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Robert H. Fakundiny, CPG-04977

PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE

This letter offers the services of the American Institute of Professional Geologists (AIPG) to you and your staff who are
addressing the health, engineering, and environmental issues related to geology at the sites of the terrorist attacks on the
World Trade Center, the Pentagon, and in Pennsylvania and the sites and facilities used in their cleanup and restoration. This
offer is in a small way our expression of sympathy to those who have suffered losses and also support for the challenges you
and your staff are facing. Our collective special expertise and experience may be useful for the successful return of these areas
to operation.

The AIPG is a non-profit organization of approximately 5000 professional geologists who come from independent consult-
ing, governmental agencies, the academic community, and a variety of private industries. Our primary purposes are to strength-
en the geological sciences as a profession, to promote ethical conduct within our profession, to protect the public and the geo-
logical sciences from unprofessional practice, and to educate the public about the need for sound geological practices. We have
established a set of severe qualifications for granting our title of “Certified Professional Geologist” and can assure the publi c
that those geologists who hold the title have undergone rigorous peer review and have been deemed competent practitioners
who are worthy of public trust.

AIPG has among its ranks qualified professional geologists in a number of specialties that may be needed by your staff in
confronting the difficulties of bringing these devastated sites and our Nation back to normal functioning. Included among
these specialties are: geological composition and properties of construction materials, computer applications to geological prob-
lems, engineering geology, natural-energy and fossil-fuel resources, environmental geology and geology related to health, envi-
ronmental impact assessment, forensic geology, geophysics, geotechnical applications, hazardous waste disposal, hydrogeolo-
gy and groundwater protection, investment analysis of geological projects, land reclamation, marine geology, petrography of
hazardous waste materials (such as asbestos), soil science, seismology, and water resources.

AIPG realizes the shortage of resources available to you in restoring lower Manhattan and the Pentagon and would like to
offer pro bono aid wherever possible, recommending members who have one or more of the above-listed specialties. AIPG can
be a clearinghouse for directing you to the services of competent, professional geologists among our membership.

For more information you can contact me at (518) 486-2002, e-mail: rfakundi@mail.nysed.gov or our Executive Director,
William Siok at (303) 412-6205, e-mail: wsiok@aipg.org.

You have our sincerest concern for the quick and careful accomplishment of the many tasks facing you and your staff, and
hope that we as an organization may be able to aid you in achieving the goal of restoring our city and Nation.

Sincerely,

Robert H. Fakundiny, Ph.D., CPG-4977
State Geologist of New York and 
President of the American Institute of Professional Geologists

cc: Executive Committee, AIPG
William Siok, Executive Director, AIPG

I have had the following letter sent to those City, State, and Federal
agencies involved with the cleanup and restoration of the devastated
sites in Manhattan, the Pentagon, and in Pennsylvania. The members
of AIPG have special and possibly unique expertise and experience
that may be valuable to them. I ask that you consider those ways that
you may contribute and be ready to respond, if requested. This is an
opportunity to demonstrate the importance and value of a certified
professional geologist program. Thank you for your continued support
of AIPG and its programs.
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Theis Time and Distance-Drawdown
Equations Without Curves or Tables

Michael Kasenow, CPG-10324

Pumping test analysis of aquifers is concerned with deter-
mining the storage coefficient (S) and transmissivity (T).Theis
(1935) provided a transient method that required two loga-
rithmic graphs. Cooper and Jacob (1946) simplified the Theis
solution by using a semilogarithmic graph. Sheahan (1967)
developed a two-drawdoen method that is dependent upon a
table; however, extensive tables were not provided until
Kasenow (1995, 2000) developed these for both early and late
drawdown data. The first two methods are dependent upon
subjective interpretation. When using Sheahans’ method,
drawdowns at specific times must be used. The author has
developed the following Theisian equations that can be used
with any two drawdowns at corresponding times or distances
that satisfy the Cooper-Jacob limitations (Kasenow, 2000,
2001):

(1)

(2)

where, for consistent units,
Q = pumping test discharge
T = transmissivity
sx = drawdowns at convenient times
tx = time of the convenient drawdowns
W(m) = Theis correction coefficient
These equations can be used with conventional semi-log

methods, which can verify satisfaction of the Theis assump-
tions. They have easy utility for both time-and-distance-draw-
down analysis. Two solutions can now be determined on a sin-
gle, semi-log graph: Theis and Cooper-Jacob. However, when
using this approach, the Theis Type Curve or Tables of m and
W(m) are not needed. These equations can be easily used in
the field, and they can be used with the Theis storage equa-
tion. However, they must be used within the Cooper-Jacob lim-
itations, that is, when m  £ 0.03, or, as most hydrogeologists
suggest, utilizing drawdowns that occur at late pumping times
(Wenzel, 1942; Ferris and others, 1962; Ogden, 1965;
Kruseman and de Ridder, 1990; Hall, 1996).

Example 1: Solving Theis for Time-
Drawdown Without Curves or Tables
It is now easy to select any two drawdowns at any two times

and solve for W(m) and m, and T and S, within the constraints
of the Cooper-Jacob limitations, without a type curve or table
of Theisian coefficients. This example will arbitrarily use two
time and drawdown values from the Table in Figure 1: s at
210 minutes = 2.81 ft, and s at 120 minutes = 2.49 minutes.

(1)

W(m) = 4.91
Note: if we would have inversed the values in the numera-

tor and denominator in the term W(m), we would have arrived
at the same transmissivity. The value m is solved using equa-
tion (3), and then using equation (4), the storage coefficient is
determined. For these data

1nm = 1n(0.5615) - W(m) (3)
1nm = 1n(0.5615) - 4.91
m = 0.0041, and

(4)

where, for consistent units,
m = Theis correction coefficient
S = storage coefficient
r = observation well distance
t2 = time of drawdown s2.

Both T and S using this method are in reasonable agreement
with the values in Figure 1. When m > 0.03, Theisian tables,
like those developed by Kasenow (2000), should be used to
help solve for the aquifer parameters.

Example 2: Solving Theis for Distance-
Drawdown Without Curves or Tables
A similar set of equations has been developed by the author

for distance-drawdown analysis, which is considered by most
hydrogeologists to be the more accurate method to determine
T and S for an aquifer system, when using aquifer test data.
However, the conventional Theis Distance-Drawdown Type
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Curve analysis is tedious and subjective; therefore, it has seen
limited use.The method presented below offers a Theisian dis-
tance-drawdown solution that is very easy to complete.

(2)

1nm = 1n(0.5615) - 2[W(m)], and (5)

(6)

where
s1 and s2 = any two convenient drawdowns
r1 and r2 = distances of the convenient drawdowns.

Note the slight change in symbolism in equations (2), (5), and
(6). Any appropriate and corresponding values that are with-
in the constraints of the Cooper-Jacob limitations can be used.

Table 1 contains the complete list of drawdown data over
time and distance provided by Lohman (1972), where dis-
charge = 500 gpm = 96,250 ft3/day. Figure 2 shows a semi-log
plot and results of these data at 240 minutes.

This example will use distance-drawdown analysis for
observation wells #1 and #3 at 240 minutes: s1 = 3.67 ft, r1 =
200 ft; s2 = 2.11 ft, r2 = 800. Time = 240 minutes.

(2)

1nm = 1n(0.5615) – 2[1.88]          m = 0.0131 (5)

(6)

Distance-drawdown results for observation wells #1
and #2: W(m) = 2.53, m = 0.0036, T = 13,441 ft2/day, and S =
0.00020.

Distance-drawdown results for observation wells #2
and #3: W(m) = 1.90, m = 0.0126, T = 13,789 ft2/day, and S =
0.00018.

For practical applications,T and S using these new set of equa-
tions,match the Theis Distance-Drawdown Type Curve results
as determined by Lohman (1972) (Table 2). They also also in
good agreement with the results obtained using Figure 2.

Figure 1. Conventional Cooper-Jacob semi-log time-drawdown
graph.

Figure 2. Conventional semi-log time-drawdown graph.

Table 1. Pumping test data for a confined aquifer (Lohman (1972).
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Conclusions
For late time or distance drawdown data, Theisian equa-

tions (1) and (2) can be used to determine transmissivity and
the storage coefficient (Table 3). these equations can be used-
within the constraints of the Cooper-Jacob limitations, that
is, time of pumping must be long or the observation well dis-
tance must be short so that m £ 0.03, although, some
researchers contend that m can be as high as 0.05. The use of
these equations allows for two solution methods to be com-
pleted on a single, semi-log graph, without curves or tables,
Theis and Cooper-Jacob, which can help to verify results.

The author is unaware of any publication that contains
equations (1) or (2), and the author has attempted to give cred-
it to ground-water scientists who have pioneered their devel-
opment.
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Politics can be frustrating. The following is a recent exam-
ple from Colorado. This past legislative session saw a trou-
bling series of events regarding the status of the Colorado
Geological Survey (CGS). The current State statutes contain
conflicting statements regarding the position of the CGS. One
states that the Survey is an independent agency (Division)
within the Department of Natural Resources (DNR).The other
states that it is part of the Division of Minerals and Geology
(DMG), the mining regulatory agency within the DNR. The
bipartisan Joint Budget Committee (JBC) introduced a bill
near the end of the legislative session that would have elim-
inated the conflicting language and clearly re-establish the
CGS as a Division within the DNR. The State Senate passed
the proposed bill with only one dissenting vote, and the House
passed the bill unanimously. Governor Owens then delayed
action on the bill until the legislative session ended (and with
it any possibility of an override) and vetoed the bill.

Late last year, the DNR submitted their proposed budget
for the 2001-2002 fiscal year to the JBC with a major change
that would merge the roughly $4 million budget of the CGS
into the roughly $6 million budget of the DMG. For those of
us in the geological community who have helped work on build-
ing a relevant and effective Survey over the past 10 years, this
merger is inappropriate. When the Executive Director of the
DNR first made a public statement indicating his plans to
merge these budgets, two geologists (one from the petroleum
community and one from the hydrogeologic community) met
with him and explained their concerns regarding the proposed
merger. He told them that it was not a topic of discussion,
because he had decided to go forward with the merger.

How did this state of affairs come to be? To understand the
current situation, some history needs to be provided. The CGS
was re-established as a Division within the DNR in 1967 after
several decades of inactivity. As financial constraints devel-
oped in the 1980’s, the CGS was forced to work on a “cash-
funded” basis and significant conflicts with the geological con-
sulting community developed. A task force was established to
evaluate the CGS. Its report was supportive of a state geo-
logical survey and made 12 recommendations including one
to form an advisory group. An Executive Order, in 1991, estab-
lished the CGS Advisory Committee. The primary role of this
independent body was to monitor potential conflicts resulting
from cash funding and identify new sources of funding.

In 1992, the legislature created the Division of Minerals
and Geology within the DNR and established the Minerals,
Energy, and Geology Advisory (MEGA) Policy Board.Thus, the
DNR avoided dealing with an administrative problem direct-
ly. The MEGA Board was given the initial task of making a
recommendation on the future of the CGS. This was an inter-
esting process as the Board, in simple majority, voted to main-
tain the CGS as a Division within the DNR. Some members
of the Board argued that, due to the nature of the motion, a

supermajority was necessary to leave the CGS as a Division.
Therefore, the CGS became, on paper, part of the DMG.At that
point the MEGA Board sent a compromise recommendation
to the Governor regarding the location of the CGS and details
of how it should be managed within the DNR. From the MEGA
Board recommendation, an Executive Order was issued that
stated that the CGS would become part of the DMG contin-
gent upon certain criteria:
1. The name shall remain the Colorado Geological Survey

and the Advisory Committee shall continue.
2. The salary level of the State Geologist shall continue at

the Division Director level.
3. The State Geologist shall have appointing authority for

Survey staff.
4. The State Geologist shall retain authority to represent

Colorado in all geologic matters, including representation
on Boards and Commissions.

5. The State Geologist shall have freedom to solicit and nego-
tiate grants from all sectors of the economy.

6. The State Geologist shall administer funds and grants
received that result from work preformed by the Survey.

7. The State Geologist shall be represented at all
Department Director meetings, functions, etc. This
includes presentations and justification of the Survey’s
annual budget and decision item requests.

During this time, the former State Geologist had retired
and a new State Geologist was hired at a Division Director
level.

When the current administration took office in 2000, the
first action that affected the CGS was the abolishment of the
Advisory Committee. This was reported to be a cost-cutting
action, so the administration must have been surprised to
learn that the Advisory Committee existed without financial
support from state funds. Since then, the Executive Director
of the DNR has been determined to follow through with the
merger of the budgets, although there is no financial savings
associated with the merger.

Why should the geological community care about these
changes? The functions and statutory purposes of the DMG
and CGS are very different. The CGS is primarily a science
agency that addresses issues as diverse as geologic hazards
(including avalanche hazards), water quality, geologic map-
ping, and geologic investigations that result in reports that
benefit many communities, including oil and gas, mining, engi-
neering, environmental, local government, and other public
users. The DMG is a regulatory agency with the purpose of
regulating the development, operation, and reclamation of
mining properties. In a letter to the Governor, Peter Dea, at
the time Chairman of the Board and CEO of Barrett, wrote:
the state geologist “has done an exemplary job of bringing the

A Legislative Update of
Geological Interest

Susan M. Landon, CPG-04591, AIPG Past President (1990)
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CGS to a high level of accountability and respect over the last
several years. She has recruited a very professional team of
geologists, engineers, and support staff. Ms. Cowart and her
qualified team provide objective science to the citizens of
Colorado. This includes geologic hazard analysis for highways
and residential areas, environmental and hydrologic baseline
measurements, and resources evaluation.”

When the budget proposal became public last fall, several
members of the geological community decided to work with
the JBC on this issue. Constituent geologists met with their
legislator-members of the JBC explaining the reasons not to
merge the budgets. In response to the DNR proposal to merge
the budgets, the JBC’s Budget Analyst recommended against
this request and noted that the merger between the CGS and
DMG had never occurred, as many of the conditions were
unmet or undone. The Budget Analyst also identified the

numerous inconsistencies and cited conflicting statutes. The
JBC subsequently introduced the proposed legislation to elim-
inate the conflicting language. It is disappointing that
Colorado’s Governor chose to veto their bill, particularly after
it had received overwhelming, bipartisan approval from both
the House and the Senate and widespread support from the
geological community.

The next legislative session will probably address the sta-
tus of the CGS again. Stay tuned for chapter two or, better
yet, help us write the next chapter. Contact your legislator and
urge him or her to support the JBC’s efforts if you believe the
CGS should continue to help the citizens of Colorado as a free
standing science agency within the DNR.
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Each August since 1991, the Stockholm Water Symposium
has been convened and the Stockholm Water Prize has been
awarded. Over time, this increasingly diverse gathering of
leading individuals, organizations, and corporations has
become known as the World Water Week in Stockholm.

This year, the 11th Stockholm Water Symposium was
attended by over 1,000 participants from some 120 countries.
The conference focus was “Water Security for the 21st Century
- Building Bridges Through Dialogue” . The Dutch Crown
Prince (Willem-Alexander) opened the conference with the
message “... that at the end of the day price mechanisms will
ultimately control water use and reduce wastage.” The recip-
ient of the Stockholm Water Prize was Dr. Takishi Asano, from
the University of California, Davis for his work in water reuse
from wastewater.

One interesting session I attended was titled: ”Relation
Between Industry and Other Water Interests in a
Catchment Context - Facilitated Stakeholder
Dialogue” .The session was moderated by Nik Gowing, a BBC
correspondent. The session provided a very interesting diver-

sity of Stakeholders including Industry (General Motors, ITT,
Unilever, BP-Amoco); Public/NGO groups such as World
WildLife Fund (WWF), the Global Environmental Facility
(GEF), the International Water Management Institute (IWMI)
based in Colombo, Sri Lanka; and Private Sector water utili-
ties represented by Severn Trent, and others.

These entities engaged in a lively discussion of ways in
which to conserve and protect water resources in a catchment
basin context including such issues as:

• Channels to reach mutual respect,
• Prioritizing between stakeholder interests,
• Sensibility to market and public perception, and
• Environmental performance.

The session on Water and Energy provided a case study
from the State of Gujarat in Western India where pumpage
for irrigation reportedly accounts for 40 percent of the State’s
energy consumption. It was postulated that this was in large
part due to the over-exploitation of ground water in the state
for irrigation and significant lowering of ground water levels.

Date Line Stockholm - August 2001
Stockholm Water Symposium

Vincent W. Uhl, Jr., CPG-06519

Call for Free Catalogue . . .

Water
Resources
Publications, LLC

Over 400 publications and computer
software in water resources and

related fields

Water Resources Publications, LLC.  ••  P.O. Box 260026  •• Highlands Ranch, CO 80163-0026
Orders: 1.800.736.2405 or 720.873.0171 •• Fax: 720.873.0173  •• e-mail: wrpllc@qwest.net •• Visit our Web Site: http://www.wrpllc.com

Applied Ground-Water
Hydrology and Well
Hydraulics ~ 2nd Edition
by Michael Kasenow, Ph.D.
Now 856 pp, SC, 8.5 x 11”, 1
computer program plus manual,
(Cat. No. AGWH2) US $129 

This second edition of the
highly acclaimed first edi-
tion provides review and applica-

tion in regard to the mechanics of ground-water
flow and aquifer analysis. It includes and expands
upon ground-water flow problems, fractured rock and karst
aquifers, double porosity, flow nets, recharge and discharge
functions of aquifers, step-drawdown tests, production well
analysis, the storage coefficient, regression analysis, transmis-
sive properties of aquifers, well field analysis, and much more.
Almost all of the chapters have been expanded to include more
detail, illustrations and solved problems.

The AquiferTest for Windows Computer Program
(Student Version) from Waterloo Hydrogeologic Inc., with
manual is included. ISBN 1-887201-28-9. Publ. 2000 WRP.

Determination of Hydraulic
Conductivity from Grain Size
Analysis
by Michael
Kasenow, Ph.D.

based on the
Computer
Program by Milan Vukovic and
Andjelko Soro  
110 pp, SC, (Cat. No. DHCG) US $78

+ Computer Program: Grain Size Analysis
by Michael Kasenow and Amy Feng
1 CD-ROM Written for Windows98™ (recommended 2nd
edition)

Practical and applicable methods are presented on how to deter-
mine the hydraulic conductivity for the grain-size curves, address-
ing general aspects of aquifer parameters. Theory and application

are carried from the manual to the computer program solvling various
problems. Chapter 12 has example data sets with solutions. 

The Grain Size Analysis Computer Programthat supplements
this book calculates the coefficient of uniformity, (C), porosity, (N),
values of the effective grain size, (De), and hydraulic conductivity, (K),
using 6 of the common methods in the groundwater industry. Ground-
water temperature can be utilized in the calculations. Easy to use and
the data, and the graph, can be easily printed. Windows based program,
grain size analysis graph without data, can also be printed for hand
determined analysis. ISBN 1-887201-31-9. To Publ. Spring 2001 WRP.

Revised Edition of
Determination of

Hydraulic Conductivity
of Porous Media from

Grain Size Composition
+ Windows98™ based
Computer Program

Easy to Use Tables of
Specific Capacity
by Michael Kasenow, Ph.D.
SC, ISBN 1-887201-26-2,
(Cat. No. EUTSC), US $15

These tables are an invalu-
able tool that can service
the needs of hydrogeolo-

gists, well drillers, researchers
and other ground-water profes-
sionals in estimating transmis-
sivity by using drawdown mea-
sured from a production well.
Publ. 2000 WRP.

Easy to Use THEISIAN
Tables ~ 2nd Ed. 
by Michael Kasenow, Ph.D.
SC, 6 x 9", ISBN 1-887201-12-2,
(Cat. No. EUTT), US $15

This second edition of the highly
acclaimed first edition provides
review and application in regard

to the mechanics of ground-water flow
and aquifer analysis. It facilitates an
easy method to determine Theisian
correction factors, µ and W(µ), for sim-
ple ground-water modeling. These
tables contain over 1300 pairs of
matching µ and W(µ) values that are
required in the Theis solution to esti-
mate discharge, drawdown, pumping
time, observation distance, limit of the
transient cone of depression, and spe-
cific capacity, when transmissivity and
the storage coefficient can be estimated
or are known. Publ. 2000 WRP.

Publications by Dr. Michael Kasenow~

Introduction to Aquifer Analysis ~ 4th Edition
by Michael Kasenow, Ph.D.
Computer Program by Michael Kasenow and Paul Pare
SC,  320 pp, ISBN 1-887201-06-8, (Cat. No. IAA) US $75

This book, now in its fourth edition, presents the conventional
solution methods using common language and carefully con-
structed illustrations. ISBN 1-887201-21-1 Publ. WRP. 

To Order:



10 The Professional Geologist • NOVEMBER 2001

REQUEST FOR NOMINATIONS

The 2002 AIPG Awards Committee is seek-
ing nominations for future recipients of the Ben
H. Parker Memorial Medal, the Martin Van
Couvering Memorial Award, the John T. Galey,
Sr. Memorial Public Service Award, and
Honorary Membership. The qualifications for
these awards can be found on the AIPG Web
site <www.aipg.org>. Nominations for these
awards, accompanied by a supporting state-
ment, should be sent via mail, fax, or e-mail to:

AIPG Headquarters
c/o Honors and Awards Chr.
8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200

Westminster, CO 80031-3681
(303) 412-6219 (fax)

aipg@aipg.org

Deadline for submittals is
December 10, 2001.

The overdraft of ground water aquifers, particularly in
Peninsular India, were not encouraging. Peninsular India is
underlain by volcanic (Deccan Trap Basalt), crystalline rocks,
and sedimentary rocks. These rock units generally comprise
low-storage aquifer systems with little storage buffer capac-
ity compared to unconsolidated aquifer systems. A combina-
tion of deep drilling technology and off-the-shelf submersible
pumps has enabled farmers to draw water from deeper depths
and thus result in a more rapid depletion of the resource from
irrigation pumpage.

One of the best presentations was made by three women
from the state of Gujarat in Western India. They outlined how
women in their state (Gujarat) had formed an organization
to take over repairs of water systems. Case studies were pre-
sented and the end result was impressive.

I would recommend that AIPG be represented at this
Symposium and perhaps become involved in the World Water
Week in the future. AIPG would join an impressive list of
organizations including: the American Society of Civil
Engineers, the American Water Resources Association, the
American Water Works Association, the Australian Water
Association, East African Community, European Water
Association, the International Union for the Conservation of
nature, the East African Community, the International Water
Association, and many others.

Earth Is Becoming a Greener Greenhouse

WASHINGTON - Over the past 21 years, parts of the northern hemisphere
have become much greener than they used to be. Researchers using satel-
lite data have confirmed that plant life above 40 degrees north latitude (New
York, Madrid, Ankara, Beijing) has been growing more vigorously since 1981.
One suspected cause is rising temperatures, possibly linked to the buildup of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. Eurasia seems to be greening more
than North America, with more lush vegetation for longer periods of time.

These results will appear in the September 16 issue of the Journal of
Geophysical Research - Atmospheres, published by the American Geophysical
Union.The authors are Liming Zhou, Robert Kaufmann, Nikolai Shabanov and
Ranga Myneni of Boston University, and Daniel Slayback and Compton Tucker
of NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

"When we looked at temperature and satellite vegetation data, we saw
that year to year changes in growth and duration of the growing season of
northern vegetation are tightly linked to year to year changes in temperature,"
Zhou said. The area of vegetation has not extended, but the existing vegeta-
tion has increased in density.

The authors also looked at the differences in vegetation growth between
North America and Eurasia, because the patterns and magnitudes of warm-
ing are different on the two continents. The greenness data from satellites
were strongly correlated to temperature data from thousands of meteorolog-
ical stations on both continents. The Eurasian greening was especially per-
sistent over a broad contiguous swath of land from central Europe through
Siberia to far-east Russia, where most of the vegetation is forests and wood-
lands. North America, in comparison, shows a fragmented pattern of change
notable only in the forests of the east and grasslands of the upper Midwest.

Dramatic changes in the timing of both the appearance and fall of leaves
are recorded in these two decades of satellite data.The authors report a grow-
ing season that is now almost 18 days longer, on average, in Eurasia, with
spring arriving a week early and autumn delayed by 10 days. In North America,
the growing season appears to be as much as 12 days longer.

The researchers used a temperature data set developed from the Global
Historical Climate Network (HCN). Dr. James Hansen of NASA's Goddard
Institute for Space Studies in New York, who developed this data set, said,
"The data were compiled from several thousand meteorological stations in
the United States and around the world. The stations also include many rural
sites where the data are collected by cooperative private observers."

Myneni suggested that these results are indicative of a greener green-
house. "This is an important finding because of possible implications to the
global carbon cycle," he said. Carbon dioxide is a main greenhouse gas and
is thought to play a major role in rising global temperatures. Further, Myneni
said, under the Kyoto protocol, most of the developed countries in the north
can use certain vegetation carbon sinks to meet their greenhouse gas emis-
sions reduction commitments. If the northern forests are greening, they may
already be absorbing carbon. Myneni said, "As to how much and for how long,
that needs more research."

Tucker developed the Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) prod-
uct to help determine the "greening" of plant life.The NDVI uses red and near-
infrared solar radiation reflected back to sensors of the Advanced Very High
Resolution Radiometers (AVHRR) aboard the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) series of polar-orbiting satellites. These
data are records of sensor observations of every patch of land on Earth, at
least once a day, continuously from July 1981. Processing of such massive
amounts of data is a time consuming task, even on modern computers, and
requires special methods to correct for atmospheric obscuration of Earth's
surface.The NDVI developed from processed data shows greening and brown-
ing of plants as they relate to seasonal changes and conditions such as
drought or abundant rainfall.

This work was made possible through funding by the NASA Earth Science
Enterprise's Pathfinder Data Sets and Associated Science Program.

AGU Release No. 01-24
Harvey Leifert, (202) 777-750
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Invitation from
The Professional Geologist

TPG is in need of news, articles, commentary, and
technical articles of geologic interest.

You are cordially invited to take advantage of the opportunity to
use your news journal to publically express your point of view
or explain work products related to the science, practice, and

regulation of, and profession of geology.

Some decry the lack of articles appearing in TPG about one subject or another,
or the particular content of an article which is published.

TPG is a service to you as AIPG members. TPG is your news journal.
The material which appears in TPG is yours to choose.

All the material appearing in TPG is elicited from members.
AIPG cannot publish that which is not available.

Please consider submitting a thought provoking or informative article relating
to your chosen profession or to the political issues

that affect the profession.

R.S.V.P.

American Institute of Professional Geologists
National Headquarters

8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200
Westminster, CO 80031-3681

(303) 412-6205 • Fax (303) 412-6219
aipg@aipg.org
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Alabama (Practice) - (334) 264-0730
Board of Licensure for Prof. Geologists
P.O. Box 175
Montgomery, AL 36101-0175

Alaska (Title) - (907) 465-2534
Dept. of Commerce & Economic Develop.
Division of Occupational Licensing
P.O. Box 110806
Juneau, AK 99811-0806

Arizona (Practice) - (602) 255-4053
AZ State Board of Technical Registration 
1951 W. Camelback Rd., Suite 250
Phoenix, AZ 85015
http://www.btr.state.az.us/

Arkansas (Practice) - (501) 296-1877
AR State Board of Reg. for Prof. Geologists
Arkansas Geological Commission
3815 West Roosevelt Road
Little Rock, AR 72204
http://www.state.ar.us/agc/BOR.htm

California (Practice & Specialties) - (916) 263-2113
State Board of Reg. for Geologists & Geophysicists
2535 Capital Oaks Dr., Suite 300A
Sacramento, CA 95833
E-mail: geology@dca.ca.gov
http://www.dca.ca.gov/geology

Delaware (Practice) - (302) 739-4522
State Board of Registration of Geologists
Cannon Building, Suite 203
P.O. Box 1401
Dover, DE 19903

Florida (Practice) - (904) 488-1105
Board of Registration of Geologists
1940 North Monroe St.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0750

Georgia (Practice) - (404) 656-2281
State Board of Reg. for Prof. Geologists
Examining Boards Division
166 Pryor St., SW
Atlanta, GA 30303

Idaho (Practice) - (208) 334-2268
Board of Registration for Prof. Geologists
P.O. Box 87320
Boise, ID 83720-0033

Illinois (Practice) - (217) 782-8556
Dept. of Professional Regulation
320 West Washington St.
Springfield, IL 62786

Indiana (Title) - (812) 855-5067
IN Geological Survey Dept of Natural Res.
611 North Walnut Grove
Bloomington, IN 47405

Kansas (Practice) - (785) 296-3053
Board of Technical Professions
900 SW Jackson St.
Landon State Office Bldg. #507
Topeka, KS 66612-1257
http://www/ink.org/public/ksbtp/

Kentucky (Practice) - (502) 564-3296
Board of Registration for Prof. Geologists
P.O. Box 456
Frankfort, KY 40602-0456
http://www.professionalgeologist.org

Maine (Practice) - (207) 624-8603
State Brd of Cert. for Geologists & Soil Sci.
Dept. of Professional & Financial Regulation
35 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333

Minnesota (Practice) - (612) 296-2388
Board of AELSAG & ID
85 East Seventh Place, Suite 160
St. Paul, MN 55101

Mississippi (Practice) - (601) 961-5507
State Board of Registered Prof. Geologists
P.O. Box 22742
Jackson, MS 39225-2742
E-mail: Rick_Ericksen@deq.state.ms.us
http://geology.deq.state.ms.us/geologyreg

Missouri (Practice) - (573) 526-7625
Board of Geology Registration
3605 Missouri Blvd.
P.O. Box 1335
Jefferson City, MO 65102-1335
http://www.ecodev.state.mo.us/pr/geo/

Nebraska (Practice plus Specialties) - (402) 472-2629
Nebraska State Board of Geologists
P.O. Box 80666
Lincoln, NE 68501-0666
http://www.csd.unl.edu/board.nbg.htm

New Hampshire (Practice) - (603) 271-2219
New Hampshire Joint Board of Licensure and Certification
57 Regional Drive 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 
http://www.state.nh.us/jtboard/home.htm

New Jersey (Practice) - (609) 633-7174
(only groundwater consultant- UST work)
Bureau of Underground Storage Tanks
Division of Natural Resources, CN-039
Trenton, NJ 08625-0029

North Carolina (Practice) - (919) 850-9669
Board for Licensing of Geologists
P.O. Box 41225
Raleigh, NC 27629

Oregon (Practice plus Specialties) - (503) 378-4180
State Board of Geologist Examiners
728 Hawthrone Avenue, N.E.
Salem, OR 97310

Pennsylvania (Practice) - (717) 783-7049
State Board of Professional Engineers,
Land Surveyors & Geologists

P.O. Box 2649
Harrisburg, PA 17105-2649
http://www.dos.state.pa.us

South Carolina (Practice) - (803) 734-4231
State Board of Registration for Geologists
P.O. Box 11329
Columbia, SC 29211-1329

Tennessee (Title) - (615) 741-3449
Dept. of Commerce & Insurance
Division of Regulatory Board
500 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, TN 37219-5322

Virginia (Title) - (804) 367-9500
Brd. of Geology Dept. of Professional &
Occupational Regulation

3600 West Broad St.
Richmond, VA 23230-4917

Washington (Practice) - (360) 664-1497
State of Washington Department of Licensing
Geologist Licensing Program
P.O. Box 9045
Olympia, WA 98507
http://www.wa.gov/dol/bpd/geofront.htm

Wisconsin (Practice) - (608) 266-1397
Dept. of Registration & Licensing
P.O. Box 8935
Madison, WI 53708
http://badger.state.wi.us/agencies/drl

Wyoming (Practice) - (307) 766-2490
Board of Registration for Prof. Geologists
P.O. Box 3008, University Station
Laramie, WY 82071
E-mail: wbrpg@wsgs.uwyo.edu

STATES WITH STATUTORY DEFINITION
Colorado - (303) 866-2611
Vicki Cowart, State Geologist
Colorado Geological Survey
1313 Sherman Street, Room 715
Denver, CO 80203

Oklahoma - (405) 325-3031
Dr. Charles Mankin
Oklahoma Geological Survey
100 East Boyd Street, Room N131
Norman, OK 73019

STATES WITH PARTIAL REGULATION
Connecticut - (860) 424-3700
Connecticut State Board of Examiners of
Environmental Professions

Connecticut Dept. of Environmental Protection
Water Management Bureau
79 Elm St.
Hartford, CT 60106-5127

Iowa (UST ground water work) - (515) 281-8779
Underground Storage Tank Section
Wallace State Office Building
900 East Grand
Des Moines, IA 50319

Massachusetts - (617) 574-6870
Board of Registration of Hazardous Waste Site
Cleanup Professionals
One Winter Street, 6th Fl.
Boston, MA 02108

Michigan - (517) 334-6907
(includes oil & gas & waste management)
Dept. of Environmental Quality
Geological Survey Division Liaison
P.O. Box 30241
Lansing, MI 48909

Underground Storage Tank Division
P.O. Box 30157
Lansing, MI 48909

Missouri - (573) 751-6095
Missouri Department of Health
P.O. Box 570
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Nevada - (702) 687-3016
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Division of Environmental Protection
Capitol Complex
123 West Nye Lane
Carson City, NV 89710

Nevada regulates geologic professionals involved in under-
ground storage tank or hazardous waste projects.

South Dakota - (605) 394-2510
South Dakota State Commission of Engineering, Architectural &
Land Surveying Examiners
2040 West Main St., Suite 304
Rapid City, SD 57702-2497

Association of State Boards of Geology (ASBOG)
P.O. Box 11591, Columbia, SC 29211-1591
Phone: (803) 799-1047/Fax: (803) 252-3432

REGISTRATION/CERTIFICATION BOARDS FOR GEOLOGISTS
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Practicing the Art

William J. Siok, CPG-04773

God bless America!
AIPG deadlines for TPG submissions

are six weeks prior to the publishing date
for each issue. As I begin fashioning this
message, it’s only been two days since
the despicable criminal attack upon the
United States and frankly, it’s very dif-
ficult to think about professional geolo-
gy issues with enthusiasm. However,
respect for our dead countrymen and for-
eigners working at the World Trade
Center, and the future well-being of our
country, require all of us to pitch-in
according to our stations-in-life, to be
productive, and to renew our commit-
ment to the United States, our families,
and our professions.

The respective Presidents of AIPG
and AEG momentarily considered can-
celling the annual meeting scheduled for
the first week in October. They immedi-
ately realized that to do so would only
be an admission that the perpetrators
did in fact succeed in bringing the USA
down. This they would not be allowed to
do, and so the meeting went on. It is a
testament to all the innocent victims of
September 11 that our professional
organizations go about business as
usual, for isn’t that precisely what our
countrymen were trying to do when so
ignominiously struck down? 

The present circumstances are indeed
difficult times. Those in my generation
can remember the political turmoil
caused by the Vietnam war. But this is
different. None of us, except our older

colleagues, parents, and grandparents,
have lived during a time of outright
aggression against our country.And even
during WW II, the battles took place far
from our continental shores.How will we
act, now that we will probably be forced
to endure more than a little disruption,
inconvenience, and perhaps loss, for
months, even years?

Two AIPG Sections,Pennsylvania and
Texas, have responded in very notable
ways to support the victims of the attack.
Each Section has decided to donate cash
to legitimate charities active in the
recovery and support efforts. The
Executive Committee and its visitors
observed a moment of silence in memo-
ry of the attack victims at the opening
of the October 2 meeting.

~ # ~
In the nature of professional geology

matters, perhaps you might find it inter-
esting to note the contents of an article
which appeared in the Geological Society
magazine Geoscientist. Not a few of us
have a family member or friend who suf-
fers from Parkinson’s disease, a degen-
erative process of the central nervous
system. Volume 11, No. 9, pg. 13 of
Geoscientist includes the following arti-
cle by Sydney Reynolds.

It’s gratifying to observe the contri-
butions some prominent geologists make
even beyond the immediate practice.

I hope all is well with you and your
families.

Eminent Occupant
Those who visited the rather trendy

Tracey Emin art exhibition recently at
the White Cube Gallery in Hoxton
Square, Hackney, London, may have
noticed (to the left of it) a large blue
plaque on a building with considerable
medico-geological interest. It proclaims:
James Parkinson 1755-1824 Physician
and Geologist lived here. Parkinson was
the English neurologist who gave his
name to the disease (paralysis agitans).
He also was one of the original founders
of the Geological Society of London, and
published a paper (Observations on some

Strata in the Neighbourhood of London,
and on the Fossil remains contained in
them) in the first volume of Transactions.

Ironically, the handsome building, of
glazed redbrick dating from the early-
Georgian period, is now a newly-opened
bar called Bluu: ‘Not after the plague
outside but its predecessor, an arguably
famous jazz bar called Blue Notes’ its
manager Justin Cooper enlightened me.

Today, in the warm, summer sunshine
young men and women can be found sit-
ting on Dr. Parkinson’s front steps and
at the tables outside sipping beer, wine
and spirits and, arguably, discussing
medicine, geology, and Miss Emin’s con-
troversial art. The spirit of Dr.
Parkinson,physician and paleontologist,
would surely have approved.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S COLUMN
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Congress has taken an interest in coal seams that are con-
sidered inadequate to justify mining. Why the interest?
Economic quantities of methane trapped in the seams. In
September, Barbara Cubin (R-Wyoming), who chairs the
House Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Resources, con-
ducted a hearing on the “orderly” development of the resource,
and the problems associated with methane extraction. A total
of 13 witnesses testified at the hearing on all aspects of the
issue and from many different perspectives. Earlier this year,
Cubin introduced H.R. 1710, the Powder River Basin Resource
Development Act, to address the disputes in this basin — locat-
ed in eastern Montana and Wyoming — between coal-bed
methane producers and more traditional oil and gas produc-
ers. Like the farmers and ranchers of yore, these two groups
have often found themselves at loggerheads. Although the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee passed leg-
islation concerning methane development last year, the full
Senate did not act on the bill (S. 1950) before the 106th
Congress adjourned.

DEVELOPMENT
Of primary concern over the development of coal-bed

methane is the tremendous amount of ground water that must
be released in order to produce the gas. An additional prob-
lem is that it requires a much larger number of wells than the
development of conventional natural gas reservoirs. In the
early part of the 1990’s, most coal-bed methane was produced
from the Black Warrior Basin in Alabama and the San Juan
Basin in New Mexico and Colorado. During that period, there
were only 100 coal-bed methane wells in the Powder River
Basin. By this past May, that number had grown to over 5,000.
Experts estimate that development of the basin will require
the drilling of 50,000 additional wells.

The Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) has been involved in a land-use planning
study concerning the impact of producing coal-bed methane
resources in the Powder River Basin. Whether or not the study
has delayed the permit process is open to question, but pro-
development groups maintain that the BLM is proceeding too
slowly in issuing drilling permits for coal-bed methane explo-
ration in the western states. The draft Environmental Impact
Study (EIS) to determine if and how development should pro-
ceed was scheduled for release by the BLM on July 1, but has
not yet been issued. The final EIS is reportedly not expected
until the summer of 2002, and based on recent experience,
that document also may not meet the target date.

THE DEBATE
The proponents of development stress the fact that methane

would not only add another resource to meet the nation’s ener-
gy needs, but it burns more cleanly than oil or coal. Improved
technology has led to production techniques allowing more
effective and efficient production of the gas. Industry and gov-

ernment estimates indicate that three basins — the Powder
River Basin in eastern Montana and Wyoming, the San Juan
Basin in Colorado and New Mexico, and the Uinta Basin in
Utah — have the potential for producing 500 billion cubic feet
of methane annually. If the resource were to be produced, the
involved states and the federal government would receive sev-
eral billion dollars in royalties and taxes. It appears that over
80 percent of the resource underlies private and state lands.

Opponents believe the most significant problem is the pres-
sure within the underground aquifers that contain the trapped
methane within fractured formations. The water that must be
pumped to the surface in order to release the gas, tends to
have a very high salt content and would be produced at a rate
of hundreds of gallons per minute. The water in similar for-
mations has been found to contain arsenic, iron, barium, and
manganese. Concern over extraction of the water involves the
potential depletion of aquifers and the drying up of wells locat-
ed in those formations. Saline water discharged on the ground
surface can destroy crops, accelerate erosion, and negatively
affect habitat and wildlife. Some believe the removal of large
quantities of water will result in ground surface collapse.Some
are worried that the released methane may migrate into the
water wells of private citizens, and they suggest the even
greater danger of methane entering people’s homes.

There is a plan currently under consideration for the
General Accounting Office, a congressional agency, to assess
the environmental impact of drilling for coal-bed methane.
The focus would be on the effect production would have on
fresh water supplies, and the rights of surface landowners.
The effect on private property by the withdrawal of signifi-
cant amounts of ground water or considerable surface runoff
are seen as serious concerns.

CONCLUSION
President Bush’s national energy policy endorses the devel-

opment of coal-bed methane as an integral part of the nation’s
energy supply. Recognizing the cumbersome process that
exists for approving methane well applications, the adminis-
tration has plans in progress to ease the approval process —
an important step needed to accommodate the significant
increase in applications expected throughout the nation.
Increased activities are anticipated in the states of Alabama,
Colorado, Kentucky, New Mexico, Texas, Utah, West Virginia,
and Wyoming. Although the administration can remove some
regulatory obstacles to development, major policy changes will
require congressional approval. Neither the House nor Senate
versions of comprehensive energy legislation address coal-bed
methane directly, and it remains an open question whether
Congress will take additional action on this subject before it
adjourns.

This column is a bimonthly feature written by John J.
Dragonetti,CPG-02779,who is Senior Advisor to the American
Geological Institute’s Government Affairs Program.

LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES AFFECTING GEOLOGY

Coalbed Methane is Becoming A Hot Topic

Submitted by John J. Dragonetti, CPG-02779
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AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS MONTHLY REVIEW
Monthly review prepared by Margaret Baker, David Applegate, MEM-0002, AGI Government
Affairs Program, and AGI/AIPG Geoscience Policy Intern Chris Eisenger

AUGUST 2001
• Congress Returns to Grim Revenue Estimates
• Outlook for Geoscience-Related Legislation This Session
• Special Update: Senate Amendment on Evolution
• AGI Signs on to Education Letter 
• Bush Announces Groat Staying at USGS
• National Academy Looks at Fuel Economy Standards
• Summer Interns Return to School; Former Intern Takes

Key House Committee Job
• Applications Being Accepted for Spring Semester

Internship
• Schedule of Upcoming GAP Activities 
• New Material on Web Site

Congress Returns to Budget Crunch
While members of Congress were home over the August

recess, the White House Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) and Congressional Budget Office (CBO) both released
sharply lower estimates for the federal government's budget
surplus.The combined effect of a weak economy and tax rebate
checks have reduced OMB's projected surplus—excluding
Social Security—to $1 billion, $123 billion less than forecast
in April. CBO projects a $9 billion deficit for the current fis-
cal year (FY), again excluding Social Security. The projections
for the next several years are similar. Given the pledges not
to cut into Social Security, this razor-thin surplus means
Congress will be hard-pressed to make additional funds avail-
able for federal programs—including those supporting sci-
ence—as the FY 2002 appropriations process heading into the
home stretch during September. According to President Bush,
the reduced revenues should force Congress to avoid "old temp-
tations." In recent years, Congress has provided higher levels
in the final appropriations bills than in either the earlier
House- or Senate-passed versions.The lower surplus estimates
also mean that the FY 2003 budget request may be more tight-
ly constrained than the president's request this year when
many federal science programs faced steep cuts or at best flat
funding.

Outlook for Geoscience-Related Legislation
This Session

The remaining months of the first session of the 107th
Congress are likely to focus on three topics: appropriations,
energy, and education. Congress is supposed to adjourn on
October 5th, but some analysts are saying that they may be
in session through Thanksgiving. A first priority will be the
obligatory appropriation bills. Before leaving for the recess,
not a single bill had been sent to the president or even released
from a House-Senate conference committee for final votes.The
Interior Appropriations bill conference is scheduled to begin
in the second week of September. Both the Energy & Water
and the VA/HUD appropriation bills are ready for conference,
but it is not clear how easily the two chambers will be able to
iron out differences between their separate versions. More

information on the appropriation bills is available at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis107/appropsfy2002.html. On
the education front, the major focus will be on reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Both
chambers passed versions of H.R.1 before leaving for August.
The original goal was for the final bill to be brought to the
House and Senate floors in September, but slow progress in
the conference committee might push this date back into
October. More on science education at http://www.agiweb.org-
/gap/legis107/science_edu.html. With regard to energy, the big
question is how much further will Congress get in formulat-
ing a national energy policy. The House has passed its com-
prehensive energy policy bill (H.R.4), and it is up to the Senate
to make the next move. However, public concerns over high
energy costs and electricity blackouts have largely subsided,
removing the principal impetus for congressional action.
Filibusters have been threatened on several topics, most
notably oil exploration in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
(ANWR). It seems likely that with the appropriations and edu-
cation bills on the front burners, a comprehensive energy pol-
icy may be put on hold until the second session of the 107th
Congress begins in January. More on energy policy at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis107/energy.html.

Special Update: Senate Amendment
on Evolution

As reported in an August 22nd special update, the leaders
of 88 scientific and educational organizations have signed on
to a joint letter asking the chairmen of a House-Senate con-
ference committee to remove a Senate resolution singling out
evolution as a controversial theory. AGI and 15 of its member
societies are among the organizations represented. Others
include the National Science Teachers Association, the
American Institute of Biological Sciences, and the Association
of American Universities. The House-Senate conference com-
mittee must reconcile the Senate-passed and House-passed
version of H.R.1, a massive overhaul of federal elementary
and secondary education programs. Negotiations took place
at the staff level throughout August with the conference set
to resume early in September. Efforts are ongoing to have the
resolution dropped from the final bill. The letter with a cur-
rent list of signatories can be found at http://www.agi-
web.org/gap/legis107/evolutionletter.html. The special update
is at http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis107/evolutionletter_up-
date0801.html.

AGI Signs on to Education Letter
AGI joined with 18 other industrial, scientific, and educa-

tional organizations in sending a letter to support Math and
Science Partnerships in H.R.1. As the letter states: "The Math
and Science Partnership provision in the House and Senate
[Elementary and Secondary Education Act] bills authorize
merit-based partnerships between school districts, university
science and math departments, businesses, and educational
organizations to improve teacher quality and student achieve-
ment in math and science." As Congress works through the



16 The Professional Geologist • NOVEMBER 2001

reconciliation process for ESEA, the next step will be to see
how these partnerships are funded within the Labor/HHS
Appropriation bill, which has yet to be taken up by either
chamber. More information on ESEA is available at
http://www.agiweb.org/gap/legis107/science_edu.html

Bush Announces Groat Staying at USGS
On August 6th, Secretary of the Interior Gale Norton

announced that President Bush had officially accepted her
recommendation that Charles G. "Chip" Groat continue as U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) Director.During an all-hands meet-
ing at the survey's headquarters, Norton said: "Chip has an
outstanding science management background and is the per-
fect director for USGS and for this administration." Groat is
the only Clinton-appointed Interior bureau director to be kept
on by Bush, and one of only a handful of reappointments across
the entire administration. He has been USGS director since
November 1998. An Interior Department press release can be
found at http://www.doi.gov/news/010815.htm.

National Academy Looks at
Fuel Economy Standards

The National Research Council, operating arm of the
National Academy of Science, released a report entitled
"Effectiveness and Impact of Corporate Average Fuel Economy
(CAFE) Standards" that looks at both the effects of changing
the CAFE standards in relationship to clean air and energy
policy and how to improve the existing program. Several rec-
ommendations were offered in the congressionally mandated
report, including one to adopt a tradable fuel economy credit
program and to develop an "attribute-based standard" that
would base fuel-economy standards on criteria such as weight,
instead of the current system based on whether the vehicle is
defined as a car or truck. Another recommendation was for
the government to continue to support joint projects with the
automotive industry in research and development of fuel-effi-
ciency technologies. Overall, the committee concludes that the
CAFE program has been successful in helping to reduce
dependency on foreign oil and in helping reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. The text of the report is available at
http://www.nap.edu/catalog/10172.html.

Summer Interns Return to School; Former
Intern Takes Key House Committee Job

Many thanks to our three AGI/AIPG Geoscience and Public
Policy Interns who each spent 12 weeks researching issues,
tracking legislation, and maintaining AGI legislative updates
on the web. Chris Eisinger has returned to Arizona State
University, where he is pursuing a master's degree in vol-
canology. Caetie Ofiesh has returned to Amherst College for
her senior year as a geology major. Michelle Williams has
returned to the University of Nevada Las Vegas, where she is
a master's student in tectonic sedimentology. Articles by all
three will appear in the November issue of The Professional
Geologist. AGI gratefully acknowledges major support for the
internships provided by the AIPG Foundation.

We also are pleased to report that one of AGI's first policy
interns, Heidi Mohlman, is the new communications director
for the House Science Committee,where she oversees all media
interactions. After her AGI internship, she worked for Sen.

Jim Jeffords (I-VT) in a number of capacities, including deputy
press secretary. Most recently, she served as press secretary
for his successful 2000 re-election campaign. Mohlman, a
Vermont native, holds a bachelor's degree in geology from
Amherst College. We wish her the best of luck!

Applications Being Accepted for Spring
Semester Internship

AGI is seeking outstanding geoscience students with a
strong interest in federal science policy for a 14-week intern-
ship in Spring 2002. Interns will gain a first-hand under-
standing of the legislative process and the operation of exec-
utive branch agencies. They also will hone both their writing
and Web publishing skills. Support for the spring internship
is provided by the American Association of Petroleum
Geologists. Applications must be postmarked by October 15,
2001.See http://www.agiweb.org/gapac/intern.html for further
information.

Schedule of Upcoming GAP Activities

• Nov. 4-8, GSA Annual Meeting, Boston MA
• Nov. 5, Govt Affairs Advisory Cmte Mtg, Boston MA

New Material on Web Site

The following updates and reports were added to the
Government Affairs portion of AGI's web site http://www.agi-
web.org since the last monthly update:
• Special Update: Joint Letter on Evolution Sent to

Congress (8-23-01) 
• Challenges to the Teaching of Evolution (8-23-01) 
• Clean Air Act (8-16-01) 
• Commerce, Judiciary & State Appropriations Bill

(8-10-01) 
• Science Education Policy (8-9-01) 
• Asbestos Legislation (8-7-01) 
• Energy & Water Appropriations Bill (8-7-01) 
• Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) (8-7-01) 
• Fossils on Public Lands (8-7-01) 
• Climate Change Policy Overview (8-6-01) 
• Geotimes Political Scene: Crossing Geopolitical Borders

(8/01) 

Sources: American Institute of Physics, Department of the
Interior, EENews, Greenwire, Library of Congress, National
Research Council, USBudget.com, Washington Post, White
House Office of Management and Budget.

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 com-
munications between GAP and the geoscience community that
it serves. Prior updates can be found on the AGI web site under
"Government Affairs" <http://www.agiweb.org>. For addition-
al information on specific policy issues, please visit the web
site or contact us at <govt@agiweb.org> or (703) 379-2480, ext.
212.

AGI GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS MONTHLY REVIEW (continued)
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Introduction
The following three articles were written by summer interns with the American Geological Institute’s

Government Affairs Program. These internships are funded through a matching grant from the AIPG Foundation,
whose support AGI gratefully acknowledges. The interns were selected following a highly competitive national
competition targeted toward geoscience students at both the undergraduate and graduate level. During the course
of the summer, the interns attended congressional hearings, met with policymakers on the Hill and at federal
agencies, and conducted background research on issues of concern to the geoscience community. A major respon-
sibility was to update information on geoscience-related legislation on AGI’s website: http://www.agiweb.org/gap.
These articles are the result of that work.

Improving Science at the Environmental Protection Agency
Caetlin Ofiesh, AGI/AIPG Geoscience & Public Policy Intern, American Geological Institute,

4220 King Street, Alexandria, VA 22302

Brownfields Legislation: Making the Grass Greener on the Other Side
Chris Eisinger, AGI/AIPG Geoscience & Public Policy Intern, American Geological Institute,

4220 King Street, Alexandria, VA 22302

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Heats Up
Michelle Williams, AGI/AIPG Geoscience & Public Policy Intern, American Geological Institute,

4220 King Street, Alexandria, VA 22302

AGI/AIPG INTERN ARTICLES

AGI Summer Interns visit with U.S. Geological Survey Director Chip Groat.
From left to right: Chris Eisinger, Michelle Williams, Chip Groat, and Caetie Ofiesh.
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As the primary environmental regulatory body in the
United States, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) is responsible for protecting human health and safe-
guarding the natural environment. It is the principal enforcer
of a disparate collection of federal laws that address a wide
variety of environmental problems. Although the EPA’s pri-
mary mission is regulatory, the agency’s strategic plan recog-
nizes sound science as the foundation upon which that
enforcement is built. Since the agency’s creation 30 years ago,
however, the scientific foundation of its policies has been crit-
icized by federal reports as well as by many groups with a
vested interest in regulatory decisions, including members of
Congress, the judiciary, and industry.

Getting the Ball Rolling
In 2000, the National Research Council (NRC) released a

report evaluating the EPA’s Office of Research and
Development (ORD), the principal science body within the
agency. Because the ORD is of equal rank to both regulatory
and regional offices, it has not been successful in incorporat-
ing its guidance regarding scientific policy and activities into
the agency as a whole. Entitled Strengthening Science at the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Research Management
and Peer Review Practices, the NRC report recognized that
the lack of a top science official was preventing quality sci-
ence from taking center stage behind the regulatory process.

Members of Congress have responded to the report by intro-
ducing two bills that seek to address and improve the EPA’s
reputation for science by making changes internally to
increase inclusion of science in the regulatory process and
externally to elevate the agency’s rank in the federal govern-
ment. The internal approach (H.R. 64 and its companion S.
1176) seeks to create a new high-level position within the EPA
to oversee research and science.

Rep. Vernon Ehlers (R-MI) introduced H.R. 64, the
Strengthening Science at the EPA Act, in January 2001. The
bill is an attempt to increase accountability for the science
behind the regulations. Based on the NRC report’s recom-
mendations, the bill establishes a new presidentially appoint-
ed Deputy Administrator for Science and Technology to serve
as a scientific gate-keeper with the responsibility of coordi-
nating and overseeing all the scientific activities throughout
the agency.The current Deputy Administrator of the EPA posi-
tion would be renamed Deputy Administrator for Policy and
Management. As he described at a Capitol Hill briefing on the
bill in July, Ehlers has a goal of infusing science into every
step of the EPA’s process, rather than being inserted in piece-
meal fashion to accompany policies and actions. The result
would be regulatory actions that carry strong scientific and
political weight. To address issues within the ORD, H.R. 64
would add “Chief Scientist of the EPA” to the title of the cur-
rent Assistant Administrator for Research and Development,

and extend the term of the position from four to six years, also
an NRC recommendation.The hope is that a longer term would
not only bring greater continuity to scientific research at the
agency but also will attract top candidates who previously
would have been drawn to academia or the private sector. As
envisioned by Ehlers and the NRC, the Assistant
Administrator would be responsible for directing the internal
research program, while the new Deputy Administrator posi-
tion would focus on improving scientific practices and per-
formance within the agency as a whole.

The bill also makes several recommendations for ways in
which the ORD could improve its operations. These sugges-
tions include extending flexibility and accountability to
research managers, enabling them to make decisions at the
lowest level appropriate to EPA policy; maintaining an even
balance between problem-driven and core research, develop-
ing a strategy for both encouraging and acquiring research
conducted by other state and federal agencies, universities,
and industry; and improving the documentation and trans-
parency of decision-making within the office. In July 2001,
Sens. George Voinovich (R-OH) and Tom Carper (D-DE) intro-
duced similar legislation (S. 1176) in the Senate. The only dif-
ference from H.R. 64 is that the Senate version expressly spec-
ifies that the new Deputy Administrator for Science and
Technology would be charged with oversight of the ORD and
several other science bodies within the EPA.

A Step Up
The second pair of bills seeks to make changes to the EPA

by taking an external approach to improvement. Introduced
in January 2001 by Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-CA) and co-spon-
sored by Sen. Susan Collins (R-ME), S. 159 would elevate the
EPA to cabinet-level status and rename it the Department of
Environmental Protection. House Science Committee
Chairman Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY) introduced companion
legislation (H.R. 2438) in July. Although this legislation may
be more symbolic than the Ehlers bill, it nonetheless repre-
sents an important step in making improvements to the agency
and addressing environmental concerns.

Currently, the U.S. is on a short list of industrialized nations
whose environmental agency is not at the highest level in the
federal government. Several attempts have been made in the
past 13 years to elevate the EPA to cabinet status, but they
have failed due to wrangling over additional provisions. In
contrast, the current bills have already begun to gather strong
congressional support, and the day after H.R. 2438 was intro-
duced, the Bush administration and EPA Administrator
Christie Todd Whitman expressed their support. At a hearing
on the Senate version of the bill held by the Senate Committee
on Governmental Affairs at the end of July, Whitman stressed
the importance of keeping the bill free of controversial provi-

AGI/AIPG INTERN ARTICLES

Improving Science at the
Environmental Protection Agency

Caetlin Ofiesh, AGI/AIPG Geoscience & Public Policy Intern
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sions — “riders” — that had prevented similar legislation from
passing in prior years.

Although elevation to cabinet level would be a jump in for-
mal status for the EPA, the reality is that the administrator
has traditionally been invited by the president to act as a mem-
ber of the Cabinet. However symbolic the gesture may be,
Boehlert characterized the agency’s responsibilities as “too
critical not to be an official part of the Cabinet,” and the admin-
istration seems to agree.Part of the reason for President Bush’s
support of the bill also may be the hard knocks he has taken
on a number of environmental issues. The administration has
shown that it wants to make an effort to improve its envi-
ronmental image, and Whitman has made a strong commit-
ment to “leave America’s air cleaner, water purer, and land
better protected than when I took office.”

Making Real Changes
Although these two sets of legislation take different roads,

they both have similar goals of improving the EPA in quality

and stature. Witnesses testifying at the hearing on the cabi-
net legislation have expressed that they would like to see
Congress wait until the EPA is elevated to Cabinet level before
modifying its internal structure to address concerns about sci-
ence. But while both bills seek to make improvements, the leg-
islation that takes the internal approach (H.R. 64 and S. 1176)
addresses the issue that is at the heart of the EPA’s problems:
that science is not currently a centerpiece of the agency’s reg-
ulation. Although elevation to cabinet level will be a positive
symbol for the EPA, improving the scientific foundation behind
the agency’s regulations and policies will do more to ready the
agency to diagnose and treat the difficult environmental prob-
lems that face the nation.

The NRC report on the EPA can be found at
http://www.nap.edu/books/0309071275/html/.

Caetie Ofiesh has returned to Amherst College for her sen-
ior year as a geology major.

AGI/AIPG INTERN ARTICLES

In its first few months, the 107th Congress has eagerly
addressed the topic of brownfields reform, a rare bipartisan
issue.As defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), brownfields are commercial properties where “expan-
sion or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived envi-
ronmental contamination.” The total number of U.S. brown-
field sites is thought to be between 450,000 and 500,000, with
the majority located in urban areas.Typical sites include aban-
doned gas stations, former factories, and commercial opera-
tions that used hazardous materials. Redevelopment of these
sites can improve a local environment, create jobs, increase
tax revenues, and promote economic growth and environ-
mental health in communities. With good policy, brownfields
remediation can make the grass greener for both the envi-
ronment and the economy.

Getting away from Superfund
At the Federal level, the current mechanism for dealing

with lightly contaminated sites is contained in the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA). Enacted in 1980, CERCLA (also
known as “Superfund”) gives the EPA and others the ability
to recover clean-up costs from anyone ever associated with a
contaminated site at any point in time. This approach, con-
sidered to be necessary for seriously contaminated sites, is
excessive for most brownfields. Large cleanup expenses com-
bined with a lack of legal finality leads potential developers
and investors to choose uncontaminated suburban land (green-
fields) over the more risky brownfields. Consequently, older
industrial areas are left derelict, and urban sprawl thrives.
Also, a big concern are the construction delays that can be

encountered in complying with the complicated CERCLA laws.
There is bipartisan agreement that successfully reforming the
national brownfields program will require legislation provid-
ing funding and liability relief independent of CERCLA.

Dealing with brownfields
Brownfields are not a new topic for Congress. In fact, this

is the fourth session to have addressed them, and during the
106th Congress almost 30 bills were introduced involving con-
taminated sites. So why hasn’t a brownfields bill been passed
yet? In part, brownfields legislation has simply been too low
a congressional priority.Faced with more immediate problems,
the leadership has relied on the fact that CERCLA does
address brownfield remediation to some degree, albeit in a
cumbersome, inefficient manner. Also, Congress has had to
deal with environmental groups concerned about weakening
the EPA’s strict environmental policies regarding potentially
responsible parties, and pressure by states to give them more
leverage in developing their brownfield sites. But the politi-
cal momentum behind new legislation in this congressional
session is very strong. Brownfield programs are currently pop-
ular among constituents, businesses, and many environmen-
tal groups.Additionally, states have been developing their own
initiatives, which need federal funding and support to be suc-
cessful.

State programs
Every state, except North Dakota, Wyoming, and South

Dakota, has a brownfield program of some sort. They differ
widely in how they are regulated, how comprehensive they
are, how much liability relief they offer, and how they decide

Brownfields Legislation:
Making the Grass Greener on the Other Side

Chris Eisinger, AGI/AIPG Geoscience & Public Policy Intern
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what sites can and will be redeveloped. The amount of inter-
action with the federal government also is variable. Fourteen
states have signed agreements with EPA that give them a
sense of finality if their own program follows certain EPA
guidelines.This arrangement encourages developers to under-
take site cleanups free from the risk of federal liability and
EPA penalties.A brownfields bill from Congress would improve
the process and financing of cleanups and thus allow more
sites across the country to be returned to productive use.

What can we expect from this Congress?
On April 25th, the Senate passed a brownfields bill (S. 350)

by a 99-0 vote, and throughout the summer the House has
been holding its own legislative hearings. Although cleaning
up contaminated sites is a priority for both parties, contentious
areas still remain. These include liability clarification that
would protect potential developers and nearby property own-
ers; direct funding support, such as grants to states and cities;
tax incentives, including tax credits and tax-exempt financ-
ing; and state versus federal authority on certain process-
related initiatives. Defining the proper levels of state and fed-
eral control is most prominent. Not surprisingly, Republicans
favor more state authority, while Democrats want to make
sure the federal government does not lose its ability to inter-
vene in state-supervised brownfield cleanups. House
Republicans, in a recent legislative draft, also have proposed
to both expand the states’ authority to define brownfield sites

for funding purposes and to eliminate the requirement for fed-
eral permits in states where authority has not been delegat-
ed. Further, great concern is being expressed over a state’s
ability to defer sites from being listed on the Superfund’s
National Priority List. Only after these issues are addressed
will the House likely pass a brownfields bill.

Another avenue through which federal legislation can help
brownfield programs is to increase funding for community
development programs at the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the Economic Development
Administration, and the Small Business Administration.
Currently, two bills in the Senate (S. 1078 and S. 1079) and
one in the House (H.R. 2064) authorize brownfields funding
for these agencies.

In March of this year, two House subcommittees held hear-
ings on state-federal brownfield partnerships. At both of these
hearings, many success stories illustrated the environmental
and economic benefits of brownfields reclamation. They also
reminded Congress that in order for future brownfields proj-
ects to be successful, federal funding and management coop-
eration are crucial. The 107th Congress appears poised to
address this need and make passing a brownfields bill a top
priority.

Chris Eisinger has returned to Arizona State University,
where he is pursuing a master’s degree in volcanology.
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Over the past several months, the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) has become a household word. Opening
ANWR for oil exploration has emerged as a key point of con-
tention as the Bush administration and Congress struggle to
develop an energy policy to address both short- and long-term
demand. President Bush included exploration in the refuge as
part of his national energy plan and included the anticipated
revenues generated by ANWR drilling in his long-term budg-
et proposal.

As the 107th Congress works to develop comprehensive
energy legislation, opening ANWR has become a touchstone
issue. Prior to the August recess, the House passed the
Securing America’s Future Energy (SAFE) Act of 2001 (H.R.
4), introduced by House Energy and Commerce Committee
Chairman W.J. “Billy” Tauzin (R-LA). Several amendments on
ANWR were considered during the House floor debate, includ-
ing successful ones to limit the drilling-surface area to 2,000
acres and to support energy efficiency and conservation tech-
nology with revenues from ANWR production.

In the Senate, Majority Leader Tom Daschle (D-SD) heads
opposition to ANWR exploration, asserting that the ANWR
position in H.R. 4 is “dead on arrival” in the Democrat-con-
trolled Senate. Alaska’s two Republican Senators, Frank
Murkowski and Ted Stevens, have led the charge in support

of opening ANWR. Prior to the shift of power, Murkowski —
as then-chairman of the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee — incorporated ANWR into several comprehen-
sive energy bill. Stevens has threatened to filibuster any ener-
gy legislation that does not open the refuge for drilling. Thus,
the fate of overall energy policy may hinge on ANWR.

Defining ANWR
The debate over petroleum exploration in ANWR has been

going on for over 20 years. In 1980, the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) established
ANWR as the nation’s second largest refuge, covering 19 mil-
lion acres. Section 1002 of this act left open the possibility of
future congressional action to open 1.5 million acres of the
refuge’s coastal plain for exploration. Preliminary exploration
indicated that this region, since referred to as the 1002 area,
was likely to contain significant recoverable petroleum
resources.

Currently the U.S. imports 57 percent of its oil. While rec-
ognizing that ANWR will not alleviate all of the nation’s
dependence on foreign oil, drilling proponents argue that it
would help provide a long-term response to oil supply.
Estimates anticipate a 7 to 12-year lag time from congres-
sional approval to production. In addition to concerns about

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Heats Up 

Michelle Williams, AGI/AIPG Geoscience & Public Policy Intern
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the U.S. dependency on foreign oil, ANWR supporters also
point to the decrease in production at Prudhoe Bay, which
threatens to close the Trans-Alaska Pipeline System due to
insufficient oil passage. They argue that increased production
from ANWR would decrease the per barrel transportation cost
through the pipeline. But how much oil is there? 

Oil Numbers 
Since the passage of ANILCA, several attempts have been

made to quantify the extent of the petroleum resources in
ANWR. In anticipation of the political debate surrounding
ANWR in a national energy policy, the USGS conducted an
in-depth technical assessment of petroleum resources from
the 1002 area in 1998. This assessment used new technology
to more thoroughly analyze and update the Survey’s 1987
report to Congress on ANWR. The 1998 assessment included
estimates and economic analysis,specifically focusing on crude
oil reserves since natural gas is considered non-economic in
the absence of any pipeline system from the North Slope.
Methods of data collection included reprocessing extensive
amounts of seismic data from an earlier industry-funded study,
as well as defining and analyzing 10 petroleum plays. The
USGS defines a play as “a volume of rock which contains sim-
ilar geological parameters (such as occurrence of conditions of
petroleum generation, and sufficient rocks to hold and trap
the reservoir) which determine petroleum potential.”

The purpose of the USGS study was to determine the in-
place petroleum reserves (crude oil, natural gas, and natural
gas liquids) and combine these quantities with additional data
to calculate technically and economically recoverable amounts
of petroleum.The technically recoverable amount refers to the
quantity of oil that can be recovered using current technolo-
gy regardless of costs. The economically recoverable amount
is the quantity of recoverable oil available once assumptions
about factors such as oil prices and production costs are taken
into account.

The USGS estimates that the technically recoverable
amount of crude oil in the 1002 area is between 4.3 and 11.8
billion barrels, with a mean value of 7.7 billion barrels. These
estimates are for the federal land enclosed in the 1002 area
and are thought to vary within the region due to the amount
of deformation that has occurred. In the less deformed area
in the northwest, the amount of recoverable oil is estimated
to be much higher than in the eastern deformed area. The
USGS further states that the economically recoverable esti-
mates of oil when the costs of $30 per barrel (finding, devel-
oping, producing, and transporting) are calculated, are
between 3 and 10.4 billion barrels with a mean value of 6.3
billion barrels.These estimates are based on a 12-percent after-
tax return on investment calculated in constant 1996 dollars
and are larger than previous reports and estimates from the
USGS.

Debating Numbers
Estimates of recoverable resources are a key data set for

policymakers seeking to evaluate ANWR’s potential as an oil
field, but they also are ripe for manipulation in a highly
charged political debate. The USGS assessment included both
the technically and economically recoverable estimates and

most reports only cite the technically recoverable estimates
that ignore any economic parameters in drilling.At high prices,
the disparity between the technically recoverable values and
economically recoverable values is relatively small — at $40
per barrel the mean value estimates are around 6.7 billion
barrels compared with a technically recoverable mean esti-
mate of 7.7 billion barrels. But at lower prices, the economi-
cally and technically recoverable estimates diverge substan-
tially with economic estimates. For example, the mean value
at $18 per barrel is 2.4 billion barrels.

Other number manipulation has occurred as the result of
the USGS reporting estimates for only federal lands in the
1002 area and also estimates including enclosed Native Lands
and the 3-mile offshore state land. The mean values for these
two estimates are 7.7 billion barrels and 10.4 billion barrels,
respectively. With this range of reported estimates, organiza-
tions, groups and individuals may selectively cite the esti-
mates that best support their claim on ANWR. More decep-
tively, groups, on both sides have used the high or low esti-
mates — reported at the 5th or 95th percentile — rather than
the mean to score political points.

Do Numbers Matter?
For opponents of drilling in ANWR, resource estimates are

often beside the point. Former Interior Secretary Bruce
Babbitt memorably described the refuge as “America’s
Serengeti.” Report language of the 1002 section of ANILCA
describes the area as “the most biologically productive part of
the Arctic Refuge for wildlife and . . . the center of wildlife
activity.” Opponents rally around this statement arguing that
intrusion in the refuge will destroy a fragile arctic ecosystem
that should remain undisturbed. Concerns over the biota,
including caribou,grizzly bears,polar bear,wolves,snow geese,
migratory birds, and wildflowers, range from aesthetic enjoy-
ment and ecological quantity to sport hunting and fishing
issues. Other potential problems discussed are the quality and
quantity of the water supply in light of past history oil spills
and environmental leaks.

Proponents respond that the environmental footprint on
the area would be minimal with the current technology, an
assertion that led to the House’s vote to decrease the area
available for exploration from 1.5 million to 2,000 acres. This
smaller acreage, however, would not be a contiguous plot but
the total of the surface area covered by equipment spread out
across a much broader space. Opponents also express concerns
that, once in place, the infrastructure built for production will
expand far beyond the initial footprint.

While ANWR may provide for long-term domestic oil sup-
ply in the long term, it remains politically unlikely that it will
be incorporated into a national energy policy this session.
Strong industry and environmental feelings clash in every
arena of energy discussion that includes AWNR, creating a
battlefield in Congress. When this situation develops, more
often than not, the result is congressional inaction.

Michelle Williams has returned to the University of Nevada
Las Vegas, where she is a master’s student in tectonic sedi-
mentology.

AGI/AIPG INTERN ARTICLES
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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

PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES - COLUMN 69

Difficult Ethical Debates Will Follow
September 11th: Public Health, Safety, and

Welfare Versus Individual Freedoms

Our world changed on September 11th. The new rules for
air travel are the first of many changes in rules, procedures,
and policies that will be developed in the coming months and,
perhaps, years. These changes will affect the relationship
between our freedoms and our desire for safety. Protection of
the public’s health, safety, and welfare forms a basis for our
laws and for our codes of professional ethics. The new rules
for flying mean that I am no longer free to carry a pocket knife
on an airplane. They will require more rigorous and lengthy
check-in procedures. They will affect the types of food I will
be able to eat on an airplane or in an airport. These new rules
are designed to increase the safety of airlines.

“Do not kill or injure” is a general ethical principle. “Do not
deprive of personal freedom” is another (see column 56, June
‘00). Proposals exist for more thorough scanning of e-mail and
for other forms of increased surveillance of potential terrorist
groups within the United States. Such proposals affect our per-
sonal privacy and other aspects of personal freedom.These pro-
posals have the ethical goal of avoiding death or injury. When
ethical principles come into conflict, differing rankings of the
relative importance of the particular ethical principles and
ranking of the good and bad resulting from a proposed action,
generate differing views of the correctness and ethics of the
proposed action. Is increased public safety worth the freedoms
we will give up? The coming debates will be interesting dis-
cussions of the relative merits of different ethical principles.

Conflicts of Interest–Conflicts Between
Client Interests (column 67, Aug ‘01)

Stephen Chung, CPG, wrote, “I would like to comment on
the recent column regarding conflicts of interests between
client interests. I am a CPG and an attorney for a major oil
company that typically uses national contractors for its envi-
ronmental matters. My views are mine alone and do not in
any way reflect one way or another the views of my company.

“Regarding your fact pattern, there are several issues that
come to mind regarding the consulting company’s status.
Regardless of ABC’s status with BIG, there likely is a unique

relationship that the consulting company has with ABC. Since
the consulting company is ‘involved with’ litigation, it has a
unique relationship with ABC. To accurately determine the
consulting company’s status, it must first determine whether
the consulting company is a ‘consulting expert’ or a ‘testifying
expert.’ Generally speaking, a consulting expert is one that is
informed and reviews confidential and likely privileged doc-
uments and other internal information. A testifying expert is
one that not only likely sees the same confidential and privi-
leged information as the consulting expert, but is identified
as a potential expert witness for ABC. Although the level of
exposure to confidential and privileged information may be
the same, this determination, I believe, is critical in the per-
ception of conflicts that may arise. For example, the consult-
ing company testifying in open court, and on the record, for
ABC while being privy to information of EFG could cause an
unnecessary issue for the underlying litigation. Regardless of
any conflict, the result may be a consulting company with
three unhappy clients.

“The fact that the consulting company has a long-standing
relationship with BIG is, in my opinion, irrelevant. This is
based on the assumption that the consulting company has not,
in the past, had a potential conflict between ABC and BIG. If
there has been a potential or real conflict in the past, hope-
fully the consulting company has notified and made some
arrangements with both ABC and BIG to resolve this conflict.
For example, different offices or even different project man-
agers could be working on ABC or BIG’s respective projects.
In the assumption that there has been no conflict in the past
between ABC and BIG, and it wishes to perform the joint ven-
ture work, it must perform several steps, internally and exter-
nally, to ensure that a conflict does not exist.

“First, internally, the consulting company may decide to with-
draw from representation of either ABC or BIG or both. For
attorneys, their code of ethics requires them to notify both com-
panies of the potential conflict and, if necessary, withdraw for
representation of both. While this may be onerous, given the
nature of the litigation,this also may be the most prudent course
for the consulting company to not get itself involved in any sub-
sequent litigation (e.g., disclosure of confidential information
and any number of tort claims). However, if the consulting com-
pany can get either ABC or BIG to waive the conflict, then it
may proceed with its representation, with the caveat that it
erect a ‘Chinese wall’ to ensure that confidential information is
not traded between employees of the respective projects.

“Thus, the consulting company must determine whether
one company’s business is worth more than the other and
whether the most prudent course to take is withdrawal.
Concurrently, the consulting company must notify counsel for
ABC regarding the litigation to ensure that its representation
of BIG and its joint venture with EFG will not compromise
ABC’s position.The consulting company also may want to noti-
fy BIG of the potential conflict. For both notifications, the con-
sulting company must absolutely be careful not to reveal any
confidential information (e.g., the pending joint venture).
Because of the various degrees of conflict with the various
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partners, the consulting company should discuss this matter
with its own counsel.

“To be sure, in today’s world with ultra large consulting
companies and large multi-national companies, the chance of
such conflicts arise every day. The consulting company should
not be scared off from multiple representation. The consult-
ing company may represent potentially adverse clients, but
must take steps to ensure the level of confidentiality that each
client would normally demand. Here, there is the additional
complication of litigation and confidential business transac-
tions where the level of confidentiality and legal privileges are
heightened.Because of the confidentiality and privilege issues,
consultation with counsel on all sides is essential.

“At the oil company that I am employed, this type of con-
flict occurs every day. Added is the issue that almost every
environmental matter can quickly escalate to a litigation
and/or public image issue. Companies and their consultants
must have open and frank communication of potential con-
flict issues in order to minimize such litigation exposure.
Further, both the company and consultants should have in
place a process to identify such potential conflicts and a way
to minimize or eliminate the conflict. Sometimes this may be
something as simple as assuring that communication between
project managers and their principals do not communicate as
to the nature, scope, and results of their respective work to a
more extreme conclusion of withdrawing from representation
from one or more companies.”

I very much appreciate Chung’s comments.As he points out
the steps required are (1) identify the potential conflict of inter-
est, (2) seek counsel if you are at all uncertain, (3) disclose the
potential conflict to the clients involved—this is required by
Standards 3.1 and 3.2 of the AIPG Code of Ethics—to see what
their reactions are,1 and (4) take appropriate action based on
what is learned.

One of the points raised in the initial example is that events
beyond the consulting company’s control can create the con-
flict of interest. Recall that the consulting company had exist-
ing, non-conflicted relations with both ABC Company and BIG
Company. The work for ABC involved serving as an expert
witness for ABC, which was in litigation with EFG Company.
The conflict arose, because BIG independently decided to look
into acquiring EFG and asked for the consulting company’s
help. Now a potential conflict exists, which must be dealt with.
Perhaps the solution is to decline that particular job from BIG.
But if BIG does acquire EFG, then the situation again changes.
In summary, be aware that conflicts of interest can arise from
the actions of others and seek help, including legal counsel, if
there are any questions about what to do.

Who Should Judge Geologists?
Professional ethics pertain to the practice of a particular

profession. Professionals are recognized as having a recognized
set of knowledge, skills, and experience that provides expertise

in the professional subject. Society grants professionals certain
rights and privileges in recognition of this expertise, for exam-
ple, the right to appear as expert rather than lay witnesses in
court. Professional ethics express the responsibilities profes-
sionals assume in practicing their profession. Professional
ethics are based on written guidelines or codes that are for-
mally adopted by professional organizations.

The preceding paragraph comes from a book I’m writing on
professional ethics. David S. Lipson, CPG, who is among
those reviewing the book for me, noted that the foregoing para-
graph contains an important concept “because it leads to dif-
ferent ethical codes among differing professions. Only profes-
sionals in a particular profession are qualified to judge the
ethics within that profession. For example, only geologists are
qualified to judge the ethics of other geologists. It would be
inappropriate and I dare say unethical for lawyers (for exam-
ple) to judge the ethics of geologists and vice versa.”

Lipson’s comment was a good one; it focuses on two impor-
tant issues. First, the ethical codes of different professions do
differ from each other in ways reflecting the nature of the pro-
fession. For example, ethical codes in life science professions
(human and veterinary medicine, biology, psychology, etc.) con-
tain statements regarding the ethical treatment of living
research subjects (humans and animals). The current debates
over the ethics of stem cell research are not of immediate, pro-
fessional concern to geologists (who, as individual citizens,
may have strong views on the subject).

The second issue is Lipson’s assertion that “only profes-
sionals in a particular profession are qualified to judge the
ethics within that profession.” Can those who are not members
of the profession in question adequately judge the ethical prac-
tices of that profession? Can a lawyer or lay person judge the
ethical practices of a doctor, or engineer, or hydrologist?

My initial response to Lipson’s questions is that in fact they
do. Many state licensing boards specifically require that some
of the members be public members, that is, not members of
the licensed profession. This practice is believed to serve as
check against a professional group becoming a mutual admi-
ration society. On the other hand, we have a legal concept that
we should be judged by our peers. In the professional context,
that would indicate our professional peers.Because of the basic
moral underpinnings of professional ethical statements
(issues addressed in some detail in my manuscript), these two
positions, being judged only by professional peers or being
judged by those who are not members of the profession are
not mutually exclusive.

Lipson responded to these thoughts by stating, “I’m going
to stick by my guns on this one, and hopefully develop a cred-
ible argument that will convince you and others. My person-
al feeling is that, as a professional geologist (PG), I do not want
my professional ethics to be judged by anyone else except other
PGs because only PGs are qualified to know what the indus-
try standards are in the practice of geology. If ethics charges
are ever brought against me (God forbid), I only want other

PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES (continued)

1. While disclosure of some sort is required, the exact nature of the disclosure required can involve legal issues as Chung points out.
Client confidentiality responsibilities still apply. Perhaps all you can tell a client is that a conflict of interest has arisen, which pre-
vents you from taking on proposed work, or perhaps from continuing with present work. Disclosure of who your other client is or what
you are doing for that client may be subject to confidentiality agreements preventing you from saying more. If the situation is tricky,
seek legal counsel.
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PROFESSIONAL ETHICS & PRACTICES (continued)
PGs to make that judgment. If my ethics are to be formally
judged by non-PGs, then why should I even join a profession-
al association? Now I’m not saying that the proceedings/eval-
uations etc. should not be availble for review/comment by ‘out-
siders.’ In fact, I think this would be appropriate. But I would
want the final judgment on whether or not I am an ethical
geologist to come from other PGs.

“In your paragraph below, you ask the question ‘Can a
lawyer or lay person judge the ethical practices of [another]
profession?’ and answer with ‘In fact they do.’ The fact is, they
CAN do anything they want (within the law), but this avoids
the real issue, which in my humble opinion is ‘should a lawyer
or lay person judge the ethical practices of other professions?’
Whether they do or not, my feeling is that they should not.
Imagine the grief we would get if geologists were to start judg-
ing the ethics of lawyers, doctors, and engineers. That would
never fly in the face of formal charges of ethical violations. My
guess is that allegations of ethics violations by attorneys are
not open to outsiders’ judgments or comments in most states.

“Admittedly, I do not know whether public members on state
licensing boards are asked to judge professional ethics, but I
sure hope not. I would not want the ethics of my professional
practice to be judged by a person unqualified to practice geol-
ogy,but qualified to volunteer for a state licensing board.Would
you please shed some light on the specific roles/responsibili-
ties of public members on state licensing board with regard
to judging claims of malpractice and unethical conduct?”

In reflecting on the ethics cases that have come to my atten-
tion over the years, the formal complaints filed have all dealt
with simple issues. For example, in one case the respondent
told his investors that his properties contained gold reserves,
while at the same time telling the county tax assessor that he
had none.Clearly either the investors or the assessor was being
lied to and that fact was sufficient to sustain a charge of dis-
honesty. It wasn’t necessary to delve into the technical issues
involved in determining whether or not reserves existed. In
another case, claims that a well produced when it had never
been completed presented equally clear, non-technical facts.
However, two allegations of unethical conduct were sent to me
as Chairman of AIPG’s Ethics Committee that did require eval-
uation of the technical merits of the allegations in order to
determine whether a violation occurred. In one case, the inves-
tigators, who were chosen because of their familiarity with the
technical aspects in the complaint, concluded that the matter
involved a legitimate dispute of professional opinion, which is
not an ethical violation.The other case involved a question con-

cerned sampling practice. This case also was dismissed fol-
lowing review by those familiar with sampling practices. This
history supports Lipson’s position because technical review was
involved in the cases that happened to be dismissed. So far,
the history also supports the position that to be supportable
violations, complaints should be comprehendible by the lay per-
son. But this may not be true in every case.

Please contribute your thoughts on this subject.

Topical Index to the
Professional Ethics and Practices Columns
I have prepared a topical index covering columns 1 through 69

that has been placed on the AIPG web site in the ethics section.
The index is in PDF format. The original file is in Microsoft Excel
format. If you would prefer the Excel file, send me an e-mail and
I'll send it to you. I'll update this index periodically and post the
new copy on the AIPG web site. If you have suggestions on organ-
ization, please let me know.

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

High-School Students Discover Complex
Interactions Among Oceans, Air, and Ice

ALEXANDRIA,VA - The natural cycle of water moving from the oceans
into the atmosphere and back to the Earth in the form of precipitation (snow)
provides a logical structure to help students gain understanding of the com-
plex interactions and effects of Earth systems in daily life. These interactions
are the focus of Earth's Fluid Spheres, the third of five hands-on inquiry-based
curriculum modules comprising the Earth System Science in the Community
(EarthComm™) curriculum program for grades 9-12.

The American Geological Institute (AGI) is producing the EarthComm™
curriculum in association with It's About Time Publishing. This innovative
series, developed in accordance with the National Science Education
Standards and the American Association for the Advancement of Science-
Project 2061's Benchmarks for Science Literacy, is designed to help high-
school students understand fundamental Earth Science concepts by the time
they graduate. Through their inquiry and activities in this module, students
develop understandings of the complex Earth systems interactions associat-
ed with the Earth's oceans, atmosphere, and cryosphere (glaciers).

EarthComm™ provides the teacher and students with a wide selection of
content that meets local interests and course objectives. The modules can be
used as stand-alone units or as a full course presented in any order. Each
chapter in the Earth's Fluid Spheres module addresses an event or process
that occurs the oceans, atmosphere, or cryosphere, and the activities and
background text enable students to understand the complex processes involved
in each event. In "Oceans and Your Community," students examine El Niño,
an event that occurs in the Equatorial Pacific. In "Severe Weather and Your
Community," the second chapter, students examine the evolution and natural
hazards of thunderstorms and associated weather phenomena. In the last
chapter, "The Cryosphere and Your Community," students examine the effects
on the world's glaciers in the event of a global temperature increase.

Field tested and content reviewed, EarthComm™ is part of AGI's ongo-
ing efforts at implementing effective Earth Science education reform. Other
modules in the EarthComm™ curriculum program are Earth's Dynamic
Geosphere, Understanding Your Environment, Earth's Natural Resources, and
Earth System Evolution. AGI also has developed a comprehensive teacher
guide, materials kits, and web site (www.agiweb.org/earthcomm) for each
EarthComm™ module.

AGI has been a leader in geoscience education for four decades. With
funding from the National Science Foundation and the corporate contributors
of the AGI Foundation, AGI continues to produce high-quality, innovative,
inquiry-based curriculum for K-12 earth science education. AGI is currently
developing a comprehensive curriculum program for middle schools,
Investigating Earth Systems™, which is commercially available through It's
About Time Publishing (www.its-about-time.com).At the college level, we offer
the AGI/NAGT Laboratory Manual in Physical Geology (fifth edition). For more
than 30 years, AGI has administrated the Minority Geoscience Scholarship
and Mentoring Program to maintain and increase the number of underrepre-
sented ethnic-minority students in the geosciences. For more information
about these programs, visit the AGI web site, www.agiweb.org/education, or
contact Dr. Michael J. Smith, AGI Education Director at msmith@agiweb.org.
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

Locoweed Article
Dear Editor:

What is your intention in informing us of potential, isolat-
ed abuses of the Endangered Species Act? Are you going to
present case histories where the ESA preserved certain species
that you or Mr. Fife feel need preservation?

Or, are you using TPG as a vehicle to vent your frustrations
with one aspect of our governmental system (as Mr. Fife is
doing)? In any case, I still feel that the article Mr. Fife pre-
sented in the last issue and the follow-up article in the cur-
rent issue of TPG are out of place. Please convince me other-
wise.

Let me also say that I thoroughly enjoyed reading the arti-
cle by Mr. St. Germain on saltwater intrusion. It is articles
like this that give TPG a practical value as well as a profes-
sional air.

John W. Pearson CPG-10012

Dear Editor:
I was saddened and embarrassed by the item, "Locoweed

Closes... Park," in the August/September issue of The
Professional Geologist. I found  it both hateful and mean-spir-
ited. The merits or demerits of the Endangered Species Act
aside, the discourse is hardly advanced by such a piece. It was
particularly distasteful to read the footnote accusing Dr.
Wilson of intellectual dishonesty.

William M. Little, CPG-06468

Dear Editor:
The Professional Geologist (TPG) has embarrassed itself

and AIPG by printing the article (identified as a press release
in the fine print following the article) apparently written by
Don Fife in the most recent edition of the journal. The article
had nothing to do with geology or science, and was simply the
ranting of a "property rights" extremist (in this case, the "right"
of off-road vehicle users to abuse publicly owned property).
Articles such as these have no place in a professional journal.
In most cases I would hope that TPG would have exercised
responsible journalism and checked the facts and references
provided by Mr. Fife, and also checked on Mr. Fife himself. In
this case I hope TPG did not, because if TPG printed the arti-
cle after checking the facts the editorial staff clearly does not
understand their responsibilities in representing a profes-
sional scientific organization. I spent a few minutes on the
internet tracking down some information about Mr. Fife, his
claims, and his sources. Relevant findings include the follow-
ing:
• Mr. Fife's article referred to closure of 48,000 acres to off-

road vehicle use in an ecologically fragile sand dune area
in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA). The
CDCA was established by Congress for conservation and
wildlife habitat. Prior to the closure, 118,000 acres (or 77%)
of the CDCA was managed for off-road vehicle use by the

BLM. After the closure, almost 50% of the CDCA (roughly
60,000 acres) is still open for off-road vehicle use.

• Mr. Fife devoted about one-third of his article to quotes from
"Society of the Care and Feeding of Wildlife," who, among
other things, recommend (per Mr. Fife) "immediate full com-
pensation to property owners for full or partial loss of the
use of their property," certainly an issue of burning concern
to most groups concerned with feeding wildlife. The correct
name of this organization (as identified by web references
to the personnel indicated in Mr. Fife's article) is the Society
for the Protection and Care of Wildlife.This world-renowned
organization does not even have a web site, and the only
links I could find to them all related to "property rights"
and "land takings" issues.

• Mr. Fife describes himself as a former 8-year appointee to
the Secretary of the Interior on the California Desert
Conservation Multiple Use Advisory Board. Mr. Fife was
appointed to this position in 1981, which, if memory serves
correctly, means that he was appointed by James Watt -
hardly a testimonial to land management based on science.
Mr. Fife is or was a board member of the American Land
Rights Association. Mr. Fife was featured in two issues of
"Fun in the Sun," an off-road vehicle association newslet-
ter. In their June 2000 edition (available on the internet),
the Fun in the Sun editor quotes Mr. Fife as stating that
some of the U.S. National Parks have been taken over by
the United Nations and become International Biosphere
Preserves.
Mr. Fife's article did not contain any information or misin-

formation that would suggest the topic of his article was rel-
evant to TPG's mission. None of the information I found on
the closure of part of the dune area to ATV use suggested that
the closure would have any effect on economic geologic inter-
ests or other similar interests that might be relevant to a pro-
fessional geologic audience. Perhaps Mr. Fife's political views
coincide with those of TPG's editorial staff, or perhaps TPG
just needed some extra copy for that issue. Nonetheless, arti-
cles like Mr. Fife's (regardless of their political position) should
not be included in TPG.

Cedwyn Morgan, CPG-08148

Editor’s Response: I do not choose articles for TPG.We accept
articles from contributors. There is no way that I can reject
articles, especially since many of them that we publish are out-
side of my expertise. That is why we have reviewers. The arti-
cles printed in TPG do not reflect my personal views nor do
they reflect the views of AIPG staff.They simply reflect the views
of the author. We would be happy to accept a follow-up article
by you concerning this issue. Thank you for your response.

Dear Editor:
Re: "Law gone Loco" by Don Fife, CPG-04735, in June 2001

TPG. Mr. Fife has given us a first-hand point of view that
many of us have not heard. We don't find such views in pub-
lications by popular organizations that advocate save-the-
environment-at-any-cost.
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR (continued)
His article is refreshing, because I don't believe, as we are

taught by those organizations, that everything on earth is as
precious as humans. Ironically, the toxic locoweed is a scourge
to ranchers and farmers, and in their attempt to eradicate it,
have made it endangered! Is such a deadly pest worth saving?
This is analagous to trying to eradicate fire ants or malaria-
carrying mosquitoes or cancer, and having some group protest
that these shouldn't be made extinct.

Mr. Fife's paradox with the locoweed is similar to the law
in rural Riverside County, California, which says you must
clear brush from around your home for fire protection; but
alas, federal law says you cannot disturb a certain endangered
rodent,a frog,some insects and weeds,which the hapless home-
owner cannot recognize! I vote for a return to logic and com-
mon sense.

Richard Proctor, CPG-05091

ALEXANDRIA,VA - Middle-school students are learning
more about climate and weather using a new hands-on
inquiry-based curriculum module developed by the American
Geological Institute (AGI) in association with It's About Time
Publishing. The recently released Investigating Climate and
Weather unit is the fourth of nine modules comprising the
Investigating Earth Systems™ curriculum program. This
new series, being developed in accordance with the National
Science Education Standards and the American Association
for the Advancement of Science-Project 2061's Benchmarks
for Science Literacy, is designed to help students understand
fundamental Earth science concepts by the time they com-
plete the eighth grade. Investigating Earth Systems™ pro-
vides the teacher and students with a wide selection of con-
tent that meets local interests and course objectives.The mod-
ules can be used as stand-alone units or as a full course pre-
sented in any order.

With the Investigating Climate and Weather module, stu-
dents conduct activities to find out about weather instru-
ments, methods of observing and mapping weather, and the
nature of weather reports and forecasts. Students also learn
to interpret weather maps and the symbols and methods used
to depict elements of weather and the formation and move-
ment of air masses and weather systems.The technology used
to collect weather data also is explored, including data from
radiosondes, satellite images, and radar images. The weath-
er portion of the module concludes by investigating the caus-
es of weather, including the effects of wind, the formation of
clouds, the role of temperature and pressure, the water cycle,
and the formation of precipitation. The final three investi-
gations of the module are devoted to the study of climate.
Students explore the difference between climate and weath-
er, the relationships between climate and vegetation, and
microclimates. Students use an Earth systems approach to
study the nature and causes of climate change, including the
role of geologic evidence in understanding long-term fluctu-
ations. In the final investigation, students explore recent evi-
dence of global climate change.

The activities help students learn the principles and prac-
tices of Earth science; hypothesize, experiment, reflect, and
analyze; develop an understanding of how the Earth works
as a set of systems; appreciate the relevance of Earth science
to their lives and the environment; and work collaborative-
ly with other students to solve problems.

Field tested and content reviewed, Investigating Earth
Systems™ is part of AGI's ongoing efforts at implementing
effective Earth science education reform. Other modules in
the Investigating Earth Systems™ curriculum program are
Investigating Oceans, Investigating Our Dynamic Planet,
Investigating Energy Resources, Investigating Fossils,
Investigating Materials and Minerals, Investigating Rocks
and Landforms, Investigating Soil, and Investigating Water
as a Resource.

AGI has been a leader in geoscience education for four
decades. With funding from the National Science Foundation
and the corporate contributors of the AGI Foundation, AGI
continues to produce high-quality, innovative, inquiry-based
curriculum for K-12 Earth science education.AGI is currently
developing a comprehensive curriculum program for high
schools, EarthComm™, which is commercially available
through It's About Time Publishing (www.its-about-
time.com). At the college level, we offer the AGI/NAGT
Laboratory Manual in Physical Geology (fifth edition). For
more than 30 years, AGI has administrated the Minority
Geoscience Scholarship and Mentoring Program to maintain
and increase the number of underrepresented ethnic-minor-
ity students in the geosciences. For more information about
these programs, including a comprehensive brochure that
includes a sample activity from AGI's EarthComm™ or
Investigating Earth Systems™ programs, visit the AGI web
site, www.agiweb.org/education, or contact Dr. Michael J.
Smith, AGI Education Director at msmith@agiweb.org.

Middle-School Students Explore the
Nature of Climate and Weather
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BOULDER, Colo. Glenda Robinson is on a mission. After
inspiring kids to get fired up about science and pursue engi-
neering careers, she wants to do the same thing with geology.
That's why she's been chosen to be the Subaru Distinguished
Earth Science Educator at the Geological Society of America
for the 2001-2002 school year.

"I scream for teachers and kids," she said. "When I feel like
we're being overlooked, I get mad. As an African-American
teacher, teaching in a predominantly African-American school,
I know how underrepresented we are in the math, science,
and engineering work force. A number of my students got
turned on to engineering, and now I'd like to get the same
thing going for geology—and then we'll get more people into
geology." One of her goals is to begin developing geology les-
sons on video that GSA could one day donate to teachers.

The Subaru Distinguished Earth Science Educator is a mas-
ter teacher selected by the Geological Society of America (GSA)
to act as an educator in residence. During this second year of
the program, Robinson will work with Science, Education, and
Outreach staff, GSA's Education Committee, and other mem-
bers to serve the K-12 geoscience education community. In her
work at the Geological Society of America, she will provide
insight and practical wisdom gleaned from real classroom
experience to assist educators and other professionals. For
more information on the Subaru Program, see www.geosoci-
ety.org/educate/index.htm.

Robinson is a native of Colorado and has lived in Denver
all her life. She has been teaching eighth grade science at
Smiley Middle School in Denver for eight years.She also taught
seventh and eighth grade science at Lake Middle School for
six years. Robinson earned a B.A. in Science Education and
an M.A. in Middle Education from the University of Northern
Colorado in Greeley. But when she graduated, teaching jobs
were not available, so she worked as a geophysical assistant
for Amoco from 1973 to 1986.

"I have always felt that my corporate experience helped me
to be a successful teacher and enrich those I teach," she said.
This experience also helped Robinson to steer students into
higher education and enter the professional world.

Eighth grade is a key transition for students in Robinson's
school. By this time, a number of them have already decided
to quit school. Robinson wants to catch them at that point, get
them excited about science, and motivate them to stay in
school. She likes this age group, because she first got inter-
ested in science when she was an eighth grader at Cole Junior
High.

"My science teacher in middle school bugged me," Robinson
said. "I thought I could do a better job teaching than him. But
later, when I was a student teacher working with him, I real-
ized he had motivated me without me knowing it. He did the
right thing.

"He made me mad all the time, and obviously he made me
think. He always told me to look things up. When I have kids

who argue with me and question me, I love it! Because they're
thinking, and that's when you know they're thinking.

"This opportunity [as the Subaru Distinguished Earth
Science Educator] will take my knowledge and skills to a new
level. As with other science topics, I will be able to develop cre-
ative lesson plans, and share information with my co-work-
ers."

The Geological Society of America (GSA), founded in 1888,
is a scientific society with nearly 16,000 members from aca-
demia, government, and industry in more than 85 countries.
Through its meetings, publications, and programs, GSA
enhances the professional growth of its members, and pro-
motes the geosciences in the service of humankind.
Headquartered in Boulder, Colorado, GSA encourages coop-
erative research among earth, life, planetary, and social sci-
entists, fosters public dialogue on geoscience issues, and sup-
ports all levels of earth science education. For more informa-
tion, please visit: www.geosociety.org.

Contact Information: Glenda Robinson, Distinguished
Subaru Earth Science Teacher, Geological Society of America,
Phone: (303) 357-1082, E-mail: grobinson@geosociety.org.

Denver Teacher Impacts K-12 Geoscience Education
through Geological Society of America

Kara LeBeau, GSA Staff Writer

Colorado Geological Survey Releases
Evaluation of Mineral and Mineral

Fuel Potential of State Mineral Lands
in Cheyenne and Kiowa Counties

The Colorado Geological Survey (CGS) announces the
release of two reports in a series that inventory and eval-
uate the mineral and mineral-fuel resource potential of the
4,000,000+ acres of state lands administered by the State
Land Board. Open-File Report 01-07 and Open-File Report
01-09 contain studies of mineral resources of Kiowa and
Cheyenne Counties respectively.

These reports, in CD-ROM format, include a general sum-
mary of the geology and mineral potential of each county,
along with maps of tract locations, oil and gas tests, and
mineral prospects. The main body of the report contains
evaluations of individual tracts.

The publications contain information useful to individ-
uals and commercial entities as well as local, state, and fed-
eral agencies. Copies of the reports are available from the
Colorado Geological Survey for $15 plus shipping and han-
dling. Orders may be placed by writing to the Publication
Section, Colorado Geological Survey, 1313 Sherman Street,
Room 715, Denver, CO 80203, by e-mailing cgs@state.co.us,
by call (303) 866-2611 or faxing a request to (303) 866-2461.

For a list of other publications, please visit the CGS web
site at <www.dnr.state.co.us/geosurvey>.
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STUDENTS
IF YOU ARE A GEOLOGY MAJOR

JOIN AIPG AS A STUDENT MEMBER TODAY!
AIPG OFFERS

Scholarships... Career Prospects... Monetary Awards...

PRESENT A POSTER AT
THE AIPG • AEG ANNUAL MEETING

SEPTEMBER 22-28, 2002
Reno, Nevada

President’s Awards
These awards recognize the best undergraduate and graduate posters presented by students at the

AIPG • AEG Annual Meeting. ALL STUDENTS ARE WELCOME TO PARTICIPATE IN THE
POSTER SESSION – September 22-28, 2002. 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.

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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AIPG Members Price ..........................................$137.50

“ Compensation of Geoscientists - 2001 @ AIPG Discounted Member Price - $137.50
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This service is open to AIPG Members as well as non-mem-
bers. The Professional Services Directory is a 10-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.

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

Dennis Pennington, P.G.
President

National Environmental Technologies Corporation
P.O. Box 204 • 2840 West Clymer Avenue • Telford, PA 18969

Tel: (215) 723-9300 • Fax: (215) 723-9344
Internet: www.enter.net/~netc

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

David M. Abbott, Jr.
Consulting Geologist

AIPG CPG, FAusIMM, Ch Geol. FGS, EuroGeol. WY-PG

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

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

DMAgeol@aol.com

LARRY R. RHODES, P.G.
President

Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 24080
Lexington, KY 40524

Ph: 859-887-5700
FAX: 859-887-5703

Bluegrass Industrial Park
115 Eisenhower Court

Nicholasville, KY 40356

e-mail: rhodes@kih.net
www.rhodes-inc.com

FAST-TEK
Engineering Support Services

• Remediation Injection Process for PCE, TCE
TPH/BTEX, MTBE, Metals

• Geoprobe sampling and site investigation
• GPS/GIS site mapping
• Services nationwide

www.fast-tek.com                      James Jacobs, CPG-07760
e-mail: augerpro@jps.net                             (415) 381-5195

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY
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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

TOM FAILS
CPG-3174, AAPG CPG-877, EFG - EG-182

INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM GEOLOGIST/CONSULTANT

South Louisiana and European E & P Projects
Basin Analysis Coalbed Methane
Exploration Management 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

ELLIS INTERNATIONAL SERVICES, INC.
Valuations • Geology • Economics

www.minevaluation.com

TREVOR R. ELLIS
Certified Minerals Appraiser-AIMA

Certified Professional Geologist-AIPG
Mineral Economist-MS

600 Gaylord Street • Geology Reports
Denver, Colorado 80206-3717, USA • Market Studies
Phone: 303 399 4361 • Economic Evaluation
Fax: 303 399 3151 • Property Valuation
e-mail: trevor_ellis@prodigy.net

The

Ernest K. Lehmann

& Associates Inc. Group

and

North Central

Mineral Ventures Inc.

Suite 622
12 South 6th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

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

World Wide
Geologic, Mining,

and Mineral Economics
Consulting Services and

Mineral Project Management

Since 1967

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY

PLACE YOUR BUSINESS CARD HERE
FOR ONE YEAR FOR ONE LOW PRICE

AIPG Member Price - $200
Non-Member Price - $300

Call (303) 412-6205
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Draper Aden Associates
Blacksburg, — Richmond, Virginia

Engineering Surveying Environmental Services

• Groundwater Assessment and Remediation
• Solid Waste Management
• Wetlands and Ecological Services

2206 South Main Street • Blac ksburg, Virginia 24060

Phone: (540) 552-0444 http://www.daa.com

Fax: (540) 552-0291 mlawless@daa.com

SPECIALIZED
ENGINEERING
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

HB Management Group
Engineering, Risk Analysis,

Turn-Arounds.
(Svetovalec/Inæenior).

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

EUROPE
Alpska 8

4248 Lescc
Slovenia

Tel: 386-64-700-88-54
E-mail: mtjudah@aol.com

AIPG
SPONSORSHIP

PROGRAM
CONTRIBUTORS

The following individuals and cor-
porations have made generous con-
tributions 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

TPG ARTICLES NEEDED
TPG accepts articles of modest length for publication. Submittals should be no more than

approximately 1600 words, or six typed pages, double spaced. Longer articles may be divided
into parts (e.g., part 1 and part 2), but this is not encouraged. Articles may be technical or pro-
fessional in nature. General topics include: mining, petroleum, hydrogeology, environmental geol-
ogy, and geophysical/engineering . Articles containing news of importance to professional geol-
ogists also will 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 three associate editors before they are approved for printing.

Manuscripts should have the following sections: title, author(s) with CPG number and address,
key words, text, tables if included, figures with captions if included, appendix(es) if included,
acknowledgments, references cited, and a brief biography.

One original and three copies of each manuscript should be submitted. Whenever possible,
text also should be submitted on diskette. Headquarters uses WordPerfect 9 for Windows ‘98,
which is preferred, but Word, ASCII, RTF, or translatable files are acceptable. Articles also can be
transmitted by e-mail.

Graphics should be clear, camera-ready, line drawings whenever possible. Photographs (color
or black and white) also are encouraged.

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

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

PLACE YOUR BUSINESS CARD HERE
FOR ONE YEAR FOR ONE LOW PRICE

AIPG Member Price - $200
Non-Member Price - $300

Call (303) 412-6205

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIRECTORY



34 The Professional Geologist • NOVEMBER 2001

ADVERTISERS INDEX
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AIPG 2002 Annual Meeting IBC

Krueger Enterprises, Inc. 13

Professional Services Directory 31-33

RockWare, Inc. BC

Seabury and Smith 9

2001
Nov. 4-7. GSA Annual Convention and
Exhibition, Boston, MA. Contact: GSA, P.O.
Box 9140, Boulder, CO 80301, (303) 447-
2020 or <www.geosociety.org>.

December 7-9, National Ground Water
Association’s Ground Water Expo (also
known as the National Convention),
Nashville, Tennessee. Information: NGWA
Customer Service, 1-800-551-7379.

Dec. 18-19. International Conference on
Engineering for Ocean and Offshore
Structures, Singapore; and December 20-
21, International Conference on coastal
Engineering Development, Singapore.
Contact: Conference Secretariat, CI-Premier
PTE Ltd., 150 Orchard Road #07-14,
Orchard Plaza, Singapore 238841, (065)
733-2922, fax (065) 235-3530.

2002
Jan 6-12. Winter Conference on Plasma
Spectrochemistry, DoubleTree Paradise
Valley Resort, Scottsdale, AZ. Contact:
Ramon Barnes, ICP Information Newsletter,
Inc., PO Box 666, Hadley, MA 01035-0666,
(413) 256-8942,  e-mail: <winterconf@-
chem.umass.edu> or <http://www.chem.-
umass.edu/WinterConf2002>.

Feb. 10-13. 28th Annual Conference on
Explosives and Blasting Technique, Las
Vegas, NV. Contact: International Society of
Explosives Engineers, 30325 Bainbridge
Rd., Cleveland, OH 44139, (440) 349-4400,
<www.isee.org>.

Mar. 10-13. AAPG Annual Convention and
Exhibition, Houston, TX. Contact: AAPG,
P.O. Box 979, Tulsa, OK 74101, (800) 364-
2274 or <www.aapg.org>.

Mar. 27-30. National Earth Science
Teachers Association Annual Meeting, San
Diego, CA. Contact: NESTA Meetings,
Florida Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20009,
(202) 462-6910 or e-mail: <fireton@kos-
mos.agu.org>.

Apr. 29-May 2. GPR 2002, Ninth
International Conference on Gr Penetrating
Radar, Santa Barbara, CA. Contact: Steven
Koppenjan, Dept. ECE, GPR 2002 confer-
ence; Hua Lee, University California, Santa
Barbara, CA 93106, fax (805) 893-3262.

May 20-23. Third International Conference
on Remediation of Chlorinated and
Recalcitrant Compounds, Monterey,
California. Information: The Conference
Group, 1989 W. Fifth Avenue, Ste. 5,
Columbus, OH 43212-1912, USA, 1-800-
783-6338 (U.S. and Canada), (614) 424-
5461, fax 614-488-5747.

June 9-14. American Society for Surface
Mining and Reclamation 19th National
Meeting, Lexington, Kentucky. Information:
G.G. Marino, MEA, Inc., 907 Fairview Ave.,
Urbana, IL 61801, (217) 384-2288, fax 217-
384-2291. (Abstracts due: Oct. 15, 2001.)

Jul. 21-25. 7th National Conference on
Earthquake Engineering, Park Plaza Hotel,
Boston, MA. Contact: Earthquake
Engineering Research Institute, 299 14th St.
#320, Oakland, CA 94612, (510) 451-0905
or e-mail: <eeri@aari.org>.

Sep. 22-27. SEG International Exposition
and 72nd Annual Meeting, Salt Lake City,
UT. Contact: Society of Exploration
Geophysicists (918) 497-5500 or
<http://seg.org>.

Sep. 24-27. AIPG•AEG Annual Convention
and Exhibition, Reno, NV. Contact: Kel
Buchanan (775) 786-4515,
<summitcrk@aol.com, <www.aipg.org>.

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

Sept. 22-28, 2002
Reno, Nevada

2003
Glenwood Springs,

Colorado

2004
Northeast Section

2005
Van Couver, Victoria

Canada

AIPG Membership Totals
As of          As of

10/06/00    09/27/01
CPG - Active 4,083 3,993
CPG - Retired 530 522
Member 82 73
Registered Memb. 21 20
Associate Memb. 7 9
Student Adjunct 75 102
Honorary 19 20

TOTALS 4,817 4,739

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

Name AIPG No.

Address

Address

City/State/Zip

New phone numbers: Office Home

Fax E-mail

Only one change notification is necessary for all AIPG publications.
AIPG, 8703 Yates Drive, Suite 200, Westminster, CO 80031-3681

(303) 412-6205 • fax (303) 412-6219 • aipg@aipg.org

CALENDAR
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TYPES OF MEMBERSHIP AND REQUIREMENTS

*As defined by the American Geological Institute, a geological science is any of the subdisciplinary specialties that
are part of the science of geology, e.g., geophysics, geochemistry, paleontology, petrology, etc.

Note to those who received their degrees from non-U.S./Canadian universities: If you received a degree from a uni-
versity or college outside the U.S. or Canada, and the school is unable to provide an acceptable transcript, you must
submit a copy of your diploma and a list of courses taken. The Screening Committee may ask you to provide addi-
tional information or an equivalency evaluation, at your expense.

CERTIFIED PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST

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

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

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

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING: Section and National

APPLICATION FEE: $50 (to upgrade from Registered
Member or Member to CPG, the fee is
$35)

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

REGISTERED MEMBER

EDUCATION: No proof required

EXPERIENCE: No proof required

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

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

SCREENING: National
APPLICATION FEE: $30

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

MEMBERS

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

EXPERIENCE: No proof required

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

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required

SCREENING: Section and National
APPLICATION FEE: $30

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

STUDENT

EDUCATION: Currently enrolled in a geological science
degree program*

EXPERIENCE: None required

SPONSOR: 1 letter from geological science faculty mem-
ber

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING: Headquarters can approve

APPLICATION FEE: $5

ANNUAL DUES: $15

ASSOCIATE

EDUCATION: None required

EXPERIENCE: None required

SPONSORS: 1 CPG, Registered Member, or Member

CERTIFICATION/REGISTRATION: None required
SCREENING: Headquarters can approve

APPLICATION FEE: $5

ANNUAL DUES: $50 plus Section dues;both pro-rated for
remainder of year when accepted
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Applicants for certification must meet
AIPG’s standards as set forth in its Bylaws on
education, experience, competence, and per-
sonal integrity. If any Member or board has any
factual information as to any applicant’s quali-
fications 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

VA-Carl R. Berquist ,Jr.
469 Catesby Ln., Williamsburg VA  23185.
Sponsors: Stan Johnson, Bruce Goodwin,
Robert Fakundiny.

AK-Jean M. Bodeau
Montgomery Watson, 4100 Spenard Rd.,
Anchorage AK  99509. Sponsors: Nino Muniz,
Victor Harris, Robert Hazlett.

AK-Keri L. DePalma
AMEC Earth & Enivr., 3504 Industrial Ave., Ste.
5, Fairbanks AK  99701. Sponsors: Glenn
Ruckhaus, John DiMarchi, Scott Bourcy, Michael
Davies.

OH-Gregory S. Kinsall
TRC Envir., Corp., 663-B Park Meadow Rd.,
Westerville, OH 43081. Sponsors: Christopher
Krumm, David Pyles CPG, Stephen Clough.

AK-Robert P. Morrell
Fairbanks Gold Mining, Inc., P.O. Box 73726,
Fairbanks AK  99707. Sponsors: John Galey,
Arne Bakke, Stu Havenstrite.

AK-Allan S. Nakanishi
661 West 89th Ave., Anchorage AK  99515.
Sponsors: Barry Benko, Scott Huang, James
Munter.

AL-Stephen M. O’Hearn
6429 Trent Lane, Mobile AL  36695. Sponsors:
Wayne C. Isphording, Marshall Eschette, Donald
Bates.

MT-Cara J. Wright
Nanook Resources, P.O. Box 730, Whitefish MT
59937. Sponsors: Tom Tomczyk, D. Brent Jones,
Ray Kreig.

Applicant Upgrading to CPG

MD-Patrick R. Pieton
Lafarge Construction Materials, 10000 Beaver
Dam Rd., Cockeysville MD  21030. Sponsors:
Irwin Maurer, Page Herbert, David Baker.

Applicants for Member

CO-Monique R. Ammidown
6345 W. 5th Ave., Lakewood CO  80226.
Sponsors: Debra Gomez, Scott Lesikar.

MI-David M. Kreeger
RMT, Inc., 1143 Highland Dr., Ste. B, Ann Arbor

MI  48108. Sponsors: Andrew Diefendorf,
Graham Crockford.

LA-Chad D. Leblanc
IT Corp., 8281 Goodwood Blvd., Ste. A, Baton
Rouge LA  70806. Sponsors: Deborah Saxton,
Kenneth Romero.

NY-Lisa M. Rosi
306 Hudson Ave., Rensselaer NY  12144.
Sponsors: Brian Newmann, Jim Smith.

New Certified

Professional Geologists

CT-Marie F. Pittignano   CPG-10603
1 American Ln., Greenwich CT  06831-2560,
(203) 552-2477

MA-James G. Billings   CPG-10612
10 Michigan Dr., Hudson MA  01749, (978) 568-
8740 x302

MI-Ned Richard Dunkin   CPG-10615
Harding ESE, Inc., 46850 Magellan Dr., Novi MI
48377, (248) 926-4008

MN-Geri L. Maki   CPG-10618
1656 Wilshire Drive NE, Rochester MN  55906,
(507) 280-3551

OH-Brian J. Mattingly   CPG-10619
IT Corp., 11499 Chester Road, Cincinnati OH
45246, (513) 782-4669

VA-Elizabeth G. Tandy   CPG-10620
16823 Hill Haven Ln., Hamilton VA  20158, (540)
882-3841

MI-Joyce S. Dunkin   CPG-10621
Limno-Tech, Inc., 501 Avis Dr., Ann Arbor MI
48108, (734) 332-1200

CA-Patricia Moore Vellines   CPG-10623
1641 Oregon Dr., Sacramento, CA 95822-2646,
(915) 255-2727

TX-Bruce H. Fly   CPG-10625
2631 Bulverde Rd., Ste. 101, Boerne TX  78163,
(830) 438-8522

NV-William T. Gehlen   CPG-10626
4195 Primavera Ave., Reno NV  89502, (775)
852-5888

TX-James P. Kern   CPG-10628
1610 S. Bowen Rd., Arlington TX  76013, (214)
320-6222

TX-Jennifer Lynn Myrick   CPG-10629
Booz-Allen & Hamilton, 300 Convent St., Ste.
1250, San Antonio TX  78205, (210) 244-4232

New Members

PA-Christine  Cosimano   MEM-0103
NTH Consultants, Ltd., 860 Springdale Dr., Exton
PA  19341, (610) 524-6757

AZ-Edward C. Wellman   MEM-0111
2475 N. Coyote Dr., Tucson AZ  85745, (520)
670-9774

MI-Aaron J. Klop   MEM-0112
Aqua-Tech Consultants, Inc., 540 Leonard NW,
Suite G, Grand Rapids MI  49504, (616) 458-
7980

MA-Joseph P. Kraycik   MEM-0113
519 Orchard St., Raynham MA  02767, (508)
910-9960 x206

MN-Matthew R. Schemmel   MEM-0114
332 Minnesota St., Suite E1500, St. Paul MN
55101, (651) 227-6500

NY-Sin  Senh   MEM-0115
Roux Associates, Inc., 1377 Motor Pkwy, Ste.
403, Islandia NY  11749, (631) 232-2600

New Students Adjuncts

MI-Deric R. Learman   SA-0208
174 N. Fifth St., Harbor Bch MI  48441

NEW APPLICANTS AND NEW MEMBERS - (08/25/01 - 09/28/01)

Free Posters and
Flyers

Thanks to AGI, AIPG has, for dis-
tribution, 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 indi-
vidual or group who would have an
interest, please contact AIPG head-
quarters for details. The announce-
ments are available at no cost.

Also, AIPG has a beautiful edu-
cational poster, created by AGI,
entitled “Minerals - Foundations of
Society.” The poster has a colorful
collage on one side and some min-
eral 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 also are
available for educational use and at
no cost.

NEW KARST POSTER
AVAILABLE!

Please contact headquarters for
details (303) 412-6205.

IN MEMORY

George E. Farmar
CPG-01924

Golden, Colorado

Douglas W. Reynolds
CPG-01840

July 10, 2001
Owensboro, Kentucky



Sustainability of the Geologic Profession Itself
Sustainability of the Industries that Employ Geologists

Please mark your calendar. The Association of Engineering Geologists (AEG) and the
American Institute of Professional Geologists (AIPG) the will be hosting a joint annual meet-
ing in Reno on September 25-27, 2002. The AEG theme for the meeting is "Gambling with
Geologic Hazards," and several mining-related sessions are being planned in addition to top-
ics on engineering-geology and professional practice. Pre- and post-meeting field trips
(September 22-29: Lake Tahoe, active faults, flood and landslide hazards, volcanic hazards
in nearby California,major freeway projects,world-class gold mines,geothermal energy,bicy-
cling along the Virginia City railroad reconstruction project) and short courses are planned.
Fantastic geology and weather, great golf and evening entertainment, and excellent brew
pubs are some local highlights.

AIPG will be hosting sessions dealing with broad issues of sustainability, a concept related
to industrial development that means "meeting the needs of today without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their needs."  Expect to hear and participate in some
lively and controversial discussions about how mining companies are responding to demands
of financiers, governments, and the public to include sustainability in project planning. We'll
also have some good controversy over such topics as the future of the geological profes-
sion, ethics (including mining fraud), and registration/certification of geologists and other
qualified persons.

For further information or to receive updates by e-mail, please contact:
Co-Chair: Gary Luce (lpluce@aol.com, tel: 775-885-7327, fax: 775-267-0728); 

Co-Chair: Kel Buchanan (summitcrk@aol.com, tel: 775-786-4515, fax: 775-786-4324); or 
Vice Chair: Jon Price (jprice@unr.edu, tel: 775-784-6691 extension 126, fax: 775-784-1709).

ANNUAL CONVENTION AND EXHIBITION
American Institute of Professional Geologists

and
Association of Engineering Geologists
RENO-LAKE TAHOE, NEVADA

September 22-29, 2002


