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ACADEMIC COUNCIL 

MINUTES 
Friday, March 11, 2011, 1:00 p.m., room F-216 

 

Present: M. Abiri, M. Besner, M. DeNora, I. Der Aprahamian, M. Gauthier, A. Goldberg, C. Hall, R. 
Herrera, D. Hetherington, P. Labrinos, S. Lord, M. Lynch, M. Prentice, S. Pettifer, N. Wargny 
Regrets: V. Broege, A. Islam, E. Lamoureux, M.-F. Nolasco, M. Passucci 
Non-members:  W. Brown, M. Greaney, C. Hanrahan, T. Ingerman, L. Meana, M. Sendbuehler 
 

1. Approval of the Agenda 
 The agenda was approved by consensus with the following additions: 2. b) Special Meeting - March 4, 2011; and 
 Validated Numbers  under item 4. c). 
 
2. Approval of Minutes 
 a)  February 18, 2011 

 It was moved by I. Der Aprahamian and seconded by R. Herrera that Academic Council approve the 
minutes of February 18, 2011 as submitted. 
Approved unanimously. 

 
 b)  Special Meeting - March 4, 2011 

 It was moved by M. DeNora and seconded by M. Besner that Academic Council approve the notes of 
March 4, 2011 as submitted. 
Approved unanimously. 

 
3. Business Arising from the Minutes 
  

a) E-learning Report 
W. Brown and M. Greaney were invited to speak to this item. The Report on E-learning at Vanier College 
(2005-2010) was prepared by the E-learning Committee, an ad hoc sub-committee of the Information 
Technology in Teaching and Learning (ITTL) which is an Academic Council sub-committee.  Both W. 
Brown and M. Greaney are members of these two committees, with M. Greaney chairing the ITTL 
Committee. 
W. Brown briefly went over the report  and then presented the four overall recommendations. She then invited 
questions from the members. 
Discussion followed. The following were the main issues raised: 

• Small size of classes held during the pilot project: impact on success rates and rendement scolaire; 
funding; teachers’ workload. 

• Vanier’s local agreement re payment of Cont. Ed. DEC courses’ teachers. This issue is to be followed 
up with Human Resources. 

• Need to take into consideration the online courses offered through Cégep à distance. 
• Definitions of blended/E-learning courses. 
• Use of certain terms re learning styles. 

In light of the questions raised, it was agreed that the report and recommendations will be brought back to 
Academic Council in April. 
The Academic Dean spoke in favour of the College looking into moving ahead with e-learning, stressing that 
this was an area of development across institutions throughout the world. The following motion was put 
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forward: 
It was moved by M. Gauthier and seconded by M. Abiri that Academic Council support the Report 
on E-learning at Vanier College (2005 to 2010) and the continuation of the committee’s  work  
taking into account the concerns raised. 
Further discussion ensued on the need to establish a clear structure; on keeping the possibility open 
for departments to offer e-learning courses where applicable; and on the funding, transmission and 
CI issues. 
The motion was then voted upon. It was approved unanimously with three abstentions. 
 

4.   Reports, Announcements and Correspondence 
 
 a)  Board of Directors 

 Tabled. The Special Meeting of March 10, 2011 was cancelled due to lack of a quorum. 
 
b)  Joint Coordinators 
M. DeNora reported on March 2nd Joint Coordinators’ meeting. The report is appended to the 
minutes.  
 
c)  Others 
Validated Numbers 
T. Ingerman reported on the validated student numbers. The total number is 5844 which 
represents an increase from last year. There is a change in the distribution of students, with a 
1.5% decrease in the pre-university programs and 2% increase in the careers and technology 
programs. 

5. Main Business 

a) Partnership Project with University of St-Petersburg 
E. Lozowy, Coordinator of the Major in Slavic Studies, gave a PowerPoint presentation on the 
project, including the University of St-Petersburg and its Russian Language and Culture Institute, 
the study program for the Vanier students, the cohort for this summer and the projected costs for 
the students. He explained that this project was part of the Slavic Majors and that the plans were 
to have it offered on a recurrent basis every year in May/ June. He also spoke on the possibilities 
this grant application opened and briefly went over some other potential projects. E. Lozowy also 
noted that this project was creating ties between programs as it is open to students in other 
programs: 2 out of the 3 students going this summer are in Science. The partnership agreement 
presented at this meeting is similar to the ones usually submitted to Academic Council, it does not 
bind the College to any obligations, but supports the College’s intention to develop the 
partnership program. 
 
It was moved by M. Lynch and seconded by A. Goldberg that Academic Council support the Partnership 
Project with the University of St-Petersburg. 
 
M. Prentice stated his support for the project but asked that “teachers and administrators” be taken out of 
the agreement as the raison d’être of the project was the students. In the discussion that followed, it was 
clearly stated that the first  goal of these projects was always the students;  the value of teachers’ 
participation was stressed in terms of linking with the institutions, ensuring the security and adequacy of 
the facilities and participating in a professional development experience which would benefit all their 
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students. Some suggestions were made to reword the proposed agreement in answer to the concern 
raised : delete “teachers and administrators” from the bullet specifically on the exchange; replace 
“teachers and administrators” with “mentors”; add “in consultation with the department” at the end of the 
last paragraph. 
 
 It was noted though in general that this agreement was in conformity with the general framework of the 
other agreements passed by Council with no objections. M. Prentice then spoke for excluding 
administrators from the agreement in terms of the exchange. The Academic Dean noted her concern with 
this statement, stressing that the administrators and teachers were working as a team for the benefit of the 
students. J. Macdonald gave as an example the planning of the Malawi project. 
 
The suggestion made for rewording the proposed agreement was not considered as a friendly amendment 
by the mover and seconder of the motion. The motion was then voted on and approved with two 
abstentions and one opposed. 
 
The Vice-chair noted that, as stated in the third paragraph of the agreement, any appendices to the 
agreement in terms of partnership for a specific activity had to be submitted to Academic Council for 
approval. She then thanked E. Lozowy for his presentation.  
 
b) Cheating and Plagiarism Policy 
C. Hanrahan reported on the revision process of this policy.  The revision of this policy was a priority for the 
IPESA Committee as it was really overdue and came high also on the Joint Coordinators’ survey on the 
revision of the academic policies. The revision had been started in D. Hetherington’s area and the same 
committee was kept: C. Clough, D. Hetherington, S. Felkai, R. Curtis, S. Manjikian and L. Liganor. The 
process then followed the same sequence as for the other policies, namely IPESA Committee, Academic 
Advisory Committee, Joint Coordinators for feedback from the community, back to IPESA Committee and 
Academic Advisory Policy, and now to Academic Council for approval. C. Hanrahan went over the main 
changes, namely the addition of definitions, the creation of a review committee – which could be the same as 
the grades review committee – and the two appendices which will be put on the web for easy access. 
C. Hanrahan then answered a few questions from the members, particularly on #5.1.2. on the need to inform 
students in advance of the plagiarism detection software; and #3.4 on the participation of the teacher concerned 
on the review committee in light of fairness to the student involved. C. Hanrahan explained that this last point 
was in to respect the collective agreement and read the article in question. The professionalism of teachers and 
the possibility of replacing the teacher concerned with a substitute were also noted. It was also suggested to 
include on Appendix 1 the date of the meeting with the student. 
  
It was moved by M. Lynch and seconded by M. Prentice that Academic Council approve the revised     
Cheating and Plagiarism Policy with the minor revisions made. 
Approved unanimously. 
 
Discussion followed on the date of implementation of the revised policy. 

 
It was moved by M. DeNora and seconded by A. Goldberg that Academic Council recommend that the revised 
Cheating and Plagiarism Policy be put into effect as of the Fall 2011. 
Approved unanimously. 

 
D. Hetherington reported that he had received a motion from General Studies on Reinforcing the Importance of 
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Effectively Addressing Cheating and Plagiarism Problems. He read the motion and moved, seconded by M. 
Lynch that Academic Council adopt the motion. After some discussion, it was agreed to table the motion to the 
next meeting.  

 
c) Social Science Program Evaluation 
M. DeNora, L. Meana and K. Purdy, members of the Program Evaluation Committee, were invited to 
present the Social Science Program Evaluation report. 
M. DeNora briefly reported on the following points of the report: the four Departments of the Program; the 
committee membership; the purpose of the evaluation; the sources of data; the problem of potential bias in 
the surveys; the program description; the students in the program; the program relevance; the program 
coherence; the students’ workload; the teaching methods; the programs resources; its effectiveness; and the 
recommendations. 
Following a few questions, it was agreed to vote on the recommendations of each chapter. 
 
Chapter 3: Coherence 
It was moved by A. Goldberg and seconded by M. Abiri that Academic Council approve the 
recommendation on Chapter 3: Coherence of the Social Science Program Evaluation Report.Approved 
unanimously. 
 
Chapter 4: Teaching Methods 
There was a short discussion clarifying the posting of office hours. The Chair also noted that she supported 
recommendation #2 in particular.  

  It was moved by M. Abiri and seconded by N. Wargny that Academic Council approve the 
recommendations on Chapter 4: Teaching Methods of the Social Science Program Evaluation Report. 
Approved unanimously. 
 
Chapter 5: Resources 
After some discussion, the following friendly amendments were agreed upon: 

1. Replace “The teachers” with “The College” in recommendation #1. 
2. In recommendation #6, replace “ITTS” with “the Information Technology in Teaching and 

Learning Sub-committee of Academic Council”; and “blocking the use of social media” with 
“limiting…” as social media are used in some courses. 

It was moved by M. Prentice and seconded by M. Abiri that Academic Council approve the 
recommendations on Chapter 5: Resources of the Social Science Program Evaluation Report with the 
friendly amendments made to the first and to the last recommendations. 
Approved unanimously. 
Chapter 6: Effectiveness 
 It was moved by M. Lynch and seconded by N. Wargny that Academic Council approve the 
recommendations on Chapter 6: Effectiveness of the Social Science Program Evaluation Report. 
Approved unanimously. 
 
 
N. Wargny commended the committee members – M. Besner, M. DeNora, L. Meana, K. Purdy, R. 
Moscovitch and R. Curtis – for their excellent work and stressed how the process had been improved with 
the implementation of  a structure through the Office on Institutional Development and Research. There 
was a round of applause for the committee. 
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Discussion followed on the importance of following up on the recommendations. The Academic Dean’s 
Office and the Office of Institutional Development and Research will ensure the follow up. It was 
suggested that the Policy on Program Evaluation be revised to include some reference to the follow up. 
 
Academic Council then passed the following motion on the whole report: 
It was moved by R. Herrera and seconded by M. Abiri that Academic Council  endorse the Social Science 
Program Evaluation Report and recommend it to the Board of Directors for approval with the changes 
made to some of the recommendations. 
Approved unanimously.  

  
 d)    Collaborative Project with McGill University 
D. Hetherington briefly presented the collaborative project between McGill University and 
Dawson College on Using Technology and Innovation to Improve Science Education. He stressed 
how this project was filling in an important gap in the teaching of sciences at both levels. D. 
Hetherington then spoke of the many objectives of the project, including active learning and the 
creation of a community of practice. Vanier has been asked to be a partner in this project; K. 
Lenton will be the contact person for Vanier. The document distributed is an early draft of the 
project. The final document with just a few changes has been submitted to the MELS for approval 
for implementation next fall. 
D. Hetherington then answered a few questions from the members, particularly on the facilities 
available at the College, the funding requested and the follow-up on the project which will be 
ensured by his office and the Academic Dean’s Office.  
 
 It was moved by D. Hetherington and seconded by S. Lord that Academic Council recommend that the 
Board of Directors approve the Collaborative Project with McGill University on Using Technology and 
Innovation to Improve Science Education. 
Approved unanimously. 

 
6.         Varia 
 Academic Council unanimously seconded N. Wargny’s congratulations to the Women’s Studies 
 Program for the tremendous success of the International Women’s Week. 
 The Vice-chair thanked M. Prentice for replacing E. Lamoureux on Academic Council for the last 
 two meetings. E. Lamoureux will be back at the next meeting. 
 On behalf of Council, the Vice-chair wished M. Besner a good trip to Eastern Europe with the 
 students. 
 
7.         Adjournment 

 The meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
Wanda Kalina 
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Report for Academic Council 

Joint Coordinators March 2, 2011. 

 

1. The Registrar, Tom Ingerman, discussed the scheduling process, particularly the issue 
of teacher preferences. He emphasized that scheduling tries as hard as possible to honour 
preferences but stressed two things: 1) preferences are just that; preferences and 2) 
that the current situation with the College being so full makes scheduling that much more 
difficult. But they are trying! 

2. Another extended discussion was held concerning the A11 Enrollment situation. A motion 
was passed regarding enrolment, dealing specifically with Universal Break and the creation 
of additional classroom space. It was decided to send this motion to Academic Council for 
consideration.  

3. The Academic Dean, Martine Gauthier, gave an update on Academic Success Projects, 
specifically the fact that the deadline for submission of these projects for consideration 
has not yet been set. 

4. The Academic Dean stressed the importance of teachers and faculties participating in 
the Midterm Assessment initiative. Tom Ingerman presented statistics concerning last 
year’s participation rate as well the schedule for this year: notices, the deadline (Tuesday, 
March 15th @ midnight) etc. 
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