Professional Geoscientist Mobility

Some thoughts from a Professional Geoscientist

By Dan Jiricka P.Geo. P.Eng.

As many of you may be aware, APEGS President Jon Gillies P Eng outlined APEGS (Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of Saskatchewan) council’s thoughts and current position regarding mobility issues in the Winter 2005 issue of the Professional Edge. 

With due respect, however, I would like to present a different view on the issue of mobility; one defined from the perspective of a practising professional geoscientist and a former Director of the Canadian Council of Professional Geoscientists (CCPG).

First of all, I will make some basic points that I believe most professional geoscientists would agree with:

1. Mobility for geoscientists is a very important issue. Geoscientists are often called upon to work in other provinces and territories within Canada as well as other countries. It has often been said that “geological domains rarely ever honour jurisdictional boundaries”, and as a result, geoscientists commonly find themselves working in multiple political jurisdictions for variable periods of time.

2. Professional Registration compliance is required.  Geoscientists have recognized the need for professional registration for the protection of the public and as a “benchmark” for academic and technical achievement.
3. Ease of access and low cost for mobility is significant.  Geoscientists believe, that once duly registered in any provincial or territorial professional geoscience/engineering association, they should have the right to practise their profession anywhere in this country with a minimum of additional cost and complication.
As described in the “Professional Edge”, geoscientist mobility within participating jurisdictions is currently controlled by the Inter Association Mobility Agreement (IAMA). What President Gillies does not mention is that, according to this agreement, applications and full fees are required for every jurisdiction a registered professional geoscientist wishes to work in. Also, there are no guarantees that an applicant (even though he/she is a licensed professional geoscientist in his or her home province) will be accepted in other jurisdictions. It is a fact that registered geoscientists have encountered delays and significant additional costs while attempting to apply their profession elsewhere in Canada.

Oddly, APEGS does not seem to have a problem with this situation.

This brings us to my “different view” of geoscientist mobility that I would like to describe; one that is not shared by APEGS Executive Council.

Until my resignation in October 2005, I was the APEGS representative or “Director” on the Canadian Council of Professional Geoscientists (CCPG); a national body made up provincial and territorial professional geoscience/engineering associations or “Constituent Associations”. All Directors of the CCPG are professional geoscientists and, as you might imagine, mobility is a major issue for this group. When I volunteered to become a CCPG Director, I believed that the CCPG would be an excellent venue to discuss, and hopefully problem-solve, issues such as mobility. I was pleased to be able to participate. 

At the May 2005 bi-annual meeting that I attended in Quebec City, the CCPG created a committee to look into incidental practise as a means to study geoscientist mobility. Several members of this committee were proponents of unlimited geoscientist mobility; in which registration in one jurisdiction would allow an individual to practise anywhere in the country; with no additional costs or “red tape”. As much as this may be appealing to some, there would be significant legislative and financial hurdles to overcome in order to achieve this type of unrestricted Canada-wide mobility. Other committee members wanted to investigate the possibility of short authorized periods of practise in other jurisdictions. This “Drivers License” type scenario would allow a registered geoscientist from Saskatchewan, for example, (the home province) to work in Ontario (the host province) for a specific but relatively short period of time without registration or additional fees. If that period of time was exceeded, however, registration and fee payment would be required in the host province. Others promoted significant improvements to the IAMA; which included reduced or rebated fees for short work periods in a host province. All were agreed, however, that the status quo was not acceptable and that improvements to geoscientist mobility were necessary.

Over the summer, I was impressed by the information and thoughtful commentary on mobility issues generated by the incidental practise committee and other CCPG  Directors These efforts represented a significant commitment of time and thought and I was looking forward to a presentation of their findings at the November CCPG meeting in Toronto. 

However, unknown to me (as I was involved in an extended summer field program and could not attend the September 2005 APEGS Council meeting) APEGS Council passed the following motion: "that Council not support the concept of incidental practice; that it supports making the existing Inter-Association Mobility Agreement (IAMA) function better; that it supports making improvements to that IAMA; and, that it authorize its representatives to put forward this position nationally.” 

Sadly, I (the APEGS CCPG Director) was not consulted in any way by the executive committee before the motion was brought forward nor was I ever verbally made aware APEGS council was going to consider it at the September Council meeting. After indicating my concerns about this obvious lack of communication, and after stating my support for the CCPG's attempt to study incidental practise, I resigned.

It is my opinion that, for our Council to say no to incidental practise, before the CCPG and incidental practise committee has even had a chance to study and discuss it, is a short-sighted and uncompromising position. We, as part of APEGS, should not be afraid to have frank discussions about what geoscientists need and want with respect to mobility.

During prior discussions that I have had with APEGS staff and Executive Council members regarding geoscientist mobility, it has been pointed out to me that the single largest stumbling block to any compromise on national practise has been the financial impacts on respective Constituent Associations. I sincerely hope that APEGS councils lack of support for the CCPG’s review of incidental practise is not occurring because APEGS Executive Committee and Director are more concerned with the potential loss of revenues (perceived to be due to incidental practise) than they are in the actual needs and wishes of geoscientists! 


In summary, the intent of my letter is to highlight mobility issues for APEGS professionals and to more fully disclose your Council’s position on this important topic. In my opinion, more discussion and open-mindedness is required on mobility, by APEGS staff and executive council.

If mobility is important to you as an individual APEGS member (geoscientists and engineers alike), I urge you to take the time to contact your APEGS Councillor and voice your opinion. 

I also suggest passing on your comments and concerns to the CCPG via the contact information on their website. http://www.ccpg.ca/ . I’m sure that the CCPG would appreciate your input and support.


