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SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday March 8, 2012 at 10:00am 

Meeting Room C410 

M I N U T E S 

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

Tomo Tanaka, Margaret Lerer (Notes) 
 
Guest: Terry Howard, HIV Community Based Research Facilitator for BC 
 
Regrets: Stan Copp, Martin Gerson, Wanda Pierson, John Russell 
 
              
 
Opening Remarks: 
 
J. Belshaw called the meeting to order at 10:05am 
 
1. Approval of Agenda 

 It was agreed that Tanaka/ Heldman reporting out would be added to Agenda Item #8.  
 
 MOTION: The amended Agenda was approved by consensus.    CARRIED 
 
2. Approval of Draft Minutes of February 2nd 

 A review of the action items from the minutes of February 2nd, 2012 ensued, with the following items for follow-up.   
 

 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.  J. Russell advised the committee that he was currently  
awaiting a response from UBC. 

 
 Action Item #5 (B/fwd. from the minutes of February 2, 2012) Research and circulate for discussion  

the resources required by the REB.       ACTION:  I. Humphreys 
 
 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 workshops                                 T. Tanaka 

(i.e., grantsmanship workshops, basic workshops on how to phrase the questions).   C/FWD AGENDA April 24, 2012 
 BCARN was suggested as a possible resource)  (See Action Item # 6 from March 8, 2012) 
         

 
Action Item #21 (B/fwd. from the minutes of February 2, 2012):  Create a master list of NGO’s  ACTION:  M. Heldman 

 
 MOTION:   It was moved by J. Belshaw and seconded by J. Douglas that the minutes of February 2nd, 2012 be 

approved.                                  CARRIED 
 
 
3. Visit by Terry Howard  BC HIV/AIDS Community Based Research Facilitator with Positive Living BC  

(Community Based Research follow-up) 
 
 J. Belshaw introduced Mr. Terry Howard who graduated from Langara in the field of Arts and Merchandising 40 

years ago and has gone on to a long illustrious career working with social agencies doing health research and 
wellness research, most recently with organizations working for and with populations that are HIV positive. 

 
 J. Belshaw advised the committee that Terry Howard had been invited today to talk a little bit about community 

based research (CBR), particularly as regards the HIV project and to give us a sense of what CBR looks like from the 
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agencies’ perspective, what do the agencies get out of it, and what will we need to do in order to build a partnership 
with the agencies, and perhaps provide some guidance (CBR for Dummies if you like).  J. Belshaw then distributed 
copies of a background document to the committee (attached) and confirmed that ½ hour had been allocated for 
this. 

 
 T. Howard provided a background on his current position and how it came about, which might shed some light on 

how he can help this committee.  He noted that he works for an agency in Vancouver now called “Positive Living”, 
previously the BC Persons With AIDS Society.  This is a member-driven society whose board of directors is 
comprised of a number of HIV positive people.  Some staff members are living with HIV and some are not.  Nine 
years ago the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) decided that they were going to get involved in 
community based research (CBR).  This initiative responded to feedback from community groups, specifically HIV 
community groups, saying they want to do research but do not like the guinea pig mentality found with some 
scientists. 

 
 [M. Heldman joined the meeting at 10:10am.] 
 
 T. Howard advised the committee that what followed was that HIV funding was developed through CIHR and as 

part of that they set parameters on who would get funding.  CBR should be driven by the community and should be 
community-situated.  CIHR, while trying to alleviate some of the earlier problems where researchers came in and 
took over, then insisted upon compliance with these particular parameters.   A lot of community groups initially 
tried to apply, but the review process for granting of funds and the whole administrative set up of this was geared 
toward involvement of an institution and at an academic level.  These community groups did not have the capacity 
to lead and even when they were successful in getting the grants they were disqualified from holding the funds as 
per the regulations.  A lot of the bugs have been worked out but it was apparent that the community was really 
interested in doing this.  So in 2002 they launched his position – 8 positions across the country; 2 in the Aboriginal 
community and 6 positions spread out regionally across the country where facilitating HIV projects was required.  
The mandate of the position included three things:  build capacity; build skills of the community groups; and, build 
relationships between academics and community groups in order to facilitate getting research publically funded.  
Terry identifies people at a university level who are interested in community based research and who have the 
capacity to do that and who want to get involved but maybe do not know anyone in the community and want to 
approach the community in a respectful way.  The flipside of that would be that the community group might have 
an idea for a project but they do not have an academic in that particular field or somebody with experience with 
that kind of work that they could trust and rely on.  So a large part of what his job involves is brokering those types 
of relationships.  He also works on the capacity building of both sides of that coin, i.e. to train academics to do 
community based research in a respectful way; what the community’s expectations are; and also advise the 
community that there are some restrictions placed on academics by their home institutions.  So brokering those 
relationships, managing the expectations of both sides – really takes up most of his time in getting research projects 
funded.   

 
 Recently what has happened is that capacity building has gone to another level in the community where HIV 

positive individuals are becoming involved in research and being hired as peer researchers, peer research assistants, 
peer research educators and a variety of other different roles.  Some of them will sit on peer advisory committees, 
some will do surveys and interviews with other HIV positive people, while others will assist in an administrative 
capacity in various roles on projects (e.g.. an ethics review board).   They might be involved in designing the research 
questions.  The only people who were not really happy with the way things were going was CIHR itself.  So as a 
result, T. Howard’s position ends at the end of March.  That particular program will continue and the funds that 
were used for these 8 positions will now be used towards a centralized CBR centre in Ottawa, federally instead of 
locally.  The good news is that T. Howard has received a mandate trough Positive Living to ensure that AIDS 
organizations in BC are covered and will be working outside of CIHR funding which will free him up to other 
modalities as he will not have to work as a facilitator and will now be able to assist in grant writing. He is currently 
involved on 22 projects in BC, three that are referred to as national.  He is also developing a community research 
manual in easy to read lay language.  He also co-chaired the University of BC (UBC) CBR community task force right 
now and they are looking at specifically the challenges of community based research.  That was generated by VP of 
Research at UBC.   As a community person he found this encouraging even though there were huge barriers that 
had to be worked through.   

 
 In order to qualify for HIV CBR funding you have to have a primary co-investigator with Ph.D. as part of the 

investigative team, you can have someone as an investigator but you would have to have a co-investigator with a 
Ph.D. in order to qualify for that money.  Realistically most agencies will now conduct their research this way.  
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These non-funded agencies do not want to be bothered with the administrative burden of managing that money 
and all of the work that goes along with recording the funds back to the agency itself, quarterly reports etc.   

 
 J. Belshaw then introduced Margaret Heldman, Dean of the Faculty of Science which includes Health Sciences and 

Nursing.  M. Heldman apologized for being late and enquired if T. Howard could provide an idea of some of the 
partners that they have on these 22 projects. 

 
 T. Howard replied that they are all HIV specific, for example food security, (i.e. What does food security mean?  Are 

people living with HIV able to obtain nutritional food?  Do they have enough resources to do that?  Do they have 
nutritional information regarding what they should avoid?  Then there is also a similar one for housing which looks 
at the factors involved and barriers to access rental housing, - how stable is their housing, - are there difficulties 
obtaining a mortgage and their inability to obtain mortgage insurance because they have an HIV positive diagnosis.  
Although an HIV diagnosis is considered a chronic manageable disease by the medical community there is still a 
stigma which causes administrative restrictions for a person with an HIV diagnosis as opposed to what their actual 
personal health status is.  One of the main tenets of CBR is that all work done is supposed to directly result in some 
sort of community action and should address the political agenda as well.  The “knowledge to action” part of it 
which addresses the political agenda d should provide some social, program or policy change.  These projects are 
specifically designed so that evidence gathered will be used for program or policy change.  All of these projects are 
designed to do that. 

 
 T. Howard is currently working on an very interesting project in Quesnel (Quesnel - Prince George region) which is 

quite experimental, created in such a way as to try and reach hidden drug users - functional drug addicts, people 
who would not otherwise access harm reduction information or tools that are available through public health or 
available through  clinic.  The target was for them to do between 80 – 100 surveys and subsequent interviews after 
that. They have done 600 surveys.  It has been a phenomenal success with a good cross section of the community 
itself.  It was felt strongly that would not have happened if academics had gone in the traditional way.  The 
community itself got right behind it because it did have the educational component as well as gathering 
information on what these people do - and how they manage to do it.     

 
 J. Belshaw asked who the academic partners would be, 
 
 T. Howard replied that some of them are Heather Peters of Social Work at the UNBC, Kathy Wrath of Public Health 

Nursing, and several people who work with harm reduction services and Aboriginal members of the Friendship 
Society in Quesnel and Prince George who were quite active in recruiting peer researchers. 

 
 J. Belshaw enquired about the undergraduate student research component. 
 

T. Howard replied that there are a couple of students from Heather Peters at UNBC but most were from the 
community.   
 

 I. Humphreys asked how many of the research questions originate within the community based groups and how 
 many are generated by academics. 
 
 T. Howard replied that it really varies from project to project and how it was set up but in this particular sense it 

was a very collaborative effort and you have the ability at this point to decide who you want to make those 
decisions.  Do they want to leave it to Heather and Kathy or do they all want to be involved - they all wanted to be 
involved – and felt that they would tell you what kinds of information they want included.  He advised that when 
working with the Downtown Eastside (VANDU) who were very militant on what exactly they will allow to happen 
in their neighbourhood and how they want to see that work done and what they expect to get out of it.  As a result 
they are very involved.  In the long run the more collaborative the process can be works to the benefit of everyone.  
Most of the agencies he has worked with did not realize the amount of work that is done and found it a huge eye 
opener.   The community groups also take great pride when these projects are finished - the fact that they took part 
in the actual gathering of that information.  They are very well spoken when they go to the Health Authorities and 
they are very vocal in expressing what they know and it is not just relying on academic papers.  In HIV it certainly 
keeps all of the services relevant, i.e. support and education. 

 
Ian Humphreys confirmed that the work that T. Howard was involved with most recently was with CIHR and 
enquired if any of the other funding agencies such as SSHRC have any similar programs. 
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 T. Howard replied that SSHRC used to be community based research friendly – but they no longer are, which is very 
 unfortunate but he felt it had more to with the 2006 government crash financially that they have backed away 
 from that.  So it is not an easy process now, (i.e. a community group could not apply directly - they must have 
 faculty members involved). 
 
 J. Belshaw confirmed that it would be okay if the CBR went into a partnership with an academic institution then 
 the academics could actually go to SSHRC on behalf of the CBR and get money (even though the CBR cannot)  – 
 that would be part of the partnership. 
 

T. Howard replied that a certain amount of trust has been built and that there would have to be pairing up of 
relationships, knowing that you are not just to take that money must match partners’ expectations. So that 
community groups do not feel that the academics just use their name and community to get that money 
 
T. Howard said that they have received a number of funds through the Centre for Excellence at St. Paul’s,  
They also receive funds from the NIH in the US.  NIH feels that Canadians are much further ahead than their 
American counterparts.   Most of the Canadian researchers that have applied at NIH have received funds.   
Community based research funding in Canada through CIHR is a three tiered system: 

  $25,000 grant–   about meetings and planning and dissemination of knowledge 1 year 
  $35,000  – 50,000  catalyst        1 year 
  $125,000   per year operating grant (money to get involved)   3 years 
 

Very often with NIH, SSHRC the community groups are quite terrified of the responsibility of managing these 
funds. 

 
M. Heldman asked if there are any curves or trends in community based research and agreed that relationship 
building is actually very useful as more communities would be able come on board – because they trust what the 
academic partner is going to do.   She also enquired if because we are a college and colleges have by nature a very 
different public persona would Langara have an advantage if we entered into community based research. 
 
T. Howard said he that as he, John and Janet had discussed earlier, the community would be more amenable to a 
college level academic community.  He felt that the two areas we would have to be careful of are the credibility 
issue and their fear of interference by academics in their community. 

 
The CBR has overcome these anxieties with respect to Dr. Julio Montaner, Director of the BC Centre for Excellence 
in HIV/AIDS.  He also noted that when presenting a proposal if J. Montaner’s name is connected to it - it does give it 
some more weight with respect to credibility for evidence based information.  Each side can help each other. 
 
M. Heldman added that the barriers are breaking down even at the universities.  
 
K. Sveinson asked if he knew of any colleges that are currently involved in CBR 
 
T. Howard replied that no he did not – although Kwantlen (wellness promotion) did receive preliminary funding 
and also the Boucher Institution - naturopathic, complementary medicine, alternative health therapies.  They did 
do some valuable work in terms of HIV and naturopathic methods, and HIV medications’ side effects but it never 
took hold.  He noted that Langara would be right at the forefront if they decided to pursue this. 

 
M. Heldman agreed that we were fairly well positioned – very international as well and our Health Sciences 
partners with SFU. 
 
T. Howard felt that the community groups would be more amenable to someone from Langara because they are 
considered more community based. 
 
J. Belshaw thanked T. Howard. 
 
T. Howard asked J. Belshaw to pass on his thanks to Gordon.  Gordon is on the CBR Ethics Board.  T. Howard said 
that he would be interested in the progress of our REB.   When he approached CIHR they said that the CBR Ethics 
Board was not qualified and questioned who they were and why it was not through a university.  He challenged 
them and won.  He is very interested in the process of how a Research Ethics Board works. 
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J. Belshaw did note that we do not yet have a research ethics board in place but when we do it may be of service to 
the community. 
 
T. Howard replied that their REB would provide more of an informative role – i.e. okay we like your project – no 
authority but could say okay here is what we need.  He then provided the example that of a recent study entitled 
“Momentum” a survey of any men, not necessarily gay, but who have sex with men - they reduced the age of 
consent to interview to 16 and they did not realize that once you start interviewing youth and testing them for HIV 
that if you do not inform them of the ability to opt out of health care notification then that could easily become 
part of their health record.  One of the community members alerted the REB that minors should at least be made 
aware that this is a possibility and make them understand fully what is involved.   
 
M. Heldman added that this could also impact the study as nobody would know that the reason was that the 16 year 
olds had just backed away.    

 
The committee thanked him for his briefing. 
 
T. Howard left the meeting at 10:51am. 
 
Action Item #1:  Forward Terry Howard’s contact information to Pam Robertson (Alumni Relations Coordinator) 
and advise her that he graduated from Langara 40 years ago.     ACTION:  M. 
Lerer 

 
 
4. BC Innovation Council  
 
 (J. Belshaw had provided a print out of the BCIC home page – Vision, Mission & Values) 
 
 They have in the past recognized certain institutions as centres of innovation but they have stopped doing so.  This 

is just to let you know that if anyone brings up BCIC you are aware that they are no longer doing this. 
 
 As a spinoff of that conversation he was notified by a number of people that SFU has launched a rather different 

approach – using “engage” as their mantra – projects - mandates – strategic plan and a big part of that is engagement 
in community based research and engagement in undergraduate research.  That is the focus that Andrew Petter is 
taking to his term in office at SFU.  J. Belshaw thought this was going to have some impact down the road in terms 
of the success of our students to transfer to SFU.   We have got to be prepared to stay in that game. 

 
 M. Heldman added that the Vice President, Academic at SFU had rolled out the academic policy - and confirmed 

that the word “engage” was a big part of it. 
 
  
5. Research Ethics Board 
 
 I. Humphreys has been trying to put together components of the website so that there would be somewhere to 

direct people who actually expressed interest in serving on the Research Ethics Board (REB) in advance of sending 
out the solicitation.  As an aside he has already had two expressions of interest in serving on the REB.  Just after the 
announcement came out some people from Nursing and Continuing Studies advised that they were interested in 
serving on the REB.  I. Humphreys did send out a link via M. Gerson and J. Belshaw but noted that people most 
likely had not followed the link to the REB site.  It is black right now to other than committee members but he 
would like the committee to review it.  He noted that there were all sorts of resources available on the site.  We have 
all of our resources such as policies and resources on research ethics available through the Department of Health.  I. 
Humphreys noted that a lot of this came from UBC’s website and even Australia’s department of Health site.  He 
felt perhaps we should operationalise, i.e. operational principles, how do we conduct meetings, how do we notify 
people, how do we distribute materials.  I. Humphreys added that before we solicit for people to serve on the REB 
we should have a site available for them to access.  He then noted that this is quite involved and asked if the 
committee could review the site and provide commentary by early next week (week of March 12th, 2012).  It is hard to 
focus on inviting people to come and sit on the board if we do not know this information.  This could be the Straw 
Man- put it up and everyone can knock it down and then we can rebuild it. 

 
 Action Item #2:  Review the draft REB website and provide commentary back to I. Humphreys by ACTION:  All 
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 March 15th, 2012.          
 
 J. Douglas        brought forward some questions regarding membership and length of tenure on the REB. 
 
 Action Item #3:  Clarify REB membership and tenure.                ACTION: M. Lerer 
 (From Policy B5007 attached) (also removal and renewals etc. – from minutes) 
 There was also some reference in the TCPS2 policy statement. 
 
 
7. Intellectual Property Policy 
 
 M. Heldman felt that without J. Russell at the table perhaps we should carry this forward and then asked how V. 

Feng felt about this.  
 
 V. Feng said that she had met with J. Russell later and had the following comments.  There was a change in 

Definitions, courseware, non-faculty employees, ownership.  She provided an example of someone in the English 
Department who has invented some type of chemical process, totally unrelated to what he was hired for, while 
using Langara’s chemistry lab – the product should belong to the college.  V. Feng added that J. Russell had revised 
this IP and she had reviewed it. 

 
 K. Sveinson gave the example of a perceived conflict - that from NSERC’S site some things that are to be funded 

involve partnerships with small companies and some of the directions they give “as a general principle colleges need 
to develop and sign an agreement with each company partner on the ownership and disposition of IP deriving from 
the ARD funded by research for the activity.”  Does our policy allow for just that? 

 
 Action Item:  4:       C/FWD Intellectual Property Policy 
           March 30th AGENDA 
 
 Action Item #5:  Standardize and circulate to the committee the sentence on Ownership to extend that we are not 

only dealing with the institution.       ACTION:  K. Sveinson 
 
 
8. Reporting Out Committee – T. Tanaka & M. Heldman 
 
 T. Tanaka reported that for the Spring and Fall workshops for some people we would be presenting Research 101 

and for other people we would need to provide more advanced information.  Hel felt that it would probably be 
better to get those people who are ready to go to a showcase later for people who need more information 

 
 Action Item #6:  T. Tanaka offered to put a showcase together for the first or second week of September. 
            ACTION:  T. Tanaka 
           C/Fwd.  AGENDA –April 24, 2012 
 
 
9. ACCC Symposium – February 28          - March 1, 2012, Ottawa 
 
 K.  Sveinson felt that for a beginner college it was an eye opener. 
  
 J. Douglas thought that she and K. Sveinson were the only instructors there. 
 
 K. Sveinson said that most of the people they were seated with were Managers of Applied Research projects at 

colleges all across Canada. That was the kind of high level position.  We all know how hard it is to work off of the 
side of your desk. 

 
 I. Humphreys commented that at the ACCC last year in Edmonton there was a presentation by the Applied 

Research Management team from NAIT.  They manage $60 million of research every year – a huge undertaking. 
 
 K. Sveinson asked who the budget officer would be.   
 



 

7  SASC‐MEETING MINUTES‐2012‐03‐08‐.doc

 

 J. Belshaw has signed off on the NSERC package as CFO.  J. Belshaw felt that there has to be someone more than 
just the chair of this committee who signs off on documents.  There are four people at Camosen, three tiers.  There 
are no multinationals based in Vancouver.  We do have a big film industry and no one has tapped into that. 

 
 J. Belshaw noted that SSHRC has always put importance on publication but more and more they are going to focus 

on “Can you get the job done?”    
 
 Action Item #7:    Obtain the composition of UBC’s REB membership:  ACTION:   I. Humphreys 
 
 
Date of Next Meeting: Friday, March 30th, 2012 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:45am. 
 
 


