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ACADEMIC COUNCIL
MINUTES

Friday, May 18, 2007, 1:30 p.m., room N-186
Present:  T. Bell, S. Brunet, G. Bulgarea, S. Choksi, D. Gallagher, R. Herrera, S.

Hervouet-Zeiber, P. Labrinos, J. Masterson, P. McCoy, A. McManus, J.
McMahon, A. Mundiyamkal, G. Quinn, C. Rossignoli, M.-H. Sabbagh, I.
Stavrianos, N. Wargny

Non-members: A. Alousi, G. Archer, B. Barkouli, M. Belanger, S. Block, P. Bouwman, V.
Broege, W. Brown, H. Dedic, H. Erdogan, D. Hetherington, J. Macdonald,
P. McClurg, L. McEwan, D. Nyisztor, S. Pettifer, M. Sossoyan, D. Tessier,
Q. Van Ginhoven

1. Approval of the Agenda

It was agreed by consensus to add to the agenda Academic Council’s Sub-committees on the
Strategic Plan as item 3. e). It was also agreed, in light of the length of the agenda, to deal
today with the items that had to be submitted for the next Board meeting and to hold another
meeting in May if necessary. 

2. Approval of the Minutes of April 27, 2007
Tabled.

3. Business Arising from the Minutes

a) Academic Space

G. Archer gave a brief update on the progress of the renovations. The work is on track.
The issue of teacher’s mailboxes in the N building was brought up again. G. Archer will
follow up with S. Kay.

b) Additional Funds from MELS

J. McMahon reported that, following the motion passed at the last Board meeting, the
College was pursuing consultation on this issue. 

It was moved by S. Hervouet-Zeiber and seconded by S. Choksi that, based on the motion
passed by the Joint Coordinators’ Committee at the May 9  meeting,  Academic Councilth

recommend that the College use the $110,000 of the new MELS funds for “Academic
Related Initiatives” for the following two priorities:
• Classroom and lab upgrade, and
• Front-line services, including tutoring and an increase in departmental budgets
instead of the creation of a new management position on “Institutional Support and 
Development.”
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In favour - 13
Against -   0
Abstentions -   4

S. Hervouet-Zeiber then moved, seconded by S. Choksi, that Academic Council support
the motion passed by the FSSCAL and endorsed by the Joint Coordinators at its May 9th

meeting. There was some discussion on the exact wording of the motion and H.
Erdogan’s suggestion to add “and development” to the motion as a friendly amendment
was agreed upon. The final motion made was:

It was moved by S. Hervouet-Zeiber and seconded by S. Choksi that Academic Council
endorse the following motion passed by the FSSCAL and endorsed by the Joint
Coordinators at its May 9  meeting as amended:th

“We propose that the college fund a permanent Institutional Research Office responsible
for the institutional and program evaluation to bring us in line with other colleges across
the reseau. This office should, among other things, provide key performance indicators to
departments on a regular basis as well as providing research and writing resources for the
purpose of ongoing evaluations and development. Whereas we consider this to be a long-
term institutional priority, we do not believe the proposed additional MELS funds should
be used for this purpose.”

Discussion followed. The main concern raised by some members was with the possible
classification of the position as a managerial position as it was pointed out that there was
a lot of opposition regarding the addition of another position at that level.  A suggestion
was made to table the motion until a job description was available for the position. It was
pointed out that the deadline for the evaluation of the implementation of the IPESA was
December and that the College had to move ahead with this dossier.  It was also noted
that the motion addressed the creation of an office, not of a position, and that the intent of
the motion was really to address the existing needs while not using the MELS funds for
this purpose. A few members also felt that the classification of the position was beyond
Academic Council’s mandate and was the administration’s responsibility. J. McMahon
stated that there had not yet been a final decision on this issue and reiterated the need for
the College for such a position pointing out that both Champlain and John Abbott were
opening similar positions.

The motion was then voted upon.

In favour - 15
Against -   0
Abstention -   1
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c) Recommendation on Admissions Process

J. McMahon confirmed that two reports would be discussed under this item, the
Admissions Committee’s report and the Registrar’s report.

D. Hetherington first spoke to the Admissions Committee’s report. He noted in particular
that recommendation #3 had been slightly reworded from the last version to let Council
decide whether the committee should be an Academic Council sub-committee or other.
He also stressed the committee’s first recommendation which was to postpone full
membership in SRAM to further analyze the benefits of joining it.

D. Hetherington, on behalf of the committee,  distributed the following additional
documents:

• Admissions Process - Abridged Version
• Summary of the Admissions Committee Interview with Program Coordinators

Regarding the Admission Process
• Student Forum on Admissions Process

D. Tessier then presented the Registrar’s report stressing the positive results of the pilot
project with SRAM re the number of applications, the high caliber of students and the
decrease in the number of duplicates. She also reported that the College had received a lot
of support from SRAM throughout the process and that they were open to suggestions for
improvement from the College. Dealing with SRAM had also freed the Registrar’s Office
from several tasks thus enabling them to focus on some major ones. The response from
the departments had generally been very positive. The Registrar’s Office recommendation
is therefore to pursue full membership in SRAM effective immediately. D. Tessier further
confirmed that consultation with the program committees and Academic Council would
be maintained.  

Discussion followed on the discrepancy between the two recommendations, the one from
the Admissions Committee and the Registrar’s one. Members of the Admissions
Committee spoke in favor of  the first recommendation and of the need for Council to
support its sub-committee’s recommendation since this committee had been given the
mandate to analyze the issue. The thoroughness of the committee’s work was also put
forward. The major argument in favor of the recommendation was the number of
questions still unanswered. H. Dedic and H. Erdogan particularly stressed the concern of
the Science Program regarding the formula for calculating the average which led to the
Department having to go manually over the files. Another argument raised was that,
although it had been mentioned that the calibre of applicants had increased,  there was no
evidence of it.

It was moved by J. Masterson and seconded by M.-H. Sabbagh that Academic Council
support the recommendation of the Admissions Committee report, to have more time for
analysis and to delay payment of the initiation fee.
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J. McMahon spoke against the Admissions Committee’s first recommendation and
stressed the College’s professional obligation to pay the initial fees as all other colleges
had. He also reminded Council that SRAM had been very flexible so far with their
agreement with the College and that further postponement of payment would put him in
an embarrassing situation as a future member of the SRAM executive. Other members
concurred. The positive response of most departments, the effectiveness of the transition
committees and the support received from SRAM were the main arguments in favour of
paying the initial fees immediately.

As there was consensus that there was no problem with the other committee’s
recommendations, T. Bell suggested to put forward a motion to pay SRAM while
continuing to take into account the other recommendations.

Following some discussion, the first motion was rescinded and the following motion was
put forward.

It was moved by T. Bell and seconded by R. Herrera that Academic Council recommend
that the College meet SRAM initiation fee financial obligations with the intention to
address the Admissions Committee’s recommendations to ensure we deal with current
concerns regarding SRAM.

In favour - 15
Against -   0
Abstentions -   1

d) Student Representation on LRPC

This item was tabled to the first meeting in the Fall. J. McMahon stressed that LRPC
meetings were open to everyone and welcomed students to attend until this issue was
resolved.

e) AC Sub-committees on the Strategic Plan
Tabled to the next meeting.

4. Reports, Announcements and Correspondence
Tabled to the next meeting.

5. Main Business

a) Election of 2007-2008 Vice-chairperson

The Vice-Chair reminded the committee that, according to By-law No. 3 on Academic
Council, only members nominated for next year’s Council were eligible to vote on this
item.
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It was moved by G. Quinn and seconded by S. Hervouet-Zeiber to nominate Shirley
Pettifer for Vice-chairperson of Academic Council for the 2007-2008 academic year.

Approved unanimously.

The election of an alternate Vice-chair will be held at the first meeting in the Fall.

b) Recommendation on 2006-2007 Teaching Excellence Award

This item was first dealt with in camera with only the current members of Council.

The non-members were then invited back into the room. J. McMahon, as Chair of the
Sub-committee on the 2006-2007 Teaching Excellence Award, announced that Council
had unanimously endorsed the committee’s recommendation to nominate two recipients,
Patricia McClurg and Guy Quinn, for this year’s Teaching Excellence Award. J.
McMahon stated that, although the committee’s task had been difficult because of the
high quality and completeness of all applications received, the committee’s
recommendation had been unanimous. It was also endorsed unanimously by Council. J.
McMahon then gave a few words on each of the recipients and referred to some excerpts
and quotations in the nomination packages.

P. McClurg, who had been invited to the meeting, and G. Quinn were warmly
congratulated and applauded.  Both G. Archer and D. Hetherington, as the respective
Faculty Deans, also said a few words in support of the teacher in their Faculty. P.
McClurg and G. Quinn thanked the nominators, the committee, Council and all present
for the honour received.

c) Marketing Attestation

W. Brown presented the proposed Marketing AEC and went over some changes that had
been brought to the document following the feedback received, particularly thanking R.
Herrera for his input. She stressed the close connection between the attestation program
and the Business Administration Marketing DEC and the current popularity of marketing
related programs.

It was moved by R. Herrera and seconded by N. Wargny that Academic Council
recommend that the Board of Directors approve the Marketing Attestation with the
proposed minor modifications.

Approved unanimously.

d) BSET Program Revision

G. Archer reminded Council that the first part of the program revision had been submitted
to Council a few years ago. The full revision is being presented today.
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B. Barkouli gave a PowerPoint presentation highlighting the major proposed changes to
the grid, the comprehensive assessment, the courses, the competencies and the
ponderation. He then asked D. Nyisztor, who had helped in the program revision process,
to explain the proposed changes in the general education offerings. The full report is
available on the College website.

It was moved by N. Wargny and seconded by S. Choksi that Academic Council
recommend that the Board of Directors approve the Building Systems Engineering
Technology Program Revision.

Approved unanimously.

B. Barkouli was congratulated and applauded for his excellent presentation.

e) Classroom Guest Speakers
Tabled to the first meeting in the Fall.

f) Protocol for Vanier College Personnel: International Projects
Tabled to the next meeting.

g) Environmental and Wildlife Management Standing & Advancement Policy

G. Archer went over the changes in the EWM Standing & Advancement Policy required
by the new program. He particularly drew the members’ attention to the requirement for
swimming before taking field studies courses in the 3  year and confirmed that therd

students will be informed of this requirement at the beginning of the program and
reminded regularly throughout their studies. G. Archer also thanked D. Nyisztor for her
help with this dossier.

It was moved by C. Rossignoli and seconded by A. McManus that Academic Council
approve the Environmental and Wildlife Management Standing and Advancement Policy.

Approved unanimously.

h) CIDA Grant: The Engagement of Youth in Canada’s Combat Against HIV/AIDS
in sub-Saharan Africa

Tabled to the next meeting.

6. Varia

N. Wargny announced that S. Choksi had to leave the meeting earlier to attend a
reception in honour of her retirement after many years of dedicated teaching at Vanier.
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7. Adjournment
It was agreed to hold an additional meeting to cover the remaining items on Wednesday,
May 30, 2007 from 10:00 a.m. to 12 noon.
The meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Wanda Kalina
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