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SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday February 2, 2012 at 10:00am 

Meeting Room C409 

M I N U T E S 

 

Chair: John Belshaw 
 
Present: Janet Douglas, Vivian Feng, Martin Gerson, Margaret Heldman, Ian Humphreys, Wanda Pierson,  

John Russell, Kelly Sveinson, Tomo Tanaka, Margaret Lerer (Notes) 
 
Regrets: Stan Copp, Martin Gerson 
 
              
 
Opening Remarks: 
 
J. Belshaw called the meeting to order at 10:03am 
 
1. Approval of Agenda 

 J. Belshaw proposed that we renumber Agenda Item #12 Other/Outstanding Business to Agenda Item #3 and add 
under this item “Research Ethics Board” “(i) Process of Forming the REB” and the critical item “(ii) What do we do in 
the meantime, i.e. what advice can we provide to prospective researchers”.  He then suggested that as I. 
Humphreys is scheduled to leave by 11:00am we renumber agenda item #8 “SASC Brochure and Newsletter Update” 
as agenda item #4.  The rest of the agenda items were renumbered accordingly.  

 
 The amended Agenda was approved by consensus. 
 
 
2. Approval of Draft Minutes of January 13th, 2012 

 The following changes were identified. 

 W. Pierson had advised M. Lerer that she had not actually volunteered to become a member of the sub-committee 
to work on the Intellectual Property Policy with J. Russell and V. Feng.  J. Russell posited that he thought it may 
have been M. Heldman.  M. Heldman then agreed that she would join the sub-committee. 
 
K. Sveinson advised M. Lerer that he would no longer require hard copies of SASC meeting packages. 
 

 Action Item #1:  Amend minutes of meeting held on January 13th, 2012 as above.         ACTION:  M. Lerer 
 

MOTION:   It was moved by M. Heldman and seconded by T. Tanaka that the amended minutes of January 13th, 
2012 be approved.                                 CARRIED 

 
 A review of the action items from the minutes of January 13th, 2012 ensued, with the following items for follow-up.  

  
 
Action Item #4 (B/fwd from January 13th, 2012 Minutes):                                               ACTION:  J. Belshaw 
Request examples or information on Research Process Charts from Ontario colleges   

 J. Belshaw advised that he will he will be in contact with Ontario colleges at the ACCC Symposium in Ottawa on 
March 1st & 2nd and will report back to the committee on this item at the next meeting. 

 
 Action Item #8 (B/fwd. from January 13, 2012 Minutes):                         ACTION:  J. Belshaw 
 Contact Community Based Research (CBR) leaders at neighbouring institutions. 
 
 Action Item #11(B/fwd. from January 13, 2012 Minutes):          ACTION:  J. Russell 
 Follow up with UBC’s REB administrator re list of qualifications for REB Membership –  

then forward this information to I Humphreys.      
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 J. Russell advised the committee that he was currently awaiting a response from UBC. 
 
 Action Item #14:  (B/fwd. from January 13, 2012 Minutes):                ACTION:  M. Heldman 
 Produce a list of scholarly activity topics that could be covered off at                                          T. Tanaka 

workshops. (i.e., grantsmanship workshops, basic workshops on how to phrase the  
questions etc.  BCARN was suggested as a possible resource) 

 
 Action Items @12 & 13 (B/Fwd. from January 13, 2012 Minutes) -to be reviewed under Agenda #3 of today’s meeting. 
 
 
3. Research Ethics Board 

 (i) Process of Forming the Research Ethics Board 

 The formation of the REB awaits President’s Ross’s announcement re his appointment of I. Humphreys as REB 
administrator, and, subsequent advice on appointments to the REB.   

 I. Humphreys noted that one of the requirements of the TCPS is written procedures in place that cover 
appointment renewal and removal of REB members.  We do not have those written procedures in place and 
should do so in advance of soliciting membership to the REB. 

 
 Discussions followed re recommendations for membership to the REB made to the President, and 

appointments based on those recommendations.  Who should make the recommendations to the President 
was discussed.  Administrative support of the activities of the REB was also considered.   

  
 J. Belshaw noted that we still need to get the announcement out regarding the appointment of I. Humphreys 

as REB Administrator. 
 
 Action Item #2: (A/I #13 2012-01-13 B/Fwd.) Follow up to ensure that a memo announcing the appointment of I. 

Humphreys as REB Administrator is sent out (from the Office of the President).           ACTION:  I. Humphreys 
 

 Action Item #3: (A/I #12 2012-01-13 B/Fwd.) Upon distribution of the above memo –create and distribute a memo 
soliciting REB membership as an all call e-mail (perhaps first to Division Chairs).          ACTION:  I. Humphreys 

 
 J. Belshaw confirmed that TCPS 2 calls for written procedures for appointment and asked if any committee 

members had any thoughts on this. What it states in our policy, is a committee will be formed and the 
President will appoint and remove members. 

 
 J. Belshaw questioned how much detail would be needed and if we could include term length. 
 

 J. Russell felt that two years would work for a term appointment and added that he would not advise making 
the terms for longer. 

 
M. Heldman suggested that a number of colleges and universities have fairly detailed information.  For 
instance on the Emily Carr website Research Ethics Board members are identified along with some applicable 
information and it might be useful to find that kind of language that I. Humphreys needs around the 
procedural operation issues.  We could see if the language is “Langara enough” or if we need to adjust it. 

 
I. Humphreys offered to review the Emily Carr website to produce a draft of written procedures concerning 
appointment, renewal and removal of REB members for circulation to the SASC. 

 
 Action Item #4:  Review the Emily Carr website, research and produce a draft of written procedures 

concerning appointment, renewal and removal of REB members for circulation to the SASC.  
ACTION: I. Humphreys 

 
  I. Humphreys said that depending on the volume of research the resources being put into it are considerable 

and we have no structures in place at this point. 
 
 M. Heldman asked if we could take two minutes to talk about resources and asked if we are talking about 

administrative assistance to the REB with regard to the paperwork. 
 



 

3  SASC‐MEETING MINUTES‐2012‐02‐02‐.doc

 

I. Humphreys confirmed that paperwork is a concern including receipts, applications for review, etc.  How 
does that process flow?  Who calls the meetings? When meetings occur, who keeps the records?   
 
M. Heldman agreed that we are talking about the administrative clerical piece and asked if we are talking 
about a faculty coordinator position.   
 
The issue of honoraria to community members on the REB was also considered.  
 
Action Item #5: Research and circulate for discussion the resources required for the REB 
          ACTION:  I. Humphreys 
 
The mechanism for nominating faculty representation to the REB was discussed. 
 
An all-call to departments and was considered as an opportunity for the departments to put forward names. 
 
The potential role played by the LFA was reviewed. 

 
I. Humphreys reiterated that he feels we need clarity re appointment, renewal and removal of REB members 
along with procedures stating that we will make calls to departments, etc. asking them to submit 
recommendations which we will review, then recommend to the President who then accepts or rejects them 
and appoints the members. 
 
The group then considered whether adopting a process whereby LFA is directly involved jeopardizes the 
independence of the REB.   It was agreed that care had to be taken in this regard.  
 
J. Russell reiterated that there should be a consultative process and ultimately the President gets to decide.   
This would ensure the impartiality of the REB. 
 
J. Belshaw offered to speak with C. McKeeman to bring her up to speed on where we are with this right now , 
that we are still in a grey area and let her know that it will be a “robust consultative process”. J. Belshaw added 
that the issue is really undue influence by any body, group or individual at the institution – it is a conflict of 
interest issue. J. Belshaw will consult with the VP Academic first. 
 

 
 (ii) What do we do in the meantime? i.e., What advice can we provide to prospective researchers? 
 

J. Belshaw advised the committee that we had received a call from a student asking if she could access 
students for a survey related to her research. 
 
W. Pierson notified the committee that this person has not yet called her but she did think it was a graduate 
student and at this point we do not think she has a PI.  W. Pierson further noted that she will contact her and 
clarify.  She then added that we have been through this before where we provide a letter that says as long as 
they have approval from the ethics board of the other institution, but she will need to speak with her.  They 
usually have a letter from another institution’s REB. 
 
J. Russell added that one of the questions she should ask is if this research is being done as part of course work 
which may not have to go an REB. 
 
Action Item #6:  Follow up with the prospective researcher by phone.  ACTION:  W. Pierson 
(#604-317-5859.) 
W. Pierson said it appears that there is negligible risk but she would confirm. 
 
Action Item #7:  E-mail the prospective researcher for further information.  ACTION:  J. Belshaw 
 
 

4. SASC Brochure and Newsletter Update 
 

 I. Humphreys apologized to V. Feng and K. Sveinson for not providing these for circulation before the meeting but 
he had only received them this morning.  The first draft of the SASC brochure was circulated to the committee. 
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 I. Humphreys then distributed the first draft of the Newsletter which he hopes to distribute each semester.   He 

noted that this Newsletter is on the website and then asked for review, comments and/or anything else that 
should be included.   He did bring the committee’s attention to the photograph and clarified that this is not the 
SASC - the photos are only placeholders.  I. Humphreys asked that V. Feng and K. Sveinson e-mail any comments 
and edits to him. 

 
 Action Item #8:  Review the SASC Brochure and Newsletter and forward any comments or edits via e-mail to I. 

Humphreys.          ACTION:   V. Feng 
                     K. Sveinson 

                 
 
5. Draft Intellectual Property Policy – Review 
 
 J. Russell advised the committee that at the last meeting he had said that he would get this draft in time for some 

edits by V. Feng for review at this meeting.  He noted that he did manage to get the draft policy done on the 
weekend.  He started this with the idea that some aspects of the SFU IP policy seemed to have some applicable 
elements.  He then reviewed the proposed draft IP that J. Belshaw had provided and felt that the SFU policy is 
really designed for a research institution and in his opinion Langara is not a research institution but a teaching 
college.  He also felt that the real heart of the discussion is ownership and did feel that the SFU approach was 
needlessly cumbersome and produces very little benefit to the institution.   

 
 The following amendments were made to the draft Intellectual Property Policy: 
 
 Action Items #9: 
 On Page 2, under Definitions – College Employees – delete the words or the Canadian Union of Public Employees.

           ACTION:  J. Russell 
  
 M. Heldman questioned why we reference College Members, College Faculty and College Employees? 
 
 J. Russell replied that what is implied in the SFU policy is that faculty members who are doing research may or 

may not own the special project created as being employed by the university, whereas college employee’s work is 
owned by the institution.  In this case the term “college members” is a term used to refer to non-faculty employees. 
J. Russell continued to reference the IP policy and note the amendments that he and V. Feng had made. 

 
 J. Douglas said that there were a couple of things that made her skittish.  So for example, with a) if someone says to 

you, I want you to help me with this pamphlet, do you have to ask them to sign a form saying by the way sign here 
to confirm that they are not going to own this.  On the flip side will this create an environment where K. Sveinson 
will have to sign off, just in case, if he wants to do some work in the lab? 

 
 J. Russell asked if we want to have that degree of formalization and thought it should be an item for discussion.  

He essentially felt the same way and would be willing to delete this paragraph. 
 
 Action Item #10:   
 On page 3 under the heading Ownership delete the paragraph that starts with the phrase In each of these 

circumstances and ends with use of the IP.      ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 J. Russell reiterated the need for clarity, regarding contents of lectures, records of lectures, textbooks, etc. 
 
 I. Humphreys had one question related to how we structure our programs of study and the underlying courses 

that constitute that program of study and the course outlines that support the courses that constitute that 
program of study  - at what point does that intellectual property right cease?  For example if we develop a program 
of study at the college and we confer all of the intellectual property rights to individual faculty and the faculty 
member leaves, does the program of study collapse? 

 
 J. Russell replied no – curriculum that is adopted by the College is the College’s IP    J. Russell then referenced the 

paragraph in the IP Policy entitled “Curriculum” under the heading of  DEFINITIONS which states “Curriculum is 
defined as the framework of any course, including a statement of learning objectives, evaluative tools, course 
description, and lesson plans.  These are distinct from course “materials” which are defined here as:  Any 
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instructional or administrative materials, including but not limited to, written materials, artistic material, 
computer files, software, video or audio tapes, training aids, audio visual materials or test equipment developed by 
assignment of an employee or employees of Langara College are the property of Langara College”. 

  
 I. Humphreys noted that the College might have an extreme interest and added that whenever they take 

photographs in Communications they have to get releases in case we have to use them in the future.  So yes it is a 
case of running around and getting signatures – at graduation for example all graduates need to sign or we cannot 
use their picture.  So it is onerous but it is necessary. 

 
 J. Douglas agreed that we need to be aware. 
 
 I. Humphreys left the meeting at 11:00am. 
 
 J. Belshaw requested the following amendments to the IP Policy:  
 
 Action Item #11:  On Page 2 reformat last paragraph.  The word Guidelines should be a heading GUIDELINES on 

the next page.                ACTION:   J. Russell 
 
 Action Item #12:   On Page 3 under Ownership, sub heading d.    Delete the phrase use of resources for and insert the 

word the before the words purposes of professional development.           ACTION:  J. Russell 
  
 J. Belshaw said that this is where IP policies run aground and we have to make a distinction between research 

universities and colleges. 
 

 Action Item #13: 
 On Page 3 under Ownership 1.1 Exceptions:  The College acknowledges that: delete the phrase 1.1 Exceptions 

                   ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 Action item #14:  Under the heading of “Curriculum” in the last line of this paragraph delete the word and after 

Langara College and insert the word are.              ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 Action Item #15: 
 On Page 4 under heading 4. Voluntary Assignment or Transfer of IP amend the word Assigment to read Assignment.

                                    ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 There was some discussion regarding the word “creator” and “research” and the need to promote active scholarship. 
 

After much discussion J. Russell agreed to delete the definitions for “College Faculty”and College Employees” and 
leave the overall definition of “College Members” only. 

 
 Action Item #16: Under Definitions delete “College Faculty”:and ”College Employees”.        ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 Action Item #17:  Circulate the amended IP policy to the other sub-committee members for review 
                    ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 J. Russell was inclined to want to find a way to recognize the IP of CUPE members who have lab access.   We have 

to have some distinction. 
 
 J. Belshaw suggested that the sub-committee take a look at the IP policy with an eye to college faculty and in 

specifying particular positions such as instructional assistants. 
 
 
6. Implementation Plan 
 B/Fwd. to next meeting scheduled for March 8, 2012 
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7. Community Research Alliances Sub-Committee – Review 
 (Sub-Committee members – J. Douglas, S. Copp and W. Pierson)  
  
 J. Douglas informed the committee that S. Copp, W. Pierson and she met on January 20th, 2012.  S. Copp had 

suggested that a colleague of his, Gordon Roe of Anthropology also come and attend.  Gordon Roe has extensive 
community based research experience in the Downtown East Side.  His position was that community based 
research by definition is often hampered by concerns over legal liabilities and strongly suggested that when we 
look at having a lawyer on the board they should have a human rights background, an understanding of individual 
rights and obviously an understanding of whose rights we are protecting, i.e. the subject’s. 

 
 He was certainly impressed that we had actually done all of this work in the past year. 
 
 One of his recommendations was that we invite Terry Howard of the BCHIV community based research to talk to 

the SASC or someone from the Community Based Research Centre.  G. Roe spoke highly of T, Howard. 
 
 Action Item #18:  Arrange for an invitation to Terry Howard or member of CBR Centre of the BCHIV BCR to speak 

at a SASC meeting for ½ hour. (email address terryh@bcpew.org)   ACTION:  J. Douglas 
 
 The sub-committee felt that before we even talk about community based research we (the SASC members) need to 

have a good understanding of the process of getting a faculty member from the starting point to completing 
research ethics board approval. 

 
 Action Item #19:  Develop and a step by step process for faculty interested in pursuing research projects (scholarly 

activity research) – from starting point to research ethics board approval.  (Student research project process to 
come later.)          ACTION: S. Copp 

                 J. Douglas 
               W. Pierson 

 
 Action Item #20:  Ensure that the SASC is informed of this process so the members are able to advise any faculty 

members when required.        ACTION:  S. Copp 
                   J. Douglas 

                 W. Pierson 
 
 J. Douglas said that there had been a long discussion about a master list of those organizations that we currently 

have a pre-existing relationship with.  J. Douglas had mentioned this to L. Carter who said it would be fine with the 
LFA if we made a list and recommended that the department chairs and division chairs should make the requests 
to the faculty and the original request should come from M. Gerson to the division chairs.  She also mentioned that 
I. Humphreys currently has a list of volunteers with NGO’s which could be a starting point. 

 
 Action Item #21:  Create a master list of NGO’s or non-Profits that Langara has a pre-existing relationship with. 
            ACTION:  TBD 
 
 J. Douglas then summed up the sub-committee proposals as follows: 
 
 Develop a step by step process to get a faculty member from the starting point to a completed ethics approval.  J. 

Douglas and W. Pierson agreed to work on this.  (See action items above) 
   
 Invite T. Howard to visit the next meeting for ½ hour. (See action items above) 
 
 Action Item #22:  Move the March 9 meeting to March 8, 2012 at 10:00am.   ACTION:  M. Lerer 
 
  
 
14. Date of Next Meeting:    Thursday, March 8th, 2012 at 10:00am  
 
 
15. Adjournment: Meeting adjourned at 11:35am  
 


