
 
 

ACADEMIC COUNCIL 

MINUTES 
Friday, November 19, 2010, 1:00 p.m., room F-216 

 

Present: M. Abiri, M. Besner, V. Broege, M. DeNora, I. Der Aprahamian, A. Goldberg, R. Herrera, D. 
Hetherington, S. Krayem, P. Labrinos, E. Lamoureux, S. Lord, M. Lynch, M.-F. Nolasco, M. Passucci, S. 
Pettifer,        P. Ross, N. Wargny 
Regrets: C. Hall 
Non-members: G. Héroux, M. Sendbuehler  

1. Approval of the Agenda 

 The agenda was approved by consensus with a slight change in the order of the items to accommodate the Director 
 General’s visit.  

2. Approval of Minutes of October 29, 2010 (Tabled) 

3. Business Arising from the Minutes 

a) Business Administration Program Evaluation 
 M. Sendbuehler reported on the activities of the subcommittee. 
 

 It was moved by E. Lamoureux and seconded by N. Wargny that Academic Council confirms the 
 approval of those recommendations designated as within the purview of Academic Council. 

 Approved unanimously. 
 
  Following a question raised, the Vice-chair confirmed that this meant that Academic Council approved all 
 of the recommendations. 
 P. Ross reported, as a point of information, that there was a small change in the wording of 
 recommendation 4.3. He read the original wording and the changed wording. 
 
 It was moved by R. Herrera and seconded by M. Abiri that Academic Council urges the Business 
 Administration Program to consider the recommendations that are within their purview. 
 Approved unanimously. 
 
 It was moved by N. Wargny and  seconded by D. Hetherington that Academic Council urges the College 
 Administration to consider the recommendations that are within their purview. 
 Approved unanimously. 

 
b) Academic Dean Search Process 

 S. Pettifer reported that the process is ongoing and getting close to a decision.  Academic Council has a 
 role to play i.e. the Search Committee will forward their recommendation to Academic Council  and it is 
 Council’s job to look at the documentation, meet with the candidate and then to give a recommendation 
 back to the Search Committee. This part of the process should happen this semester and this will require 



 
 

 a special meeting. S. Pettifer asked the members to book December 13, 2010 at noon to review 
 documents and at 1:00 to meet the candidate. This meeting will be held in camera and the utmost of 
 confidentiality is to be  respected. This will be followed shortly by a special meeting of the Board of 
 Directors. 

 
c) 2010-2011 Academic Council Standing Committees 

P. Ross referred to the October 15th LRPC notes provided with the documents sent for the meeting. He 
reported that the LRPC followed up on all recommendations except one i.e. International Education – 
not the time for a committee. 
 
P. Ross went over the mandate and membership of the Library Standing Committee recommended:  
Mandate 
This committee will be consulted on policies and procedures concerning the Library as well as the 
selection and purchases of library materials with relevant recommendations sent to Academic Council. 
This committee will report to Academic Council once a year. 
Membership 
1 Faculty Dean 
1 faculty member from each of General Studies; Social Science, Commerce, Arts & Letters; Science; 
Careers and Technology Programs 
1 support member from the Library 
1 professional librarian 
1 Continuing Education representative 
Manager responsible for Library 
 
It was agreed to change “once a year” to “once a semester” under the mandate. 
 
It was moved by S. Lord and seconded by D. Hetherington that Academic Council approves the report 
and recommendations of October 14, 2010 excluding item #5. 
Approved unanimously. 
 
It was moved by I. Der Aprahamian and seconded by M.-F. Nolasco that Academic Council 
establishes a Standing Library Committee with the mandate and membership that P. Ross just 
explained. 
Approved unanimously. 

 
D. Hetherington suggested that we should consider in the future making the IPESA revision committee 
a Standing Committee of Academic Council. 

 
 
 
d) Final Exams 

M. Besner  reported that he has been in contact with A. Yamamoto regarding the use of the gym for final 
examinations. It takes 3 days to set up in the gym and 3 days to take it down. Also, the dividers that were 
used in the past are now gone. For these reasons, the College uses places in the N building as opposed to 
the gym. The main problem with this situation is that some teachers combine two sections of the same 
course with the same examination into these places, creating an increased opportunity for cheating. 
 



 
 

N. Wargny expressed her concern about teachers invigilating more than 40 students on their own, and 
stated that in her opinion a substitute should be hired if more than 40 students are writing the same exam 
in the same place. D. Hetherington agreed with N. Wargny. 
 
R. Herrera suggested that a consultation process was required to see teacher needs. P. Ross said it was up 
to the Administration to suggest ways to have more than one teacher invigilate when there was a final 
exam with more than one section.  S. Pettifer asked whether we should consider a recommendation now 
or seek input from departments first. I. Der Aprahamian suggested that we should do something soon as 
exams are close e.g. hire invigilators now.  
It was moved by R. Herrera and seconded by M. Abiri that Academic Council recommend that when 
there are large groups or when a teacher has multiple sections of the same course an invigilator be hired. 
This item should be pursued this next semester. 
Approved unanimously with one abstention. 

4. Reports, Announcements and Correspondence 
a) Joint Coordinators 
 M. De Nora reported on the November 10th meeting. The report is appended to these minutes. 
 
b) Others 

 None. 

5. Main Business 

a) Director General's Report 
 The Director General attended the meeting and gave the following report of the priorities he is focusing 
 on at present:  

• Challenges and Issues:  
1. Demographics – including students, staff and changes in client base:  demands to study in 

English College will decline eventually; in terms of staff, retirements will continue; 
regarding issues around culture and ethnicity, Vanier and other colleges are good 
examples of our future society. 

2. Language debate – e.g. extending Bill 101 to CEGEP level:  we have key role to play in 
that discussion; discussions are underway with Fédération des cégeps re how to deal with 
this issue;  decision made to go with our own federation of 5 colleges as opposed to going 
it alone;  exercise underway, will produce report re evolution of numbers, benefits to 
Quebec of maintaining a healthy English college environment  which will be used to put 
forth our position to the Ministry when appropriate.  

3. Public sector evolution in general, especially finances:  we live basically off the public 
purse so money is in limited supply; we need to be proactive in terms of how to prepare 
for and deal with this;  Vanier is in a good financial position at present with some 
reserves.  

• Interventions:  
1. Supporting the College environment e.g. buildings and equipment including labs and 

library, restructuring of services. 
2. Internal and program related: e.g.  supporting the programs e.g. program evaluation, 



 
 

support to staff such as OIDE, Office of Professional Development; student and staff 
mobility;  applied research. 

3. Development initiatives and partnerships e.g. increase our credibility and additional 
source of finances  through various kinds of partnerships – educational partnerships e.g. 
with school boards, other colleges, universities;  community based partnerships, which 
include the work of Continuing Education, the Laurentian project. 

• Questions: 
M-F. Nolasco asked what were the extensions to Bill 101. G. Héroux explained. 
V. Broege asked for more details re the partnership with Université de Montréal. G. 
Héroux explained the nature of the relationship: an integrated program of studies.  For 
example, the U of M wants to attract more foreign students (e.g. from China and India) 
but to bring them right into the university level is a problem; therefore, they could apply 
here first and then move on to the university in their program of study, applying only 
once here and continuing on for four years of study. There would be a heavy emphasis on 
French here as preparation for their university studies in French. Details have yet to be 
worked out. Every other province has such an arrangement. 

   S. Pettifer asked the Director General whether he had said that if there is a financial  
   crunch, is Vanier committed to supporting the academic programs. The Director General  
   confirmed that the core mission of the College is the DEC and that is what we must  
   sustain first and foremost. 

 
      The Vice-chair thanked G. Héroux on behalf of Council. 

 
b) By-law No. 3 

P. Ross circulated copies of an excerpt of the General and Vocational Colleges Act, a law that came 
into being with the creation of Colleges. P. Ross read Article 17 and 20 of the Act. 
P. Ross then presented the College’s By-law 3, which is a by-law that each college must have to 
determine what the Academic Council must do. He read some excerpts of it, e.g. the mandate and 
articles 3.07 and 3.08 09 10, 4.01, 5.01 02 04  and  asked the members to read the rest on their own. It 
is important to know what is the mandate of Academic Council and Council should review it at the 
beginning of each new academic year. The Vice-chair noted that we needed at some point to revise 
this by-law. 

 
c) New History Course: The Second World War 

 M. DeNora described the course and the proposed course framework as distributed with the 
 documents. N. Wargny noted that this will be a Social Science course and complementary 
 course. 
 It was moved by M. Lynch and seconded by A. Goldberg that Academic Council approves the 
 new History course, The Second World War. 

 Approved unanimously. 
 
d) Partnership Agreement with Sir Wilfred Laurier School Board 

 P. Ross circulated copies of an updated version of the Partnership Agreement worked on by T. Belhadj 
 between the Computer Support program at SWLSB and the Computer Science Technology Program 
 at Vanier. M. Sendbuehler  reported that this project was widely reviewed by both partners and that the 
 Computer Science Department supported it. 
 It was moved by P. Ross and seconded by N. Wargny that Academic Council recommends that the 



 
 

 Board of Directors approves the Partnership Agreement between Sir Wilfrid Laurier School Board and 
 Vanier College in Computer Science. 
 Approved unanimously. 

 
e) Memorandum of Understanding: International School for Jain Studies and Vanier 

College 
f)  Memorandum of Understanding: Mangalayatan University and 

Vanier College 
g) Memorandum of Understanding: Teerthanker Mahaveer University 

and Vanier College 
 P. Ross reported that items e), f), and g) are similar and would be addressed 

together . 
It was moved by P. Ross and seconded by S. Lord that Academic Council 
recommend that the Board of Directors approves the three Memoranda of 
Understanding. 
Discussion followed about the nature of the Jain religion and the question was raised about 
getting more information about the religion before making a decision. M. DeNora 
suggested that J. Macdonald be invited to explain to us what are we going to do with the 
schools of international studies that will be of benefit to Vanier and our students and to 
explain each of the proposals. Further discussion followed. M.-F. Nolasco noted that the 
purpose might be to give students another point of view. D. Hetherington stated that this 
project should not be seen as supporting a religion but rather examining another way of life. 
S. Pettifer reported that she had looked at websites and was concerned about the 
requirement of a “Caste Certificate” and would like to have this issue addressed. 
P. Ross suggested tabling the item until J. Macdonald returns and can provide more 
information. M. DeNora suggested that also the person that brought the original proposal to 
J. Macdonald’s office be invited to the meeting – the idea is that he/she may have even 
more information. N. Loewen, an expert on this religion and teacher in Humanities, who 
brought the proposal to J. Macdonald will be invited as well. 
The three items were tabled to a next meeting. 

 
h) Collaborative Project with John Abbott College 
 P. Ross gave a brief description of the project based on the document distributed for the 

meeting. 
 It was moved by P. Ross and seconded by S. Lord that Academic Council recommend that the 

Board of Directors approves the Collaborative Project with John Abbott College. 
 Approved unanimously with 3 abstentions.  
 In answer to a question raised, P. Ross confirmed that the project was not funded by Vanier. 
 

6.         Varia 
 None. 
 
7.         Adjournment 
 It was moved by N. Wargny and seconded by A. Goldberg to adjourn the meeting. The meeting 
 adjourned at 3:10 p.m.  
 



Report for Academic Council 

Joint Coordinators November 10, 2010 

 

1. Nancy Wargny and Carmine Rossignoli reported on mid-term assessments and the 
extensive outreach program that was undertaken. It was reported that College wide over 
97% completed mid-term assessments. 

2. A presentation on the funding possibilities available to teachers for projects under the 
Entente Canada/Quebec was given. 

3. Caroline Hanrahan presented the draft policy on Cheating & Plagiarism and asked that 
coordinators consult with their departments and send suggestions to her by email. 

 

 


