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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE
ANNUAL MEETING OF THE GEOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA
Robert H. Fakundiny, CPG-04977
• Annual meeting of the North American Commission on
Stratigraphic Nomenclature
• Meeting of the GSA Time Scale Committee
• Short visit to the home of Past-President Jon Price to meet
with the Nevada Chapters of AIPG and the Association of
Engineering Geologists (AEG) on plans for the 2002 Joint
Annual Meeting of our two national groups
• Breakfast meeting of the GSA Associated Societies

T

he American Institute of Professional Geologists
(AIPG) Executive Committee has an ambitious set of goals
for 2001. Primary items that need to be addressed are: (1)
developing a plan for the next few years that maps out an
approach to best serve the membership and defines how to
go about it; (2) developing a document that spells out our
mission, goals, and services so that we can convince the nonmember professional to join AIPG; (3) increasing our membership, which will require steps 1 and 2; and (4) refining
the program we propose to use as a means of promoting and
monitoring continuing education and professional development. I probably have failed to mention some of your favorite
objectives, but only for the moment. Attendant to these activities is our continued advocacy for the professional geologist
(such as the Washington D.C. Fly-In), refinement of our publications program, the review and strengthening of our ethics
activities, and our continued drive to forge closer relationships with other professional societies (domestic and foreign),
the academic societies, and the university sphere.
With this agenda in mind I attended the annual meeting
of the Geological Society of America (GSA) in Reno, NV on
Nov. 11-16, 2000. During this time I participated in the following sessions that addressed issues of importance to AIPG:
• GSA Executive Committee and Council Long-Range
Planning Session
• GSA Geology and Public Policy Breakfast
• American Geological Institute (AGI) Member Society
Meeting
• Association of American State Geologists Mid-year
Meeting

Attending these meetings was important to AIPG because
we must have an equal seat at the table with these groups,
who are so influential in the world of geology. We need to
guide them toward developing programs and activities that
benefit not only professional geologists, but also the students
who are becoming professionals. Some of the progress we are
making includes: (1) an agreement with GSA to have them
help us with the production and sales of our publications; (2)
insuring that AIPG is an Associate Member of GSA in full
standing (a move was made by GSA to classify AIPG as an
“Affiliated Society,” which would be a society that did not produce or publish geological research); (3) developing a model
contract with AEG that benefits both our organizations for
hosting joint meetings; and (4) initiating closer contacts with
students in the colleges and universities. In regard to the
last item, I had a productive conversation with the current
President of Sigma Gamma Epsilon (SGE) about the possibility of having SGE chapters becoming Student Chapters of
AIPG.
The AIPG booth in the Exhibition Hall was a success,
thanks primarily to Susan and David Abbott, and numerous
other members. We made many new contacts and received
promises of new applications. This has shown me that one
way to increase our membership is to be persistent in encouraging our colleagues to apply. Almost everyone with whom I
talked expressed intention to apply, but said they just never
got around to it. Therefore, we need to be proactive and help
them to apply by sitting down with them, and going through
the forms with them, offering to sponsor them and find the
required other sponsors. Many need just a gentle push.
Our goals for 2001 are many and large. To accomplish
them will require coordination with our fellow academic and
professional societies so that they can benefit from our collective wisdom and experience and provide us with easy
access to their discoveries in research and business. To these
ends I believe the meeting in Reno will help us to accelerate
our agenda, which in turn will strengthen our position in the
geosciences and make us an indispensable organization for
every professional geologist.

• AGI Associates Conference Planning Committee Meeting
of which we are partners with AGI and GSA
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Controlling Gully Erosion with
Earth Dams in North-Central Texas
Paul F. Hudak and John Chadbourne

Introduction
Displaced sediment pollutes water bodies, diminishes
channel storage for flood control, and destroys aquatic habitat. Loss of topsoil also degrades farmland, reducing its ability to sustain crops and degrade pollutants. Gully erosion is
a significant problem in the Eastern Cross Timbers physiographic province where hardwoods have been cleared for agriculture and housing developments, exposing sandy soils to
rainfall and erosive runoff. This article describes the use of
earth dams for controlling gully erosion in part of the Eastern
Cross Timbers of north-central Texas (Figure 1).

Study Area
Low sandy hills and knobs developed on outcropping rocks
of the Upper Cretaceous Woodbine Formation characterize
the Eastern Cross Timbers physiographic province. The
Woodbine Formation contains fine-textured sand and sandstone, with interbedded shale and clay, deposited in transitional (shoreline) sedimentary environments (Peckham et al.,
1963). Sandy loam soils developed on the Woodbine
Formation are highly susceptible to water erosion (USDA,
1975).
In the early 1900s, hardwoods in the study area were
cleared for farming. Clearing led to gully erosion, which has
washed away pasture and created safety hazards for cows
(Figure 2). Vegetation in the study area consists primarily of
scattered oaks, grassland, and invasive cedars.

Figure 1. Location of study area, gullies (dashed), and dams.
Base map from U.S. Geological Survey, Horseshoe Bend 7.5Minute Quadrangle.

Erosion Control Structures
Over the past eight years, the U.S. Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) and the landowner have
designed and built 12 small earth dams to control gully erosion in the study area. The dams were designed to trap runoff
near the heads of gullies and thereby prevent the gullies from
growing.
Procedures for designing the ponds can be found in USDA
(1997). They are too extensive to cover in detail here, but the
basic steps follow. First estimate the volume of runoff for the
design storm, in this case the 10-year storm (recommended
for small ponds). Estimate the runoff volume using the rainfall amount, runoff rating (curve number), and catchment
area. Find the maximum amount of rainfall expected in a

Figure 2. Gully erosion in study area.
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Figure 3. Barrel and riser schematic (USDA, 1997).

24-hour period (in this case 6.3 inches) for the appropriate
recurrence interval in USDA (1986, Figure B-5).
Estimate a runoff curve number (ranging from 1 to 100,
with higher values producing more runoff) from catchment
land cover and soil characteristics. The study area has 50 to
75% cover in pasture/grassland/range, is not heavily grazed,
and is in hydrologic soil group C (slow infiltration rate)
(USDA, 1975). These characteristics render a runoff curve
number of 79 (USDA, 1997).
Use the rainfall amount and runoff curve number to obtain
a runoff depth (in this case 3.9 inches) from USDA (1997,
Table 5). Multiply the runoff depth by the catchment area to
obtain the runoff volume. Use the runoff volume to size the
pond and compute peak discharge.
From USDA (1997, Figure 17), estimate the unit peak discharge from the time of concentration (time for runoff to travel from hydraulically most distant point of watershed to outlet), abstraction ratio (fraction of rainfall that does not
become runoff), and rainfall distribution type. Multiply the
unit peak discharge by the catchment area and runoff depth
to obtain the peak discharge. Build the barrel and spillway
to accommodate this discharge.
Estimate the time of concentration from USDA (1997,
Figure 16) using the flow length (longest flow path in watershed), runoff curve number, and average watershed slope.
Compute the abstraction ratio by dividing the initial abstraction (USDA, 1997, Table 6) by the rainfall amount. Find the
rainfall distribution type (in this case Type II) on a map of
four distribution types covering the U.S. (USDA, 1997,
Figure 15).
Table 1 lists design parameters for two typical dams in
the study area. Dams 5 and 6 have a barrel and riser structure, whereas the others have a barrel-only structure. In a
barrel and riser structure, a riser placed pond-side, vertically
within the dam, connects to a barrel that conveys water
through the dam, discharging at the base of the dam on the
downstream side (Figure 3). When water reaches the top of
the riser, it falls with pressure and is forced through the barrel. A guard keeps sticks from falling into the riser. The riser
and barrel can handle more water than a barrel-only structure.

4

Emergency spillways accommodate excess water during
flood conditions. Such conditions are infrequent, but could
wash out a dam if water levels rose too high. Typically, these
spillways occupy either side of a dam, elevated about two feet
above the pond’s spill pipe (Figure 4). Texas regulations
require that ponds and spillways discharge water to the original channel prior to leaving one’s property. The spillways
spread water over large areas to minimize erosion.
After completing each structure, the catchment areas were
seeded with grass to hold the soil, thereby reducing erosion
at the source. Bare areas of the study area are seeded each
year, usually in the spring. Grass binds the soil and reduces
sediment loading to ponds. Prior studies have shown that
vegetation is an effective way to solve gully erosion problems,
especially in small drainage areas (SCS, 1989).

Results
The dams have alleviated gully erosion throughout the
study area, whereas unimproved gullies have continued to
grow. For example, Figure 2 shows an unimproved gully,
which has developed over a period of approximately three
years. Over that time, approximately 1,500 ft3 of soil was
eroded from the area covered in the photo. In contrast, Figure
4 shows a stabilized area where grass is beginning to take
root (in foreground and background of photo).

Table 1. Design Parameters for Dams 1 and 6
Parameter

Dam 1

Dam 6

17.4

48.0

8,483
697.0

7,749
697.6

12.0
—8.0
—-

12.0
42.0
21.0
14.5

Barrel length (ft)
Elevation of barrel inlet (ft)
Elevation of barrel outlet (ft)

126.0
693.0
667.0

114.0
694.3
671.5

Elevation of emergency spillway (ft)

695.0

695.6

Drainage area (acres)
Volume of earth fill in dam (yd3)
Elevation of top of dam (ft)
Width of top of dam (ft)
Riser diameter (in)
Barrel diameter (in)
Riser length (ft)

The Professional Geologist • JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2001

Figure 4. Dam 1 (spillway in background).

Downstream, the dams reduce the amount of water flowing over the land surface. During wet periods, water spills
through the dams, but vegetated and rock-lined discharge
areas absorb hydraulic energy and slow erosion. High evaporation rates, approximately 70 inches per year (USDC,
1992), remove water from the ponds and reduce flow through
the dams. Headwall retreat ceases upon inundating the
upstream edge of a gully with pond water.
Earthen dams built to control gully erosion could also augment groundwater, by trapping surface water and enabling
it to percolate downward. However, there is little potential
for enhanced groundwater recharge in the study area because
of low infiltration rates, small catchment areas (dams target
gully headcuts), and high evaporation rates.
In addition to controlling erosion, the ponds provide a
source of water for cattle and support aquatic biota. Cattails,
willows, reeds, cedar, oak, and hickory have grown in and
around the ponds. The ponds also support turtles, frogs, fish,
ducks, and egrets. Younger ponds are turbid, but this problem clears with time as grass takes root in catchment areas.
The main drawbacks observed at this stage of the project
include increased mosquitoes and pond sedimentation.
Core measurements at several established ponds (from
three to eight years old) showed an average of less than 1 ft
of sedimentation (over the entire period). Accumulations were
largest around the edges of ponds where they are fed by small
rills. Potentially, sedimentation will deplete storage in the
ponds and require periodic dredging. A 70% storage capacity can be maintained by dredging the ponds approximately
every five years. Dredging will take place at the end of summer, when there is little or no water in the ponds. Dredged
material will be used to fill eroded terrain, compacted, and
seeded.

pond/dam/spillway structure is about $10,000. Annual maintenance averages about $300 per structure, including dredging (when necessary), making repairs, and seeding bare
catchment areas.
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Periodic maintenance will ensure long-term project viability. Without dredging, the ponds would fill with sediment
in approximately 20 years. The average cost of a
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Gone Fishing
Eileen McLellan, AGI 1999-2000 Congressional Science Fellow
(Reprinted from the March 2000 Geotimes with permission from the American Geological Institute)
The following article describes an outstanding example of
the relationship between geology and ecosystems, a theme that
should be emphasized whenever appropriate in the public outreach efforts of geologists. The more we can relate issues that
concern us, as professional geologists, to issues of concern to a
broader population, the more successful we will be in communicating the importance of geology to society in general and
policy-makers in particular. - Myrna M. Killey, Past Editor
Broiled, with a touch of herb butter. If I thought about
salmon before becoming a Congressional Science Fellow, it
was in terms of food. I had distant memories from my Scottish
childhood of fishermen hip-deep in swirling mountain
streams and of salmon leaping waterfalls. Although my personal and professional journeys had taken me far from these
scenes, I will draw on every experience of my life during my
fellowship year working as a scientist on Capitol Hill. Perhaps
subliminal memories drew me to serve my fellowship in the
office of Oregon Senator Ron Wyden. After all, Oregon and
Scotland are both known for their rainy climates! In fact, I
selected Sen. Wyden’s office partly because I knew that the
Pacific Northwest in general, and Oregon in particular, was
a stage on which controversies over resource protection and
endangered species were being played out.
But what is a geologist doing working on fish? One of the
most exciting and challenging aspects of working as a
Congressional Science Fellow is that a fellow is not just the
“office geologist,” but is the “office scientist,” expected to
address any and all scientific issues. A geologist plays an
important role in protecting aquatic ecosystems, as I learned
on my odyssey into the world of salmon policy.
It is impossible to underestimate the historical and cultural significance of salmon in the Pacific Northwest. Salmon
are a food source, a recreational asset, and, perhaps most
importantly, a cultural symbol. Yet this cultural symbol is in
deep trouble. During the 1850s, 8 to 10 million salmon
returned to the Columbia River. During the 1990s, fewer then
1 million returned. More than 100 stocks have gone extinct
and some 214 additional stocks are listed under the
Endangered Species Act (a stock is a genetically distinct population). The National Marine Fisheries Service estimates
that several stocks have a 90 percent probability of going
extinct in the next 10 years. The extent to which human activities have contributed to the “salmon problem,” what efforts
might reverse them, and the economic and social costs of
such efforts are important scientific and political questions.
I discovered this issue during a meeting, when a group of
lobbyists requested that the senator support their proposal
to remove the four dams on the Lower Snake River. They

presented a graph showing that the steep decline of salmon
populations began with dam construction. Shifting into scientist mode, I began to question them about correlation vs.
causality. Did the dams cause the decline, or were there other
changes in the region occurring at the same time that could
have an impact on the salmon? We did not resolve anything
in that meeting, but the discussion left me wondering to what
extent the “salmon problem” could be attributed to any one
human activity.
“Dam breaching,” the removal of the four Lower Snake
River dams, has been a controversial proposal in the region
for several years. It was initially proposed by environmental
groups, but various federal agencies have become involved
in scientific studies about the impacts of dams and possible
ways of mitigating those impacts. As a science fellow, I felt I
could give the senator an overview of the science used in
making policy about the dams. So began my journey into the
realm of fish biology, in which I learned that scientists of all
types suffer similar frustrations: the lack of data to calibrate
models, tension over the level of detail to include in the models, and the often nonscientific selection of some research
results over others for justifying political solutions.
As a geologist, I grew concerned that the debates on fish
population models were obscuring some important issues.
Geologists are familiar with the idea that dams store sediment and cause changes in river channels. But government
studies of the dams contained little discussion of what would
happen to the stored sediment or the river channel if the
dams were breached. Nor did they recognize that, ironically,
breaching the dams could initially have an adverse effect on
the salmon as the river system adjusted to a new equilibrium.
Thus the issue that would probably be the first to catch a
geologist’s attention is nowhere on the radar screen in the
policy debate.
I kept returning to the lobbyists’ graph. The decline in
salmon populations correlates in time not only to dam construction, but also to other major changes in the Pacific
Northwest. Human population growth has reshaped the land
through farming, forestry, and urban development. I began
to wonder whether at least part of the “salmon problem” could
be related to habitat loss. Now here was an issue where a
geologist could make a contribution! Salmon require not only
cool, clear water but also a complex stream channel: pools in
which to hide and rest, riffles to provide oxygen and supply
prey, debris to provide nutrients to support the food chain,
and a suitable gravel substrate for breeding. Many of these
features relate, directly or indirectly, to the underlying geology. Indeed, some of the work on salmon habitat focuses on
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identifying different lithotopic units. Different rock types
erode differently, resulting in diverse channel morphology
and varied rates of sediment input.
From fish biologists, I learned that salmon had evolved in
streams subject to natural disturbances, such as the input
and movement of sediment from natural processes of erosion
and mass wasting. The steep slopes and prevalence of
unconsolidated glacial material in the region, coupled with
the high rainfall, are conducive to landslides, which have had
a major role in delivering sediment and shaping stream morphology. However, the rates and extent of these natural
processes have been accelerated by human activity, especially
by land-use practices throughout the region.
Most of the states, seeking to minimize human impact on
streams, have laws governing activities such as road construction, grazing, and timber harvesting. The best of these
laws are not “one size fits all,” but prescribe different solutions for different lithotopic units.
For example, many streams in the region experience high
temperatures, which stress salmon and other fish. These high
temperatures usually result from the loss of riparian (streamside) buffers. The loss removes the cooling shade of vegetation. A stream without buffers is also vulnerable to outside
sediment, which enters the stream, making the channels
wider and shallower and causing the channels to heat faster.
Many states regulate the protection of riparian buffers, but
it is important to note that the width of a buffer required to
protect the stream will vary depending on local slopes, and
in some cases stream channels may be too wide for buffers
to provide much protection.
On the other hand, some important aspects of salmon habitat are not governed by regulations. Salmon prefer to lay
their eggs in areas where groundwater upwells into the
streambed, which probably creates the constant flows and
temperatures the eggs require as they develop. Unlike the
detailed requirements for riparian buffers, regulations on
activities that may alter the groundwater regime are absent.
A key research question is how much human land use contributes to habitat degradation, and how well existing laws
prevent future degradation.
This question is one that geologists, as members of the scientific community, are uniquely qualified to address because
they can identify watershed processes and evaluate impacts
over short and long time scales. Current stream conditions
reflect not just today’s management practices but the legacy of past land use. The scientist’s role is to partition out past
impacts from present; the policy-maker’s role is to determine
whether and where to assign responsibility for those impacts.
Geologists have a major role to play in understanding how
aquatic ecosystems function. Perhaps no other group of scientists has an equally intuitive understanding of the watershed concept, the idea that activities on land directly influence the health of water bodies.
The increasing recognition that managing endangered
species means managing habitats, coupled with a new understanding that a habitat includes physical components of the
landscape, requires that geologists be actively involved in
what we have often considered “biological” issues.
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The challenges for the geological community are to provide the scientific basis for ecosystem management, and to
ensure that our voices are heard in the policy-making process.
Eileen McLellan was the American Geological Institute’s
1999-2000 Congressional Science Fellow. She joined about
30 other scientists who were working as staff members for
committees, senators, and representatives on Capitol Hill.
McLellan is a professor of geology at the University of
Maryland, where she has created and taught courses on
environmental science and policy.

AIPG ARIZONA SECTION
announces

The 2001 TUCSON
GEM and MINERAL SHOW
(TGMS)
February 8-11, 2001
The Arizona Section traditionally holds its first
meeting of the year at TGMS. A dinner meeting is
held at a local restaurant on Friday evening
(February 9, 2001), followed by a business meeting on Saturday morning (February 10), followed
in turn by a free “behind-the-scenes” tour of the
entire show at the Convention Center led by a
member in the “know.” In this case, our guide will
again be Erick Weiland. Minerals from Russia are
featured this year. It’s a day and a night well spent,
and Tucson is a warm haven in February.
TGMS actually runs for weeks before these
dates at various locations around Tucson. Dealers
and individuals from all over the world trade and
sell specimens that you wouldn’t believe. The
Convention Center is the centerpoint of the event,
with specimens, fossils, and just pretty stones both
for sale and for exhibit only. The event draws thousands from worldwide–it’s the largest show of its
kind anywhere. An unusual opportunity to add to
your personal mineral collection!
The Arizona Section invites you to Tucson for
both the show and our meetings. We usually
arrange a block of rooms at a nearby motel, so
you can count on good reasonably-priced accommodations. That is, if you let us know in plenty of
time. Tucson tends to be “full-up” during Winter
months. While final arrangements for restaurant
and motel are not yet complete, you are encouraged to sign up early. Those who attend will not
be disappointed. Those who do not will miss a
great event.
For additional and more detailed information,
please contact the 2001 Arizona Section
President, Dale Nations, at (520)749-2108 or
e-mail: <dalenations@nau.edu>. You’ll be
glad you did.
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The Qualified Person concept—
Implications for geoscientists
Bill N. Pearson, President, Association of Geoscientists of Ontario

Abstract
The Bre-X scam has brought the issue of professional conduct and
ethics for geoscientists to the forefront, especially in the minds of the
investing public, although this was not the only issue of importance
to be raised. The Toronto Stock Exchange and Ontario Securities
Commission formed the Mining Standards Task Force (MSTF) in
1997 to review securities regulations and enforcement because of the
fallout of Bre-X.
The key recommendation of the MSTF is establishment of the
Qualified Person (QP) concept. A QP is a professional, qualified in
the area of practice required, who will be responsible for technical
and scientific matters, including reporting, for exploration, development, and/or mining. The foundation of the QP is a professional who
is a member in good standing of a self-regulatory provincial/territorial association of geoscientists or engineers.
The final MSTF report is a benchmark report which has ushered
in a new era of improved regulation of exploration and mining companies in Canada and will impact on other jurisdictions around the
world. The QP concept places qualified professionals at the forefront
of ensuring adequate standards in the industry but at the same time
does not relieve the officers and directors of public companies of their
ultimate responsibility for public disclosures to shareholders.
While geoscientists across Canada have been actively moving their
profession toward more accountability over the past 10 years, licensure of geoscientists in Ontario and Quebec will be greatly accelerated by the task force regulations so that in the next three years all
jurisdictions in Canada will likely license geoscientists. It is very
important that all geoscientists fully understand the rights, privileges, and obligations of licensure. Professionals who are doing their
job do not have to fear being a QP. The process will ensure that only
qualified individuals carry out and report on exploration and mining activities. This is exactly what is needed to help to restore investor
confidence in an industry that will continue to be very important to
Canada in the future.

Introduction
The Bre-X scam has brought the issue of professional conduct and ethics for geoscientists to the forefront, especially
in the minds of the investing public, although this was not
the only issue of importance to be raised. The Toronto Stock
Exchange and Ontario Securities Commission formed the
Mining Standards Task Force (MSTF) in 1997 to review securities regulations and enforcement because of the fallout of
Bre-X. The interim report of this task force, which considered 47 submissions from industry associations, professional groups, and interested persons, was released on June 8,
1998 (TSE/OSC, 1998). Over 100 submissions, with many

from outside Canada including Australia, were received to
the interim report leading to a number of changes and
improvements in the final report “Setting New Standards”
which was released February 2, 1999* (TSE/OSC, 1999).
The key recommendation of the MSTF is establishment
of the Qualified Person (QP) concept. A QP is a professional
qualified in the area of practice required who will be responsible for technical and scientific matters, including reporting, for exploration, development, and/or mining. The foundation of the QP is a professional who is a member in good
standing of a self-regulatory provincial/territorial association of geoscientists or engineers. The MSTF report strongly supports the licensure of geoscientists and highlights the
need for Ontario and Quebec to establish enabling legislation to bring them into line with other mining jurisdictions
in Canada and internationally.
The MSTF report is a landmark document that sets new
criteria for reporting by mining exploration and mining companies not only in Canada but also worldwide. The report
recommendations will form the basis for National
Instrument 43-101 entitled “Standards for Disclosure for
Exploration, Development and Mining Properties” that will
replace the out-of-date National Policy 2A and 22. A total of
66 recommendations covering the full range of issues, including the QP, analytical laboratories, corporate governance, and
the role of analysts, have been made in the final report. While
initially this may appear to be daunting, the MSTF has documented and is requiring what has always constituted good
practice by reputable professionals in the mining industry.
Some commentators, notably in the media, have argued
that the new rules will not prevent fraud. However, they miss
the entire point of the exercise, which is to implement regulations that will allow fraud to be detected at an early stage.
There can be no doubt that if the MSTF proposals had been
law at the time of Bre-X that this scam would have been
uncovered much sooner and hence the damage to markets
and individual investors greatly reduced.
This paper explores what the QP concept is and the implications of being a QP to geoscientists, discusses how QPs will
be regulated, and provides an update on licensure of geoscientists in Canada. Of necessity, the author has drawn heavily from the final MSTF report in preparing this paper.

* Readers can order the final MSTF report from TSE Publications, 2 First Canadian Place, The Exchange Tower, Toronto, ON M5X 1J2;
Tel.: (416) 947-4681; Fax: (416) 947-4708. The cost is $20 per copy, including GST; orders must be prepaid.
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What is a QP?
The MSTF, in its interim report, proposed the QP concept
to deal with the reality that the mining industry, particularly exploration and development, involved a wide range of
skills in diverse geological environments. They concluded,
correctly, that defining detailed standards for monitoring and
compliance in all these disciplines was an impossible job.
They also appreciated that time trying to define standards
would necessarily limit the need to foster flexibility, creativity, and innovation that has been the hallmark of the
Canadian mining industry.
Historically, qualified geoscientists and engineers have
been the majority of those engaged in the technical supervision of exploration and mining activities. The MSTF rightly
concluded that it was time to ensure that all individuals supervising work in, and reporting on, mineral exploration, development, and mining operations for public companies are clearly qualified to do so and are professionally accountable.
The QP concept has been derived from the Competent
Person concept used in certain jurisdictions such as
Australia, the United Kingdom, and South Africa, but the
MSTF has considerably broadened the concept to encompass
all scientific and technical aspects of the mineral industry.
A QP as defined by the MSTF is:
“i) a suitably qualified professional in the specific field (for
example, a geologist, geological engineer, mining engineer, geophysicist, geochemist, metallurgist, environment expert, etc);
ii) a member of a recognized professional organization
with a Code of Professional Conduct that is monitored
and enforced; and
iii) a qualified person who has a minimum of five years of
professional experience in his/her field, including specific experience relevant to the project being designed,
managed and reported on.”
The MSTF stresses that the QP is a regulatory concept and
is not an additional professional designation or license to practice such as P.Geo., P.Geol., P.Eng., or CA. Instead, the QP concept is only applied as necessary to meet specific regulatory
requirements. The MSTF relies on the professional associations empowered by provincial/territorial legislation to ensure
that professionals are properly qualified and regulated.

What are the Qualifications of a QP?
The most important criteria for a QP, following the competent person concept in other jurisdictions, are education,
experience, and accountability. The practice of a particular
profession is limited to persons who have the necessary education and experience to qualify as members of a professional
association. This type of regulation, known as licensure in
Canada, is by statute under which certain professionals are
granted an exclusive right to practice under a self-regulatory regime.
In Canada, the professions are regulated under provincial/territorial laws as embodied in the original British North
American Act and in the present Canada Act. There is no
federally constituted association, although there are national councils of professionals with representatives for each
provincial/territorial professional association. Examples of
these are the Canadian Council of Professional Geoscientists
10

(CCPG) and the Canadian Council of Professional Engineers
(CCPE). Engineers have been licensed across Canada for
many years, primarily because the results of poor engineering work were very readily evident to governments and the
public, i.e., if a building were poorly designed and subsequently collapsed, lives could be lost and considerable damage caused to surrounding structures. The impact of poor
geological practice on financial (e.g. Bre-X) and public health
(e.g. contamination of ground water by toxic waste dump
sites), however, can be very substantial.
The MSTF recognizes the critical importance of licensing
geoscientists to fully implement the QP concept. Indeed the
report notes that: “It is clear that to fully implement the QP
concept, it is essential that geoscientists in Ontario and
Quebec be licensed and given professional status.” Further,
the irony is noted that each of the two provinces that are
behind the rest of the country in recognizing professional
status of geoscientists has a major stock exchange that actively trades mining securities, with the TSE being one of the
most significant mining exchanges in the world.
Geoscientists across Canada have been very proactive in
improving standards and accountability of the profession. In
the last 10 years, there has been a strong move by the profession to license geoscientists to respond to this public need
for better standards of practice. Currently, eight jurisdictions
(British Columbia, Alberta, Northwest Territories,
Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Newfoundland, New Brunswick,
and Nunavut) license geoscientists under joint engineering
and geoscientist acts.
In Ontario, a proposal to license geoscientists under an
amended Engineers Act, submitted to the government by
Professional Engineers Ontario in 1997, was withdrawn by
them following a negative membership vote in March 1998.
Since that time, the Association of Geoscientists of Ontario
has been pursuing an independent Professional Geoscientist
Act. On February 2, 1999, coincident with the release of the
final MSTF report, the Ontario government committed to support enabling legislation to establish a self-regulatory professional association for geoscientists in Ontario. In Quebec, the
Commission des Valeurs Mobilieres du Quebec (CVMQ) Study
Committee on the Financing of the Quebec Mining Industry
has likewise come out strongly in favour of licensure of geoscientists. Within the next three years, therefore, it is likely
that all jurisdictions in Canada will license geoscientists.
The MSTF has allowed for a transitional period for implementation of enabling legislation for professional geoscientists
in Ontario and Quebec. The interim report proposed two years
but the final report refers only to a general transitional period. In Ontario, it is expected that at least two years will be
required to pass enabling legislation and to fully implement
a self-regulatory organization for professional geoscientists.

What is a QP Responsible for?
While the QP concept, originally proposed in the interim
report, was generally supported in the professional community, there was widespread criticism that the report was very
vague on the actual responsibilities of a QP, particularly for
public releases. Many felt that the QP was being called on
to carry the full responsibility for the performance of the
industry while officers and directors as well as analysts did
not appear to be sharing the burden.
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The wording of the final report is substantially improved
in this area and the responsibilities of the QP are clearly
spelled out with respect to company officers and directors.
Furthermore, analysts who escaped relatively unscathed in
the interim report, will now be fully accountable for their
opinions and must disclose their qualifications and any conflicts of interest. These changes were essential for the scientific and technical community to fully support implementation of the QP concept.
A QP is to be responsible for:
“a) all scientific and technical matters relating to the
design, implementation and assessment of a mineral exploration, development program or a mining
operation, including the procedures and practices
followed, using industry standards;
b)

the estimation and classification of resources and
reserves; and

c)

the review, approval and, where required, certification of all scientific and technical reports and disclosure for public and regulatory purposes relating
to a mineral exploration, development program,
mining operation or estimates of resources and
reserves.”

In recognizing the complex technology and range of skills
that may be involved in specific projects, the MSTF recommends that each area of investigation, such as geology, mining, processing etc. should be delegated to an appropriately
qualified professional, employed or retained by the company, who should be a QP in his/her own right. When a technical report or other information is generated and made public, for example in a press release, the MSTF recommends
that it be mandatory that such publication be based on a
QP’s written report and that the QP responsible for the work
review the disclosure and sign off on it.
While the responsibility for scientific and technical matters
will rest with the QP, the final MSTF report emphasizes that
the legal responsibility for a company’s affairs rests with its
officers and Board of Directors (“the management”). The legal
responsibility or liability for the content of disclosures does
not shift from the company and its management to the QP.
The onus is clearly placed on the management to ensure that
published disclosure is consistent with the contents of the scientific and technical reports and to ensure that the relevant
parts of this disclosure are reviewed by the responsible QP.
Furthermore, the report clearly states that the QP is not
responsible for any matters involving legal opinions such as
security of tenure or mineral rights, interpretation of the
terms of legal agreements, political issues or policing the
opinions of other independent individuals such as mining
analysts. In specific circumstances, identified in the MSTF
final report, companies may be required to employ an independent QP. The MSTF recommends that a detailed retainer agreement be signed between independent contractor QPs
and the companies retaining their services to clearly outline
their respective rights and responsibilities.

How will QPs be Regulated?
QPs are defined by professional registration and experience, so that all licensed mining professionals in Canada with
the requisite numbers of years of experience are potential

QPs. The exception is the large geoscience community in
Ontario and Quebec that currently lacks a professional association, an unacceptable situation that the MSTF urgently
recommends be rectified.
The QP concept relies heavily on the professional associations to provide a “base-level” of qualification, i.e. an individual must be a licensed geoscientist or engineer, otherwise they
will not be able to qualify as a QP. Furthermore, the MSTF
relies almost exclusively on the professional association to
regulate the practice of QPs. Accordingly, to fully understand
the implementation and regulation of QPs, it is necessary to
understand how professions are regulated in Canada.

How are Professions Regulated?
Professions are regulated through a legal code and a code
of ethics. The legal code is enacted by government to establish rules governing the particular profession. This is done
by an Act of the legislature that sets out in legal terms what
the responsibilities and privileges are, as well as the rights
and duties of the members of the profession. Included in the
Act are provisions to ensure that the quality of work is adequate. Legal penalties are set forth for professionals whose
work is found inadequate. Penalties can be quite severe,
including suspension of the right to practice. This legal code
is administered by the discipline committees of the professional associations and the courts.
The code of ethics embodies procedures for control within
the profession itself, i.e. the profession is viewed as a collective self-regulating unit. Codes of ethics are administered
through rules and regulations established by the professional association instead of by the legislature. In contrast to legal
requirements, ethics are voluntary and generally cannot be
enforced by law or the association discipline process. All provincial/territorial engineering and combined engineering/geoscience acts contain a code of ethics and their application is
an important component of self-governing regulatory bodies.
It is readily evident that, in today’s world, the public is
expecting and demanding more and better quality services
from the professions. At the same time, organizations are
expecting more from their professionals and increasing their
responsibilities and accountability. This is so because professional failure can have serious consequences for society
and organizations. The public has also shown itself very ready
to seek redress in the courts if it is not satisfied with professional work. This is a trend particularly evident in the
mining industry, which has seen a proliferation in lawsuits
over the past 10 years. Consequently, it is critical that all
professionals have a clear understanding of their rights, privileges, and obligations under self-regulatory associations.

Professional Conduct
Professional conduct is a serious issue for all members of
a profession and hearing complaints against a practitioner
is a major responsibility of a professional association. Legal
codes in professions acts set out in detail what entails professional misconduct, most of which centres on acts of negligence. In the Professional Engineers Act of Ontario, for
example, “negligence” is defined as an act or an omission in
the carrying out of the work of a practitioner that constitutes
a failure to maintain the standards that a reasonable and
prudent practitioner would maintain in the circumstances.
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It is important to note that the emphasis here is on reasonable and prudent practice. Marston (1985) in his book,
Law for Professional Engineers, notes that the courts do not
expect the practitioner to have exceptional abilities or to be
perfect—negligence and mistake are not necessarily synonymous. There is also recognition that decisions are made
in light of the scientific knowledge available at that time.

side compensation, not disclose confidential information
without consent, and declare any conflicts of interest; and
• Duties to the Profession—the practitioner shall maintain
the honesty and integrity of the profession, deal in good
faith with other professionals, and advise the association
of practice by another member that is contrary to the code
of ethics.

Complaints against a practitioner are heard by a
Discipline Committee formed by peers in the professional
association and empowered by the Act. The Discipline
Committee hears and determines allegations of professional misconduct or incompetence against a practitioner. A member of the association may be found guilty of professional
misconduct if he or she has been found guilty (in a civil court)
of an offence relevant to suitability to practice, upon proof of
such conviction or has been guilty in the opinion of the
Discipline Committee of professional misconduct as defined
in the regulations. The Committee may also determine a practitioner to be incompetent because of lack of knowledge, skill
or judgment, or disregard for the welfare of the public. A
physical or mental condition may also be grounds for making it desirable that he or she no longer be permitted to practice, or that practice be restricted.

Codes of ethics require professionals to only undertake
work that they are competent to perform. They must also
sign and seal only reports, plans, or documents that they
have prepared, or that have been prepared, under their direct
supervision and control. This aspect of ethics is critical to
regulation of the QP concept. It is the Code of Ethics under
the enabling legislation of the professional association that
restricts the practitioner to areas of competence and provides
a mechanism for accountability.

Practitioners found guilty of professional misconduct are
assigned punishments that may range from remedial training, temporary suspension of the member’s license, through
revoking of a license to practice in severe cases. Both practitioners and complainants, however, can seek redress to the
courts if they are not satisfied with the decision of the
Discipline Committee. In practice, however, relatively few
cases actually proceed to court, reflecting the efficiency and
fairness of the discipline process. It also is important to realize that although the requirements of the practitioner are
significant, the process also serves to protect him or her from
unwarranted or frivolous complaints.

Code of Ethics
Ethics have been a concern of society for centuries. Indeed,
one of the first known code of ethics was the Code of
Hammurabi, Babylonia, circa 2500 BC. The word “ethics” in
reference to the professions refers to specific morally permissible standards of conduct for that profession and what
we want every member to do or not to do. The law as discussed in the previous section on professional misconduct
specifies what a practitioner must do, while the code of ethics
specifies what the practitioner should do. While voluntary,
ethics are an essential component of good geoscience and
engineering practices, not merely an “add-on.” However, differentiation between ethics, morals, and business protocol in
a geoscience or engineering prospective, particularly in international practice, is difficult at best.
All professional engineering and geoscience organizations
in Canada have detailed codes of ethics (APEGGA, 1985;
Morrison and Hughes, 1988). Codes typically are divided into
three parts:
• Duties to the Public—a fundamental tenent of all codes is
that practitioners must hold paramount the safety, health,
and welfare of the public in the performance of their professional duties;
• Duties to his/her Client or Employer—the practitioner
should act as a faithful agent or trustee, not accept out12

In recent years, there has been a distinct trend to move
certain requirements of ethics to professional misconduct, as
well as strengthening codes of ethics to improve the regulation of professions. In some jurisdictions, violations of codes
of ethics already may form the basis for professional misconduct. These changes reflect increased demands on the professions by the public due to a number of factors including:
• decline of public trust in professionals;
• rise in consumerism and emphasis on individual and community rights;
• breakdown of consensus on ethical values and standards;
• social concern in the development and proliferation of new
technologies;
• public concern about the actions of professionals on the
environment; and
• concern about impacts and fairness of professionals in public stock markets.
While there is a substantial body of literature on ethics,
it is clear that the public’s perception and requirements of
ethics have changed over time and can differ from country
to country or even field to field. Codes of ethics are constantly
being updated, and practitioners must be aware of societal
change in this regard. While there is not necessarily an easy
answer to the application of professional ethics in many situations, the best test is to ask “Is it honest?” “Is it fair?” and
“Can I justify it publicly?” One should only proceed if the
answer to these three questions is “yes.”

Conclusions
The final MSTF report is a benchmark report that has
ushered in a new era of improved regulation of exploration
and mining companies in Canada and will impact on other
jurisdictions around the world. The QP concept places qualified professionals at the forefront of ensuring adequate standards in the industry but at the same time does not relieve
the officers and directors of public companies of their ultimate responsibility for public disclosures to shareholders.
While geoscientists across Canada have been actively moving their profession toward more accountability over the past
10 years, licensure of geoscientists in Ontario and Quebec will
be greatly accelerated by the task force regulations, so that
in the next three years all jurisdictions in Canada will likely license geoscientists. It is very important that all geoscientists fully understand the rights, privileges, and obligations
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of licensure. Professionals who are doing their job do not have
to fear being a QP. The process will ensure that only qualified individuals carry out and report on exploration and mining activities. This is exactly what is needed to help to restore
investor confidence in an industry that will continue to be
very important to Canada in the future.
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KEEP US UPDATED
AIPG Members: please be sure to notify
AIPG headquarters when you change your
address, including your e-mail address. Check
your address as posted in the annual directory
or on the AIPG website <www.aipg.org>.
National as well as the Sections rely on this
information to keep you updated on current
events. The AIPG National headquarters
supplies the Sections with labels and e-mail
listings, so contact AIPG headquarters with
your changes at (303) 412-6205 or e-mail:
<aipg@aipg.org>.

AGI Promotes Earth Science
Studies in American Schools
ALEXANDRIA, VA - Since late August, teachers in high schools
and middle schools across the country have begun working with new
curriculum materials, developed by the American Geological Institute
(AGI), that challenge their students to take a deeper, harder look at
planet
Earth.
Earth
System
Science
in
the
Community—Understanding Our Environment (EarthCommTM), a
comprehensive program for high schools, and Investigating Earth
TM
Systems (IES), nine modules for middle schools, help students
develop earth-science concepts and investigative skills. Both programs integrate hands-on and web-based inquiry lessons directly
into the curriculum, rather than through a supplemental laboratory
booklet. That way, educators believe, students will gain a better understanding of Earth as a complex, dynamic, and ever-changing planet, and will appreciate how their own actions as citizens and stewards can affect the delicate workings of interrelated systems.
The first EarthComm module, released at the start of this academic year, was "Earth's Dynamic Geosphere," which helps students understand volcanoes, earthquakes, and plate tectonics from
an earth systems perspective. The next EarthComm module,
"Understanding Your Environment," will be shipped in mid-December.
The modular approach to the Investigating Earth Systems program helps middle-school teachers construct an integrated science
program in their classrooms. These modules address the following
topics: soil, fossils, materials and minerals, water resources, energy resources, dynamic planet, climate and weather, oceans, and
rocks and landforms. The first two IES modules, "Investigating Soil"
and "Investigating Rocks and Landforms," are in use at this time;
others are expected to follow at a pace of one per month throughout the current school year.
Funded by the National Science Foundation and with major support from the AGI Foundation, both curriculum programs underwent
extensive testing and development. EarthComm was field-tested by
77 teachers nationwide during the 1999-2000 academic year.
Teachers expressed great satisfaction with the content and approach
used in the curriculum.
"Support from the AGI Foundation, the Exxon Education
Foundation, and the Chevron Corporation was critical to the success of these programs," states Mike Smith, AGI Director of
Education and Principal Investigator of the EarthComm and IES curriculum projects. "Grants from Chevron and Exxon allowed us to
work with university science educators to develop effective models
of teacher enhancement, and the AGI Foundation grant provided us
with the manpower needed to ensure the scientific accuracy and
quality of the finished products." Continued support from the AGI
Foundation and other funding sources will enable AGI to provide
sustained professional development programs that help teachers
implement these curriculum programs effectively in their classrooms.
Geoscientists and teachers from the AGI Member Societies have
been involved throughout the development process—serving as
authors, content reviewers, teacher trainers, and enthusiastic promoters of the new curriculum programs. "EarthComm and
Investigating Earth Systems are products of the geoscience community and are intended to serve the long-term interests of our society by promoting earth-science literacy," says Smith.
For more information about EarthComm and Investigating Earth
Systems, contact Mike Smith at: msmith@agiweb.org, or visit the
curriculum publisher's website at http://www.its-about-time.com.
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AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF
PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGISTS

NATIONAL SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM
Purpose
To assist students with college education costs and to promote student participation in the American Institute
of Professional Geologists (AIPG). Four scholarships will be awarded to declared undergraduate geological
sciences majors who are at least sophomores. Details for applying for these scholarships are provided below.
Scholarship Awards
Scholarship awards in the amount of $1,000.00 each will be made to eligible students attending a college or
university in the U.S. Scholarships are intended to be used to support tuition and/or room and board.
Eligibility Requirements
Any student who is majoring in geology (or earth science), is at least a sophomore, and is attending a fouryear accredited college or university in the US can apply. Also, the student must be either a student member of
AIPG or must have applied for student membership at the time the application for the scholarship is submitted.
Application Process
Applicants must submit a letter of interest with name, address, and telephone number, proof of enrollment
in an eligible geological sciences program, transcripts, and an original one-page essay on why she or he wants
to become a geologist. The letter and essay should be submitted to the following individual:
Mr. William Siok
Executive Director
American Institute of Professional Geologists
8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200
Westminster, CO 80031-3681
Questions regarding the application process can be directed to either William Siok or Cathy O’Keefe by telephone (303) 412-6205 or e-mail: <aipg@aipg.org>.
Application Deadline and Award Date
Applications must be received by September 15, 2001.
Basis of Awards
Awards will be based on the content and creativity of the essays as judged by the Education Committee.
The decisions of the Education Committee are final.
Miscellaneous
Application requirements for student membership to AIPG are as follows:
1. Student must be currently enrolled in a geological science degree program (as defined by the American
Geological Institute).
2.
3.
4.

Sponsorship is required via one letter from a geological science faculty member.
The application fee is $5.00.
Annual dues are $15.00.
AIPG student membership applications can be obtained from the American Institute of Professional
Geologists, 8703 Yates, Drive, Suite 200, Westminster, Colorado 80031-3681. (Application forms are also available on the AIPG website <www.aipg.org>.)
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN
Thank You to Members
William J. Siok, CPG-04773

I

t’s appropriate to start 2001 by
thanking all AIPG volunteers.
Volunteers can never, in my estimation,
be given sufficient thanks. An attempt
to list all those members who serve
AIPG would certainly fill four or five
pages of this issue. These dedicated
members serve as Section Executive
Committee Members, Section Officers,
National Executive Committee Officers
and Advisory Board Representatives,
ad hoc and standing committee members, and Task Force members. It is
impossible for AIPG to accomplish anything of importance for AIPG or the profession without member volunteers.
AIPG had a successful 2000, thanks in
large part to AIPG Member volunteers.
Typical is the situation with the AIPG
exhibit at the 2000 GSA Annual
Convention. Circumstances developed
which precluded staffing the AIPG
exhibit booth with AIPG employees.
AIPG members not only set up the
exhibit, but staffed the exhibit booth,
dismantled the exhibit, and transported it back to AIPG headquarters. I wish
to extend special thanks to Susan
Abbott, David Abbott, John Cleary,
Bob Corbett, Bob Fakundiny, Bob
Levich, Steve Maslansky, and
Ginger McLemore.

Thank you to all members for continuing to demonstrate support of AIPG
professional objectives by renewing
your membership. If you’re not active
within AIPG, I also implore you to volunteer for any Section or National committee which focuses upon issues most
significant to you. This is particularly
crucial if you think AIPG is not particularly steering the proper course. 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 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
effect actual decisions about AIPG policies and actions.

Because of their mutual respect and
inclination to work cooperatively, Bob
Fakundiny
has
used
Dennis
Pennington’s unfortunate circumstances to begin his tenure earlier than
usual and to good purposes. Bob picked
up when Dennis was forced to hand-off
his projects, and AIPG moves on under
his capable leadership. I extend special
thanks to both these gentlemen for their
commitment to the professional interests of all AIPG members and to the profession.

In retrospect, 2000 was a good year
for AIPG, but it also demonstrated its
negative side. Early in the year,
President Dennis Penningtonexperienced an extremely painful and complicated wrist injury which made use of
it impossible for a number of months.
In spite of this, Dennis managed to lead
AIPG while continuing to run his consulting and research business. In midyear, however, Dennis suffered another
serious ailment that effectively forced
him to slow down a bit during recuperation. The net effect of this was that
Dennis was unable to complete his full
term as AIPG President in his normally active style. Fortunately, on the positive side, 2000 President-Elect Bob
Fakundiny was able to step in and
assume Presidential duties. (AIPG
Bylaws actually call for the sitting Vice
President to assume Presidential duties
should the President be unable.
Unfortunately, Vice President Tom Berg
was also felled, temporarily, and unable
to assume the Presidential responsibilities.) Fortunately for AIPG, President
Dennis Pennington and PresidentElect Bob Fakundiny have essentially
identical visions for AIPG, the business
of AIPG didn’t lose a beat as Dennis
appointed Bob to act in his stead.
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AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS MONTHLY REVIEW
Monthly review prepared by Margaret Baker and David Applegate, MEM-0002,
AGI Government Affairs Program
OCTOBER 2000
• Congress Flying Toward Lame Duck Session
• Special Updates Report on NSF, USGS, DOE
Appropriations
• Science Education Whack-A-Mole: One Goes Down,
Another Pops Up
• BLM Issues Final Hardrock Mining Regulations
• Strategic Petroleum Reserve Reauthorized
• Climate Change Produces Leaks and Lawsuits
• Earthquake Legislation Bounces Between House and
Senate
• Academy Releases Report on Earth Science at NSF
• President Issues Message for Earth Science Week 2000
• New Material on Website

Congress Flying Toward
Lame Duck Session
Congress is heading home for the final campaign push
with its work unfinished. As a result, they will have to return
for a “lame duck” session after the election—the first such
session since 1994. The Senate left town this afternoon, and
the House plans to leave Friday after passing a twelfth continuing resolution (CR) to provide continued funding at the
fiscal year (FY) 2000 level for those federal programs whose
appropriation bills have not yet been signed into law. They
are expected to return on November 14th. The decision to
hold a lame duck session comes after negotiations between
the White House and Republican leaders in Congress broke
down following a presidential veto of the Treasury and
Legislative appropriations bills. Congress has passed 12 of
the 13 obligatory appropriation bills, and Clinton has signed
seven of these into law. The remaining bills of interest to the
geosciences are Commerce, which funds NOAA, and
Labor/HHS, which funds science education programs.
Differences between Congress and the Administration have
forced the Labor/HHS bill to the back burner — it remains
bottled up in conference.
When the Commerce bill finally makes it into law, it will
have some very good news for NOAA, which would see its
budget jump from $2.3 billion in FY 2000 to $3.1 billion in
FY 2001. The agency’s core accounts would receive $2.6 billion with an addition $0.5 billion related to a compromise
agreement on conservation and land acquisition programs.
More information on the FY 2001 appropriations process at:
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/appropsfy2001.html.

Special Updates Report on NSF, USGS,
DOE Appropriations
Three of the key geoscience appropriation bills were signed
into law during the month of October—the Department of
the Interior & Related Agencies, Energy & Water, and
VA/HUD & Independent Agencies bills. On October 17th, AGI
sent out a special update on the FY 2001 Interior bill that
included a healthy boost for the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
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and land management agencies. Like the as-yet-unsigned
Commerce bill, the increases were largely related to a compromise on spending for conservation and land acquisition
programs. In the final bill, USGS programs receive $882 million. Fossil energy R&D at the Department of Energy receives
$433.7 million. The special update also briefly reports on funding for other Department of the Interior agencies and the U.S.
Forest Service. See http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/interior_update1000.html.
On October 25th, AGI sent out a special update on the jointly passed Energy & Water and VA/HUD bills, which were
signed into law two days later. Final negotiations provided
substantially higher figures for most agencies, including the
National Science Foundation (NSF), which received $4.43 billion, up 13.6 percent over FY 2000 levels. Funding for research
programs—including the Geosciences Directorate—is up 13.2
percent, but no funding was provided to initiate the EarthScope
project. The update also highlights geoscience programs within NASA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
and the Department of Energy (DOE). See http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/vahud_update1000.html.

Science Education Whack-A-Mole:
One Goes Down, Another Pops Up
The National Science Education Act (NSEA; H.R. 4271),
introduced by Rep. Vernon Ehlers (R-MI) as a part of his
three-bill package to improve elementary and secondary science, mathematics, engineering, and technology (SMET) education, was defeated on the House floor during an October
24th vote. NSEA had gained bipartisan support and was
unanimously passed by the House Science Committee earlier in the summer, but support for the bill fell apart shortly
before the floor vote. Several members, even those who had
been strong supporters of the bill, began to question the constitutionality of bill language that would provide $50 million
to the National Science Foundation for “grants to a State or
local education agency or to a private elementary or middle
school for the purpose of hiring a master teacher.” The bill
was brought up under suspension of the rules, a mechanism
that limits debate and helps speed passage for non-controversial bills. But passing under suspension requires a twothirds majority, and H.R. 4271 failed on a 215-156 vote.
As a reminder of just how important SMET education
reform is for both parties, Reps. Rush Holt (D-NJ) and Connie
Morella (R-MD) introduced the National Improvement in
Mathematics and Science Teaching Act of 2000 (H.R. 5504)
even as the Ehlers bill was losing ground. The Holt-Morella
bill, which is not likely to see much action this late in the
congressional schedule, aims to implement several of the recommendations made by the National Commission on
Mathematics and Science Teaching for the 21st Century,
which released its report at the end of September 2000. Both
Morella and Holt participated in the Glenn Commission,
which was chaired by former senator John Glenn, and understand that this bill is setting the stage for the next Congress.
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According to a press release from Holt’s office, the legislation “establishes grant programs for states to improve the
recruitment and retention of math and science teachers, the
quantity and quality of their professional development programs, and the achievement gap that currently exists among
girls and minority students in math and science. States can
use the funding for a variety of uses, such as signing bonuses, loan forgiveness, summer workshops, or master teacher
initiatives.” More information on SMET education is available at http://www.agiweb.org./gap/legis106/ike106.html.

BLM Issues Final Hardrock
Mining Regulations
After several years of delays and legislative riders in
appropriation bills, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
is releasing the final version of its Section 3809 mining regulations that apply to hardrock mining for such minerals as
gold, silver, zinc, copper, lead, uranium, and molybdenum on
public lands. According to a BLM press release, the agency
released the final environmental impact statement (EIS) on
October 16th and expects to enact the new regulations “no
earlier than 30 days after a notice of the EIS’s availability
appears in the October 20 Federal Register.” The release continues by saying that the final EIS “addresses five alternatives: (1) ‘No Action,’ which would retain the 1980 surface
mining regulations; (2) State Management, under which the
BLM would generally defer the regulation of exploration and
mining on BLM lands to the States; (3) the Preferred
Alternative; (4) Maximum Protection, under which the BLM
would exercise broad discretion in determining the acceptability of proposed mining operations and would prescribe
specific performance standards for mineral operations; and
(5) the NRC [National Research Council] Recommendations,
which would revise the existing regulations only where
specifically recommended by the 1999 NRC report.” A major
sticking point in the debate over the introduction of new
Section 3809 regulations surrounds the 1999 NRC report
“Hardrock Mining on Federal Lands,” which several members of Congress and mining constituents have used as the
measuring stick for any new regulations. More at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/miningup99.html.

Strategic Petroleum Reserve
Reauthorized
On October 24th, the House passed a revised version of
legislation reauthorizing the Energy Policy Conservation Act
(EPCA; H.R. 2884). Originally, the House passed the bill in
April after a series of hearings earlier in the year, but during Senate consideration several amendments were added
that required the House to re-vote on the bill. Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee Chairman Frank
Murkowski (R-AK) introduced several new provisions,
including clarifying language in the bill for the “trigger” that
would allow the President to release oil from the Strategic
Petroleum Reserve (SPR). At the end of September,
Murkowski led other senators in criticizing President
Clinton’s decision to withdraw 30 million barrels of crude oil
from the SPR. The revised legislation will extend the president’s authority to draw from the SPR and creates a permanent Northeast home heating oil reserve until 2003.
According to Environmental and Energy News, the bill also
includes “language strengthening DOE’s weatherization

assistance program; an exemption for Alaska hydro projects
of less than five megawatts; and a provision that requires
the Secretaries of the Interior and Energy to undertake a
national inventory of onshore oil and natural gas reserves.”
More at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/reauthspr.html

Climate Change Produces
Leaks and Lawsuits
Five years ago, the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) released its second assessment
report, unleashing the endlessly quoted statement: “The balance of evidence suggests that there is a discernible human
influence on global climate.” Now the Associated Press has
leaked the key findings of a draft copy of the IPCC’s third
assessment, due out officially early next year. According to
the AP report, the draft finds “stronger evidence for a human
influence” on climate and asserts that anthropogenic greenhouse gases “have contributed substantially to the observed
warming over the last 50 years.” According to AP, “[t]he panel
concluded that average global temperature increases ranging from 2.7 to as much as 11 degrees Fahrenheit can be
expected by the end of this century if current trends of concentration of heat-trapping gases continues unabated in the
atmosphere.” That assessment is up from a range of 1.8 to
6.3 degrees Fahrenheit in the 1995 assessment with the
increase attributed to better models and decreasing release
of sulfate aerosols.
Meanwhile, President Clinton and his science advisor, Neal
Lane, are targets of a lawsuit charging that the administration’s National Assessment on Climate Change violated several federal statutes. The suit was brought by the Competitive
Enterprise Institute, Senator James Inhofe (R-OK), Rep. Joe
Knollenberg (R-MI), and Rep. Jo Ann Emerson (R-MO), and
others. Knollenberg is the author of one of the provisions that
the suit charges has been violated — a rider on the FY 2000
VA/HUD appropriations bill prohibiting publication of the
report before all the underlying science was complete. The
suit also alleges multiple violations of the open meeting
requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

Earthquake Legislation Bounces Between
House and Senate
On October 18th, the Senate passed legislation to reauthorize the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Program (NEHRP) as well as the National Weather Service,
and the U.S. Fire Administration. Known as the Earth, Wind,
and Fire Authorization Act of 2000 (S. 1639), this legislation faced little opposition but has struggled to get congressional attention. The House version of NEHRP legislation, H.R. 1184, passed that chamber way back in April 1999.
The House responded to the Senate’s passage of S. 1639 by
passing its own amended version to correct drafting errors
in the Senate version. Finally, on Halloween, the Senate
agreed to the House changes, and the legislation should be
cleared for the president’s signature. Whew! The bill authorizes $185 million for the USGS to develop an Advanced
National Seismic System network. It also establishes the
George E. Brown Jr. Network for Earthquake Engineering
Simulation named for the former Science Committee chairman who passed away last year. More at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/nehrp.html.
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Academy Releases Report on
Earth Science at NSF
At the request of the National Science Foundation (NSF),
the National Research Council undertook a study of NSF’s
Earth Science Division and its role in overall federal support
of earth science research. The resulting report, “Basic
Research Opportunities in Earth Science” was released earlier this month. It was developed by a committee chaired by
seismologist Thomas Jordan of the University of California,
Los Angeles. The report sets out six areas where they found
the opportunities to be particularly compelling: the “Critical
Zone” of complex interactions in the near-surface environment between rock, soil, water, air, and living organisms; geobiology; research on Earth and planetary materials at the
molecular level using advanced instrumentation; investigations of the continents; studies of the Earth’s deep interior;
and planetary science. It recommends a two-thirds increase
in the division’s budget over the next ten years. In particular, the report calls for major new investments in geobiology
and Earth and planetary materials research as well as
enhanced support for hydrology and multidisciplinary studies of the Critical Zone. The report strongly endorses NSF’s
Earthscope initiative, proposed but not funded in the foundation’s FY 2001 budget. It also calls for establishment of an
Earth Science Natural Laboratory program to support longterm, multidisciplinary research into terrestrial processes.
The report also calls for increased partnerships, higher funding for instrumentation and facilities, and expanded education efforts. The report is not yet out in hard copy but is available on the Web at http://books.nap.edu/catalog/9981.html.

President Issues Message for
Earth Science Week 2000
The following presidential message was released by the
White House in recognition of Earth Science Week 2000,
which extended from October 8th to 14th. The message joins
proclamations issued by 29 state governors and a number of
city mayors. In it, President Clinton recognizes the stewardship role of earth and environmental scientists and
applauds efforts to provide citizens, and especially students,
with “a deeper appreciation for the wonder and beauty of our
Earth and the talented men and women who have unlocked
so many of its mysteries.” More on Earth Science Week at
http://www.earthscienceworld.org/week/.

New Material on Website
The following updates and reports were added to the
Government Affairs portion of AGI’s web site http://www.agiweb.org since the last monthly update:
• Energy Policy & Conservation Act Reauthorization and
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Update (11-1-00)
• Science Education Policy Update (11-1-00)
• National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program
Reauthorization (11-1-00)
• Mining Law of 1872 Reform Update (10-31-00)
• Land Sovereignty and National Monument Acts Update
(10-26-00)
• Special Update: Congress Sets Spending Levels for NSF,
NASA, EPA, DOE
• Fiscal Year 2001 Geoscience Appropriations Update
(10-21-00)
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• Asbestos Legislation Update (10-23-00)
• FY 2001 Appropriations: VA/HUD/Independent Agencies
(10-23-00)
• FY 2001 Appropriations: Agriculture (10-19-00)
• Special Update: Spending Bill for USGS Signed Into Law
(10-17-00)
• Congressional Energy Policy: Response to Rising Oil Prices
(10-13-00)
• Summary of Hearings on Rising Oil Prices and Energy
Policy (10-13-00)
• FY 2001 Appropriations: Interior and Related Agencies
(10-11-00)
• Special Update: President Clinton’s 2000 Earth Science
Week Message (10-7-00)
• Summary of Hearings on Global Climate Change
(10-6-00)
• Climate Change Policy Update (10-5-00)
• Congressional Efforts to Double Science Funding
(10-2-00)
• FY 2001 Appropriations: Energy & Water (10-2-00)
Sources: Associated Press, Bureau of Land Management,
Energy and Environment News, Federal Register, Library of
Congress, National Research Council, National Science
Teachers Association, Representative Rush Holt,
USBudget.com.

NOVEMBER 2000
• Musical Chairs in the 107th Congress
• Transition Teams Up But Not Quite Running
• Carbon Counting Cause of Collapse at
Climate Change Conference
• Forest Service Issues Roadless Alternatives
• Public Lands See Late-Session Action
• Congress Acts on NASA, Hazard Mitigation
• Ocean Bills Reauthorize Coastal and Marine Activities
• New Congressional Fellows Affected by Election
Uncertainty
• New Material on Website

Musical Chairs in the 107th Congress
Even though the current 106th Congress will be back in
session on Monday to finish up the last appropriations bills,
all eyes are on the changing face of the new 107th Congress,
elected on November 7th. Republicans have retained control
of both chambers but with a narrowed margin in the House
and a non-existent margin in the Senate. It remains to be
seen whether the even split will produce intensified partisanship or a new bipartisan spirit.
Having held on to a slim majority in the House,
Republicans must decide whether to honor the 6-year term
limits for committee chairs that they instituted in 1995. If
they do, Rep. Henry Hyde (R-IL) will reluctantly step down
from the chairmanship of the Judiciary Committee. Rep. Jim
Sensenbrenner (R-WI) is next in line. If selected, he would
give up his position as Science Committee chair, a post he
has held since 1997. That chair would go to Rep. Sherwood
Boehlert (R-NY). But despite Sensenbrenner's seniority on
Judiciary, his unpopularity with some fellow Republicans
may derail his ascension. Continuing the term-limit musical
chairs, Don Young (R-AK) must give up his chairmanship of
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the Resources Committee and is likely to be replaced by Jim
Hansen (R-UT). In turn, Young may take over from Bud
Shuster (R-PA) as chairman of the powerful Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee. The retirement of Education
and the Workforce Committee chairman Bill Goodling (RPA) opens the top slot for Tom Petri (R-WI). Retiring
Commerce Committee chair Tom Bliley (R-VA) will be
replaced by either Billy Tauzin (R-LA) or Michael Oxley (ROH). Stay tuned!
If George W. Bush becomes president and Sen. Slade
Gorton (R-WA) does not overtake his opponent in the ongoing recount, then the Senate will be tied 50-50 with a Vice
President Dick Cheney as the tie-breaker, maintaining
Republican control. Although there will be 11 new faces in
the Senate, all but one of the committee chairs (the Finance
Committee's William Roth, R-DE) return. The biggest change
for the geosciences will be Gorton's departure from the chairmanship of the Interior Appropriations subcommittee, where
he exercised control over the purse strings of the U.S.
Geological Survey and other geoscience-related agencies.

Transition Teams Up But
Not Quite Running
With the General Services Administration holding tight
to the keys for transition offices at 1800 G Street NW in
Washington, Dick Cheney has set up a privately funded transition office across the river in northern Virginia. The Bush
transition will be overseen by Cheney but directed by Clay
Johnson, Bush's chief of staff in Texas and a close friend of
the governor's since they attended preparatory school together at Phillips Andover Academy. Details have yet to emerge
on who will be handling science and technology appointments
either for the Bush transition or the much lower-profile Gore
transition team.
At the beginning of November, AGI distributed to member society leadership a list of key geoscience-related presidential appointments and encouraged societies to nominate
qualified geoscientists to the presidential transition team.
The list and links to additional sources of information on the
transition are available at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/transition.html.

Carbon Counting Cause of Collapse at
Climate Change Conference
During the middle of November, representatives from
nations and organizations around the world met at The
Hague, Netherlands, to negotiate a new diplomatic agreement on climate change. The purpose of the Sixth Conference
of the Parties (COP6) was to work on how nations can progress
in implementing the Kyoto Protocol and the Climate Change
Convention. The Kyoto Protocol, signed in 1997 at the third
such conference, has been a topic of great debate between
the Clinton Administration and Congress. Its congressional
critics see Kyoto as a deeply flawed treaty that fails to hold
developing nations, such as China and India, to the same
standards as developed nations in greenhouse gas emissions.
The conference in The Hague was to work out many of
the implementation details for Kyoto. Negotiations ultimately broke down over disagreements between the United
States and the European Union on the role of carbon sequestration. Reducing carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere

can be accomplished either by reducing emissions or by
increasing the uptake of carbon in plants, soil, rock formations, and the oceans. Although much of the focus in the
Kyoto pact was on reducing emissions, it left the door open
for developed countries to receive credit for sequestering
carbon in long-term "sinks" such as forests and agricultural soil or by injection into deep wells. The US sought to maximize sequestration credits, but the European Union argued
that doing so would short-circuit the treaty's central goal of
emissions reduction. Instead of completely closing the negotiations, representatives have suspended the discussion
until the COP7 meeting in Morocco in May or June of next
year. No matter how the election works out here at home,
the debate over carbon sinks is likely to remain heated, initially over whether to accept them and eventually over how
to measure them. More information on COP6 is available at
http://cop6.unfccc.int/modules/none.asp?pageid=16.

Forest Service Issues Roadless
Alternatives
The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) has released the final EIS
for its regulations to protect certain roadless areas within
the National Forest System, a proposal known as the "roadless initiative." USFS presented the EIS, which outlines four
alternative plans, to Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman,
who is expected to make a final decision in early December.
The USFS preferred alternative would greatly limit timber
harvesting in USFS lands and would "prohibit most road
construction and reconstruction on 49.2 million acres of
inventoried roadless areas, increasing to 58.5 million acres
in April 2004 when the Tongass National Forest would be
included." Inventoried roadless areas comprise about 58.5
million acres, nearly a third of the National Forest System
lands. More at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/roadless.html.

Public Lands See Late-Session Action
While the national political scene is on hold waiting for the
results of the November 7th election, President Clinton moved
ahead on leaving his lasting stamp on the nation's physical
landscape. Over the last year, Clinton has been active in setting aside public lands in the western states for preservation
and conservation. On November 9th, Clinton established
Vermilion Cliffs National Monument in northern Arizona, his
eleventh such designation using authority granted by the
Antiquities Act of 1906. He also expanded the Craters of the
Moon National Monument in Idaho. The Vermilion Cliffs
National Monument covers nearly 300,000 acres of the
Colorado Plateau near the Grand Canyon. Cited as a geologic treasure, the area also contains a number of ancestral
human sites. Originally designated in 1924 by President
Coolidge, the Craters of the Moon National Monument on the
Snake River Plain will be expanded to encompass an additional 661,000 acres, including extensive lava formations.
More at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/natmon.html.
Clinton also signed S. 2547, the Great Sand Dunes
National Park and Preservation Act, into law on November
22nd. The bill, introduced by Sen. Wayne Allard (R-CO), would
establish the site as a national park and preserve once "the
Secretary [of the Interior] determines that sufficient land
having a sufficient diversity of resources has been acquired"
and annul the National Monument designation. The bill also
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establishes the Baca National Wildlife Refuge to help preserve the Colorado section of the Baca ranch—the federal
government acquired the ranch's New Mexico section, encompassing the Valles Caldera, earlier this year.
On a related note, geologists in New Mexico are working
to establish a national monument at Tent Rocks, a geologically unique area located to the south of the Valles Caldera.
The planned monument has the support of surrounding counties, Native American tribes, the state's senators, and the
Bureau of Land Management. With bipartisan support, the
designation may take place by presidential decree or through
legislation in the upcoming session of Congress.

Congress Acts on NASA,
Hazard Mitigation
Just before heading out of town for the now infamous election, Congress passed several bills to reauthorize and amend
existing federal programs. However, Congress did not pass
the appropriations bills that they needed to pass in order to
adjourn for good. They return on December 4th to complete
that work. One of the passed bills, the NASA Reauthorization
Act, was signed into law by President Clinton on October
30th. The new law authorizes funding levels for the agency
over the next three years: $13.6 billion for the current fiscal
year (FY) 2000, $14.2 billion for FY 2001, and $14.6 billion
for FY 2002. A majority of the funding increases in the bill
are targeted for science, aeronautics, and technology programs. As an authorization bill, this legislation primarily
provides guidelines for future appropriations. More at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/auth99.html.
A second bill, the Disaster Mitigation and Cost Reduction
Act (H.R. 707), introduced by Rep. Tillie Fowler (R-FL), was
also signed into law. The bill would amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act to
require that states submit a detailed, comprehensive state
program for emergency and disaster mitigation prior to
receiving funds from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA). It would also require FEMA to hold a public comment period before "adopting new or modified policies
that may result in a meaningful change in the amount of
assistance a State or local community may receive." More at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/mitigation.html.

Ocean Bills Reauthorize Coastal and
Marine Activities
President Clinton signed S. 1752, the Coastal Barrier
Resources Reauthorization Act of 2000, into law on November
13, 2000. The bill helps to preserve coastal barrier environments by prohibiting federal "subsidies for development and
disaster relief" on these areas. Currently the act covers over
3 million acres of coastal barrier habitats, and the new act
would allow other lands to be voluntarily added to these
acres. Also, the revised act would launch a pilot cooperative
digital-mapping program. The same day, Clinton signed the
National Marine Sanctuaries Amendments Act of 2000 (S.
1482) into law. This bill reauthorizes the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act (NMSA) for five years and would provide
scholarships for work in oceanography, marine biology, and
maritime archeology as well as protect the coral reefs off the
northwestern Hawaiian Islands. More at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis106/oceans.html.
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New Congressional Fellows Affected by
Election Uncertainty
On November 29th, Dick Zimmer (R) conceded the race
for the 12th District of New Jersey to incumbent Rep. Rush
Holt (D) when Holt's lead grew to over 700 votes during a
recount. Zimmer's concession meant a sigh of relief for AGI
Congressional Science Fellow Katy Makeig, who has been
working in Holt's office for the past month. Holt is one of
only two physicists in the House and is the first former science fellow to be elected to Congress. He serves on the Budget,
Education, and Resources committees. Katy, who ran her own
environmental consulting business before taking the fellowship, will be working on energy, science, and international
issues. Across the Hill, new AGU fellow Kirsten Cutler still
does not know where she will spend the rest of her fellowship year, having chosen to work on environmental issues for
Sen. Joe Lieberman. New GSA fellow Rachel Sours-Page is
working on water, natural resources, hazard mitigation, and
coastal erosion issues for Rep. Earl Blumenauer (D-OR), who
was easily re-elected to a fourth term representing the
Portland area.
Applications for the 2001-2002 AGI Congressional Science
Fellowship are due February 1, 2001. For more information on
the AGI fellowship and fellowships offered by AGI member
societies, please visit http://www.agiweb.org/gapac/csf.html.

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:
• Geotimes Political Scene: Science Policy to Your Door (by
AGI 1998-1999 Congressional Science Fellow David
Wunsch; 12/00)
• Land Sovereignty and National Monument Acts Update
(11-30-00)
• Energy Policy & Conservation Act Reauthorization and
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Update (11-30-00)
• Mining Law of 1872 Reform Update (11-27-00)
• Roadless Initiative Update (11-27-00)
• Natural Hazards Mitigation and Insurance Update
(11-4-00)
• Science Authorization Bills Update (11-4-00)
• FY 2001 Appropriations: Commerce, Judiciary & State
(11-3-00)
• Fiscal Year 2001 Geoscience Appropriations Update
(11-2-00)
• Geotimes Political Scene: High Prices at the Pump? It's
Time to Talk Energy Policy (11/00)
Sources: Bureau of Land Management, Library of
Congress, United Nations, U.S. Forest Service, Washington
Post, White House.
This monthly review goes out to members of the AGI
Government Affairs Program (GAP) Advisory Committee, the
leadership of AGI’s member societies, and other interested
geoscientists as part of a continuing effort to improve communications between GAP and the geoscience community
that it serves. Prior updates can be found on the AGI website under “Government Affairs” <http://www.agiweb.org>.
For additional information on specific policy issues, please
visit the website or contact us at <govt@agiweb.org> or (703)
379-2480, ext. 212.
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PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES - COLUMN 61
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

Exempting Natural Resources
Geologists from Licensing
Discussions of various aspects of geoscientists’ licensing
have been regular parts of this column since it began.
Personally, I’ve always been philosophically uncomfortable
with the exemptions of various types of geologists from licensing bills (even though I generally have been a beneficiary of
one or another of these exemptions and also understand the
political reasons for such exemptions). I’ve always believed
that AIPG’s principle that segmentation of the geosciences
by specialty or employer was undesirable fragmentation is
correct. However, Chris Matthewson, CPG-02466, provided me with the first reasonable, regulatory justification for
exempting natural resources geoscientists I’ve ever heard.
Matthewson pointed out that when natural resources geoscientists adversely impact the public’s health, safety, and
welfare, it is through mining or oil and gas frauds of one sort
or another, and these infractions are well-covered by the existing state and federal securities laws. Matthewson has a very
good point. As always, alternative viewpoints are welcomed.

Computing: Hidden Information in
Files, or What is Metadata and
Why I Should You Care
Modern word processing programs are wonderful. I wonder how I ever got through school without them. However,
like all programs, word processing programs and files have
characteristics that can be features or bugs depending on
how you look at them. As pointed out in a recent Wall Street
Journal article, word processing files contain a lot of information that is hidden from you when you view the files normally on screen or print them out. Microsoft Corporation
states, “Whenever you create, open, or save a document in
Microsoft Word 97, the document may contain content that
you may not want to share with others when you distribute
the document electronically. This information is known as
‘metadata.’ Metadata is used for a variety of purposes to
enhance the editing, viewing, filing, and retrieval of Office
documents.
“Some metadata is readily accessible through the
Microsoft Word user interface; other metadata is only accessible through extraordinary means, such as opening a document in a low-level binary file editor. Here are some examples of metadata that may be stored in your documents: your
name, your initials, your company or organization name, the
name of your computer, the name of the network server or
hard disk where you saved the document, the file name and
other file properties and summary information, non-visible
portions of embedded OLE objects, the names of previous
document authors, document revisions, document versions,
template information, hidden text, and comments” (Microsoft
support article ID: Q223790, Last Reviewed: 9/6/2000).

Does my document contain all that stuff? You bet. For
example, “document revisions” covers the information
retained so that you can hit the undo button to correct or
undo something you didn’t want to do, like delete a paragraph or two. The undo button works because the information is saved as metadata. Metadata can also make documents much larger than they need to be when you’re finally finished and have produced the final version.
Payne Consulting Group has created Metadata Assistant,
a program for MS Word, that allows you to review and delete,
if desired, the metadata in MS Word files. It can be downloaded from www.payneconsulting.com and search for
Metadata Assistant.

The Ethics of Referral Fees,
Rules 3.1.4 and 3.1.5
Rules 3.1.4 and 3.1.5 of the AIPG Code of Ethics state:
Rule 3.1.4 A Member shall not accept referral fees
from any person to whom an employer or client is
referred; however, nothing herein shall prohibit a
Member from being compensated by the employer
or client for consultation, or for other services actually performed.
Rule 3.1.5 A Member shall not offer or pay referral
fees to any person who refers an employer or client
to the Member; however, nothing herein shall prohibit a Member from compensating the person giving the referral for consultation, or for other services actually performed.
I’ve been thinking about these rules and how they apply
to current geological practice. I also have spent some time
recently tracing the history of the AIPG and other geologic
ethics codes. AIPG’s original Ethics Code was essentially the
same as the AAPG Ethics Code of the time, reflecting the
active role in AAPG of many of AIPG’s founders. The early
version of the relevant rules are:
AIPG: 1963–1989: Section 3 - Relations of Members
to Employer and Client 9. A Member shall not accept
a fee for referring an employer or client to a specialist or for recommending geological services other
than his own.
AAPG: Section 3. Relation of Members to Employer
and Client (i) A member shall not accept a concealed
fee for referring a client or employer to a specialist
or for recommending geological services other than
his own.
There is no similar provision in the current AAPG Code of
Ethics.
The August 1989 issue of TPG contains a comparison of
the original and revised (essentially the current) AIPG Ethics
Code. Rule 3.1.4 is based on old rule 9 of Section 3, while
Rule 3.1.5 is new. Rule 3.1.4 continues to address receiving
referral fees, while Rule 3.1.5 looks at the other side of the
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transaction and states that it is equally inappropriate to pay
such fees. But what sorts of fees are really being addressed
here?
The 1989 revisions to the AIPG Ethics Code were prompted by Federal Trade Commission actions against several professional societies for having provisions in their ethics codes
deemed to violate the antitrust laws. Among the objectionable rules were those prohibiting competing for contracts on
the basis of price. These rules reflected an old concept, common in engineering ethics codes at the time, that clients were
expected to pick their technical consultants on the basis of
their skills and experience. After selection, the price of the
job would be negotiated. It strikes me that the language of
the old rules reflects an aspect of this old concept. While one
had the ethical obligation to recommend the work of other
specialists as needed, one did so on the basis of their knowledge and experience and not on the basis of any monetary
consideration. Within this context, the rules prohibiting
referral fees make sense.
Today, however, potential clients regularly submit RFPs
to several firms, and price is certainly among the considerations used to select the winning bid. Furthermore, many
(most?) consulting firms expect their employees, associates,
etc. to do what they can to bring in business. A common incentive for doing so is some sort of payment for bringing in new
business such as receiving a greater percentage of one’s
billing rate for the job or a fee based on the overall amount
1
billed. If such arrangements are common, as I suspect, many
AIPG members may be or are beneficiaries of such arrangements.
Despite what appears to be a common practice, I’m
unaware of any ethics complaints involving the practice.
Apparently either no one has thought about the issue or they
have concluded that the additional compensation received
resulted from legitimate marketing efforts constituting services actually performed.
Reflection on the foregoing suggests to me that Rules 3.1.4
and 3.1.5 are relicts of an earlier time that are no longer pertinent and should be dropped. The AAPG deleted reference
to referral fees from its Code of Ethics. However, before suggesting that Rules 3.1.4 and 3.1.5 might be dropped, I would
appreciate comments on the issue.
I sent the foregoing thoughts out to the Ethics Committee
and to some other geologists I know who are interested in
professional ethics. The following replies were received and
provided some excellent additional thoughts on the subject.
The replies are in the order received.
Michael W. Ruddy, CPG-09741, was the first to comment.
“I have read your letter twice now and have been thinking of
the varying definitions of ‘referral.’ Since my very first geologist position with a consulting firm until now, I have never
been compensated for referral of a potential client that became
a customer. As I would assume that others hopefully do, if a
referral brings in more projects/customers, then our ‘utilization’ increases and that work rolls over to ‘billable time’ as
most employers see it. That is just good business sense. We
all have to wear different hats in today’s ever changing industry. As a geologist, I get paid for the work I do, i.e., geological
1.
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investigations and the like. If I refer a potential client to my
firm, then my only thoughts or gains are to continue to be
paid when the actual work or professional services are initiated. Being self employed, a referral is synonymous with
potential work. Again, I do not receive compensation or any
other form of reward simply by reference. If I have to work
hard to bring in more, or new work/clients, my compensation
is being rewarded the work/client. In my position, I do not
believe it would be ethical for me to receive any form of compensation for a referral especially if I am not included in the
scope of work or actively working for a new client.
“I see your point and also see that the rules are a bit confusing. The rules may not have been confusing 15 to 20 years
ago when a geologist’s role was specifically defined, but we
don’t live in that type of business world any longer. I do not
see anything unethical if, and only if, the geologist becomes
actively involved as a direct result of a successful referral,
i.e., utilized and billable for one’s professional practice. There
may be exceptions to the rule that apply and for these exceptions, the term ‘referral’ may need to be redefined in the rules
instead of dropping it altogether.”
Charles Wm. Dimmick, CPG-03886, noted, “I don’t know
of a single instance where a geologist has received a referral fee. However, are there any ethical complications to the
common practice of throwing work to a fellow geologist at
least partially because that geologist has thrown work your
way in the past? Is that perhaps a more subtle form of a
referral fee?”
Fred L. Fox, CPG-01273, wrote, “The object of these types
of things is/was only to outlaw concealed fees, a noble way to
go. It’s still valid, but it’s been done wrong. The problem with
most Codes Of Ethics is that they’re written backwards and
try to cover every situation. If they’re written right (in basics),
they’re very simple. Confusing ethics with values is a common practice, and you have to jump through hoops to try to
resolve issues that don’t track. It’s impossible, and AIPG’s
Code is a living example of it. (My opinion.)
“Clients currently (and for a long time) have ‘selected’ their
consultants on the basis of price. What’s different is that they
used to at least consider other criteria (like quality, ability,
etc.) as well, but now it’s almost entirely on price.
“Regarding compensating employees for ‘bringing in work,’
that should be done via bonus rather than any other way tied
proportionately to project billing (for any number of reasons).
That way it’s a reward from the employer and is not connected
in any way with any client or even any particular project.
“I think that the reasons for nobody complaining about
this issue is that there’s no good way to handle it and nobody
wants to make waves. In conclusion: drop 3.1.4 and 3.1.5. I
don’t care what you use for a reason.”
Trevor Ellis, CPG-06740, commented, “I agree that the
clauses are now obsolete. I am offered the opportunity for
referral fees by consultants and contractors at least once
every year or two, but have never acted to receive them.
Rather than just dropping the clauses, I recommend that we
should take an intermediate action. Replace the clauses with
a clause stating that if a referral fee is involved, the member must be particularly careful to assure that he is confi-

These fees or percentages come from the firm’s portion of the monies received from the client and do not represent extra fees charged
to the client in the cases I’m aware of.
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dent that the party being referred is appropriate for the
assignment and not just being referred because of the potential commission.
“Second, I recommend adding a clause modeled after
AusIMM’s Code for Consultants regarding favors (bribes). It
reads: The consultant shall not accept any commission, substantial service, or favour from any person who has offered or
contracted to supply any material, equipment or services for,
or who has engaged to execute any work in connection with,
any works or undertakings designed or supervised by him.
“Rule 2.1.2 covers this situation only in connection with
government officials, and therefore leaves a big hole involving the private sector.”
Perry H. Rahn, CPG-03724, noted, “I agree that Rules
3.1.4 and 3.1.5 are relicts of an earlier time and should be
dropped. I doubt there are any geologists who give referrals
and expect to be paid. Think about us college professors who
write letters of recommendation all the time. I find it hard
to believe anyone would expect payment for this. And with
the complicated nature of businesses today, where individuals may bring to their business some contract, it seems to
me that this would all be part of their job. Who cares if they’re
rewarded by some kind of bonus? It shouldn’t be part of AIPG
ethics considerations any longer.”
Dawn H. Garcia, CPG-08313, commented, “I had always
thought of the referral restrictions to do with bribery—paying someone off if you get the project. The way the rules are
written, what is the interpretation of the two fees that I typically see in the consulting company I work in—candidate
referrals and spot bonuses?
“The company has a referral ‘award’ policy for employees.
It encourages employees to help in the recruiting process and
is a good way to get candidates for our positions. The restrictions within the company policy are of the order ‘not applicable if you’re part of the interview process, if you’re a relative or in the HR department’ and the ‘candidate must stay
with company for at least 1 year.’ Plus the employee must
make the referral prior to any interviews. I don’t have any
qualms with the referral policy and several of the staff in my
group have received cash awards through the referral program. Subject to taxes, of course!
“Certain employees also have goals for bringing in revenue, including new clients. High achievers are eligible for
spot bonuses to recognize outstanding achievements. So
potentially someone who brings in a great client could get a
cash award. This is an industry-accepted practice—is it in
conflict with AIPG’s ethics?”
Michael J. Lawrence, 1999 President of the Australasian
Institute of Mining & Metallurgy, wrote, “In my personal
opinion, such fees can be unethical, but it does depend clearly upon the circumstances. Technical professionals should
make money from professional fees, not acting as a talent
scout or employment agent. Basically I support Abbott’s position, but I find the cuteness of the AIPG wording a bit much.
No referral fees but ‘compensating the person giving the referral for consultation, or for other services actually performed’
is OK. Boy, does that open up some possibilities!
“My view is simple. Keep it simple and transparent. We
should try hard not to regulate everything but develop a real
ethic where you control yourself first and deal with true corrupt behavior in others later and do not make it a world that

favours the lawyers. Full disclosure is the key. I see nothing
wrong with giving work to a sub-consultant and asking for
a discount (say 10%) off his normal commercial rate for giving him the sub-contracted work so I can charge the Client
his fee with a small mark-up and not have the disparity
between it and the person’s normal commercial rate look stupid. My practice specializes in being a ‘portal,’ i.e. we solve
other people’s problems,and I do not employ everyone on the
payroll for obvious reasons. Hence, MINVAL [Lawrence’s
firm] has to make a margin on the special services it doesn’t have in house that are required from time to time.
“However, I never charge a client for referring work totally to another consultant, i.e. I cannot or will not do it in house.
Do it enough and what goes around comes around in lots of
different ways.
“Abbott states, ‘While one had the ethical obligation to recommend the work of other specialists as needed, one did so
on the basis of their knowledge and experience and not on
the basis of any monetary consideration. Within this context,
the rules prohibiting referral fees make sense.’ I agree but
point out that this is still meant to be the case. I am a realist but we should not descend too far into a ‘discount technical services area’ lest we do cease professional practice.
Price is an issue, but I do not see accountants and lawyers
feeling bad about $300/hr whilst many geologists work for
that a day.”
Ted Wilton, CPG-07659, provided a very thoughtful comment. “I have read Mike Lawrence’s comments (ah, the
Australian connection again) [Wilton has been living in
Perth, WA], which have had some influence on my thinking.
“My overall feeling on the subject of referral fees does not
conflict with the ideas behind your suggestions to the Ethics
Code, but I think at a minimum, that some clarification of the
current language (Lawrence has influenced me a little on this)
(‘or for other services actually performed’) is needed.
“More importantly, are the current rules outdated?
Because I am not a consultant, I do not have the level of exposure to this issue that others might have (therefore, I cannot determine how common this practice might be). As a customer of consulting firms, and of individuals’ services, I have
a different view. I am particularly concerned about one possible aspect of the Code’s application which may (should?)
affect Members as consultants, and Members who are clients.
I am aware, as you are, that some of the more important consulting firms in the minerals industry have ‘charge rates’ for
their associates, and, at least some of the time, these rates
do not reflect what is paid to the consultant who is actually
doing the job. Now, I know that there are reasonable arguments for additional costs associated with office support,
marketing of services, report writing, etc. But I have a real
problem with a situation where the consulting geologist is
paid US$300 per day and the client is billed US$500 per day
by the contracting firm. If I am paying US$500 per day, I
want the person who is doing my work to be of that caliber.
I expect that the consulting firm is going to bill me for report
writing time, typing services, telephone charges, a 10 percent loading on the field expenses, and so on. So why the
extra (hidden?) add-on through the daily rate?
“Does this constitute a “referral fee”? Is it ethical?
“It is a fact of life in the minerals industry that some consultants will set their fees based on what it will take to get
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a particular job, others may hold fast to their expected rates.
Many will vary their rate based on the length of the proposed
contract; all of these are reflections of the market place, and
they seem reasonable to me. The question of referral fees
seems to go against what we, as AIPG stand for, however. We
are obliged to decline work that we are not qualified to undertake (outside our areas of expertise), and because we are also
obliged to give the client the very best job that we are able
to provide, if we have too much work to be able to give the
appropriate level of effort and attention to yet another assignment, I think we are obligated to turn the extra work down.
But if we approach a colleague and make an offer in exchange
for a fee (or do the same with the prospective client) then we
have clearly (in my mind) violated the Code (and also a personal code, as well).
“I know that I have wandered around on this subject
(maybe it is because I am still living down-under), and I am
not sure that I have spoken directly to the question you have
put to us. As I said in the previous paragraph, I am opposed
to referral fees within the context of that part of this discussion. Accordingly, while I think that some clarification
and updating of the Code may be in order, I would not be too
supportive of removing the topic completely from the Code.”
Clancy Wendt, CPG-04966, noted, “Your questions bring
up a lot of problems. In today’s job environment it takes every
idea you can come up with to make a dollar. But if you follow the rules for AIPG, then sometimes you are walking on
the edge of breaking them or outright doing it.
“Rule 3.1.4: this would mean that people associated with
a consulting firm who refer a client to that consulting firm,
would be breaking the rules if they take the 5% that is usually given to the referrer for bring a job to them.
“Rule 3.1.5: I have never had this problem or seen it to be
one.
“In today’s market I agree with Mike Lawrence’s statement that it is OK to refer people to other groups and y o u
do not take a fee for doing this. In the last few years I have
referred many people to companies for jobs. If I had taken a
fee I could have retired. Many people have offered me money
for doing this but I am not in that business.
“Finders Fees are another matter. If everyone knows about
the fee then it is OK, but if they do not then you are breaking rules!
“Dave, you are looking at an interesting subject. I do not
envy you the answer, as I do not know if there is one.”
I thank the contributors for their thoughts so far. Clearly
some troublesome concepts are involved and the current
AIPG Rules are not sufficiently clear to provide guidance
regarding acceptable and unacceptable practices.
Part of the confusion may stem from difficulty in distinguishing between a referral fee and bribery. Ellis correctly
points out that although bribery of government officials is
covered by Rule 2.1.2, there is no similar provision for bribes
to private individuals or firms. His suggestion that an extension of Rule 2.1.2 is needed to cover the private sector is a
good one. However, a separate discussion of bribery is warranted, because this becomes a tricky issue as well; see the
beginnings of a discussion in column 18, May ‘97).
My sense of Rules 3.1.4 and 3.1.5 and their predecessor
AIPG and AAPG rules is that they specifically address fees
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relating to the engaging of a geologist or geologic firm for
professional services. The difference between Rules 3.1.4 and
3.1.5 is that 3.1.4 applies to the receipt of fees while 3.1.5
applies to paying such fees. There are two sides to any transaction, and Rules 3.1.4 and 3.1.5 make clear that participating in either side of an actual or proposed transaction
should be subject to the same basic rule. This is an improvement over the earlier rules. (Although if one party to the
transaction is not a geologist, the rules for professional geologists may not apply.)
Lawrence cited the concept of transparency, the idea that
all relevant information should be made explicitly clear to
interested parties. As Lawrence notes, transparency is closely related to the idea of full disclosure. If all interested parties know what is involved and have no objections, then there
is not a problem. However, Garcia, Wilton, and Wendt address
the practice in at least some consulting firms of compensating employees or associates for at least some successful marketing efforts. If the compensation is directly related to a specific job, the connection is more obvious than if it is part of
an bonus given in recognition of various types of work done
during the year. In the bonus case, the connection with bringing in a particular job is less clear. However, assuming for
the current discussion that the bonus is solely related for
marketing efforts, I do not see a conceptual difference
(although there is clearly a problem in proving a case).
I suspect it is generally the case that there are those members of firms who are particularly successful in bringing in
work. These are the “rain makers.” Others in the firm may
be better at completing the work brought in. Both deserve
compensation for their efforts and the means for providing
such compensation vary. As Wendt notes, some consulting
firms provide for some sort of override payment to those who
bring in work. In the situations of this type I know of, the
rates the client pays the consulting firm are unaffected. What
is changed is the percentage of the fee split between the firm
and the individual consultant.
Wilton expresses concern about the situation where a
client is charged at a rate exceeding the rate at which the
individual consultant is paid. Wilton expresses a preference
for being charged separately for secretarial services and other
support work. Yet even he recognizes that a percentage based
markup to cover some of the overhead is common. Indeed,
use of a percentage markup avoids the need to spend a lot
of time detailing the appropriate charge for rent, telephone
service, etc. The articles by Allan P. Juhas, CPG-06441, in
the November ‘00 TPG point out some of the differences in
the rates charged by consultants and those who receive fulltime salaries. The consultant has to charge more on an hourly
basis to receive a compensation package equal to that to the
salaried geologist. Further, Juhas points out that the consultant who receives a long-term contract will be willing to
charge less per hour because there will be more billable hours
to cover the overhead of office expenses, insurance, etc.
The discussion so far demonstrates that this is a difficult
issue, but one warranting further exploration and discussion. I thank those who have contributed so far for their
insights. I urge you to contribute to the discussion as well.
Then we will all understand the issues more clearly and possible resolutions to the problems will emerge.
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STUDENTS
IF YOU ARE A GEOLOGY MAJOR
YOU ARE A PROFESSIONAL
JOIN AIPG AS A STUDENT MEMBER TODAY!
AIPG OFFERS
Scholarships... Career Prospects... Monetary Awards...

President’s Awards
These awards recognize the best undergraduate and graduate posters presented by students at the AIPG
Annual Meeting. Cash awards and associate memberships in AIPG will be given to deserving students in honor
of an AIPG member. The award will be presented in honor of a member who has made significant contributions
to the Institute, as chosen by the sitting President of AIPG.

Graduate category
1st place, $500 plus AIPG Associate Membership
2nd place, $100 plus AIPG Associate Membership
3rd place, AIPG Associate Membership
Undergraduate category
1st place, $250 plus AIPG Associate Membership
2nd place, $50 plus AIPG Associate Membership
3rd place, AIPG Associate Membership
All awardees will be requested to attend the AIPG Annual Business meeting to be recognized.

Awardees for the 2000 Graduate Category
First Award: Timothy T. Eaton, Wisconsin Geological & Natural History Survey, Madison, Wisconsin, e-mail: teaton@facstaff.wisc.edu. Mary P. Anderson, Herbert F. Wang and David Hart, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Department of Geology
and Geophysics, Madison, Wisconsin, and Kenneth R. Bradbury, Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey, Madison,
Wisconsin, “Importance of a Sparse Fracture Network in the Maquoketa Confining Unit: Evidence for Preferential Flowpaths.”
Second Award: Shawkat Ahmedand Philip J. Carpenter, Department of Geology & Environmental Geosciences, Northern
Illinois University, DeKalb, Illinois, e-mail: sahmed@geol.niu.edu and Mike E. Konen, Department of Geography, Northern
Illinois University, DeKalb, Illinois. “Filled Sinkholes and Soil Piping in Thinly Mantled Karst, Northeastern Illinois.”
Third Award: C. J. LaCosse, Department of Geosciences, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, email: cjlac@csd.uwm.edu, “Historical Trends in Ground-Water Recharge Rates for Southeastern Wisconsin.”

Awardees for the 2000 Undergraduate Category
First Award: Colleen Kelly, Department of Geosciences, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wisconsin
“Magnetic and Mineralogical Investigations of Phyllites from the Baraboo Area, Wisconsin”.
Second Award: No award made.
Third Award: Lee Ann Atkinson, Department of Geosciences, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Milwaukee, Wisconsin,
e-mail: leeann@csd.uwm.edu, “Magnetic Properties of Pre-Illinoian Tills from Northern Missouri.”

American Institute of Professional Geologists, 8703 Yates Drive, #200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681
Telephone: (303) 412-6205 • Fax: (303) 412-6219
E-mail: aipg@aipg.org • Internet: www.aipg.org
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FOCUS ON THE STUDENT
The following article was submitted by AIPG Student Member Emily Johnson in response to the request put forth in last
month's Focus on The Student Column for comments from AIPG members concerning the AIPG organization and student
membership. Please continue to submit any ideas and/or topics you think we should address in this column. Thank you.

Jo Stanley, AIPG Headquarters Staff Geologist

Using Geology in an Alternate Career Path
Emily D. Johnson, SA-0165
"So, you’re a senior, they say. Going to grad school?" "No,"
I answer. "Oh, taking a couple of years off first?" "No," I say
again. "Oh." Perplexed looks. "Exxon? Chevron? USGS?"
"Actually,” I say, “I'd like to be journalist."
"Ohhhhh.” Their faces brighten. "We need good science
journalists. You could work for Nature or Science. Or Geology."
(They are ambitious for me.)
Sometimes I don’t add that I just applied to Military
History Magazine. Or that I also applied to four consulting
companies, a marketing firm, and a PR job. Publishing
resumes go out next. This news always floors them.
I don't see a discrepancy between my major and my career
plans. The American liberal arts system is designed to teach
skills, ideas, and mindsets applicable to whatever career we
choose or fall into. As a geology major, I got a math background and rolled around in numbers. I learned to think in
four dimensions including time. I wrapped my mind around
the history of overturned faults. In Mineralogy, I stretched
my brain to make room for molecular patterns I will never
actually, physically, see.
I estimated outcrop heights and looked through handlenses, and no matter how much description I wrote in my field
notebook, it was never enough. Grain size, grading, mineral
content, color, rounding, imbrication, scale, orientation,
matrix, provenance. Mon dieu! If that doesn't teach good
observation skills, then nothing will. I had to take scant data,
whether a cliff-face carved out by a new road, or a seismograph, or a thin section, and make leaps of conclusion buoyed
up by logic, experience, and sympathetic grad students. I had
to reason rationally, but creatively, and hope for the best.
To me, the training seems perfect for an open job market
where the average American has something like three different careers in her lifetime. After this, I’m ready for anything. Journalism especially requires all of the above skills,
most notably intense observation, so what if I’m looking at
people instead of rocks.
I also have important factual information; I can understand environmental problems instead of just the policy
issues. I know that you almost always have to analyze the
math before you draw conclusions, because statistics mislead
and a first glance isn't good enough. I know that global warming is a concern that the average person can help do something about, like drive smaller cars and carpool. So I don't

think anyone should lament my "not using" my geology
degree. No one says that to English majors who never write
another critical paper. I may not use my rock hammer, but
I’ll use my geology skills every day.
The Princeton department has been extremely supportive
in the alternate career path I so weirdly want to travel. Long
ago they realized what I did in the last two years: geology is
a good major for almost anything, and more undecided students should give it a try.
Emily D. Johnson, SA-0156, 225 W. Tazewell Way,
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185. E-mail: <edj@phoenix.princeton.edu>.

AIPG Website
To access the member/adjunct portion of the
site, contact AIPG Headquarters for your password at <aipg@aipg.org> or (303) 412-6205.
Public Access
• Earth Science Week
• The Institute
• AIPG Sections
• Public Services
• Why Join
• How to Join
• AIPG Foundation
• State Boards
• State Geologists
• State Surveys
• Publications

Member Access
• Annual Meeting Manual
• Bulletin Board
• Dues Statement
• Employment
• Honors & Awards
• Insignia Items
• Member Database
• Member Resumes
• Member Website Links
• President’s Messages
• Section Officers
• TPG
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR
To the Editor:
The October, 2000 edition of The
Professional Geologist was a particularly well done issue, containing several very timely articles and letters. Lee
Gerhard's "A Vision for AIPG" is an
important article, which should spark
(I hope) a lively and vital discussion on
the role of the Institute now, and in the
future.
Gerhard makes a strong point, with
which I am in agreement, in his statement that geologists find the earth
resources that are the backbone of civilized society, and they protect people
from themselves, as they relate to the
geologic environment. He further notes
that members of AIPG have participated in the development of public policy
relating to these particular issues.
While he may be correct about the roles
of individuals, it appears to me that
there is a real need for increased (and
meaningful) involvement of AIPG in the
formulation of public policy, a need that
has not received enough of an effort
from us. Now, I recognize that there may
be a basis for concern about the
Institute's participation in land use
questions, and the potential impact on
our tax status if we are deemed to be
acting in a political manner, but I do not
think that the risk is so great that we
should allow ourselves to be "muzzled"
by this fear.
Public policy on natural resources is
being formulated (and has been for
some time) to suit the political leanings
of land management agency staff, not
by whatever the best and highest use
of the land might be, and there are suitable examples to support this strong
(but not surprising) allegation. We are
well aware of the expected shortage of
natural gas in the United States this
coming winter, and Gerhard raises this
point quite clearly. I recall, only too well,
the debate a few years ago regarding
the closing of the "Rocky Mountain
Front" of Montana by the U. S. Forest
Service to oil and gas leasing and exploration, in part because of the threat to
a fragile environmental setting, and
because the forest supervisor said that
there was more than enough natural
gas available to the market. Well, where
is this particular individual and how
valid was her pronouncement on natu28

ral gas supplies? More importantly to
me, where was/is AIPG in this debate?
We, as individual members of this
Institute, have a moral and ethical obligation to vigorously challenge bad science and outright distortions of geologic information, and AIPG, as an organization, has an obligation to set the
record straight in a case such as this.
There is a vital role for AIPG to play in
providing scientifically correct information on geologic questions to the
framers of public policy, and we are the
only professional and scientific organization in the United States that has the
basis to do so. I believe that Lee Gerhard
is saying this in his article, and I strongly support him in his vision for AIPG.
Gerhard's article leads in very well
to Neil Croxton's Letter to the Editor in
the same issue of TPG, as well as the
comments of Vance Hall and James
Jacobs. I think that there is a strong
misconception held by the general public (those who care) and people who
wrap themselves up in the "environmental banner" about the attitudes of
natural resources geologists (mining, as
well as oil & gas). I have been in the
mining and exploration business for 32
years, and I have yet to meet a geologist who does not have an acute appreciation of clean air, clean water, and
unspoiled vistas.This is not to say that
many of us have been the best stewards
of the land in the past, but I am convinced that we have greatly improved
our performance, and we will continue
to do so in the future.
Where will this lead AIPG? I do not
suggest that AIPG enter the debate on
access to the public lands. This responsibility is being handled adequately (I
hope) by the various trade organizations representing commercial interests. But, I hope that we will find a role
for ourselves and our Institute to be a
"truth squad," challenging bad science,
supporting good science, and making
the regulators think about the decisions
that they are supposed to be making.
We have an obligation to provide to the
policy framers the best geological information available, from which these very
important decisions should be made. If
we do not do it, it will not come from
any other source—the USGS has been
too politicized to play a valid part in this
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debate anymore, and the same can and
should be said for some agency staff, as
well. We have to be aggressive in our
efforts; we cannot just sit back and say
“we are here if you need some information.” To do so will relegate us to the
scrap heap, because nobody will come
knocking on our door. This does not
mean that Congress and the regulators
will use any information that we might
(will) provide, but if AIPG does not make
a real effort to participate vigorously
in this critical activity, then the right
information will not be provided. And,
we will bear the burden of inaction.
Ted Wilton, CPG-07659,
Duncraig, Western Australia

Earth Science Week
Flyers Available
Thanks to AGI, AIPG has, for distribution, colored 8½ x 11 flyers
announcing Earth Science Week
2001. If you are able to use some
of these announcements, or know
an educator or other interested individual or group who would have an
interest, please contact AIPG headquarters for details. The announcements are available at no cost.
Also, AIPG has a beautiful educational poster, created by AGI,
entitled “Minerals - Foundations of
Society.” The poster has a colorful
collage on one side and some mineral picture/word associations on
the reverse side. The poster is
designed to be an introduction to
the wide use of rocks and minerals
in basic everyday life. These are
also available for educational use
and at no cost. Please contact
headquarters for details.

AIPG SECTION NEWS
TEXAS SECTION
To All Texas Geologists:
As President of the Texas Section of the American Institute
of Professional Geologists (AIPG-Texas), I would like to take
this opportunity to bring my colleagues up to date regarding a couple of issues (SB1323 and the licensure of geologists) that have consumed nearly all of my spare time this
year. It should be obvious from what follows that both issues
are related, and that both are of great significance to the
livelihood of geologists in Texas.
Issue #1: SB1323
Within a week after I was voted into office, John Mikels,
Treasurer of AIPG-Texas, called to inform me that a bill had
gotten through the 76th Texas Legislature that had the potential to eliminate a significant area of business for geologists.
The bill—SB1323—made its way through the Senate and
then the House without drawing our attention, largely
because our lobbying team had been focused on getting legislators to pass the licensure bill that had been crafted by
representatives of AIPG-Texas, AEG-Texas, and the Texas
Association of Professional Geologists (TAPG). (Please read
my comments about our relationship with TAPG later in this
letter.)
SB1323 was written in response to concerns expressed by
representatives of municipal and county governments about
the availability of groundwater for newly developed subdivisions, especially in the rapidly growing Hill Country counties. The bill required that plats for subdivisions not tied to
existing public water-supply systems include proof of groundwater availability. So far, so good … right? Read on: The bill
also specified that “the municipal authority responsible for
approving plats by ordinance may require the plat application have attached to it a statement that: (1) is prepared by
an engineer licensed to practice in this state; and (2) certifies that adequate groundwater is available for the subdivision.” The bill included similar wording regarding the
Commissioners Court of a county. (SB1323 is not applicable
to counties that have been designated as “Priority GroundWater Management Areas,” but it does grant governmental
authorities in counties where the bill is applicable the option
not to require certification by an engineer.) The implications
were immediately obvious: Under the terms of the bill, geologists might not be able to conduct groundwater resource
evaluations for new subdivisions, unless the work is done
under the direction of a Professional Engineer.
John Mikels and I contacted as many AIPG-Texas members as we could by e-mail and by telephone. Our objective
was to recruit as many members as possible in what we wanted to be a program (1) to exert whatever influence we could
muster to modify the enabling rules that were to be written
by TNRCC (Texas Natural Resources Conservation
Commission), and (2) to initiate a broad-based call to amend
the bill in the next session of the Legislature. The response
was overwhelming. We heard from many geologists who were
concerned that the bill would severely restrict their ability
to provide services that they have offered for many years. We

urged as many as could make the trip to Austin to comment
on the rules at a public meeting scheduled by TNRCC. One
county commissioner and more than 20 geologists attended
the meeting last March. All urged TNRCC to consider that
the rules should be rewritten to acknowledge the primary
role that geologists have played in the evaluation of groundwater resources in Texas and, if possible, to include geologists as professionals qualified to conduct analyses of groundwater availability for new subdivisions.
We also contacted the author of the bill, Senator Jeff
Wentworth, to explain its implications for geologists, and to
ask him to consider amending SB1323 in the next legislative session to include geologists among those professionals
deemed qualified to conduct groundwater availability studies for new subdivisions. Senator Wentworth’s Deputy Chief
Assistant, Joe Morris, explained that geologists were not
included in SB1323 because someone, probably with the
Office of the Legislative Counsel, wanted to make sure that
whoever conducts a ground-water availability study should
be held legally accountable for his work. Because geologists
are not licensed by the State of Texas, the only option was to
assign that responsibility to engineers, who have been registered since the 1930s. Senator Wentworth agreed to do
whatever he could to include geologists in an amended version of SB1323, provided we are able to get a licensure bill
through the legislature. He also offered to support, perhaps
sponsor or co-sponsor, a licensure bill for geologists. Based
on comments I have heard Senator Wentworth make since
our initial meeting, I am convinced that he is sincere and
reasonable in his analysis of this matter. This leads to the
second issue—licensure.
Issue #2: Licensure
A bill requiring the licensure of geologists has been debated in every session of the Texas Legislature since 1993, and
I am sure that many of us have grown weary of the issue by
now. It galls one’s senses to realize that we have been unsuccessful in our attempts to get the Legislature to approve a
licensure bill. I think it is safe to say that the repeated failures make one wonder whether the people who make the
laws of this State understand that geologists play roles in
the lives of Texans that are at least as significant as those
of hairdressers, barbers, and real estate agents (all of whom
are licensed, by the way). After four attempts (in 1993, 1995,
1997, and 1999), we’ve got nothing but frustration … and
maybe hope … to show for all of our efforts. Why, then, are
we still on Square One, and what is the prospect of getting
a bill through the 77th Legislature?
It is tempting to blame others for the failure of the licensure bills that we have sponsored. We have encountered opposition from engineers and from politicians who say that they
are opposed to legislation that would establish another regulatory agency, but I suggest that we need look no further
than the nearest mirror to find the biggest obstacle to success: ourselves.
Texas geologists, it seems, have been too busy carving out
careers in the energy, mining, construction, and environmental industries and in academia either to recognize or care
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about the need for licensure or to commit the time, money,
and footwork needed to shepherd a bill through the legislature. We’ve also argued among ourselves about the need for
licensure—with much of the opposition coming from oil and
gas colleagues who are concerned about what they regard as
another potential intrusion of the State into their affairs. All
of the above factors, I am sure, have contributed to our inability to frame a compelling argument to legislators why the
State of Texas needs to regulate the practice of geology—as
it relates to matters of public health, safety, and welfare.
We all know the arguments in favor of licensure—especially those of us who work in one area or another of the environmental and engineering sciences—so I won’t attempt to
rehash them here. It is up to us to make our case, in the most
convincing terms possible, to our legislators. This will require
that all of our arguments be based on experience, reason,
and logic (not emotion); and that we approach the Legislature
in large numbers and with a unified voice. It will also require
that we contact our senators and representatives early and
often, write letters and e-mail, and spend time walking the
halls of the Capitol before the 77th Legislature convenes next
year.
The members of the Executive Committee of AIPG-Texas
have voted to submit a licensure bill for the 77th Legislative
Session. We have hired Billy Clayton, former Speaker of the
House, to be our lobbyist and adviser; and we have relied on
Kevin Coleman, former AIPG-Texas President and Past
Texas Section Chairman of the Association of Engineering
Geologists (AEG), to work with representatives of TAPG to
improve the language of the draft bill. We have been in touch
with Clint Moore, Vice Chairman of Issues Development for
the Government Affairs Committee (Division of Professional
Affairs) of the American Association of Petroleum Geologists
(AAPG), regarding our interest in submitting another licensure bill. AAPG has recently issued a strong statement in
support of licensure. We have begun to contact other organizations in Texas that may have a direct or a peripheral interest in a licensure bill (e.g., Texas Groundwater Association)
to ensure that their principal concerns and comments are
addressed, and to elicit their support for our bill. Much
remains to be done, but we are making progress.

by the Legislature. Although Kevin Coleman has worked with
TAPG to improve the language of the draft bill, I have not
yet heard from TAPG with regard to my suggestion that we
all work together after the bill is filed. I intend to rattle as
many bars as possible to make sure that TAPG’s leaders and
members understand the potential implications of not cooperating with larger geological organizations. I am convinced that any semblance of discord among the ranks of
geologists will undermine a licensure bill, because the 77th
Legislature will be consumed by the issue of redistricting.
An Important Legislative Issue: Redistricting
Last October, I heard Senator Wentworth deliver the
keynote address at the fall meeting of the Texas Water
Conservation Association in San Antonio. The Senator laid
out the major issues of concern among legislators for the next
session. Redistricting will be at the top of the list. According
to Senator Wentworth, the new census figures will be available shortly after April 1, 2001. Unrelated bills that are in
committee or on the floor after that date will not likely come
up for a vote.
The implications for a licensure bill are obvious. Any bill
that is filed must make its way through a maze of committee hearings and floor votes with as few delays as possible.
Hence, the matters of speaking with a unified voice, developing a coherent legislative strategy, and avoiding discord
will be of paramount importance.
Please check our website (http://www.ela-iet.com/AIPG/aipg.html) for more information about the bill, its sponsorship, and our proposed strategy.
Regards,
Bruce K. Darling, Ph.D
AIPG Texas SectionPresident
bdarling@lbg-guyton.com
LBG-Guyton Associates
1101 S. Capital of Texas HWY
Suite B-220, Austin, TX 78746

Earth System Processes
24-28 June 2001
Edinburgh, Scotland

A copy of the bill to be filed will be posted on our website,
once all parties have agreed to its content.
Relationship with TAPG
At issue, here, is our relationship with TAPG, an organization with less than 50 members. TAPG has attempted to
claim the leadership role in this effort. A good many of us in
AIPG-Texas, AEG, and AAPG have expressed concern that
some of the leaders of TAPG have sought to keep representatives of other organizations at arms-length and as uninvolved as possible. I have told the President of TAPG that I
will not subordinate AIPG-Texas (an organization with nearly 700 members) to TAPG in this matter, and I have been
firm in my insistence that all of us (AIPG-Texas, TAPG, AEG,
and AAPG) be considered equal partners in this endeavor.
Why is this a matter of concern? At stake are decisions
involving the selection of sponsors, as well as the development of a strategy to get a bill through committee hearings
and floor votes. I have extended an invitation to TAPG to
help us craft a bill that all Texas geologists can support, and
to join us in working on a plan to get a licensure bill passed
30

A global meeting presented by Geological Society of
America and Geological Society of London.
Earth System Processes will focus on two major
themes critical to advancing understanding of how our
planet works.
Earth System Linkages will explore the relationships
between the solid Earth, the hydrosphere, atmosphere,
cryosphere, and biosphere.
Earth System Evolution will examine the way in which
processes controlling the nature of the planet have
changed since the birth of the solar system 4.5 billion
years ago.
Both themes will involve comparison with other planetary systems in the solar system and beyond. Both will
take into account critical extraterrestrial influences.
For further details see the web page at <www.geosociety.org/meetings/edinburgh>.

The Professional Geologist • JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2001

MEMBERS IN THE NEWS
KRAUSKOPF RECEIVES LEGENDARY
GEOSCIENTIST AWARD
RENO, NV - Konrad Krauskopf, CPG-00229 (AIPG
Charter/Emeritus/Honorary Member), former president of
the American Geological Institute (AGI), received AGI’s
Legendary Geoscientist Award during the annual meeting
of the Geological Society of America. His research and teaching career provided scientists with the original defining texts
in geochemistry and physical geology, says Gary Ernst,
Benjamin Professor, Geological and Environmental Sciences,
and former Dean of the School of Earth Sciences at Stanford
University. The awards ceremony took place during the AGI
Past Presidents Dinner on Sunday, November 12, in the
Crystal Room of the Reno Hilton Hotel.
It was at Stanford that Krauskopf’s research and teaching career was centered. After earning a Ph.D. in chemistry
from the University of California, Berkeley, he accepted a
position as an undergraduate physical science instructor at
Stanford while working toward a second doctorate in geology, completed in 1939. As a pioneer in the new field of geochemistry, Krauskopf literally wrote the book—or books—on
applying the principles of physics and chemistry to studies
of Earth, and provided scientists with the original defining
texts in geochemistry and physical geology, still in use after
more than five decades. The third edition of his textbook,
Introduction to Geochemistry, was published in 1994.

AGI created the Legendary Geoscientist Award in 1999 to
recognize lifetime achievements in the geosciences. This
award will be presented annually to a distinguished geoscientist whose achievements have lasting historic value in the
earth sciences.
The American Geological Institute is a nonprofit federation of 35 geoscientific and professional associations that represent more than 100,000 geologists, geophysicists, and other
earth scientists. Founded in 1948, AGI provides information
services to geoscientists, serves as a voice of shared interests
in our profession, plays a major role in strengthening geoscience education, and strives to increase public awareness
of the vital role the geosciences play in mankind’s use of
resources and interaction with the environment. More information about AGI can be found at www.agiweb.org. The
Institute also provides a public-outreach web site,
www.earthscienceworld.org.

WALTER RECEIVES
“HERO OF THE INDUSTRY” AWARD
K. V. Duke Clem, CPG-10347, president of the AIPG
Florida Section (right), presents the 2000 AIPG “Hero of the
Industry” award to John R. Walter, CPG-09180, during the
15th annual phosphate conference held in Lakeland, Florida
on October 19-20, 2000.

“When Konrad Krauskopf first began his teaching career,
the term, ‘geochemistry,’ was just coming into use,” recalls
AGI Executive Director Marcus E. Milling. “Throughout his
career, he has conducted investigations of international quality ranging across the breadth of hard-rock geology, petrology, and geochemistry. He is an outstanding researcher and
educator.”
Krauskopf’s seminal contributions to the emerging field
of geochemistry included research on the controls of traceelement concentrations in seawater, the solubility of silica,
and the transport of metals in ore-forming solutions. Detailed
studies illuminated the paragenesis of granitoids and basement terranes in the Pacific Northwest, the volcanic eruptions of Parícutin, Transmexican Volcanic belt, and the
regional petrologic evolution of coastal Norway. He generated both mineral deposit maps and general geologic maps for
the California Division of Mines and the U.S. Geological
Survey, chiefly in the Sierra Nevada and the White-Inyo
Range.
In recognition of his achievements, Krauskopf has been
the recipient of many professional awards and honors, including the Day Medal of GSA in 1961, the Goldschmidt Medal
of the Geochemical Society in 1982, the Ian Campbell Medal
of the American Geological Institute in 1984, and the
Mineralogical Society of America’s Distinguished Public
Service Medal In 1995. In addition to serving as President
of the American Geological Institute in 1964, Krauskopf was
President of the Geological Society of America in 1967 and
the Geochemical Society in 1970. He is a member of the
National Academy of Sciences.
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
This service is open to AIPG Members as well as non-members. The Professional Services Directory is a 12-month
listing offering experience and expertise in all phases of
geology. Prepayment required. Advertising rates are based
on a 3 3/8” x 1 3/4” space.
12-MONTH LISTING FOR ONLY:
AIPG Member
$200.00
Non-member
$300.00
Space can be increased vertically by
doubling or tripling the size and also the rate.

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

Bluegrass Industrial Park
115 Eisenhower Court
Nicholasville, KY 40356

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

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

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

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

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

• Wetlands Studies
• Permeability Tests

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

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

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

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

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

Petroleum; Data Management
Geohazards; Courses & Seminars
(CDs available)
P. O. Box 864424, Plano, TX 75086
English/Spanish/French
Ph./Fax (972) 516-4725 • Pager: (972) 585-5234
e-mail: rgfont@compuserve.com
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Geology Reports
Market Studies
Economic Evaluation
Property Valuation

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

Coalbed Methane
Salt Dome Problems

4101 East Louisiana Ave., Ste. 412
Denver, CO 80246 USA
Ph: (303) 759-9733 Fax: (303) 759-9731
E-mail: thomgeol@aol.com

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

Richard W. Hurst, Ph.D.
President
Organic & Inorganic Geochemistry ~ Age-Dating of Releases
Litigation Support ~ Statistics ~ Contaminant Fingerprinting

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

972.620.8911
888.950.3007
FAX 972.406.8023
Full Service Environmental Consulting and Contracting

Roger Breeden, CPG, REP
Senior Project Manager/Geologist
• RCRA, CERCLA
• Geotechnical-Drilling/Engineering Service
• Phase I, Phase II - Site Investigation • Construction Equipment, Land Development
• Phase III-CAP’s, Remediation Design • Demolition
• Hydrogeological Studies
• Hazardous Waste Management
• Regulatory/Industrial Compliance
• UST Installation and Removal
• Federal & State Permitting
• Karst Studies
• Expert Testimony
• CDD Landfill Management/Ownership
*Recognized National Accounts
2040 Old Louisville Road • P.O. Box 2590 • Bowling Green, KY 42102
(270) 781-4945 • Fax (270) 793-0088 • e-mail: tpminc@premiernet.net
For 24-Hour Environmental Response call 1-800-TPM-4ERT
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
HB Management Group
Engineering, Risk Analysis,
Turn-Arounds.
(Svetovalec/Inñenior).

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

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

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

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

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

Draper Aden Associates
Blacksburg, —
— Richmond, Virginia
E ngineering — S urveying — Environmental S ervices

•
•
•

Groundwater Assessment and Remediation
Solid Waste Management
Wetlands and Ecological Services

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

http://www.daa.com

Fax:

mlawless@daa.com

(540) 552-0291

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

Construction Quality Control • Environmental Consulting
Geotechnical & Forensic Engineering

• Vibration Monitoring
• Geophysical Surveys
• Crosshole Sonic Logging (CSL)
9607 Dr. Perry Road, Suite 102 - Ijamsville, MD 21754
1-800-773-3808
SpecEngr@aol.com

TPGaccepts articles of modest length for publication. Submittals should be no more
than approximately 1600 words, or six typed pages, double spaced. Longer articles may
be divided into parts (e.g., part 1 and part 2), but this is not encouraged. Articles may
be technical or professional in nature. General topics include: mining, petroleum, hydrogeology, environmental geology, and geophysical/engineering . Articles containing news
of importance to professional geologists will also be considered. Deadline date for submissions is the fifteenth of the month two months before date of issue. For example, the
deadline for the November issue is September 15. Articles are reviewed by at least two
associate editors before they are approved for printing.
Manuscripts should have the following sections: title, author(s) with CPG number and
address, text, tables if included, figures with captions if included, appendix(es) if included, acknowledgments, references cited, and a brief biography.
One original and two copies of each manuscript should be submitted. Whenever possible, text should also be submitted on diskette. Headquarters uses WordPerfect 9 for
Windows ‘98, which is preferred, but Word, ASCII, RTF, or translatable files are acceptable. Articles can also be transmitted by e-mail.
Graphics should be clear, camera-ready, line drawings whenever possible.
Photographs (color or black and white) are also encouraged.
TPGwants color slides and photographs. Slides and photographs alone may be submitted for the cover. They should have a geologic theme and an informational caption.
Authors are encouraged to communicate with Headquarters via mail, fax, or e-mail.
Send your article and/or photographs or communicate questions to:
AIPG
8703 Yates Dr., #200
Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6205 • Fax (303) 412-6219
aipg@aipg.org or wjd@aipg.org
The Professional Geologist • JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2001

Since 1967

SPECIALIZED
ENGINEERING

TPG ARTICLES NEEDED

34

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

AIPG
SPONSORSHIP
PROGRAM
CONTRIBUTORS
The following individuals and corporations have made generous contributions to AIPG through our
Sponsorship Program for the
enhancement of AIPG’s professional
image and to allow improvements in
the efficiency of service delivery to all
Members.
Thank you for your support:
Individuals
Frank W. Harrison, Jr., CPG-02500
Dennis I. Pennington, CPG-04401
Dawn H. Garcia, CPG-08313
Thomas G. Fails, CPG-03174
Robert G. Font, CPG-03953
Douglas E. Connell, CPG-08014
Corporations
IT Corporation
For further information on the
AIPG Sponsorship Program contact
AIPG National Headquarters at (303)
412-6205.

CALENDAR
2001
Jan. 7-12. Conference on Computer
Methods and Advances in Geomechanics,
Tucson, AZ. Contact: <www.intermix.engr.
arizona.edu/~epd/#IACMAG>.
Jan. 28-31. The International Society of
Explosives Engineers 27th Annual
Conference on Explosives and Blasting
Technique, Orlando, FL. Contact: ISEE,
29100 Aurora Rd., Cleveland, OH 44139;
(440) 349-4004 or <www.isee.org>.
Mar. 4-7. Geospectral information &
Technology Association Annual Conference
XXIV, San Diego, CA. Information:
<www.gita.org>.
Mar. 4-7. Symposium for the Application of
Geophysics to Engineering and
Environmental Problems, Double Tree
Hotel, Denver, CO. By the Environmental
and Engineering Geophysical Society.
Contact: Peter Hoekstrr, 631 Range View
Trail, Golden, CO 80401; e-mail: <piterhoek@aol.com>, or <www. sageep.com>.
Mar. 11-16. NACE International Corrosion
2001, George R. Brown Convention Center,
Houston, TX. Contact: NACE Membership
Services, (281) 228-6223, e-mail:
msd@mail.nace.org or <www.nace.org>.
Mar. 17-20. Middle East Oil Show &
Conference 2001, Bahrain International
Exhibition Centre, Overseas Exhibition
Services Ltd.; 11 Manchester Square,
London W1M 5AB, 44 (0) 207-862-2000
or e-mail: <pmckean@montnet.com>.
Mar. 19-22. International Symposium on
Deformation Measurements, Anaheim, CA;
<www.pasadena.wr.usgs.gov/scign/fig/>.
Mar. 20-22. Offshore West Africa 2001,
Abuja, Nigeria. Contact: PennWell

Petroleum Conferences, 1700 W. Loop S.,
#1000, Houston, TX 77027, (713) 9636236, e-mail: <isabelle@pennwell.com> or
<www.owa2001.com>.
May 27-30. St. John’s 2001, Geological
Association of Canada-Mineralogical
Association of Canada 2001 Joint Annual
Meeting, St. John’s, Newfoundland,
Canada. Contact: St. John’s 2001, c/o Dept.
of Mines and Energy, St. John’s, NF A1B
4J6, Canada; (709) 729-2301.
Jun. 9-13. A Geo-Odyssey, Virginia Tech,
Blacksburg, VA. A Geo-Institute conference
on foundations and ground improvement.
Contact: Professor J. Michael Duncan, CEE
Dept., 200 Patton Hall, Virginia Tech,
Blacksburg, VA 24061; (540) 231-5103,
e-mail: <jmd@vit.edu> or
<http://cgpr.ce.vt.edu/geo2001/>.
Jun. 10-15. 5th International Conference
on Diffuse Pollution, Milwaukee, WI.
Contact: <mburkart@nsti.gov>.
Jun. 11-13. 2001 International
Containment & Remediation Technology
Conference and Exhibition, Orlando, FL.
Contact: Skip Chamberlain, U.S. Dept. of
Energy, Cloverlead Bldg., EM-53, 19901
Germantown Rd., Germantown, MD 20874;
(301) 903-7248.

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
September 29 October 5, 2001
St. Louis, Missouri
2002
Reno, Nevada

Jun. 19-22. 17th International Mining
Congress and Exhibition of Turkey, Ankara,
Turkey. Contact: Bahtiyar Unver, Co-Chr.,
Organizing Comm., Dept. of Mining
Engineering, Hacettepe Univ., Beytepe
Ankara, 06532 Turkey; 90-312-297-7696.
Jul. 7-10. American Rock Mechanics
Association’s DC Rocks 2001, 38th U.S.
Rock Mechanics Symposium, Washington,
DC. Contact: John Tinucci, Technical
Program Chr., PanTechnica Corp.; (952)
937-5879.

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

AIPG No.

Address

AIPG Membership Totals
As of
As of
12/01/99 12/01/00
CPG - Active
4,221
4,089
CPG - Retired
520
540
Cand. for Cert.
52
0
Member
37
81
Registered Memb.
17
21
Associate Memb.
7
8
Student Adjunct
86
86
Honorary
19
20
TOTALS

Address
City/State/Zip

4,959

4,846

ADVERTISERS INDEX

New phone numbers: Office
Fax

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

Home
E-mail

Only one change notification is necessary for all AIPG publications.
AIPG, 8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6205 • fax (303) 412-6219 • aipg@aipg.org
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NEW APPLICANTS AND NEW MEMBERS - (11/04/00 - 12/04/00)
Applicants for certification must meet
AIPG’s standards as set forth in its Bylaws on
education, experience, competence, and personal integrity. If any Member or board has
any factual information as to any applicant’s
qualifications in regard to these standards,
whether that information might be positive or
negative, please mail that information to
Headquarters within thirty (30) days. This
information will be circulated only so far as
necessary to process and make decisions on
the applications. Negative information regarding an applicant’s qualifications must be specific and supportable; persons who provide
information that leads to an application’s rejection may be called as a witness in any resulting appeal action.

Applicants for
Certified Professional Geologist
OH-Scott M. Blanchard
Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., 2800 Corporate Exchange
Dr. #250, Columbus OH 43231. Sponsors:
Barry Nelson, Stan Norris, David Johe.

MI-Scott A. Cesarz
8067 Hubbard Dr., Brighton MI 48116.
Sponsors: Thomas Pavlik, Mark Sweatman,
Mike Peters.
NJ-Gordon R. Jamieson
13 Autumn Ln., Hackettstown NJ 07840.
Sponsors: Steve Krone, Thomas Pisciotta,
Matthew Maloney.
NM-Joseph A. Jaramillo
P.O. Box 3831, Las Vegas NM 87701.
Sponsors: Daryl Busch, Kathryn Kretz, Robert
Lessard.

TX-Scott W. Tinker
Bureau of Econ. Geol./Univ. of TX Austin,
University Station, Box X, Austin TX 787138924. Sponsors: William Fisher, Russell
Slayback, Robert Sneider.

OH-David M. Petty
274 Windfall Lane, Wadsworth OH 44281.
Sponsors: Jeff Valvik, Peter Demicco, Brent
Waters.
OH-Brian F. Shadbolt
9 Karis Street, Waterville OH 43566. Sponsors:
David Mustafaga, Mark Zakrzewski, Ron
Gallagher.
CO-Douglas B. Silver
Balfour Holdings, Inc., 10 Inverness Dr. E, #104,
Englewood CO 80112. Sponsors: David Abbott,
Trevor Ellis, John Rozelle.
OH-Richard J. Stuck
PSARA Technologies, Inc., 10925 Reed
Hartman Hwy, #220, Cincinnati OH 45242.
Sponsors: David Plummer, Mike Westerfield,
Richard McCandless.

MI-Andrew T. Nicholls
Soil & Materials Engineers, Inc., 2663 Eaton
Rapid Rd., Lansing MI 48911. Sponsors: Gary
Dannemiller, Kurt Cunningham.

Applicant for Registered Member
IL-Alan M. Curtiss
1413 Mossman Ave., Springfield IL 62702.
Sponsors: Ronald Dye, Ron St. John.

Applicants for Member

New Student Adjuncts
CO-Bobb, Katherine E. SA-0174
1709 31st St. Rd. #58, , Greeley CO 80631
FL-Elder, Lance J. SA-0175
P.O. Box 5224, , Lakeland FL 33807
CO-Lorenson, Eric K. SA-0176
2710 W. 17th St., , Greeley CO 80634-4926

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

State

Zip

Country

Daytime Phone
E-mail:
Please send:

❑ Application Packet
❑ Publications List
❑ Advertising Rates
Mail, fax, e-mail, or call (forms are available online):

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