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ACADEMIC COUNCIL MEETING DRAFT
MINUTES

Friday, April 25, 2008, 1:00 p.m., room F-216

Present: M. Abiri, , V. Broege, I. Der Aprahamian, H. Erdogan, D. Gallagher, C.
Hall, R. Herrera, S. Hervouet-Zeiber, P. Labrinos, J. McMahon, A.
Mundiyamkal, M. Patera, S. Pettifer, G. Quinn, C. Rossignoli, N. Wargny

Regrets: E. Awad, P. McCoy, M. Sossoyan

Non-members: M. Greaney, C. Hanrahan, G. Harilal, J. Huang, J.Macdonald, A. Perout,
K. Purdy

1. Approval of the Agenda
The agenda was approved by consensus with the following additions under Varia: b)
Transcripts (A. Mundiyamkal) and c) Concern with Registration for Summer Courses R.
Herrera.

2. Approval of Minutes of March 28, 2008
The minutes of March 28, 2008 were approved by consensus.

3. Business Arising from the Minutes

a) Recommendations from Academic Council Sub-committee on Information
Technology in Teaching and Learning

J. Macdonald reported that as a follow-up to the last Council meeting where the
recommendations of the ITTL committee were presented, M. Greaney visited the
Faculties and Joint Coordinators to answer any questions related to the recommendations.
The recommendations are now being brought back to Council in the hope of a motion of
support. M. Greaney who carries this dossier and wrote the report was present at the
meeting to answer any additional questions.

It was moved by S. Hervouet-Zeiber and seconded by N. Wargny that Academic Council
accept the recommendations of the Sub-committee on Information Technology in
Teaching and Learning and recommend them for approval by the College.

M. Greaney then answered some questions. She confirmed that by-and-large, the
recommendations were very well received. Some suggestions for small improvements to 
Lea were made and will be followed up with Skytech. The issue of personal information
being used to log on Lea and the related threat of identity theft will be looked into
internally. R. Herrera asked that it be recorded in the minutes that although in support of
the three recommendations, he would like to stress the following: in reference to
recommendation #2, the importance of working on providing computers to all faculty;
and particularly, in reference to #3, that students not be charged with any additional fees
in the future. J. Macdonald confirmed that it was the College’s responsibility to pay and
that the students would not be charged .
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The motion was then voted upon and approved unanimously.

J. McMahon thanked the committee and M. Greaney in particular for their work.

4. Reports, Announcements and Correspondence

a) Board of Directors

J. McMahon reported the following on the Board meeting of April 8 :th

- the Board received an update on the Strategic Plan process and reports from the
Director General, the Academic Dean and the Vice-chair of Council;

- the Board approved the Industrial Electronics Program Revision, the modification
(IN) to the IPESA, an addition to the membership of Council, a list of graduates to
receive their DEC’s and the list of next year’s Board meeting dates. There is one
less meeting in the fall. 

- the Mandate Review Committee’s document was tabled to the fall; however, a
motion was passed to consult the Director General, the Academic Dean and
Academic Council for feedback on the document.

- R. Thibault was appointed as the pre-university alumni representative on the
Board.

- Following a lengthy debate, the motion presented by the faculty in support of the
document jointly produced by the MELS, the CPNC (Comité patronal de
négociation des collèges) and the unions, Teaching at the College Level...Profile
of the Profession, was not passed.

Discussion followed on this last point. It was noted that it seemed that Vanier was the
only college which did not vote in favour of the motion. J. McMahon reported that the
item was discussed at last week’s CAP meeting where it was reported that 16 to 17
colleges passed the motion (several with slight modifications), a couple did not take the
motion to their Boards and some will do it at upcoming meetings. Concern was expressed
as to why the motion did not pass as it was a “motherhood” motion in support of the
College teaching profession.

J. McMahon gave more information on what had happened at the Board meeting; He
reported that the Director General and the Academic Dean voted in favour of the motion.
However, a split occurred among the members following the concerns raised by an
external member who, based on consultation of the CSN website, stated that there was a
political agenda on the part of the unions in presenting this motion with ulterior motives
linked to quantitative demands in the next round of negotiations. J. McMahon explained
that the report was qualitative, stressing the value of the College teaching profession and
that work on the quantitative aspect was to begin in the fall.

M. Patera suggested that the motion be brought back to the Board of Directors since the
discussion that took place seemed to be out of context. J. McMahon confirmed that this
suggestion could be brought to the Executive Committee.
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H. Erdogan gave a brief background to the item. In the fall of 2006, following recognition
that the College teaching profession had shifted considerably, the MELS, the CPCN and
the unions, for the first time, decided to work together on an analysis of the profession in
preparation of the 2010 negotiations. A qualitative analysis was done, a report produced
and the committee agreed that work on the quantitative aspect would start in the fall. The
debate at the Board meeting was not on the substance of the motion but rather on the
issues brought up by one member of the Board and the debate was awkward. Both the
Director General and the Academic Dean showed strong support for the motion. H.
Erdogan concluded by stating the role of Academic Council in taking a position on this
issue.

It was moved by R. Herrera and seconded by H. Erdogan to put the motion on the agenda
of the next Academic Council meeting.

Discussion followed on the wording of the motion to include the intention of bringing it
back to the Board. The following new motion was presented and agreed upon as a
friendly amendment:

It was moved by N. Wargny and seconded by S. Hervouet-Zeiber that Academic Council
ask the Board to reconsider endorsing this tripartite agreement on the role of the College
teaching profession.

The need to have a preamble to the motion that includes the concerns expressed was put
forward. It was agreed to vote on the motion with the understanding that a preamble will
be prepared and submitted at the next Council meeting on May 16 .th

The motion was then voted upon as follows:

In favour - 10
Opposed -   0
Abstentions -   4

Regarding the items discussed at the Board, a question was also raised as to why the
number of Board meetings had been reduced when there were already so few of them. J.
McMahon explained that the December meeting, which was more an end-of-the-year
celebration, had been cut and the November meeting postponed to the end of the month to
allow opportunity to discuss all required items. However, the Academic Dean did state at
the meeting that he could recommend an additional meeting if required by academic
matters.

b) Joint Coordinators

S. Hervouet-Zeiber reported on the Joint Coordinators’ meeting of April 16 . The reportth

is appended to the minutes.
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c) Others

J. McMahon reported that the Anglophone school boards and colleges met with MELS
representatives at an FP/FT meeting on April 23 . The meeting was very positive with ard

strong commitment to move ahead in this dossier. The MELS is strongly committed to
finding ways to address the shortage in professional and technical employees in Quebec
and lots of opportunities are available in this domain for the Anglophone colleges. The
proposed collaboration plan submitted by Vanier College and Sir-Wilfrid-Laurier School
Board is available on the College website under Academic Dean, Research at Vanier. J.
McMahon encouraged the members to look at the proposal as this issue will be brought
for discussion at Council.

5. Main Business 

a) Strategic Plan

A. Perout gave an update on the Strategic Plan process. Draft No. 4 is now available on
the Strategic Plan website. The document has been sent to the Chairs of the various sub-
committees for reviewing and adding in target dates and indicators. The feedback from
the sub-committees is to be submitted by May 2 . Another draft will be produced. Thend

Coordinating Committee is meeting on May 9  to review the document. Based on theth

feedback received at that meeting, another version will be drafted to be discussed at the
next Academic Council meeting. It will be made available to every department and
Faculty for discussion.

Two major concerns were raised. The first concern was with the change in the
consultation structure whereby the document had been sent back to the sub-committees
and hence with the role of Council. A. Perout stated that there were no changes made to
the contents however the sub-committees were now asked to provide dates, targets,
deadlines and quantitative and qualitative indicators. N. Wargny mentioned that some
changes might also be suggested in terms of actions, giving as an example the task force
which needs to be program specific. J. McMahon confirmed that as Chairperson of the
LRPC, he will submit the committee’s feedback to Council at the next meeting to respect
the structure. Another major concern expressed was the short time line given to add such
complex items as indicators as well as to consult with departments and programs. J.
McMahon, although recognizing the concern with the timing of the process, spoke in
favour of meeting the deadline of the June 10  Board meeting: the 2008-2009 budget isth

deposited at the June meeting and the College needs a five-year plan. There was a
concern expressed at having to approve both the budget and the Strategic Plan at the same
time. J. McMahon confirmed that the substance of the Plan was not changed, the
priorities are clear and can thus be addressed in the budget.

A suggestion was made that the College consider submitting the document without dates
and indicators for approval at the June 10  Board meeting and to address these during theth

fall semester.



-5-

The Vice-chair thanked A. Perout for her presentation.

b) New Course: The Psychology of Music

N. Wargny invited K. Purdy, psychology teacher, author of the course and co-author of
the proposed Double DEC in Social Science, to present the proposed new course. K.
Purdy is particularly qualified in this field as she holds a degree in Music and a Ph.D. in
Psychology from McGill.

K. Purdy explained that this course was designed for a much wider audience than the
proposed Double DEC. It addresses the Social Science students for whom music is often
a big part of their lives. The course deals with the social and psychological aspect of
music. K. Purdy then briefly went over the description of the course as per the document
distributed, particularly the performance criteria of the course.

The proposed new course was very well received. N. Wargny and K. Purdy then answered
a few questions: the course is good for all Social Science students; the negative aspects of
music are addressed under #2.1 of the performance criteria but the statement could be
rephrased to be more specific; in terms of resources required, the course does involve
activities but no formal lab is needed; and the course will be offered as of H’09.

It was moved by C. Rossignoli and seconded by S. Hervouet-Zeiber that Academic
Council endorse the proposed new course, The Psychology of Music.

Approved unanimously.

The Vice-chair thanked K. Purdy for her presentation.

c) By-law Number 2 - The Appointment, the Renewal of Mandate and the
Evaluation of the Director General and of the Academic Dean

S. Pettifer gave a brief background to this item. Last September, the Board struck a
mandate review committee whose mandate was twofold: 1. To conduct the Director
General’s mandate renewal process; and 2. To review the existing guidelines for the
appointment, renewal of mandate and evaluation of the Director General and of the
Academic Dean. S. Pettifer sat on the committee as a non voting member. The proposed
by-law on the guidelines was shelved at the February Board meeting. At the last meeting,
the item was back on the agenda and the committee re-constituted. The committee has
asked the Director General, the Academic Dean and Academic Council to provide them
with feedback on the proposed new by-law by May 27 . The document is largely takenth

from Dawson’s by-law.

S. Pettifer stressed the need to review the document in light of procedures currently in
place. She suggested that Council might consider to reconstitute the ad hoc committee on
the mandate review to look at the document or choose to compose a new committee. This
committee would come back to Council at its May 16  meeting with suggestions for ath
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more focused discussion.

It was moved by C. Hall and seconded by R. Herrera that Council’s Ad Hoc Committee
on the Mandate Review be reconstituted and given the mandate to go through the
proposed By-law Number 2.

Approved unanimously.

S. Pettifer will call a meeting of the committee. The committee’s membership is: S.
Pettifer; N. Wargny; V. Broege, A. Mundiyamkal, C. Rossignoli and P. Labrinos.

6. Varia

a) Academic Council Meeting Schedule
It was agreed to hold a special meeting on Wednesday, May 21  at 12 noon. The mainst

item on the agenda will be the Strategic Plan.

b) Transcripts
A. Mundiyamkal reported that students in financial difficulty could really not pay these
extra fees and moved a motion to eliminate the transcript fees.

There was a concern with the procedure and the proposed motion was considered as a
notice of motion for the next meeting.

D. Tessier, as head of the department concerned, will be invited to the next meeting.

c) Concern with Registration for Summer Courses

R. Herrera raised a concern with the time spent by some students to register for summer
courses adding that some of them have tests at the same time. Often these students are
good students who need a course to graduate. He asked that a solution be found to this
problem as it was not the first time that it occurred.

D. Gallagher, although not in charge of registration for summer courses, reported that
students can register by proxy, that priority is given to Fin de DEC students and that
students are given registration priority cards. She will get more information from R.
Herrera and report the problem to W. Brown who is in charge of summer registration.

7. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Wanda Kalina
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