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ACADEMIC COUNCIL
MINUTES

Friday, March 17, 2006, 1:00 p.m., Room N-186
______________________________________________________________________________

Present: A. Assaf, P. Bouwman, G. Bulgarea, H. Erdogan, C. Hanrahan, R.
Herrera, S. Hervouet-Zeiber, P. McCoy, J. Paquette, P. Ross, M. Starenky,
I. Stavrianos, D. Villemaire, A. Yamamoto

Regrets: E. Durling, D. Gallagher, J. Masterson, J. Naggar, J. Plante

Non-members: G. Archer, L. Belle-Isle, B. Chandler, I. Der Aprahamian, P. Gagné, A.
Perout, D. Tessier, N. Wargny

1. Approval of the Agenda

R. Herrera announced that he had an announcement to make on behalf of the IT in
Teaching and Learning Committee under item 4. e) Others.

2. Approval of the Minutes

H. Erdogan asked that on p. 4, second to last paragraph, last line, “untabled” be replaced
with “considered” and “considered” with “moved”.

The minutes of February 24, 2006 were approved with these minor modifications.

3. Business Arising from the Minutes

a) 2006-2007 Admissions Criteria and Guidelines

P. Ross reminded Council that this item had been tabled at the last meeting and was
submitted to Council for a recommendation to the College to accept it.

It was moved by P. Ross and seconded by R. Herrera that Academic Council
recommend to the College that the criteria and guidelines as submitted be used for the
2006-2007 admissions process.

C. Hanrahan, on behalf of the Science Program Specific Curriculum Committee,
submitted a document on the 2006-2007 Admission Criteria for Science whereby,
following some misunderstanding between the Science faculty and the Registrar, the
following agreement was reached:

1. The analysis of the admission process in A05 needs to be made in order to arrive
at a valid formula for computation of CFS, if possible, to suit the needs of the
Science Program structure.
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2. Since, according to the Registrar, this analysis cannot be made sooner than in
April 2006 and at this point there was no other choice, the Science faculty agreed
that:
a) The SRAM formula is used this year and the manual evaluations will be

made when necessary by the Admissions Office.
b) The Science faculty will examine SRAM’s analysis of the A05 Science

admission data and the comparison made by the College (not necessarily
by the Admissions Office) to the previous process used by the College and
make recommendations for change as necessary for the future.

D. Tessier has invited SRAM to meet with the transition committee in April. SRAM will
be able to do a simulation on how admission was done previously.

A. Perout reported on behalf of the English Department that, although the Department did
agree with the document, it was with the understanding that it would be looked again
after a year or so since there were some concerns with the timing of the English
Placement Test and with certain criteria. P. Ross confirmed that the criteria and
guidelines would be reviewed and submitted to Council for a recommendation to approve
on a yearly basis.

Following a question from P. Bouwman, P. Ross will consult with D. Tessier on how best
the information could be provided to the coordinators on the reasons for accepting or
refusing students.

The motion was then voted on: In favour - 9; Against - 0; Abstentions - 4.

Draft Agreement with Saudi Arabia

H. Erdogan asked that it be recorded that he was concerned with the way in which the
motion from the student to table the item at the last Council meeting was dealt with as
well as with the lack of procedures concerning the motion tabled at the previous meeting.
I Stavrianos agreed that the procedures had not been followed but stated that a democratic
vote had taken place. P. Ross added that the committee did consider the rules and that
there was a common agreement that since the motion did not indicate an untabling date, it
did not have to be untabled at the following meeting. H. Erdogan pointed out that the
motion stated to table the item until the College had answered the concerns raised and
since that had been done, the motion should have been dealt with.

J. Paquette reported on her concern that representatives of constituencies have secret
votes and spoke for the need for transparency among representatives. D. Villemaire
pointed out that Robert’s Rules of Order stated that it was the right and the duty of each
member to express his/her vote as well as to request a secret ballot when appropriate.
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Others

S. Hervouet-Zeiber thanked the Ped Day organizers for a very successful and interesting
Ped Day.

4. Reports, Announcements and Correspondence

a) Board of Directors (P. Ross)

The following main business items were on the agenda of the February 7, 2006 meeting:
- the Saudi Arabia Draft Agreement (as information only);
- the 2006-2007 Academic Calendar was approved with the understanding that

changes could be made in the information on the side of the calendar;
- D. Tessier reported on the Winter 2006 enrollment;
- The Board approved a list of graduates to be granted their DEC.

b) Joint Coordinators (P. Bouwman)

February 8, 2006
- D. Tessier reported on the H06 Admissions process and copies of the H06

registration statistics were distributed.
- Véronica Gill, Project Manager, English-Language Division of the CCDMD

(Centre collégial de développement de matériel didactique) made a presentation
on the support offered by the Centre for the production of educational materials.

- D. Tessier presented the 2006-2007 Admissions Criteria and Guidelines.
- The Saudi Arabia project was discussed and a motion was passed to develop a

policy on International Cooperation before embarking on any project.
- The following issues were raised under Members’ Concerns: the amount of work

coordinators have to do when new teachers are hired; the service provided by the
Print Shop for students to hand in assignments for their teachers is becoming too
much work; following questions about the Student Emergency Fund, P. McCoy
confirmed that a committee exists to administer the fund; and the Omnivox
system is not clearly identified in the For Teachers Only section of the College
web site.

- The Reports and Correspondence were tabled.

March 1, 2006
- The Director General addressed the committee.
- D. Tessier gave an update on Admissions.
-  P. Ross spoke to the 2006-2007 Admissions Criteria and Guidelines.
- P. Ross distributed copies of the questions & answers document on Saudi Arabia

prepared by G. Archer for Academic Council.
- Under New Business, P. Fournier addressed  the concerns raised regarding

Security in the N Building.
- Under Members’ Concerns, it was suggested to hold a Coordinators’ only
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meeting.
- Reports were presented on Academic Council, Faculty Reports and Ped Day.

c) Admissions Process Update

D. Tessier gave a very positive report on the admissions process for A06. The College has
received 4121 applications as of yesterday which represents a 23% increase from last
year, the largest increase the College ever experienced. The acceptance letters, the
English admissions testing, the interviews and auditions required by certain programs are
underway and expected to be finished on time. The applications have shown that Vanier
is clearly a 1  round college and applicants generally have a high CFS of over 80%.st

D. Tessier then answered some questions. She confirmed that the acceptance/registration
ratio was usually 80% and that the impact of duplicate applications with Dawson had not
yet been evaluated but that the process was in place to confirm acceptance to these
students as soon as possible. Information from the CAS has not yet been received but
should be available in the near future. Discussion then followed on admission statistics
and particularly on the decrease in some of the technologies and the situation of the job
market related to them. S. Hervouet-Zeiber reminded that a similar decrease in
applications had occurred many years ago in some pre-university programs and that the
College had then rallied around these programs to support them. He urged Council to take
a lead in supporting the programs currently affected, one way being to make the
community understand the situation. In answer to a question from H. Erdogan, D. Tessier
agreed to send him the admission statistics in Science.

P. Ross thanked D. Tessier and her staff for their excellent work. He reminded Council
that the objective of providing an answer to applicants within four weeks had been
attained and that the College could still expect more applications through rounds 2 and 3.

d) Academic Dean Search Committee

I. Stavrianos reported that the committee had met this morning for the second to last time
and that there seemed to be unanimous agreement as to the candidate recommended. The
candidate will be presented to Council at a special meeting on Friday, March 31 at 2:30
p.m. The 2006-2007 Enrollment Projections will also be an item on the agenda at that
meeting.

e) Others

R. Herrera, on behalf of the IT in Teaching and Learning Committee, announced that an
IT survey on the use of technology in the classroom was available on the web site under
For Teachers Only. The survey has to be completed and returned by April 13.

P. Ross announced that the LRPC will hold its first meeting early in April. The Teaching
Excellence Award Committee has met and established a critical path for the process. The
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publicity will start the week of March 27 and the deadline for submission of nomination
forms has been set on Friday, May 5, 2006. As was done last year, the committee will
also give a special mention to a newer faculty member at Vanier who has particularly
demonstrated innovation, creativity and ability in teaching.

5. Main Business

a) Standing and Advancement Policy

B. Chandler presented the document. She first put it in perspective, reminding Council
that the College had first revised its By-law No. 8 on Academic Success which
determined the criteria for students to remain in good standing in the College. She
distributed copies of a one pager on the main revisions made to the By-law. This By-law
will become effective as of A06. The Standing and Advancement Policy submitted today
replaces the old policy plus the policy on review boards. It is not yet finalized as it needs
additional formatting. The purpose of the Standing and Advancement Policy is to set the
additional requirements established by some programs for standing and/or advancement
in the program; to define how to notify the students of their status in the program; and to
define how programs may change or update their additional requirements for standing
an/or advancement. B. Chandler then briefly walked the committee through the document
and the guidelines contained in the appendices, particularly the Animal Health
Technology additional requirements. These have been worked on thoroughly, approved
by the various committees and are ready for approval by  Academic Council. The
template is the one other programs would use to go through the process.

Discussion ensued and the following suggestions were made:

- P. Bouwman suggested that the policy lists only the programs which have
additional requirements and that these be attached as appendices, thus making
them easier to change. P. Ross spoke in favour of this suggestion as any changes,
additions or updates to the requirements will have to be submitted to Academic
Council.

- D. Villemaire spoke of the importance of making the students aware of these
requirements and of making the wording of the documents as simple as possible
so that students read and understand them. B. Chandler confirmed that the policy
needed some re-formatting and suggested to further highlight under #5.3 the
program’s responsibility to inform adequately the students. P. Ross and B.
Chandler also confirmed that the requirements would be mailed to the students,
explained at orientation, given to students in case of a program transfer and
whenever a change occurs.

- Following a question from J. Paquette, it was made clear that any requirement
would only be effective as of the date approved and could not be applied
retroactively.

- Several members felt that the College should give more follow up to students with
problems. Several suggestions were made. R. Herrera spoke for the development
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of an automated process to anticipate and warn teachers of students with
problems. S. Hervouet-Zeiber suggested that coordinators get a list of students at
risk to possibly meet and monitor each one of them. D. Tessier indicated that there
was an assessment tool available through Omnivox. Both P. Ross and P. McCoy
spoke for the usefulness of the mid-term assessments and the positive results of
the follow up to the process. P. Ross also indicated that the key program
indicators could represent a good way for programs to follow up with students in
difficulty.

B. Chandler will come back to Council with a revised policy based on the suggestions
made. It was also agreed that in the absence of the Faculty Dean, G. Archer, the approval
of the Animal Health Technology Standing and Advancement Requirements would be
postponed to the March 31 special meeting.

b) Attendance Guidelines

A. Perout explained that following Council’s suggestion to make the document simpler
and clearer, the committee had met a few times and came up with the document
distributed. A. Perout walked Council through the document, stressing that it was not a
policy but guidelines. She also answered some questions from the members.

Discussion followed. The main item of discussion was the issue of deducting marks for
absences. It was clearly stated that the Ministry’s regulations made it clear that in a
competency-based education, a student could not be failed for not attending classes if
he/she reached the competencies of the course. S. Hervouet-Zeiber, as Coordinator of
Modern Languages, and P. Gagné and I. Der Aprahamian, from the French Department,
explained that the attendance policies in their departments were not meant to be punitive
but had been set up to increase student success and retention by helping students attend
classes at a transitional stage where they often did not know how to manage the sudden
freedom they benefitted. The rate of success and retention improved dramatically in both
programs since the implementation of the policies. The number of students failed because
of missing too many classes is extremely small and could be dealt with on an individual
basis. N. Wargny spoke strongly against failing a student with a passing average because
of his/her absence and suggested that if a student reaches the course competencies while
missing a maximum number of classes, he/she should be given a grade of 60%, thus not
contravening the Ministry’s regulations.

Other highlights of the discussion were that emphasis be placed on participation instead
of attendance; that the College do its best to encourage students to attend classes and to
make them understand that it is their responsibility, as citizens in a society, to come to
class; and that an effort be made to ensure that students in the same courses are treated
equally.

In light of the discussion, it was agreed that some departments might want to further
discuss the issue within their Faculty. N. Wargny suggested to bring her proposal to the
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discussion. S. Hervouet-Zeiber further suggested that French and Modern Languages
meet with C. Hanrahan and N. Wargny to see if a solution can be reached.

The item will be back at Council for discussion in three weeks. Council thanked A.
Perout and the committee for their good work.

6. Varia
None.

7. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Wanda Kalina
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