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ACADEMIC COUNCIL 

MINUTES 
Friday, April 29, 2011, 1:30 p.m., room F-216 

 

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

1. Approval of the Agenda 
 The agenda was approved by consensus with flexibility in the order of the items to accommodate the presenters. 
  
2. Approval of Minutes of March 11, 2011 
 It was moved by D. Hetherington and seconded by A. Goldberg that Academic Council approve the 
 minutes of March 11, 2011 with a minor modification on p. 3. 
 Approved unanimously. 
 
3. Business Arising from the Minutes 
  

a) General Studies Motion on Cheating and Plagiarism 
D. Hetherington presented the motion passed by the General Studies Committee to reinforce the importance of 
addressing effectively cheating & plagiarism problems in line with the policy that was just revised and 
approved. The idea is to organize an information campaign next semester involving faculty and students.  
Before starting the discussion, the motion passed at the last Council meeting to adopt the General Studies 
motion was untabled. 
Discussion followed and it was agreed to support the intention of the motion. The motion as presented was 
modified by a friendly amendment to delete all the “Given that…” and “Be it resolved” and to just keep the 
recommendations with a minor change in the fourth one.  
Several suggestions were made such as workshops for teachers (through the PDO),  information and reports to 
the Joint Coordinators, information to students via Omnivox,  etc. The students brought up the concern raised 
with the diversity among teachers in the way to deal with cheating and plagiarism and the need to have some 
uniformity. The effectiveness of Turnitin was also mentioned. The importance of giving the campaign a 
positive tone based on promoting academic integrity was stressed. The Office of the Academic Dean will 
spearhead the campaign. 
It was moved by D. Hetherington and seconded by M. Lynch that Academic Council approve the General 
Studies Motion on Reinforcing the Importance of Effectively Addressing Cheating and Plagiarism Problems as 
amended. 
Approved with two abstentions. 
The Academic Dean suggested that, with the two new Faculty Deans starting next semester,  a discussion be 
held at the next Council meeting on the priorities to be looked at in the academic sector for next year, including 
the item  just discussed. 
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4.   Reports, Announcements and Correspondence 
 
 a)  Board of Directors 
 The Academic Dean reported on Board of Directors meeting of April 12, 2011. The following 
 items were approved: 
 -  2011-2012 Academic Calendar 
 -  Motion on 2011-2012 Enrollment 
 -  Social Science Program Evaluation 
 -  Partnership Project with McGill University 
 -  Collaborative Project with McGill University 
 -  List of Graduates to be granted their DEC 
 -  Property Purchase Proposal 
 -  Proposed Fees for Immigration Consulting AEC 
 -  Proposal for Sports Field 

  
b)  Joint Coordinators 
M. DeNora reported on the March 23rd and April 20th Joint Coordinators’ meetings. The reports 
are appended to the minutes.  
 
c)  Others 
None. 

5. Main Business 

a) New Geography Course: Geography of Food 
M. Mansour, Geography teacher and author of this new course, Geography of Food, gave a brief 
description of the course and answered a few questions from the members. Minor corrections were made 
to the document. The course is to be offered as of the fall. 
It was moved by R. Herrera and seconded by N. Wargny that Academic Council approve the course 
framework of the new geography course Geography of Food with the minor modifications made. 
Approved unanimously. 
The Vice-chair thanked M. Mansour for her presentation. There was a round of applause. 
 
b) Partnership Agreement with Belgium 
G. Dracopoulos gave a brief background of the evolution of the exchange programs at Vanier from the 
beginning phase with Cégep André-Laurendeau 7 years ago, to the various exchanges with French institutions 
over the past six years. This new partnership proposal is the first one with a Belgian institution, the 
Haute École de la Province de Liège, which offers a business program to students all over the 
European Union, thus opening doors to Vanier for other possible partnerships. The long term 
project is that Vanier applies to the Canada-EU Program for Cooperation. The agreement is based 
on the template used for projects with France. It differs in that it is a two year pilot project 
involving an exchange of students abroad - a maximum of 3 students from each institution per 
year. The major difference with the projects with France is that, whereas the French students are 
fully funded as per an agreement between France and Québec, this does not apply to students 
from other countries. However, funding for students who want to go is available through grants 
from Cégep international, a special rate for plane tickets is available and fundraisers will be 
organized. G. Dracopoulos ended his presentation by acknowledging the importance for the 
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success of such projects to work altogether, mentioning in particular the support of J. Macdonald 
and the International Education Office. 
G. Dracopoulos then answered a few questions.  
 
It was moved by S. Lord and seconded by M. Abiri that Academic Council support the Partnership Agreement 
with Belgium and recommend it to the Board of Directors for approval . 
Approved unanimously. 
 
G. Dracopoulos announced that Vanier will be welcoming a group of fifty-six delegates from France on 
Wednesday, May 4, 2011. 
 
J. Macdonald acknowledged the excellent work and dedication of G. Dracopoulos with these projects. 
 
c) Admissions Update 
T. Ingerman reported on the admission figures as of April 20th as compared to last year. There is an 
increase in the number of students admitted but a decrease in the number of those who have confirmed.  
The increase might be that there are more duplicate applications. Based on these numbers, the college is 
looking at admitting approximately 500 students in the 2nd round for a total of approximately 2500 new 
students for next fall.  
T. Ingerman then answered a few questions. He briefly explained the admission process which is based on 
guidelines and on the target numbers defined by the College. The high school averages of the students 
admitted this year are not higher than usual as for the past two years, but the caliber is good. The number of 
applications in the technologies is overall similar to last year with some programs slightly down. 
Some discussion followed on the possibility that colleges undergo the same pressure as last summer to 
accept additional students at the last minute because of the significant number of students who won’t be 
accepted because of space issues. The Director General confirmed that the Fédération des cégeps had 
started a consultation on this issue among the colleges of the Montreal area. The target for Vanier is still the 
same as last year, 6500, as approved by the Board of Directors upon the recommendation of Academic 
Council. There is no indication at this point whether the colleges will be asked to admit an additional 
number of students. There is yet a 3rd round of applications to go and the whole process of admission and 
registration is an ongoing process through the summer. 
 
d)    Purchase of Building 
The Director General presented the Proposal to the Vanier Board of Directors document that was 
presented to and approved by the Board at the meeting of April 12th, for the purchase of a property across 
the College on Sainte-Croix to be used for a pedagogical project. 
The Director General first went over the background of the project – the space issues re increased 
enrollment; the need to look for more space, the option of relocating Cont. Ed., the news from the MELS re 
elimination of the penalty (yet to be confirmed) and the decision to leave Cont. Ed. where it was and 
manage the space problem with renting three portables for two to three years - . While looking for space, 
the option of acquiring a building right in front of the College came up. The Director General explained that 
the proposal was in line with the first goal of the College’s Strategic Plan to be a student-centered 
institution, and  went over the pedagogical project which could be developed if the College bought the 
building as per the document distributed: to offer hands on experience to students in some of the 
technologies and other programs under a very structured approach; to develop partnerships as per the 
Strategic Plan with other educational institutions and community partners; and to become the leader in 
some values, such as sustainability. 
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The Director General then explained that the opportunity of making an offer for the building came up. After 
looking at the cost of the purchase, $975,000 and the estimated cost of the renovations, $1.3 million, the 
College brought a proposal to the Board on April 12th to purchase the building. The proposal was approved, 
pending approval from the MELS. A letter of authorization was sent to the MELS. May 16th is the deadline 
for consideration of the offer. If the College does not receive a response from the Ministry by the deadline, 
it will try to extend the offer. 
Discussion followed and several concerns were raised. The major concern raised by several members was 
that the consultation process in place was not used. The project was brought directly to the Board of 
Directors with no consultation of the community, and particularly of the Academic Council. The first time 
it was brought to the community was at the last Joint Coordinators’ committee meeting, where it was 
discussed under Members’ Concerns. The role of Academic Council in all pedagogical matters was 
reiterated as well as the need to respect the consultation process: the project proposal should have gone to 
the community for consultation, then to Academic Council for a full discussion and recommendation to the 
Board. Another concern raised was that the legality and security issues of having students working on the 
renovations be checked. It was noted that the Architectural Technology program had been approached with 
the project and was enthusiastic about it. 
The Director General explained that the decision of making an offer of purchase was an administrative one 
as the College had to move ahead not to miss the opportunity. He further stated that the pedagogical project 
itself was clearly under the scope of Academic Council and, as noted in the document, will be under the 
responsibility of a committee chaired by the Academic Dean to oversee the project.   
The financial impact of the project was brought up in light of other projects going on and, in particular, of 
the Library renovations one. Several members spoke for the need to make the Library renovations a priority 
for the College as an academic institution. The needs of the students and the image of the College were 
brought up. The Director General answered questions on the financial aspect of the project discussed and 
confirmed that there was no change in the College’s commitment to renovate the Library. There is a 
proposal and a plan in place to cover the financial costs of the project. The project for the Sports Field is 
also ongoing. 
The following motion was brought forward. A question of procedures was raised but the Vice-chair 
accepted the motion.   
It was moved by V. Broege and seconded by R. Herrera that Academic Council wishes to reiterate their 
desire to see the Library renovations as the top academic space priority and would like to receive from the 
College administration a concrete timeline for this project. 
Approved with two abstentions. 
The Vice-chair stressed the importance of including Academic Council in the consultation process of all 
pedagogical initiatives for the good of the whole Vanier community and asked that Council be represented 
on the working committee on the pedagogical project. 
The Academic Dean agreed with the importance of a consultation process and the need to respect it if the 
College was to move forward on the pedagogical project. She spoke of the opportunity to have a building 
so accessible and of the benefits of the project for our students. She also supported the Library renovations 
project and stressed that the two projects were separate. 
 
 
e)   Research Ethics Committee Policy 
The Vice-chair reminded Academic Council that Council and the Board of Directors had been asked to 
approve the research policies last year in a very compressed timeline so that the College could apply for 
eligibility for NSERC grants. The policies were approved with the understanding that they would be 
reviewed in a year’s time. However, they are presented at this meeting not to be reviewed for their content, 
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but for some changes that had to be made in order to implement them. They will come back to Council at a 
later date for a thorough review. 
C. Hanrahan reported that the three policies had been approved by the Academic Advisory 
Committee who made a few minor changes that were incorporated in the policies submitted to 
Council. She then went through the changes, which, for most of them, were made as a follow up 
to the set up of the Research Ethics Committee who recommended one template instead of two; 
and the creation of the Research Office, thus the need to change “Research Officer” to 
“Coordinator of the Research Office” throughout the document. 
Two minor modifications were suggested. 
 It was moved by D. Hetherington and seconded by I. Der Aprahamian that Academic Council approve the 
changes made to the Research Ethics Committee Policy with the additional minor modifications made at 
this meeting. 
Approved unanimously. 
 
f)   Research Integrity Policy 
C. Hanrahan reported that the only change in this policy is the replacement of “Research Officer” 
with “Coordinator of the Research Office”. 
It was moved by D. Hetherington and seconded by S. Lord that Academic Council approve the changes 
made to the Research Integrity Policy. 
Approved unanimously. 
 
g)  Research Involving Human Subjects Policy 
C. reported that the same change was made to this policy, plus a few wording changes because of the 
template. 
A few suggestions for changes were made. 
It was moved by M. DeNora and seconded by R. Herrera that Academic Council approve the changes 
made to the Research Involving Human Subjects Policy with the additional minor modifications made at 
this meeting. 
Approved unanimously. 
 
h)  New Course - History through Film: A Critical Analysis 
It was moved by A. Goldberg and seconded by M. Lynch that Academic Council approve the new course 
History through Film: A Critical Analysis. 
Approved unanimously. 
 

6.         Varia 
M. Besner reported on the success of the Holocaust Trip and formally thanked the International 
Education Office,  J. Macdonald and J. Joseph in particular, for their support. Eleven students 
participated to this educational trip. M. Besner noted that it would be good if the College could 
provide some funding for such trips.  

 
7.         Adjournment 
             The meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Wanda Kalina 
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 Report for Academic Council of April 29th, 2011. 

 

Joint Coordinators March 23, 2011. 

1. The Academic Dean, Martine Gauthier, announced that the deadline for the submission 
of Academic Success Grant proposals would be April 4th. 

2. Tom Ingerman and Carmen Rossignoli gave a presentation on mid-term assessments; an 
analysis was given of the completion rate by faculty as well as the work done by Student 
Services and other volunteers in contacting students. It was once again stressed how 
important the mid-term assessments are in helping struggling students. 

3. Tom Ingerman gave an update on the validated numbers and enrollment. 

 

 

Joint Coordinators April 20, 2011. 

1. Martine Gauthier announced that decisions have been made regarding the Academic 
Success Grants for 2011-2012. Priority was given to projects that involved as many 
students as possible and there was an attempt to avoid approving multiple projects from 
the same department. 

2. Tom Ingerman gave an update on 2011-2012 applications. 

3. Gilda Gangai from the Communications Office presented the High School Visit Report 
for 2010-2011. 

4. A Members’ Concern was raised regarding the Purchase of Building Proposal passed at 
the Board meeting of April 12th. The primary concern revolved around the lack of 
consultation regarding this proposal, at both Joints and Academic Council. It was decided 
that the proposal would be discussed at the next Academic Council meeting. 
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