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5. Research Process Charts 
 J. Belshaw advised the committee that he had contacted Selkirk and Camosun regarding a Research Process Chart (as 

referenced in the ACCC survey) but they did not have any examples.  J. Belshaw added that he will be speaking with 
some of the Ontario institutions next week and he will ask them about the Research Process Chart at that time. 

 Action Item #4:   Request examples or information about the Research Process Charts from Ontario Colleges.        
             ACTION:   J. Belshaw 

                        AGENDA 
 

6. Implementation Plan 
 A review of the Implementation Plan ensued.   A workshop is being developed around research ethics and 

grantsmanship.  Under “Resources” for example we are awaiting external approval on budget.   

 J. Belshaw asked if there was anything that was missing from the Implementation Plan.  He added that the one thing 
that to a certain extent might be included under Assets or covered under Resources but in terms of the reporting out 
component is building awareness of what we are doing.   

 Some Committee members referenced REB at this point.  Comments moved to Agenda Item 9 – Research Ethics Board – 
Update. 

 J. Belshaw referenced Item 5. of the Implementation Plan - Community Research Alliances, and noted that we have not 
done anything on this.  In order to make the most of  SSHRC eligibility this will help give some form to what goes into 
the Social Sciences and Social Work areas in particular and provide some ideas for engagement.  The first goal is to 
identify community research needs which are aligned with Langara’s areas of expertise, mission, values and eligibility.  
We have the survey which helps us to some extent. 

 M. Heldman said that she felt we do have to identify the steps necessary in accessing the community.  

 It was suggested that Janet Douglas might be the ideal person with this access to the community. 

 I. Humphreys said that although this is slightly off topic it is somewhat related to community needs and it relates to the 
volunteer initiative that we have going on and wanted to let the committee that we have been approached by more 
than 60 organizations in the community looking for volunteers.  So it gives us a real indication of the number of 
organizations out there that are doing work in a not-for-profit kind of way that are community-based organizations. He 
suggested that this could be a pool of organizations that we could possibly look at. 

 J. Belshaw then asked S. Copp if, as he is engaged in social sciences, he would be interested in working with J. Douglas to 
map out how this might go forward and get some ideas and as suggested by M. Heldman identifying the steps necessary.  
He then asked if anyone else wanted to be involved. 

 M. Gerson noted that there is a big connection between nurses and the community. 

 W. Pierson added that she would be willing to be on the team with S. Copp and J. Douglas. 

 It was agreed by consensus that J. Douglas, S. Copp and W. Pierson would form a team to identify community 
research needs which are aligned with Langara’s area of expertise, mission values and eligibility. 

 Action Item #5:  W. Pierson to contact J. Douglas and S. Copp to get the conversation started on Community Research 
Alliances to  
identify community research needs which are aligned with Langara’s area of  
expertise, mission, values and eligibility.              ACTION:  S. Copp 
                                       J. Douglas 
                            W. Pierson 
   AGENDA 

 Action Item #6:  Update Implementation Plan (add S. Copp, J. Douglas, and 
W. Pierson under Lead) and update completion of tasks and grantsmanship workshops ACTION:  J. Belshaw 

 J. Russell suggested that when we do the grantsmanship workshop we should think about having a component where 
we talk about developing community relationships in research because that can be an important part of the grant 
application, not only making it more credible but also that is how you can access populations to do the research on.  The 
other opportunity for that, and what we may need, is a forum on how to go about doing community based research and 
what the resources here are for that.   He felt that we do not have that expertise around this table so perhaps one 
option would be to hold a separate event as part of grantsmanship. 

 J. Belshaw agreed that at the very least we could introduce the idea of a grantsmanship workshop.  The SSHRC grant 
eligibility makes us much more attractive to partners and other institutions.  
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 J. Russell noted that at CIHR too they do a lot of social sciences type funding for health related issues that involves 
getting access to partners of various types. 

 J. Belshaw replied that most CBR people are at some level fairly evangelical and motivated about it, so the offices doing 
CBR at UVic are very large and the same with SFU.  He was sure that if we invited them to come and speak about what 
CBR looks like - what are the roadblocks or obstacles - what are the funding opportunities, etc. - they would be willing 
to. 

 M. Heldman agreed and felt this was a good idea – they could speak directly to the SASC and we could open it to 
everyone at the college. 

 J. Russell wondered if we could be more directly involved with the Division Chairs as a way to learn about what is going 
on but also the Division Chairs can help us identify areas of interest in terms of research and resources and also they 
would be liaison in terms of tracking research. 

 T. Tanaka thought that for Creative Arts we would need to basically train people on how to do research and let them 
know of the possibilities out there - we could capitalize on that.  Typically our faculty has not engaged in that.  We could 
start from ground zero so we could start with the processes, the culture of research and training.  A number of 
workshops would be helpful to get these people more interested in the possibility of doing research.   

 J. Belshaw enquired how best could we incorporate bringing the chairs into the conversation? 

 T. Tanaka felt that once we get further down the road on CBR then we can punt that out to faculty. 

 J. Russell thought we might make a special effort to involve them at least as audience members providing their 
feedback. 

 J. Belshaw felt that perhaps we could start with DDC by reporting out more on what we are doing and where we stand 
in terms of research agenda.   

 J. Belshaw thanked S. Copp, W. Pierson and of course J. Douglas who stepped forward to volunteer. 

 Action Item #7:  Make further changes to the Implementation Plan, as above and send out the updated Implementation 
Plan.           ACTION:  J. Belshaw 

 Action Item #8:  Contact CBR leaders at neighbouring institutions.   ACTION:  J. Belshaw 

7. Website Review 
 J. Belshaw invited I. Humphreys to update the committee.   

 I. Humphreys advised the committee that the website has been updated with the scholarly activity survey, and 
communications officers are now contacting each of the people listed to create small bios and information pieces about 
the research that they are doing, so that part of the website will actually start to expand and we will be able to see what 
is in there and check.  He then enquired on the status of the SWAP student.   

 J. Belshaw said that the paperwork for him is in the process. 

 I. Humphreys added that they have been updating information that is relatively straightforward as well.  We get the 
information - the information goes up on the website. 

 Action Item #9: Advise C&M of spelling errors on the copy of the survey posted by the SWAP student 
onto the website using new access code.       ACTION:  M. Lerer 

 I. Humphreys noted that there is a mechanism to advise C&M of any problems with the page.  On the lower left hand 
hide of the page there is a link “Problem with this Page?  Leave us a comment”  This link could be used to request any 
changes or report any errors.  These messages are immediately sent to Production who would then ensure that the 
changes were made.   

 J. Belshaw added that at this stage, this website has been populated quite well in a very short period of time.  He added 
that once the Research Ethics Board is fully formed that information will be there along with the forms that are 
connected to it.  He then suggested the committee review this site and advise fi they would like anything changed or 
added, 

8. Reporting Out – Committee Update 
 I. Humphreys advised the SASC that they had not met since November (fellow members are K. Sveinson and V. Feng) 

and then brought the committee up to date on the two things they are working on which are the Brochure relative to 
the SASC and the first SASC Newsletter.  I. Humphreys noted that he did manage to get some topics for the Newsletter 
and those stories are actually being worked on now by a communications officer.  We will have a first draft of the 
physical brochure of the Scholarly Activities and the first draft of the Newsletter by the end of January.  So we will 
have those drafts for review at our next meeting.  
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I. Humphreys confirmed that he will send a draft to V. Feng and K. Sveinson before review by the committee. 

 Action Item #10:  Complete the Newsletter and the SASC brochure;   ACTION:  I. Humphreys 
                V. Feng 
                K. Sveinson 

             AGENDA 
 M. Gerson informed the committee that he had reported out to Langara Council about NSERC eligibility 
 
9. Research Ethics Board (REB) – Update 
 (This text was moved to this Agenda Item from earlier in the meeting.) 
 J. Russell suggested that perhaps we should think about appointing and educating an REB as the next crucial step.  We 

really cannot go forward until we have an REB in place as there will be a backlog of issues that they will have to deal with 
as the most pressing thing.  Also the most substantial thing that we can do is bring in peers for education of the members.  
It is not just a matter of appointing people - they will read the online tutorial and should have an opportunity to ask 
questions. 

 J. Belshaw replied that perhaps they could talk about how that might be represented in the Implementation Plan.  We 
have to learn how to build and maintain the REB not just the policy but the leadership – not only build the community 
but build faculty’s responsibilities into this.  That certainly speaks to the workshop - but we also need to have a presence 
somewhere visible. 

 M. Gerson advised the committee that J. Russell and he had met with D. Ross (previously reported in November) and 
brainstormed a little bit about how the REB would get set up and who would actually do the job of being the 
administrator responsible for the REB.  Although The REB ultimately reports to the president and the president will 
appoint the members an administrator would be required for the day to day the operations of the REB.  We then agreed 
that the ideal person to be delegated was I. Humphreys.   M. Gerson added that I. Humphreys has agreed to take it on.  
He then thanked I. Humphreys for taking this on. 

 I. Humphreys thanked M. Gerson. 

 M. Gerson then noted that he and I. Humphreys had a meeting on Monday to review what needs to happen and where 
we should start.  One of the things that needs to happen is we need to find people to be appointed to the REB.  A REB 
was appointed six or seven years ago but it never really got off the ground.  Some of the members have retired but some 
of them are still here.  We need a lot more people than that and one of the things he wanted to talk about is how many 
people and how big a board should we have?  M. Gerson had been thinking about this since yesterday morning after 
joining a Webinar presentation of REB Governance put out by a panel on Research Ethics which is an Ottawa 
subsidiary to the Tri-Council that supports the whole research ethics issue.   

 I. Humphries confirmed that the Webinar call had been extremely well attended.  During polling of questions one of the 
questions was on the number of submissions that the REB’s have to deal with on an annual basis and the percentage of 
respondents where the number was over 100 per year was astounding.  Of course this includes large universities. 

 M. Gerson confirmed that about 50% were over 100, but 7% of the total was less than ten and another 7% was in the 
next small range.  But also one of the polling questions was related to the size of the REB and there were many places 
where the REB’s had over 25 members. 

 I. Humphreys added that there were places with multiple boards. 

 M. Gerson noted that it was not possible to ascertain if these were single boards or if they were adding up the sizes of all 
of their boards.  It is a minimum of five people, but the quorum is a minimum of five people.  In other words the board 
cannot be considered to be actually meeting if it has to consider something unless all five people participate, not 
necessarily be in the room but they have to have a way of participating in the decision and not just sending in a vote 
ahead of time.  

 J. Russell added that a quorum is not strictly numbers-based.  

 J. Russell and M. Gerson agreed that you have to have expertise around the specific issue being considered. 

 M. Gerson had considered asking the Deans and the Division Chairs for names to be put into a hopper from which to 
build a research ethics board.  A third faculty member, from several years ago, was Kevin Craib, who is still an active 
faculty member and has a wealth of experience in epidemiological research.  He was the chief statistician for an AIDS 
study running out of St. Paul’s Hospital for the last 30 years and he has done a lot of other epidemiological stuff, 
although he deals mostly with clinical research. 

 J. Russell commented that the AIDS study was broadly based. 



 

5  SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES‐2012‐01‐13.doc

   

 

 M. Gerson further noted that we are going to need lots of other suggestions not just faculty members but also 
community members.  We will have to put out an e-mail. 

 J. Russell added that the community members can have no affiliation with Langara.  They certainly should not be 
employed here. 

 M. Gerson said that he had a name come to him early the other morning of someone who had taught 20 years ago and 
has not taught here for the past 20 years and wondered they could be a candidate for community representative. 

 J. Belshaw asked if possible community representatives could be from another PSE institution. 

 M. Gerson replied that he did not see why not. There was some comment at the Webinar yesterday about community 
reps being people who have been participants in research and by participants they mean subjects. 

 J. Russell said that he has never been on an REB where any of the members have been participants in research but on 
the other hand he has been on an REB where the community person was actually an auditor.  That was absolutely 
brilliant because she had a sense of the details regarding accountability which was not only useful in protecting 
subjects but useful in the methodology as well. 

 I. Humphreys added that once we have identified who will be on the committee there is a huge educational component 
that would bring everybody up to the same level in that regard, then the administrative procedures would follow. 

 J. Belshaw asked:  In terms of recruiting is there some advantage to raising awareness? 

 I. Humphreys felt that if we were to do that it would be nice to be able to put something out that says we are 
establishing our REB, we are looking for people to serve on the board and these are the characteristics that we are 
looking for.  So we would have to actually define what that is before it is broadcast. 

 J. Russell said there are different things that we are looking for.  We are looking for someone with legal expertise, 
someone with ethical expertise, someone with community involvement while the other components are having 
research experts around the table which means you would like people with research experience to do that job and we 
would need some representative of the typical areas such as Fine Arts, Social Sciences, and Health Sciences.  Then you 
should have two people with relevant expertise – so that means at least two people from each broad area – so you have 
back-ups as well.  You can get away with say two community members and they can alternate, maybe one ethicist with 
an alternate. Then you would probably want at least six maybe ten people.   

 M. Gerson asked what his interpretation of legal expertise was.  Does it have to be a lawyer? 

 J. Russell replied that it does not necessarily have to be a lawyer although for Health Care Research you have to have 
someone on the REB who has legal expertise perhaps experience with health records and special sensitivities around 
confidentialities.  It should be someone with expertise in privacy law.  In his view it is so much better to have a lawyer 
and we should try to find a lawyer who would do it.  He offered to ask around but reiterated that of all of the REB’s that 
he has worked on at UBC none of them has had a lawyer who was employed by UBC as a lawyer. 

 M. Gerson supposed that might be because they have a faculty of law.  We do have some lawyers who teach business 
law.  He then asked if they typically tended to be law professors. 

 J. Russell replied only in one case and that person was a retired law professor. 

 M. Gerson asked if they have typically tended to be lawyers in private practice so they would also be a community 
member. 

 J. Russell replied that typically they have been lawyers who specialized in health law.  They happen to be community 
members as well. 

 M. Gerson asked if they could be a community representative on the board as well. 

  J. Russell thought we should try to find a lawyer who would do it pro bono. 

 I. Humphreys offered that in some respects we could almost challenge the impartiality of any member of this group. 

 J. Russell said that in a way it is important to ensure independence of the committee member/lawyer in part because 
the researchers we have on the board are pro research, researchers have a research agenda so that is why those three 
individuals have to be selected carefully.  There is a lively dynamic that occurs on research boards.   

 J. Belshaw said that, in his opinion, the first priority is making sure Langara does not wind up in court.  He would hope 
the REB would tend to err on the side of caution – to be very conservative.  The conflict of interest concerning Langara, 
on the REB would be more in that direction rather than promoting research that was incautious – even more so than 
external people. 

 J. Russell did say that he was not fully persuaded by the argument the he’d had with a lawyer about having a privacy 
officer sit on the board.  The lawyer on the board is giving the advice. 
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 I. Humphreys spoke to an instance where our own internal privacy was at odds with the ruling that we subsequently 
got from our external lawyers.  While the internal view was extremely conservative, the external view had a broader 
view of what privacy protection gives the individual. 

 J. Belshaw asked how we are going to proceed. 

 M. Gerson suggested and I. Humphreys agreed that they liked the idea to put out an all call that we have a memo that 
describes....are you this person? 

 M. Heldman agreed and further suggested that they could perfectly describe why they are appropriate and why they 
are a good candidate. 

 J. Russell volunteered to follow up with the REB administrator at UBC to see if they have a list of qualifications and 
forward them onto I. Humphreys for inclusion in the all call e-mail. 

 I. Humphreys asked for clarification if the general call would come from M. Gerson. 

 M. Gerson replied that it should come from the president and thought that at the same time a call to the Division Chairs 
to suggest who to call as there may be many people who do not receive the call or who do not think of themselves in 
that way but others may. 

 M. Heldman said that while we are thinking about process she thought we should have an announcement that I. 
Humphreys has now been given this responsibility.  

 I. Humphreys offered that some people might be wondering why he was the chosen one in this regard but there did 
have to be an administrative person and for those of you who don’t know he does classify himself as a recovering 
academic having previously been in research. 

 M. Heldman felt it would be useful for the president to talk a bit about that when the announcement is sent out. 

 Action Item #11:  Follow up with UBC’s REB administrator re list of qualifications for REB membership – then forward 
this information to I. Humphreys.           ACTION:  J. Russell 

 Action Item #12:  Distribute a memo soliciting REB membership as an all  
call e-mail and all Division Chairs                  ACTION:  I. Humphreys 

 Action Item #13:  Follow up to ensure that a memo announcing 
 the appointment of an REB administrator is sent out by the President.      ACTION:  I. Humphreys 

                                         D. Ross 
 M. Gerson initiated discussion on exactly how the REB is going to handle the issue of student course based “research”, i.e. 

mock research exercises - there needs some form of ethics review that the REB is responsible for.  It does not mean that 
every student’s project goes to the REB but that will require some process.  

 J. Russell concurred and felt that perhaps we could set it up in a policy that the deans will consult with the REB’s about 
the creation of an ethics system to do that.  Some sort of policy and process is going to have to be created and that 
responsibility will most likely fall to the REB and the deans. 

 M. Gerson noted that the old policy based on SFU’s policy of ten years ago was that each department would submit to 
the REB for approval any course in which this type of student exercise was being done and in effect it would have to 
state what kind of projects the students were doing, how they would be controlled and it would be the responsibility of 
the instructor of the course to in effect act as a member of the REB for a student project.  The students would have to 
submit their project to the instructor. 

 W. Pierson recalled that at UBC she filled out a form and one of the things was that the student’s original data went 
back to the educator ostensibly so that the educator could destroy it. 

 M. Gerson further noted that we may need some more discussions and we may need to do some more research as TCPS 
2 has changed. 

  I. Humphreys left the meeting at 11:20am. 

10. ACCC Symposium – February 28 – March 1, 2012, Ottawa 
 J. Belshaw had nothing to report at this stage – will report back on February 2nd.   AGENDA 

11. Other/Outstanding Business 
 a.  Grantsmanship Workshop 
 M. Heldman reiterated the need for clarity in what we are going to be delivering in April and one of the questions she 

had was with grantsmanship workshops where researchers learn how to polish up their projects and then send it off 
and she wondered if we are really even there yet?  For evidence she pointed back to the call for Applied Research to 
support IE funding back in the fall where we only got one project.  Perhaps that is something that people who sit on 
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this committee and who represent particular academic areas should go back to their areas and find out.  Or is this 
something that the SASC should be looking at in the April PD days that would be more relevant to where we are in the 
development of the culture of scholarly activity at Langara? 

 J. Belshaw suggested we follow up to that earlier workshop that we had in the fall and the questions that people had at 
that time and perhaps take a lead from there. 

 M. Heldman asked for the group’s thoughts on our readiness to proceed.  If we are ready to proceed with grantsmanship 
workshops that is good - and it would mean that she is misreading the kind of conversations she has had.  As some 
range over a wide spectrum from: – there is no place for research at Langara; nobody in our division is even interested in 
doing such a thing; to  - I really need $100,000 for spectrometer;  which does not really fit with what we are doing either. 

 W. Pierson thought that there are two groups of people:  a group of people who are ready to go and would benefit from 
grantsmanship workshops and; and there is a group that needs workshops on basic process, how to phrase the 
questions, what it should look like, what kinds of things you can be involved in.  So it is not that one size fits all.  There 
is going to have to be different workshops for different levels.  There is a spectrum of different levels. 

 J. Russell asked what have they done at Douglas College and Kwantlen.  We have contacts there. 

 M. Heldman felt that BCARN was a great place to have that conversation.   

 W. Pierson noted that at Douglas College they had a Carnegie Scholar who promoted and developed their office of 
research.  

 J. Belshaw added he did not think that there was a lot they could take out of Douglas but did like what W. Pierson was 
saying in terms of the spectrum, perhaps producing something that shows people what is possible, but we will also be 
building the REB.  We could provide explanations of grants and the opportunities and explain what undergraduate 
research looks like - because if we are not engaged in undergraduate work our proposals are not going to fly.   

 T. Tanaka thought we should have a long term approach on this – we need to find out how to implement and sustain 
this.  Perhaps once a year we could have a workshop on what is a grant and once a year could do a workshop on 
undergraduate work.  A lot of faculty will be retiring in the next few years and a lot of that knowledge will be leaving 
with them. 

 M. Gerson referenced Action Item #13 of Nov 25 minutes “M. Heldman to Contact LEDC about setting up research ethics 
education and grantsmanship workshops.”  A third topic is that we probably need to have ongoing workshops on, as T. 
Tanaka suggested, “what is research at Langara?” “what is scholarly activity at Langara?” “how do you get involved and 
why?” because as W. Pierson pointed out there are people at all different levels.  So there are people who want to know 
how to apply for a grant because they already have a good sense of the kind of research they would like to be doing and 
there are other people who are just a little curious about what is going at Langara or who are just trying to get their 
toes wet or whether this is a pond that they want to stay far away from.  The question is - are we going to try and have 
something for the PD days in April and if so what would the priorities be.  Should we try and do more than one 
workshop? 

 M. Heldman felt that if we don’t deal with that opportunity we miss an important window. 

 V. Feng concurred with T. Tanaka that we should have a long term plan with a series of workshops but felt that for the 
short term in April it might be better to focus on what is applied research etc. 

 W. Pierson felt that highlighting the more tangible and concrete processes right now would help people get on board 
with this. 

 M. Heldman offered to work with T. Tanaka to produce a series of topics that could be covered off at any workshops. 

 Action Item #14:  Produce a list of a series of topics that could be covered off at the workshops.  
                     ACTION:  M. Heldman 

                            T. Tanaka 
              B/fwd    AGENDA OF MARCH 9, 2012 
 J. Belshaw referenced K. Sveinson’s letter on the Reporting out committee, updates on his project and feedback on 

website.  Everyone had been provided with a copy of this letter which was self-explanatory. 
 

13. Date of Next Meeting:    Thursday, February 2nd, 2012 at 10:00am  
 

14. Adjournment:  Meeting adjourned at 11:35am.  
 


