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Greetings from the Chair 

 
 

The Central Great Lakes Geologic Mapping Coalition: 
Establishment, Mission, Goals, Progress, and Status  

 
 
For this Newsletter article, I would like to report on a 10-
year effort (of which I have been a part) of five 
organizations, whose mission it is to deliver societally 
relevant geological information to their respective 
constituencies. This story began in 1996 when Bill Shilts, 
Chief of the Illinois State Geological Survey (ISGS) and 
Norm Hester, then Director of the Indiana Geological 
Survey, with support from Tom Berg , Chief of the Ohio 
Geological Survey, approached Pat Leahy of the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) with a new strategy for 
generating support and conducting geological mapping of 
the glacial sediments that blanket the central Great Lakes 
states. The strategy involved establishment of a mapping 
coalition of geological surveys that would seek federal 
resources, pool physical and personnel resources, and share 
mapping expertise to characterize the thick cover of glacial 
sediments in three dimensions (see figure on next page), 
particularly in areas of greatest need.   
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Growing out of this initial meeting was the 
formation, in 1997, of the Central Great 
Lakes Geologic Mapping Coalition, 
comprising the state geological surveys from 
Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio, and 
the USGS, with a common mission to “(1) 
develop, in partnership with map users, a 
dynamic data base of comprehensive 
geologic information and to create 
updatable three-dimensional (3-D) geologic 
maps that delineate in detail the surficial 
deposits down to the bedrock surface,  and 
(2) produce, with partner groups, derivative 
maps, assessments, and economic analyses 
that directly support critical decisions 
concerning natural resources, hazards, and 
environmental management.” 
 
The four Coalition states are unique within 
the U.S. because they share (1) continuous, 
thick, complex, multiple layers of 
glacial deposits containing groundwater 
resources used by about 50% of their 
residents, (2) high population, (3) a long-
standing tradition of developing light and 
heavy industry, (4) serious brownfield 
redevelopment issues, and (5) high 
agricultural productivity. Less than 2% of 
the surface deposits of these states had been 
mapped to the standards of the National 
Cooperative Geologic Mapping Act to 
address critical land- and water-use 
decisions that state and local officials must 
make to cope with these unique and 
interrelated regional characteristics.   
 

It was obvious that no single agency among 
the five Coalition Surveys had the financial, 
intellectual, or physical resources necessary 
to conduct a massive geological mapping 
effort at the national standard scale of 
1:24,000. Nevertheless, the leaders of the 
Coalition felt that the combined resources of 
all 5 agencies, in concert with increased 
federal funding targeted on the Coalition, 
would allow 3-D geological mapping to be 
conducted in the most cost-efficient manner.  
  
To assist the Coalition with establishing 
mapping priorities, 4 forums were conducted 
between 1997 and 2002 in Indianapolis, 
Columbus, Chicago, and Peoria, IL. More 
than 300 participants, representing about 
100 state, local, and federal agencies, 
educational institutions, and private 
industry, repeatedly stated their need for 
sound 3-D geological information, and 
preferably, at a scale neither coarser nor 
finer than 1:24,000. Particularly, they 
requested geological maps and data in 
understandable formats to be used as a basis 
for evaluating their options in public-policy, 
and environmental and economic decision-
making.  The critical issues identified by the 
universally enthusiastic participants in these 
forums, predominantly non-geologists, 
included: 
- Quality and quantity of groundwater 
- Aggregate resources and land-use conflicts 
- Energy and mineral resource management 
- Mitigation of land and water contamination 
- Acceleration of permitting processes  
- Infrastructure siting and construction 
- Agricultural land loss and agrichemicals  
- Waste-disposal planning and mitigation 
- Habitat alteration and biodiversity 
- Coastal erosion, landslides, radon, 

flooding, and earthquakes  
  
Based on input from user groups, the 
Coalition prioritized mapping in areas of 
urban expansion, high recreational land use, 
environmental problems, transportation 
corridors, and hazards (see map next page); 
in 2000, 3-D mapping of pilot areas 
commenced in county-sized regions of the 
four states. The program was partially 
supported by congressional ad-on funds of 
$500,000.  
 
Since 2004, the Coalition has been included 
in the President’s budget, and agency 
geologists strive to increase the allotment of  
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federal funding to meet demand for the 
geological information. For the last six 
years, groups of five or six geologists have 
visited congressional delegations, as well as 
the President’s Office of Management and 
Budget, to request more financial support 
for geological mapping, which is a prime 
example of a ‘public good’ that government 
can provide. During one week in each of the 
last three years, this group visited every 
congressional office in the four central Great 
Lakes states, about 70 visits per year, to 
acquaint staffs with the concept and critical 
importance of acquiring reliable 3-D 
geological maps of the surficial cover of 
their jurisdictions.  
  
Coalition geologists point out that it costs, 
on average, about $250,000 to conduct 3-D 
mapping of a 24K quadrangle in the difficult 
geological environment of the region. 
Though the cost sounds high considering 
that there are thousands of quadrangles in 
the four states of the Coalit ion, the costs can 
be compared easily to the tens of millions of 
dollars required to mitigate a single 
SuperFund site or to dollars lost because 
geologic information was lacking and 
economic development opportunities located 
elsewhere.  
 
Documentation of the true value of 
geological mapping as a public good exists 
in a published analysis of the benefits of 
geologic mapping to Kentucky (Bhagwat 
and Ipe, 2000, ISGS Special Report 3), the 
only state that has been entirely mapped 
geologically at a scale of 1:24,000. A 

rigorous economic assessment of the use of 
Kentucky’s geological maps indicated that, 
in addition to providing critically important 
information to address water and planning 
issues, and exclusive of the revenue from the 
energy resource development that it was 
designed to spur, there was a return, 
conservatively, of $25-39 in benefits for 
every dollar spent.   
  
The Coalition realistically estimates that it 
will take about 150 years to produce 
1:24,000-scale, 3-D geological maps of the 
high priority areas of the four Great Lakes 
states at the present $500,000-level of 
federal funding. Unfortunately, by that time 
countless land- and water-use decisions will 
have been made in ignorance of critically 
important geologic facts, decisions that may 
have negative impacts on the region’s long-
term economic development and 
environmental security.  
 
Even though adequate levels of funding 
have not been obtained, and mapping has 
not been as extensive as originally planned, 
the “spirit of the Coalition” has been a 
tremendous success:  
 
(1) Using state and other federal dollars to 
supplement the 500K in Congressional 
funds, mapping has been completed in pilot 
mapping areas and has been modestly 
expanded to surrounding regions.  
 
(2) County officials have been, and plan on 
using, the Coalition’s information. For 
example, in Lake County, Illinois (NE 
corner of state), a Regional Framework Plan 
has been written such that new geologic 
information quickly can be incorporated into 
planning and zoning decisions. Specific 
language refers to the various communities 
and agencies being prepared to utilize the 
Coalition database and map products to 
assist in decision making.   
 
(3) Moreover, the collaboration among 
geologists within the 5 participating 
Coalition agencies has overcome a former 
lack of communication, resulting in an 
unprecedented sharing, not only of 
equipment and people, but also of ideas and 
technologies focused on unraveling the 
complex glacial geology of the four-state 
region. This sharing of physical and 
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intellectual resources, combined with 
sharing new concepts for managing data and 
web delivery of information, has made 
geological information more effective and 
understandable to those who can use it most.  
  
At a recent meeting of Coalition 
participants, one attendee commented on the 
level of cooperation among the state and 
federal surveys by stating, “If I were a 
geologist from a non-Coalition state 
attending this meeting, I would guess that 
only one agency was involved.” Perhaps 
measuring success is not only based on the 
dollars that are secured, but also on the 
commitment of geologists to act unselfishly 
toward common goals that ultimately serve 
both the discipline of geology and society as 
a whole. 
  
For more information on the program 
elements and detailed short- and long-term 
goals of the Central Great Lakes Geological 
Mapping Coalition, please refer to the 
following USGS publication:  
  
USGS Open-File Report 99-349, Mapping 
the Glacial Geology of the Central Great 
Lakes Region in Three Dimensions— a 
Model for State-Federal Cooperation 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/pdf/of/ofr99349/  
  
For information on the societal relevance of 
the mapping program written for lay users 
refer to: 

USGS Circular 1190, Sustainable Growth in 
America’s Heartland—3-D Geologic Maps 
as the Foundation  
http://pubs.usgs.gov/circ/c1190/   

Dick Berg (Chair) with 
input from Bill Shilts, 
Chief, ISGS 

 ___________________________________        

 
Proposed G&S Sponsored 
and Co-sponsored Sessions 
for the 2006 Annual Meeting  
 
The theme of the 2006 GSA Annual 
Meeting in Philadelphia is  The Pursuit of 
Science: Building on a Foundation of 
Discovery Dates -- October 22-25, 2006. 

The "call for papers" is out, and the deadline 
for abstract submittal is July 11, 2006. 
Please see: 
http://www.geosociety.org/meetings/2006/T
echProg.htm,  
 
The G&S Division is sponsoring or co-
sponsoring 2 Pardee Keynote sessions and 
21 topical sessions for the 2006 Annual 
Meeting in Philadelphia. We rank 3rd in 
sponsored sessions only behind the 
Hydrogeology Division and the Geoscience 
Education Division.  
 
We urge G&S members and others to 
submit abstracts to topical sessions to ensure 
that an adequate number of presentations 
will make the sessions viable. The 21 topical 
sessions offer a wide range of subject matter 
and venues for submission.  
 
The 2 Pardee Keynote sessions are: 

P3 - Geosciences and the Media: How Can 
We Better Communicate the Imperatives of 
Sustainability?  

P5 - Links Between Geological Processes, 
Microbial Activities, and Evolution of Life  

The 21 topical sessions are:  
 
T43 - Addressing Present and Future 
Energy, Mineral, and Water Issues in the 
Classroom: The Need to Prepare Both 
Educated Citizens and Geoscientists (Oral) 
 
T14 - Arsenic, Lead, and Mercury in Urban 
and Rural Watersheds (Oral/Posters)  
 
T7 - Coal Utilization in the 21st Century: 
Environmental Issues (Oral) 
 
T126 - Conservation and Management of 
Geoheritage Resources (Oral) 
 
T19 - Distribution of Arsenic and Related 
Metalloids in Surface and Ground Waters: 
Controls and Challenges (Oral/Posters) 
 
T38 - Earthquakes and Effects on Health 
(Oral) 
 
T135 - Forensic Geology (Oral/Posters) 
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T40 - Geohazards—Teachable Moments for 
Students and the Public: An Illustrated 
Community Discussion (Posters) 
 
T129 - Geologic Mapping: Innovations and 
Interoperability (Posters) 
 
T123 - Geology, Health and Public Policy 
(Oral/Posters) 
 
T48 - Geology in the National Parks: 
Research, Mapping, and Resource 
Management (Oral/Posters) 
 
T60 - Geoscience Advocacy and 
Communicating with the Public (Oral) 
 
T69 - Groundwater Availability and its 
Sustainability within Regional Aquifer 
Systems (Oral/Posters) 
 
T98 - Identifying Our Most Vulnerable 
Shorelines: Science and Policy 
(Oral/Posters) 
 
T13 - Mining as a Factor in Human Health 
(Oral) 
 
T85 - New Approaches to Understanding the 
Cycling of Water in Urban Landscapes 
(Oral/Posters) 
 
T72 - Nonpoint Source Pollution: Sources, 
Processes, Prediction, and Solutions 
(Oral/Posters) 
 
T3 - Reconstructing Landscape Contexts of 
Human Occupation Surrounding Wetlands 
(Oral) 
 
T89 - Revolutionizing Hydrologic Systems 
Observations: Data Needs to Insure 
Groundwater Availability (Oral/Posters) 
 
T20 - The Occurrence, Bioavailability and 
Toxicity of Arsenic and Fluoride from 
Drinking Water—A Widespread Issue (Oral) 
 
T90 - Three-Dimensional Geological 
Mapping for Groundwater Applications 
(Oral) 
____________________________________ 
 
 

The USGS Science Impact 
Program – An Introduction 

 
The USGS has established a new program to 
improve linkages between science and 
societal decision making.  The program, 
called Science Impact (SI), is a focused 
research effort to increase the use and value 
of USGS science in informing societal 
decisions.   
 
There is a long history of objective USGS 
science contributing to critical decisions 
throughout our nation and society.  USGS 
science is used every day, by decision 
makers across the Nation, to help deal with a 
broad spectrum of societal issues. The 
USGS achieves this level of success by 
adhering to its core values of Science 
Excellence, Science Leadership, and Science 
Impact.    
 
Technology, decision-making processes, and 
data accessibility have changed dramatically 
in recent years. Decision makers and 
citizens want accessible, timely, and 
integrated science products that objectively 
address policy-relevant issues. As the world 
around us changes, approaches for 
developing and delivering accessible science 
are evolving. The Science Impact program 
addresses these issues and develops and tests 
methods and tools to facilitate expanded and 
more effective use of scientific information 
in this changing world.     
 
Research in the Science Impact program 
combines expertise in the natural, social, and 
decision sciences.  Projects address 
economics, vulnerability and risk, 
participatory processes, the role of 
institutions, and the development of decision 
support tools.  SI research encompasses the 
following activities:    
 

• Studying decision processes and 
developing, testing, and evaluating 
methods and tools that facilitate 
expanded and more effective use of 
USGS science; 

• Developing and testing 
multidisciplinary tools and 
products that integrate USGS 
science with socioeconomic 
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information to inform decision-
makers more effectively; and 

• Developing methods to evaluate 
and measure the impact of USGS 
scientific information on decision-
making. 

 
External research partnerships are an 
important part of SI.  These partnerships 
promote external innovation in the use of 
USGS science and provide access to 
specialized skills beyond those traditional to 
the USGS.  Current partnerships include: 
 

o MIT--USGS Science Impact 
Collaborative (MUSIC): 
Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology – Studying the use of 
science in collaborative processes 
and testing tools such as joint fact 
finding. 
http://web.mit.edu/dusp/epg/music/ 

 
o Science Impact Laboratory for 

Policy and Economics (SILPE) :  
University of New Mexico – 
Focusing on institutional issues 
relating to water management and 
the use of experimental 
management practices such as 
water banking and water markets. 
http://www.unm.edu/%7Esilpe/ 

 
o Indigenous Knowledge Center for 

Education and Science Impact 
(IKCE SI) :  Sinte Gleska 
University, Mission, SD – 
Examining ways to combine 
indigenous knowledge with USGS 
science to more effectively inform 
resource management decisions. 

 
o Science Impact Laboratory for 

Urban Systems (SILUS): Wharton 
School, University of Pennsylvania 
- Combining natural and 
socioeconomic science information 
to develop tools for community 
decision-making to reduce 
vulnerability and risk where natural 
and environmental hazards exist. 
http://gislab.wharton.upenn.edu/sil
us/index.htm 

 
o Science Impact Center for 

Visualization and Delivery of 

Science:  Prescott College, Prescott, 
AZ – Identifying and evaluating 
key factors associated with 
effective scientific visualization 
techniques that can be used to 
increase effective use of scientific 
information by local government 
decision-makers.  

 
It should be emphasized that SI research 
projects focus on developing methods and 
tools for improving linkages between 
science and societal decisions.  These 
decisions, including any necessary tradeoffs, 
are developed based on the values of 
society, not on the results of SI research.  
The USGS’ role is to inform decision 
makers, not to make the decisions. 
 
More information about the SI program and 
examples of innovative SI research are 
available on the SI web site at: 
 
http://www.usgs.gov/science_impact/  
 
 Carl D. Shapiro, Coordinator 

USGS Science Impact Program  
 

Editor’s note – Dr. Shapiro can be reached 
at cshapiro@usgs.gov.  Also, the G&S 
Newsletter plans to include specific 
examples of Science Impact research in 
future editions. Therefore, we can highlight 
certain USGS societal “hot topics” on a 
regular basis.   
____________________________________ 

Making the Most of the 1906 
San Francisco Earthquake 
Centennial 
 
The lead-up to the 100th anniversary of the 
1906 San Francisco earthquake has provided 
an excellent opportunity for geoscience-
focused outreach efforts in the Bay Area and 
nationally, raising public awareness about 
the risks posed by natural hazards. The 
earthquake is notable both scientifically, 
resulting in the birth of modern earthquake 
science, and societally, as the last time an 
American city suffered a direct hit from a 
major earthquake. At 5:12 a.m. on April 18, 
1906, a magnitude-7.8 quake initiated off 
the Golden Gate and ruptured both north and 
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south, shaking a large swath of northern 
California and setting off fires that 
consumed much of what was the largest city 
west of the Mississippi River. Today, 
geoscientists are partnering with emergency 
managers, state and local officials, the 
business community, and the media to tell 
the story of the 1906 earthquake and to use 
the "teachable moment" that the anniversary 
provides to build preparedness. While the 
anniversary is appropriately focused on 
commemorating a past tragedy, its greater 
purpose is to help prevent future ones. The 
anniversary also has provided a wonderful 
opportunity to make a case for the 
excitement of geoscience research, and its 
relevance to people's lives. 
 
The purpose here is to provide a brief 
summary of the outreach activities being 
carried out by the USGS and its partners. 
You can read all about the earthquake and 
its impact on earthquake science in the April 
2006 issue of GSA Today. The cover article 
is authored by USGS senior scientist and 
past GSA president Mary Lou Zoback, who 
has led an alliance of 275 organizations 
taking part in events commemorating the 
1906 centennial. The alliance's web site lists 
the many events taking place throughout the 
region at http://1906centennial.org.  
 
The media attention has been tremendous. 
Front-page stories have appeared in USA 
Today and other national newspapers in 
addition to a barrage of stories in California 
papers. The 1906 quake is on the cover of 
the April issue of National Geographic, and 
articles are appearing in Smithsonian, Time, 
U.S. News and World Report, and many 
other national magazines. A number of 
television specials are being aired, including 
one developed by the USGS in conjunction 
with FEMA, the Northern California chapter 
of the Earthquake Engineering Research 
Institute, and the California Earthquake 
Authority to be aired in prime-time on April 
12th by CBS-5 in San Francisco and 
repeated on UPN. "Shock Waves: 100 Years 
After the 1906 Earthquake," the hour-long 
documentary emphasizes the progress in 
earthquake science over the last century and 
the personal impacts that earthquakes have 
on the people of northern California.  
 

Several million copies of "Putting Down 
Roots in Earthquake Country," an 
information booklet first developed by the 
Southern California Earthquake Center 
(SCEC; a partnership between the USGS 
and the National Science Foundation) are 
being distributed in both northern and 
southern California. Over 1.5 million copies 
of the latest southern California version have 
been printed with funding from the 
California Earthquake Authority, FEMA, 
Quakehold, State Farm, and the Los Angeles 
Times, which is distributing them in its 
Sunday edition on April 9th. It is also being 
distributed by local American Red Cross 
chapters and through home improvement 
stores. The USGS with many partners 
produced a Bay Area version. With support 
from a host of partners, including the 
California Geological Survey and 
Governor's Office of Emergency Services, 
over 1 million copies have been distributed 
through the San Francisco Chronicle, San 
Jose Mercury News, Contra Costa Times, 
Oakland Tribune, San Mateo Times, and 
other papers.  
 
The anniversary has been an opportunity to 
do some great science and then take the next 
step in delivering that science to the public. 
For example, the USGS has released a map 
of active fault traces within the Hayward 
Fault Zone, perhaps the most dangerous in 
the Bay Area with the highest likelihood of a 
major rupture in the next 30 years.  As with 
any modern map, this one can be used 
within a geographic information system, but 
it can also be viewed as a "helicopter tour" 
in Google Earth, allowing users to fly over 
high-resolution imagery of the East Bay 
with the map information superimposed 
(See http://pubs.usgs.gov/ds/2006/177/).  
 
Google Earth also provides the platform for 
a virtual tour of the 1906 earthquake that 
includes historical photographs, fault 
locations, and future rupture probabilities 
(http://earthquake.usgs.gov/regional/nca/virt
ualtour/). An interactive digital strip map of 
the entire San Andreas Fault is also being 
developed.  
 
USGS researchers have generated 
ShakeMaps that show the intensity of 
ground shaking from the 1906 earthquake 
based on the exhaustive post-event reports 



 8 

that were generated at the time, as well as 
modern investigations along the fault 
(http://quake.wr.usgs.gov/research/strongmo
tion/effects/1906/ ). A variety of animations 
have been developed that simulate the 
distribution of shaking and damage from the 
earthquake in real time, providing the 
viewer with a sense of just how long the 
shaking lasted in different places and how 
that shaking varied depending on local soil 
and rock conditions (See 
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/regional/nca/190
6/simulations/). The simulations are in turn 
based on a new three-dimensional model of 
the geology and seismic velocity of the San 
Francisco Bay region (See 
http://quake.usgs.gov/research/3Dgeologic/).  
 
Key data for the model were provided by 
new geologic maps of the region produced 
by the California Geological Survey and the 
USGS (See 
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/regional/nca/qma
p/).  Of particular interest, these maps show 
the location of young deposits in low-lying 
areas that are particularly susceptible to 
strong ground-motion. One of the maps 
shows the potential of these deposits to lose 
coherence, a process known as liquefaction, 
due to shaking produced by a large 
earthquake. The digital maps are being 
joined by a new Quaternary fault map poster 
for the greater Bay Area and a companion 
geologic map poster, both being released at 
the joint Seismological Society of 
America/Earthquake Engineering Research 
Institute/Disaster Resistant California 
meeting in San Francisco during the 
anniversary week. 
 
Educational materials developed for the 
centennial include a 10-part series, 
"Earthquake Science Explained," that ran in 
the San Francisco Chronicle and has been 
reprinted as a USGS General Information 
Product (See 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/2006/21/). The 
series is targeted to a middle -school level. In 
addition to the virtual tours, a guidebook 
produced by the USGS and the National 
Park Service makes it easy to trace sites on 
public land where the San Andreas Fault 
ruptured in 1906 (See 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/gip/2006/16/). For field 
trips less far afield, teachers and parents can 

use the "Schoolyard Geology" toolkit for 
backyard geologic explorations. The toolkit 
was developed by USGS postdoctoral 
researcher Matt d'Alessio based on his 
experiences teaching geology to convicts 
restricted to the exercise yard of San 
Quentin Prison! 
 
The list goes on, but hopefully members of 
the GSA Geology and Society Division can 
see a picture emerging of science and 
outreach mutually reinforcing one another to 
the benefit of both. The anniversary is an 
opportunity to translate public attention into 
increased public understanding, not just in 
California, but around the Nation. Please 
help us make the most of it! 
  

David Applegate 
USGS Senior Science Advisor for 
Earthquake and Geologic Hazards   

 
Editor’s note – Dr. Applegate can be 
reached at applegate@usgs.gov. Much of the 
material in this article can be found on the 
USGS web site at: 
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/regional/nca/190
6/.  
____________________________________ 
 
Wisconsin Weighs In on 
Teaching Intelligent Design in 
Science Classrooms 
 
The teaching of intelligent design (ID) and 
related creationism concepts in Wisconsin 
science classrooms would be prohibited 
under legislation proposed by State 
Representative Terese Berceau (D-Wis).  
Commenting on the central role Wisconsin 
has in biotechnology research in the United 
States, Berceau said that weak science 
standards threaten that significant role.  
"Other countries recognize the value of 
education, especially math and science, and 
are poised to take the lead.  If our students 
are to compete, they must be taught 
legitimate science." 
 
Citing examples of current intelligent design 
and evolution discussions underway in many 
school districts across the nation, including 
some in Wisconsin school districts, Berceau 
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referred to these discussions as a "continued 
war on science," saying "we are offering the 
first bill in the nation to protect the integrity 
of science instruction in public schools." 
Berceau noted that “over 18 states have 
introduced legislation this year to dilute the 
teaching of evolution and open the door to 
‘intelligent design’. She stated that “We 
have seen attempts to enshrine the teaching 
of intelligent design as science in Kansas 
and in Dover, Pennsylvania — even in 
Grantsburg, Wisconsin, in our own 
backyard.” 
 
If the proposed legislation is adopted, 
Wisconsin will become the first state to 
require that "material presented as science" 
in public schools must actually be "science," 
that is, be comprised of testable hypotheses 
describing only natural processes and be 
consistent with descriptions or definitions of 
science adopted by the National Academy of 
Sciences. 
 
Berceau offered the legislation in response 
to a failing grade received by Wisconsin 
science standards in a 2005 Thomas G. 
Fordham Foundation study of state science 
standards in the U. S., which characterized 
Wisconsin's science standards as "so light in 
science discipline content as to render them 
nearly useless." 
______________________________ 
 
National Science Foundation 
Strategic Plan – 2006-2011 
 
The National Science Foundation (NSF) is 
developing its 2006-2011 Strategic Plan. In 
December 2005, Drs. Arden Bement and 
Kathie Olsen, respectively NSF’s Director 
and Deputy Director, sent a letter to the 
science and engineering (S&E) community 
asking these broad communities that they 
serve to provide input on two key questions: 
  
Does NSF's current Strategic Plan 
effectively communicate NSF's roles and 
responsibilities as part of the S&E 
community? If not, what is lacking and how 
can the next plan be improved? 
 
What broad characteristics of the near- and 
long-term environment for S&E research 

and education should NSF consider and 
address in its next Strategic Plan?  
 
A letter asking these questions was 
distributed through MyNSF (formerly the 
Custom News Service). Groups covering 
NSF's major constituencies were informed 
and a link to the letter appeared on the NSF 
Homepage. The NSF document (formal 
letter) is at www.nsf.gov (NSF 06-009). The 
current strategic plan is NSF 04-201 (there 
is a link in the letter).  
 
There will be additional opportunities for 
staff, Advisory Committee, and direct 
community input as NSF works toward 
completing the Strategic Plan by September 
30, 2006. The GSA will want to participate 
and take advantage of the opportunity to 
communicate with NSF leadership on the 
Strategic Plan and the role of NSF in S&E.  
___________________________________ 
 
Re-announcement!!! 
GSA Today to Publish 
Geoscience Public-interest 
and Policy Articles 
 
As mentioned in last month’s G&S 
Newsletter, GSA Today is beginning a series 
of geoscience public-interest and policy 
articles. The decision supports GSA’s 
mission to promote the geosciences in the 
service of humankind, and its vision to 
support the application of geoscience to 
societal issues. 
  
Once again, the G&S Division strongly 
encourages  its members to take advantage 
of this great opportunity and submit 
appropriate articles to GSA Today.   
 
For general guidelines, please contact GSA 
Today’s Managing Editor Kristen Asmus. 
The website containing Information for 
Contributors offers guidance on format and 
for calculating page size:   
http://www.geosociety.org/pubs/gsatguid2.h
tm 
____________________________________ 
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VOTE in GSA Elections 
 
The G&S Division strongly encourages its 
members to vote in GSA elections for 
Councilors and Division officers, and to 
participate in various GSA questionnaires 
requesting input on a variety of issues. 
Currently, about 15% of members vote in 
their division elections (FYI, 22% voted in 
last year's G&S Division election), and from 
2002 – 2004, an average of  <11% voted in 
GSA’s general elections. Therefore, 
leadership and earth-science policy is being 
determined by only a small fraction of 
members.  
 
If you are concerned with the direction of 
earth-science in the short- and long-term, 
then you have a stake in who best might 
represent your views, at both the Council 
and Divisional levels. Additionally, GSA 
questionnaires and opinion polls about 
meeting participation or GSA policy are 
critical to GSA planning endeavors and 
implementation of procedures to address 
how best the organization might serve its 
members and the earth-science community. 
Again, the G&S Division strongly 
encourages participation.  
 
Our Division, although only three years old, 
is deeply rooted in activism, and bringing to 
the forefront critical societal issues that are 
best understood by knowing geology.  Our 
activism MUST begin at home, so please 
make your opinion known and vote in GSA 
elections and participate in questionnaires. 
____________________________________ 

 
Running for Office on a 
Geology Ticket? 
 
Have you ever thought of running for office 
on a geology ticket, or at the very least, 
using geology as a primary reason why we 
as GSA and G&S members, should be 
getting involved to bring geology to bear on 
the issues of today's society? From time to 
time, we as geoscientists should be so 
inclined to take the plunge and look for 
opportunities to directly participate in policy 
development by running for office, be it 
school board, local representative, or federal 
office.   

 
As an example , and taking his new G&S 
Division membership seriously, Mike 
Phillips recently has thrown his hat in the 
ring to run for political office for State 
Representative in Illinois' 106th 
District.  Mike attests that because the Earth 
is composed of complex systems that 
interact on many levels, geologists learn to 
make decisions in spite of that complexity, 
and that those reasoning skills directly 
translate into other areas of decision making.  
 
While the G&S Division, of course, can 
never endorse an individual for political 
office, we do wish Mike good luck in 
bringing his geoscience background into the 
political arena.   
 


