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SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

Thursday March 30, 2012 at 11:00am 

Meeting Room C410 

M I N U T E S 

Chair: Martin Gerson 
 
Present: Stan Copp, Vivian Feng, Ian Humphreys, Wanda Pierson, John Russell, Kelly Sveinson, Tomo Tanaka, 

Margaret Lerer (Notes) 
 
Regrets: Janet Douglas, Margaret Heldman 
 
              
 
 
Opening Remarks: 
 
As M. Heldman, Chairperson was unavoidably detained she had asked M. Gerson to chair this meeting. 
M. Gerson called the meeting to order at 11:09. 
 
1. Approval of Agenda 

 The Agenda, as circulated, was approved by consensus. 
 
2. Approval of Draft Minutes of March 8, 2012 

 The minutes of March 8, 2012, as circulated, were approved by consensus. 

 A review of the action items from the minutes of March 8, 2012 ensued, with the following items for follow-up.   
 

 Action Item #11 (2012-01-13): Completed prior to the last meeting                                     ACTION:  J. Russell 
 J. Russell advised the committee that UBC’s REB administrator has no list of qualifications for REB membership.  

He added that he had sent several of our policy documents to UBC’s REB.  It was suggested that we would need to 
add to our current administrative policies. 

 
 Action Item #14:  (B/fwd.2012-01-13):                              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).           AGENDA:  May 11, 2012, 
2012 

 BCARN was suggested as a possible resource) 
 
 Action Item #21 (B/fwd. 2012-02-02) Create a master list of NGO’s                                    ACTION:  M. Heldman 
                                     AGENDA:  May 11, 2012,  
            
 Action Item #6 (B/fwd. from the minutes of 2012-03-08):  T. Tanaka offered to put a showcase together for the first or 

second week of September.                             ACTION:  T. Tanaka 
                                             AGENDA: April 24, 2012  

 
 
3. Draft Intellectual Property Policy - Review 
 
 {J. Russell distributed to the committee a copy of Section 20 of the LFA Collective Agreement that deals with 

Copyright and Intellectual Property.} 

 It was proposed that the committee go through the draft IP policy page by page and offered to address the 
comments in the margins or any other questions.  After looking at the Collective Agreement it was felt that any 
conflicts or tensions have been appropriately resolved.  A review of the policy ensued. 

 
 There was a question on whether it was worth including the phrase “bargaining unit” in the definitions of college 

faculty and college employees.   
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 Further discussion ensued about the slight distinction between faculty who are LFA members and non members.  

There was q query regarding any instances in this policy where the distinction was made between College 
Members and members of the Langara Faculty Association and suggested the phrase “College Faculty refers to a 
faculty member” include the phrase “as defined in the Collective Agreement between Langara College and the 
Langara Faculty Association”.   

  
 Action Item #1:   Page 1 of the Draft Intellectual Property Policy   - B. DEFINITIONS – College Faculty –  
 After the word Association insert the phrase as defined in the Collective Agreement between Langara College and 

the Langara Faculty Association.       ACTION:  J. Russell 
  
 Action Item #2:  Delete the highlighted portion starting with the phrase Non-Faculty Employee refers and ending 

with the words by the College.        ACTION:  J. Russell 
 (As per e-mail of April 18, 2012 from J. Russell – Action item #2 is to be cancelled - ML) 
 
 Action Item #3:  Search the document for the phrase Langara College Faculty Association and replace it with the 

phrase Langara Faculty Association.       ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
  K. Sveinson asked if under the heading College Resources, the word research in research laboratories could be 

deleted. 
 T. Tanaka enquired if under the heading College Resources, for the sake of clarity, we could include the word 

studios as well. 
 
 Action Item #4:  On page 2 under heading College Resources after the word classrooms and prior to the word 

laboratories, delete the word research and after the word laboratories insert the word studio.  ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 J. Russell enquired of T. Tanaka if the wording of item E (Voluntary Assignment or Transfer of IP) was acceptable.  

T. Tanaka replied that the wording was very clear. 
 
 J. Russell felt that we would need one more run-through of this document.  He was aware that item F. 

Commercialization, Disclosure and Revenue Sharing was discussed at the last meeting and expressed his 
ambivalence about this section.  He suggested that we could possibly do without this provision.   This is an 
extremely liberal policy in terms of what it gives to college members as ownership rights compared to say Stanford, 
UBC, or SFU policies which are much more restrictive.   

 
 It was proposed by J. Russell and agreed to by K. Sveinson that this provision be removed. 
 Action Item #5:  Delete Item D. 1.  F. and renumber the following items accordingly.          ACTION:   J. Russell 
 
 K. Sveinson referred back to heading D. Ownership, item 1. a and asked if for the sake of simplicity could 1 a just be 

College Faculty member or a Non-Faculty Employee – could that be just be College Member or was there a valid 
reason for specifically  identifying those two groups? 

 
 J. Russell replied that the reason he placed that in there was to distinguish this group from students and 

volunteers and felt that it probably should remain. 
 
 M. Gerson said that this takes us back to this college faculty definition.  We use the term faculty in two different 

ways here at this college, as do many other places – one is to describe people who teach and do research and the 
other is to describe a sub-organization of the college, which is a term we only started to use recently, such as 
Faculty of Arts, Faculty of Science and he felt that we are switching meanings.  So he suggested that back under 
Definitions we change it from College Faculty to Faculty Member – the same term as used in the LFA Collective 
Agreement.   

 
 Action Item #6:  Search for and replace the phrase College Faculty with Faculty Member. ACTION:  J. Russell 
 1. e remains the same as College faculty refers to an actual “faculty”. 
 Action Item #7:  Under the heading D. OWNERSHIP 3.c. delete the phrase, unless there is a prior written agreement 

with the College that sets out full or partial College IP ownership.    ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 K. Sveinson referenced the first line of page 4 under heading 2.  The College owns the IP in 1. a. to 1. f. and enquired 

if this was necessary. 
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 J. Russell replied that this first sentence was really just for emphasis and states explicitly what was implied under 

D. Ownership. 
 
 M. Gerson agreed and added that under D. Ownership the College Members own the IP in cases except these - it 

does not actually explicitly state that the College owns it – so item 2. is was just explicitly stating what had been 
implied earlier under D. Ownership. 

 
 J. Russell noted that on page 5, item 4 the only change made was to make the President responsible for distribution 

of the College’s share of revenues from commercialization. 
 
 M. Gerson questioned where this wording came from. 
 
 J. Russell replied that there are these provisions in many other Intellectual Property policies, i.e. UBC  – so that 

some of the revenue goes into general revenue, some to professional development and some to the creator’s 
department. 

 
 M. Gerson clarified that in this case the College’s share of revenue would only arise in a case where it has 

specifically commissioned a project. 
 
 J. Russell added that where we specifically commercialize IP – i.e. there might be something that C & M produces 

and then they sell it to other colleges - we do not necessarily need that – commercialization could just go directly to 
general revenue. 

 
 M. Gerson said that because this has some pretty significant impact financially - although the chances are that it 

will be sometime before this is likely to have any application, if it does and there is a whole chunk of money 
available –  he felt this was something he should discuss with his executive colleagues. 

 
 It was noted that the date of review for this policy is 2015 . 
 
 A committee member felt that it seems to speak almost directly to academic research and commercialization.  The 

example that you used, i.e. Communications and Marketing in which case he would assume that the College has 
the right to do whatever it wants.  The Bookstore might create an entry system – the College would to say we own 
it. 

 
 J. Russell proposed that we strike Item 4 under the heading –F.  COMMERCIALIZATION, DISCLOSURE, AND 

REVENUE SHARING .  .  If it comes up as an issue we could change it to say instead of “shall be distributed” to say 
“the President may distribute as appropriate”. 

 M. Gerson agreed that we delete it for now. 
 
 Action Item #8: Under heading F. Delete all of item 4 and renumber item 5. as item 4. ACTION:  J. Russell 
 
 I. Humphreys added that we can amend the policy when we are actually in that very fortuitous situation of 

receiving revenue. 
 
 J. Russell noted that he had a met with M. Heldman about G. 2 and she suggested a description of a formal dispute 

and an informal dispute which she was going to propose.  He did not think this been done yet, and he would like to 
hear what she has to say.  Although he did not want to hold this up and wondered if we create a process for the 
deans or other administrative equivalent then the boundary between formal and informal actually gets blurred.  
He also thought that we can trust our deans and other administrative equivalents to follow the principles of 
natural justice. 

 
 The deans or other administrative equivalents would get the information from both parties, discuss it with them 

and if appropriate follow up with an adjudicator.  He was comfortable with what is in here but if M. Heldman felt 
strongly that we should have some process then he would leave it to her to propose that process.  The other thing 
is that he does not have experience with having to deal with these sorts of situations while administrators do.  He 
then asked the administrators around the table if they would be more comfortable with a process. 
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 I. Humphreys requested clarification on the intent of the dispute resolution mechanism.  For example, in item 1, if 
he collaborated with K. Sveinson in the development of a particular product for which IP is vested to both of us 
and he thinks K. Sveinson’s contribution is that much and his was this much then why from a commercialization 
point of view would he rely on the adjudication of the dean rather than the courts to ascertain what his rights are. 

 
 J. Russell agreed but added that for the purposes of institutional harmony we might want to impose on the 

members of the college an obligation to try to resolve these issues informally rather than through a formal process 
involving the courts. 

 
 I. Humphreys replied that if he did not agree with what the deans say he could refuse to go to arbitration and go 

directly to court and sue. 
 
 M. Gerson asked if we did not get this in here what would happen if you tried to take it to court?  What does the BC 

Commercialization Arbitration Act say?  Does it contain anything that in effect says that this is how these things 
are dealt with through arbitration not through court?  So if you tried to take it to court the judge would say “this is 
covered by the “BC Commercialization Arbitration Act” take it there I am not going to deal with it.  For example, if 
a labour union attempts to take a grievance to a court, normally the first thing they will do is ask “Is this 
something that should go to court or is it something that should be arbitrated under the Labour Code?” 

 
 J. Russell added  that he did not know enough about the BC Commercialization Arbitration Act, but someone 

certainly could say “ I do not want to deal with it this way and I am going to sue”.  
 
 W. Pierson agreed with I. Humphreys and wondered if it is even necessary that if there is this kind of dispute it is 

over money and it is not going to be easily worked out at this level. 
 
 M. Gerson replied it might be over a relatively small amount and the person feeling cheated might figure it won’t 

cost them anything to see whether the dean will agree with them.  If we are talking about how to split last year’s 
$800 year of royalties, after going to court there would not be anything left. 

 
 J. Russell posited that it might not just be about royalties it could be about recognition. 
 
 W. Pierson added that it might be about who gets the Nobel Prize. 
 
 J. Russell replied that it might not just be about the money it could be about recognition. 
 
 M. Gerson agreed that yes he could see that.  Who owns the copyright etc.? 
 
 J. Russell suggested deleting G. 2. and adding the phrase “the assistance of the faculty dean or other administrative 

equal will be sought in an attempt to resolve the dispute”. 
 
 K. Sveinson agreed that we could seek advice and assistance but it would be non-binding. 
 
 M. Gerson thought that we need to look at the BC Commercialization Arbitration Act. 
 
 J. Russell offered to review the BC Commercialization Arbitration Act and asked if anyone else would be interested 

in also reviewing it. 
 
 M. Gerson also offered to review it. 
 
 Action Item #9:  Obtain and review the BC Commercialization Arbitration Act with an eye to dispute resolution.

           ACTION:  J. Russell 
                 M. Gerson 
 
 J. Russell referenced paragraph 4. and noted that this needs to be somewhere in the policy.  Implicitly the College 

should be doing due diligence around that but actually having it written down somewhere makes sense and he did 
not know where else we could put it, except here.   

 
 K. Sveinson felt that even at the application stages of going for grants the College must have a plan for this and 

then the applicant can reference it and confirm that they will conform as according to this plan.   
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 M. Gerson agreed and noted that we have this going on right now with K. Sveinson’s work. 
 
 Action Item # 10:  Under G. Resolution of Disputes – provide a specific formal process if it is felt necessary. 
 J. Russell added that some members of the committee, at least one, felt that this might not be necessary. 
            ACTION:  M. Heldman   
 
 I. Humphreys then referenced heading H. GENERAL, Item 2. “Creators must consult with and obtain the approval 

of the Langara College and its Communications and Marketing Office before using the College’s name. logo, 
facilities or resources in connection with any commercial arrangement with respect to the commercialization of IP” 
and asked what the intent was?  He asked that we delete facilities and resources and add other brand after name, 
logo.  

 
 M. Gerson suggested we remove the reference to Communications and Marketing Office. 
 
 I. Humphreys advised that by limiting this to the College then the College would forward the information on to 

him and provide or decline approval for use of the College’s name, logo or other brand. 
 
 Action Item # 11:   Under Heading H. GENERAL Item 2. Delete the words and its Communications and Marketing 

Office. also delete the word facilities in the second line and add the phrase other brand after the word logo. 
           ACTION:  J. Russell 

 
 J. Russell drew the committee’s attention to the fact that there might be something in the LFA Collective 

Agreement about copyright. He noted that M. Heldman had mentioned that there was.  J. Russell provided the 
following two points: 

 
 1. We really should have an LFA representative on this committee.  For example Cheryl McKeeman was on this 

committee at the start and this policy may have looked a little different if she or someone from the LFA had been 
on this committee from the start and they may have alerted us to any relevant provision at the outset.  J. Russell 
said that this was a suggestion to the chair that we have somebody from the LFA on the committee. 

 2. More substantively here, he referenced the relevant provisions of the LFA Collective Agreement and felt that 
as a matter of process at this point, if we are agreed that this is close to final approval, we should take this policy to 
the LFA and ask for their comments. 

 
 M. Gerson agreed and advised that he was thinking the same thing and said that as far as he could tell in his 

understanding of the language of collective agreement what we have here is consistent with that. 
 
 J. Russell added that he would be interested to know the union’s view of that and he thought that in many 

respects this policy is clearer and more liberal and he was interested in their interpretation.  He then referenced 
the heading 20. Copyright and Intellectual Property - Item 20.1.1 of the collective agreement “belongs to the 
employee(s) where the work product has been prepared or created as part of assigned duties, other than the duties 
listed in 20.1.2 below, and the copyrightable material shall be the sole property of the employee(s) an shall be 
retained throughout his or her lifetime and upon his/her death by his/her heirs or assigns, and”. 

 
 M. Gerson advised the committee that what motivated this language was that if a faculty creates curriculum 

material on their PD time they have not been given a specific assignment to do that so they own that curriculum 
material.  One of the arguments for was that they should have the right to make an arrangement with a text book 
publisher to have it published for example and then they usually have to turn the copyright over to the textbook 
publisher and they cannot do that if they do not own it in the first place, but the College will have the right to use 
that in perpetuity for institutional purposes even after the person has left the College.  They can take it with them 
and use it elsewhere but they cannot disallow the College from using it.  He confirmed that this was the intent. 

 
 M. Gerson suggested that because we have this draft policy he thought that the College, which would include him 

and perhaps M. Heldman, could take this to a Joint Labour Management Committee meeting for review with the 
Langara Faculty Association. 

 
 J. Russell enquired if he could also attend that meeting as a resource. 
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 M. Gerson confirmed that yes they might want him to attend as a resource and he would speak with his colleagues 
first. 

 
 I. Humphreys referenced item 17.2 of the Collective Agreement heading No Other Agreements “Except with the 

mutual written consent of the Association and the College no faculty member covered by the Association’s 
certification shall be required or permitted to make a written or oral agreement with the College or its 
representatives which may conflict with the terms of this Agreement” 

 
 M. Gerson said that although he knows what the intent of 17.2 is he was concerned that this means that you cannot 

make separate deals with the College. 
 
 J. Russell added that this was except with mutual consent. 
 
 M. Gerson and J. Russell agreed that this places an obligation on us to consult with the LFA around this policy. 
 
 J. Russell offered to make these changes, forward them to the committee via e-mail for review and then review this 

policy with the LFA. 
 
 M. Gerson advised that the Joint Labour Management Committee meeting is scheduled for early May (April 26th – 

ML) and he would suggest that J. Russell be invited as a resource. 
  
 Action Item # 12:  Review with the Draft IP Policy with his JLMC colleagues with an eye to inviting J. Russell as a 

resource to review at the next meeting       ACTION:  M. Gerson 
  
4. Research Ethics Board – Update 
 
 I. Humphreys confirmed that the committee had all received notification that the website is actually now live so 

you can access it through the connection under the tab  Langara tabs – About Langara  then the tab Scholarly 
Activities.   He then asked that we no longer print out copies of the information as we can now read it online.  He 
noted that a lot of work that appears on the website was actually liberally extracted from UBC’s policies regarding 
research ethics.  He added that he did work on this website using the contact managerial system that allows us to 
actually do all of those modifications.  He also added that he had actually done all of the work on this site himself. 
One of the issues about trying to get the Research Ethics Board part of the website online was that much of what 
UBC has at its site is crammed in policy so the Research Ethics Board has its own set of policies, i.e 30 or 40 policies 
relative to the operation and conduct of the Research Ethics Board.   So rather than have us go through each one of 
the policies he suggested that perhaps we could formulate Operational Guidelines.  He then asked that the 
committee look at the website operationally and ask does this make sense as a set of operations and where do we 
need to actually formalize pieces in policy, and decide where we really do need a policy for this.  I. Humphreys 
added that would be a great help. 

 
 Action Item #13:  Review the REB website operationally and ask does this make sense as a set of operations and 

ask where do we need to formalize pieces in policy.      Action:   All 
 
 With regard to REB membership UBC has more than one research ethics board where the constituent members of 

the boards themselves are really in related areas of expertise to the type of research being conducted.  One of the 
challenges that we face is that we probably do not require multiple boards, we want one board but we need to be 
able to call upon subject matter expertise for the board to adequately adjudicate on research proposals.   So when 
the letter went out soliciting expressions of interest to the community it actually identified that we would be 
looking for 15 members and that would give us sufficient breadth hopefully to be able to have subject matter 
expertise available to us.  That went out nine days ago.  To date he has expressions of interest from three people, 
one of which is J. Russell.   So for a target of 15 we have received three.   

 
 It was confirmed that J. Russell has officially expressed interest in becoming a member of the REB. 
  
 J. Russell added that Kevin Craib had expressed an interest to him and he enquired if he had replied 
 
 M. Gerson confirmed that Kevin Craib who is a statistician had also expressed an interest to him when they had 

spoken. 
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 I. Humphreys will send out reminders by April 30th and hopefully they are busy printing out resumes etc. and this 
is it not a sign of lack of interest. 

 
 J. Russell suggested that perhaps another alternative when we get closer to the date is to phone division chairs or 

faculty heads. 
 
 I. Humphreys noted T. Tanaka as a division chair is at this table. 
 
 M. Gerson thought that we do need to do some arm twisting and he would take this to the deans. 
 Action Item #15: Review with the deans the need for REB membership.   ACTION:  M. Gerson 
 
 I. Humphreys said that was all he had to report for now and he noted that the mechanism is in place and we just 

need to get some people.  He then noted that there were some procedural pieces about how we conduct our 
meetings, how people apply, application points, where documents should go, where they should be stored, so at 
this point as there are no additional administrative resources available he refers generally on the website to the 
office of the president.  So he is hoping that when somebody comes in with a package to the office of the President 
it will find its way to him. 

 
 M. Gerson confirmed with I. Humphreys that he had spoken to Korena about that. 
  
 Action Item #16:   Ensure Agenda Item #5 “Information:  Rescheduling of “Applied Research at Langara:  Small 

Steps” – perhaps May, August, Fall. Next Steps” is added to the April 24th meeting agenda. ACTION:  M. Lerer 
           AGENDA,  April 24th, 2012 
 
 
Date of Next Meeting: Tuesday, April 24th, 2012 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 12:37pm. 
 
 


