and costs of mining and the
processing of the raw kaolin into various grade finished products is also required.2 The Court rejected the geologist as an
expert in valuation because he lacked qualifications in these
areas. Mr. McLemore’s letter does not suggest that the Court
was wrong in this evaluation of the geologist’s credentials.
Indeed, Mr. McLemore notes that the Court cited “the individual’s lack of knowledge of very specific mineral processing procedures.” That is the point.
The ethical issue remains. The geologist was offered as an
expert in kaolin property valuation and while he may have
appropriate credentials for evaluating the geologic portion
of the valuation, he lacked them for the extraction and processing portions, particularly the processing portions. As I
stated in column 43, the Court concluded, “At best, [the geologist] is capable of estimating the quantity of kaolin on the
[subject] property. ... [and] is not sufficiently qualified in the
field of kaolin exploration and valuation to offer testimony
concerning the quantity, quality, commercial uses, and value
of the [subject] property kaolin deposit in the late 60s and
early 70s or in today’s market. Therefore, the court finds [the
geologist] not qualified under Rule 702.” This is the area in
which the geologist was practicing beyond the scope of his
personal experience. Pursuant to Rule 3.3.1 of the AIPG Code
of Ethics, the geologist should have advised his client that
additional expertise was required and urged their retention.
This apparently was not done. I therefore stand by my statement that initiation of Disciplinary Proceedings would be
warranted if the geologist were an AIPG member.
Having said that, I did not predict and do not know how
such proceedings would conclude. If the geologist as respondent was able to demonstrate that he indeed urged retention of additional experts in the fields of kaolin mining and
processing and that he never presented himself to the Court
as an expert in these areas, formal charges ought not be
brought against him and could not be sustained if they were.
However, if, as suggested by the Court’s opinion, which Mr.
McLemore’s letter does not refute, the geologist indeed represented himself to his client and the Court as being fully

Normal legal citation convention would refer to the case as the McLendon case. However, because McLendon is so similar to McLemore,
I will use Georgia Kaolin as the abbreviation to avoid unintended confusion. If you would like an electronic copy of the Court’s opinion, I would be happy to provide one.
The general topics to be covered in a property valuation are included in Table 1 of A Guide for Reporting Exploration Information,
Resources, and Reserves, Mining Engineering, April 1991, or the updated, 1999 version, A Guide for Reporting Exploration Information,
Mineral Resources, and Mineral Reserves at www.smenet.org. The SME Guide formed part of the basis for the opinion in the mineral valuation case summarized just prior to my discussion of the Georgia Kaolin case.
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capable of valuing the kaolin properties, the charges appear
sustainable and sanctions would be warranted.
I disagree with Mr. McLemore’s suggestion that in this
case “‘not qualified’ is merely a code word for ‘has a different idea on the matter than me.’” This is not a matter of differing professional opinions on the value of the property. I
do know that the value of kaolin properties is highly dependent on the degree to which processing methods can be
employed to produce valuable products. While not an expert
in kaolin processing myself, I know that, and I have colleagues who possess such expertise and whose assistance I

seek when needed. My own knowledge and the evidence cited
by the Court and by Mr. McLemore lead me to concur in the
Court’s opinion that “not qualified” in this case means precisely that, “not qualified” to render an opinion on the value
of kaolin property due to lack of appropriate education and/or
experience in kaolin processing techniques.3
As always, further discussion of this subject is welcomed.
I also repeat my request in column 43 for opinions regarding an appropriate sanction for the example of practicing outside the scope of one’s professional competence discussed in
this case.

3. The Georgia Kaolin case was called to my attention by an attorney with whom I was working on an unrelated case. I was not contacted by anyone connected to the parties in the Georgia Kaolin case until after column 43 was published; cf. column 46, September 1999.

AIPG Section News
AIPG ARIZONA SECTION
The Arizona Section, AIPG, holds its February meeting in
conjunction with the annual Tucson Gem & Mineral Show,
the world’s largest. The world’s finest collections of gem-quality (and other) minerals will be on display, and world-class
specimens for sale, for several weeks. In other words, it’s
worth the trip.
This year’s (2000) meeting will be held during the last full
weekend of the Show: February 10, 11, and 12. The Section
Meeting will be held at the Arizona Geological Survey, across
the street from the Convention Hall. Tucson is a Winter destination because of good weather, so the town is “full-up,” but
we will have available a block of rooms at the La Quinta,
very convenient to downtown. It’s a great getaway that you
might want to consider.
We welcome you to the Show and to our meeting. We’re
still making arrangements, but for the details as they emerge,
contact Fred Fox either by formerly conventional means (520)
742-0233 or digitally at <thefox@theriver.com>.
Fred L. Fox, CPG-01273

AIPG PENNSYLVANIA SECTION
The Pennsylvania Section of the American Institute of
Professional Geologists (AIPG) will award two scholarships,
$500 each, to a student or students majoring in the geological sciences and attending a four-year college or university
in the State of Pennsylvania. The purpose of the scholarships
is to assist students with college tuition, promote the geological sciences as a career choice, and encourage students
to participate in the Pennsylvania Section of the AIPG.
For additional information regarding the Pennsylvania
Section of the AIPG’s scholarship program, please contact
Jim Kilburg at (412) 380-6222 or Peggy Carpenter at 9412)
856-8700.
James A. Kilburg, CPG-06350
14
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Recognition of Contributors
to AIPG
The following members, recognizing a specific need,
have made generous unsolicited contributions to AIPG 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:
Kelvin J. Buchanan, CPG-06058, $1,300 for the purchase
of an exquisite rock and mineral specimen display case for
headquarters.
Robert G. Font, CPG-03953, $300 for hardware and software upgrades to improve information delivery to Members.
The following individuals have contributed amounts up to
$100 for general support.
Thomas W. Angerman, CPG-02041
Roberta L. Barber, CPG-10179
Kelton D. Barr, CPG-06143
John W. Bedford, CPG-00215
Robey H. Clark, CPG-00936
Thomas A. Dahl, CPG-09920
Trevor R. Ellis, CPG-06740
Roger A. Haskins, CPG-06598
Roberta L. Jennings, CPG-06440
Sofia M. Kaczor-Bobiak, CPG-09393
Allen R. Krueger, CPG-02037
Muriel Mathez, CPG-03381
E. J. Mayhew, CPG-01060
David W. Miller, CPG-01757
Douglas C. Peters, CPG-08274
Malcolm P. Weiss, CPG-01373
AIPG also recognizes the following individuals for undisclosed contributions during 1999.
Tom Fails, CPG-03174
Dennis Pennington, CPG-04401
Myrna M. Killey, CPG-06033
Armando T. Ricci, CPG-01437
William H. Kay, CPG-00026
AIPG also recognizes the countless members who have
contributed time, money, and energy in support of AIPG.
Special thanks go to Members of the Colorado Section.

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
Dear Editor:
Thank you, Lee Gerhard, for one of
the most cogent discussions I have read
of why geologists may have trouble communicating with other natural scientists and the public (TPG, October
1999). Although other natural scientists and the better-informed of the public may have some understanding of
allocation and distribution issues
involving natural resources, it is the
geologist who is often put in the position of having to convey the enormity of
the role that geologic time and scale
play in management and use of those
resources. Consider the following statements, written by geologists:
“The world is now consuming about
26 billion barrels of oil a year, but we
are finding less than six billion.”
“Minnesota obtains its ground water
from 14 principal aquifers which span
over four billion years of geologic history.”
“Consider that the first 200 billion
barrels of oil in the world were consumed between 1859 and 1968, but it

took only ten years to consume the second 200 billion barrels.”
At first reading, these statements
may not be fully appreciated by the general public or other scientists, but they
have enormous implications for use of
limited resources, in these examples,
petroleum and ground water. Too often,
when numbers with 8-10 zeros after
them roll from the geologist’s pen or
appear on the computer screen, the public either doesn’t understand or there’s
the reaction, “That’s cool—I didn’t know
that!” As world population passes six
billion and we continue to deplete an
inheritance of natural resources in the
blink of an eye compared to the time
required to accumulate them, geologists
will have an increasingly important
part, as Gerhard says, in “encouraging
those we serve to be responsible custodians of the world in which we live.” It
behooves all of us in the geologic profession to become better messengers, for
we have important news to tell and a
unique perspective from which to tell it.
Thomas P. Clark, CPG-06667
Dear Editor,
Does the general public understand
the scope of geoscience practice? The
memorandum from the California
Department of Consumer Affairs Legal
Office appearing on pages 12-15 of the
October TPG suggests the answer is
“No.” Why would well-educated individuals, which lawyers are, not understand the connection between natural
hazards and geology? Where is the disconnect?
I don’t know the entire answer, but
will suggest a contributing factor.
Probably the greatest educators of the
public about geoscience are the natural
history museums around the country.
These range from the Smithsonian and
the American Museum of Natural
History to small storefronts like the
museum in Anchorage, Alaska. They are
a favorite destination of school field
trips. I happen to live near and therefore regularly drive by the Denver
Museum of Natural History. Weekdays
during the school year, the Museum is
ringed with yellow buses from all over
Colorado and adjacent states. What do
these children learn about the earth sciences at these museums? The displays
are pretty much about minerals and

fossils. Perhaps there is the odd exhibit on mining or oil and gas suggesting
that geoscientists work in these industries as well. But clearly a great deal of
earth science is missing from these displays.
Clearly, we as a profession need to
work far harder at letting the public
know what we do. Changing museum
displays may be part of the answer, but
that will take a great deal of time, effort,
and money. Earth Science Week and
similar public outreach programs provide an alternative that may be just as
effective and easier to implement. The
Colorado Geological Survey ran some
field trips for the public during Earth
Science Week that were vastly oversubscribed. But we need to do more than
have a public education program for one
week a year. The ignorance of the scope
of geoscience practice by the general
public as reflected by the legal staff of
the
California
Department
of
Consumer Affairs affects the ability of
all of us to practice our chosen profession. Contribute your time and ideas to
correcting this situation.
David M. Abbott, Jr., CPG-4570
PS: While I make some specific professional practice suggestions in this
month’s Professional Ethics & Practices
column, the issue addressed in this letter is far broader in scope. The general
public needs to understand the breadth
of our profession and our understanding about things that affect everyone’s
life.

Job Well Done!
To: Lorie Dilley, CPG-09797,
Field Excursions Chair
Dear Lorie,
I wish to express my appreciation to
you, your associates and staff, and to
the staff at Alaska Destination
Specialists for developing the perfect
convention and trips to see the wonderful Alaskan geology. The attention to
all the many details made the visitor’s
life comfortable beyond expectation
along with the high quality of the
speakers and their programs.
Thanks again for a “job well done”
and for giving us a chance to see the
Alaskan frontier.
R. James White, CPG-01637
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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.
Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 24080
Lexington, KY 40524

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

Bluegrass Industrial Park
115 Eisenhower Court
Nicholasville, KY 40356

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

• Geotechnical Engineering
• Soils Laboratory

• Wetlands Studies
• Permeability Tests

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

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

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

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

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

Coalbed Methane
Salt Dome Problems

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

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

Suite 622
12 South 6th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

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

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

Full Service Environmental Consulting and Contracting

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

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

Richard W. Hurst, Ph.D.
President
Organic & Inorganic Geochemistry ~ Age-Dating of Releases
Litigation Support ~ Statistics ~ Contaminant Fingerprinting
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CALENDAR
2000
Feb 2-3. NAPE 2000 Expo, Houston, TX.
Contact: AAPL headquarters at (817) 8477700 or 1-888-455-NAPE. To visit the
NAPE Website go to www.napeonline.com.
Feb. 17-18. Air Quality Regulation for the
Natural Resources Industry, Salt Lake City,
UT. Contact: Rocky Mountain Mineral Law
Foundation, 7039 E. 18th Ave., Denver, CO
80220, Ph.: (303) 321-8100.
Feb. 20-24. SAGEEP 2000, 13th Annual
Symposium on the Application of
Geophysics to Environmental and
Engineering Problems, Crystal City Hyatt,
Arlington, VA. Contact: Bill Brown by e-mail:
<Bill.Brown@dighem.com>.
Mar. 13-14. Great Lakes Reion Geological
Conference, East Lansing, MI. Contact:
Tom Godbold (517) 334-7527 or Kellogg
Center, Michigan State University Campus,
East Lansing, Michigan.
Mar. 16-17. 16th Annual - Mining and Land
Resource Institute, Reno, NV. Contact: The
American Association of Professional
Landmen, Ph.: (817) 847-7700, or
http://www.nvlandman.org/malri.html
Mar. 28-29. Petroleum Systems of
Sedimentary Basins in the Southern
Midcontinent, Oklahoma City, OK. Contact:
Ken Johnson, Oklahoma Geological
Survey, Energy Center, 100 E. Boyd, Room
N-131, Norman, OK 73019-0628, Ph.: (405)
325-3031.

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

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

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

AIPG ANNUAL
MEETINGS
October 10-14, 2000
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
www.aipgwis.org
2001
St. Louis, Missouri
2002
Reno, Nevada
AIPG Membership Totals
As of
12/05/98
CPG - Active
4,410
CPG - Retired
517
Cand. for Cert.
62
Member
10
Registered Memb.
13
Associate Memb.
4
Student Affiliate
70
Honorary
17
TOTALS

5,103

As of
12/01/99
4,221
520
52
37
17
7
86
19
4,959

E-mail

Only one change notification is necessary for all AIPG publications.
AIPG, 8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6205 • fax (303) 412-6219 • aipg@aipg.org
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Dec. 3. RMAG Annual Meeting, A New
Exploration Strategy for Unconventional
Basin Center Hydrocarbon Accumulations,
Denver, CO. Contact: The Rocky Mountain
Association of Geologists, 820 16th St.,
#505, Denver, CO 80202, (303) 623-5396
or (303) 573-8621.
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TYPES OF MEMBERSHIP AND REQUIREMENTS
CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST
EDUCATION:

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

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

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

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

MEMBERS
EDUCATION:

EXPERIENCE: No proof required
SPONSORS:

SCREENING:

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

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

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

National

APPLICATION FEE: $30
ANNUAL DUES:

Section and National

APPLICATION FEE: $30
ANNUAL DUES:

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

REGISTERED MEMBER

SPONSORS:

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

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required

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

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

STUDENT
EDUCATION:

EDUCATION:

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

Currently enrolled in a geological science*
degree program

EXPERIENCE: None required
SPONSOR:

1 letter from geological science faculty member

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING:

Headquarters can approve

APPLICATION FEE: $5
ANNUAL DUES:

$15

ASSOCIATE
EDUCATION:

None required

EXPERIENCE: None required
SPONSORS:

1 CPG, Registered Member, or Member

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING:

Headquarters can approve

APPLICATION FEE: $5
ANNUAL DUES:

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

*As defined by the American Geological Institute, a geological science is any of the subdisciplinary specialties that are part of
the science of geology, e.g., geophysics, geochemistry, paleontology, petrology, etc.
Note to those who received their degrees from non-U.S./Canadian universities: If you received a degree from a university or
college outside the U.S. or Canada, and the school is unable to provide an acceptable transcript, you must submit a copy of
your diploma and a list of courses taken. The Screening Committee may ask you to provide additional information or an equivalency evaluation, at your expense.
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NEW APPLICANTS AND NEW MEMBERS Applicants for certification must meet
AIPG’s standards as set forth in its Bylaws
on education, experience, competence,
and personal integrity. If any Member or
board has any factual information as to any
applicant’s qualifications in regard to these
standards, whether that information might
be positive or negative, please mail that
information to Headquarters within thirty
(30) days. This information will be circulated only so far as necessary to process
and make decisions on the applications.
Negative information regarding an applicant’s qualifications must be specific and
supportable; persons who provide information that leads to an application’s rejection may be called as a witness in any
resulting appeal action.
Applicants for
Certified Professional Geologist
LA-Alan D. Bickham
2001 E. 70th St., Ste 503, Shreveport LA 71105.
Sponsors: Steve Whitting, Wayne Simpson, Brad
Weaver.
CO-Sam E. Campbell
709 E. Pabor, Fruita CO 81521. Sponsors:
Kenneth Pill, Richard Heydenburg, Richard,
Dayvault.

IN MEMORY
Carl R. Burgchardt, CPG-00778,
June 19, 1999, Warren, Pennsylvania.
Robert B. Erwin, CPG-01369,
October 12, 1999,
Morgantown, West Virginia.
Lee E. Garner, CPG-05188,
September 3, 1999, Austin, Texas.
Cliffton H. Gray, Jr., CPG-00378,
Charter Member,
Riverside, California.
Richard W. Lounsbury,
CPG-02664, September 3, 1999,
Knoxville, Tennessee.
Frank J. Markewicz, CPG-00852,
November 25, 1999,
Chester, New Jersey.
Eugene C. Pendery, III,
CPG-02594, October 19, 1999,
Littleton, Colorado.
Dave M. Thomas, Jr., CPG-02282,
July 7, 1999, Farmington,
New Mexico.

20

OH-Anthony J. Limke
3804 Creighton Pl., Cincinnati OH 45226.
Sponsors: Fred Erdmann, Dennis Connair,
Jennifer Krueger.
AL-William K. Madison
Perc Engineering Co., Inc., P.O. Box 1712,
Jasper AL 35502. Sponsors: Alexander Henry,
William Sharpton, John Cranor.
NY-David W. Obradovich
32 Brand Dr., Huntington NY 11743. Sponsors:
Mostafa El Sehamy, Keith Klaus, Atef Ahmed.
CO-Deng Qingping
2134 W. Maples Pl., Highlands Ranch CO
80126. Sponsors: David Abbott, James
Muntzert, Kenneth Clark.
AK-Nicholas Van Wyck
3705 Arctic Blvd. #1812, Anchorage AK 99503.
Sponsors: Joey Wilkins, Robert Winn, Tom
Wagner, Paul Racenet, David Malone, Prof.
Campbell Craddock.
NY-Christopher D. Wunderlich
10 Charles St., Hamilton NY 13346. Sponsors:
Norman Wohlabaugh, Ronald Ausburn, Sanjeev
Kalaswad.

Applicant for Member
VA-Daniel L. Dotten
5768 North Bear Creek Rd., Wise VA 24293.
Sponsors: John Lydzinski, G. Clair Trent.
MI-Patrick R. Houle
3327 Central St., Dexter MI 48130. Sponsors:
Gary Catalano, James Finetti.

Robert B. Erwin
Dr. Robert B. Erwin, CPG-01369, 71,
of Morgantown, died Tuesday, October
12, 1999, at his farmhouse, on Canyon
Road, of an apparent heart attack.
He was born March 19, 1928, in
Burlington, Vermont, son of the late
Joseph A. and Mabel A. Griffith Erwin.
He served in the U.S. Navy from
1946-48 and in the Naval Reserves from
1948-57. He received a bachelor’s
degree in zoology from the University
of Vermont in 1952, a master of science
in geology from Brown University in
1955, and a doctorate of philosophy in
geology from Cornell University in
1959.
From 1959-61, he was an exploration
geologist with Texaco in New Orleans.
From 1961-64, he taught at St.
Lawrence University. He joined the
staff of the West Virginia Geological and
Economic Survey in 1964 as a geologist
and was soon named director of
research. He became assistant state
geologist two years later and was
appointed director and state geologist
in 1969 and, concurrently, professor of
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Applicant for Registered Member
PA-Donald M. Hoskins
P.O. Box 8453, Harrisburg PA 17105-8453.
Sponsors: Jon Price, Tom Berg.

New Certified Professional Geologists
NY-Katz, Jeffrey F. CPG-10448
14 Watts Pl, Valley Stream NY 11581-2922,
(718) 391-1302
OH-Sheehy, Francis D. CPG-10450
5538 Scarlet Maple Ct., Milford OH 45150, (513)
576-0009
NV-Jones, A. Elizabeth CPG-10458
Geologic Services, 1460 W. 12th St., Reno NV
89503, (775) 746-4193
NV-McLachlan, Colin D. CPG-10459
P.O. Box 877, Battle Mountain NV 89820, (702)
635-5399
WA-Turnbull, Colin B. CPG-10460
Dames & Moore, 500 Market Pl. Tower, 2025 1st
Ave., Seattle WA 98121, (206) 728-0744
OH-Covrett, Thomas R. CPG-10466
3401 Glendale Ave., Suite 300, Toledo OH
43614, (419) 385-2018
OH-Metropulos, Katherine A. CPG-10468
Ohio EPA - NEDO, 2110 E. Aurora Rd.,
Twinsburg OH 44087, (330) 963-1149

New Members
AZ-Rapacz, Amy J. MEM-0037
1600 W. La Jolla Dr., Apt 1155, Tempe AZ
85282-4483, (602) 840-3333

geology at WVU. He took early retirement from those positions in 1988 as a
result of declining health.
Over his career, he had many professional publications and was an active
member of the major geological organizations in the nation, including the
Geological Society of America, the
American Association of Petroleum
Geologists, the American Institute of
Professional Geologists, and the Association of American State Geologists.
He held numerous offices with those
organizations and won a number of honors and awards from them for his service. An avid fisherman, he pursued the
lifelong passion during retirement.
He is survived by his wife, JoAnn
John Erwin, whom he married in 1956;
a son, Matthew B., of New Jersey; three
daughters, Kirsten L., of Upper Darby,
Pennsylvania, Lorelei A., of Morgantown, West Virginia and Jessica F., of
Burlington, West Virginia; a brother, Dr.
Karl W. Erwin, of Garland, Texas; and
two sisters, Ruth Ryan, of Burlington,
and Collis Carr, of North Carolina.

