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SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY STEERING COMMITTEE  MEETING 

Friday, June 10
th

, 2011 at 10:00am 

Meeting Room C410 

MINUTES 

 

Chair: John Belshaw 
 
Present: Vivian Feng, Martin Gerson, Margaret Heldman, Ian Humphreys, 
 Scott Plear, John Russell, Kelly Sveinson, Margaret Lerer (Notes) 
 
Regrets: Stan Copp, Janet Douglas, Stéphane Guerraz, Wanda Pierson,  
 
              
 
Opening Remarks: 

John Belshaw called the meeting to order at 10:10am.  I. Humphreys noted that he would have to leave the meeting at 
11:15am and J. Belshaw also noted that he had another appointment scheduled for 11:30am, so he would have to 
leave in time to make that meeting. 
 
1. Approval of Agenda 

J. Belshaw brought the committee’s attention to the agenda and asked if there were any changes and/or 
additions.  Belshaw then asked that under Agenda 9. New Business, Swap Student Projects added as item i) to 
today’s agenda.  J. Belshaw then requested that ”Reporting Out/ Committees & Grants” be added to future 
agenda as a standing agenda item.  It was agreed that this item would be added to future agenda.  Motion made 
by M. Gerson and seconded by J. Russell that the agenda of June 10

th
, 2011 be approved. 

 
Action Item #1:  Add “Reporting Out/Committees & Grants” as a standing agenda item on future meeting agenda 
            M. Lerer. 
 

2. Approval of Minutes 

J. Belshaw called for review and approval of the Minutes of May 20
th

, 2011.  As the minutes were inadvertently 
missed from the meeting package, several copies were passed around the table for review.  After review a motion 
was made by M. Gerson, and seconded by J. Russell that the Minutes of May 20th, 2011 be approved.  The 
minutes were approved. 
 
Follow –up on Action of Action Items of Minutes of May 20th, 2011 followed: 

Action Item #22:  J. Belshaw noted that reworking of the Application Form has been completed. 

Action Item #23:  M. Gerson reported to the committee that very shortly after the May 20
th

 meeting J. Belshaw e-
mailed him, as a model, a copy of the NIC agreement with VIU, in the form of a letter.  M. Gerson reformatted this 
letter as an MOA which he sent to Sarah Dench at SFU as a suggested starting point for discussion.  S. Dench 
noted that “it looks good but what about honoraria for SFU people”.  M. Gerson agreed that could be added in, 
but added that we should have something in the MOA about ballpark amounts.  S. Dench advised that she will get 
a number from somebody.  M. Gerson noted that this exchange has been on-going and will be solved shortly. 

Action Item #15:  J. Belshaw then advised the committee that the only other action item not related to policy 
changes was Action Item #15 – Check into Hiring of Swap Students.  J. Belshaw advised the committee that he has 
done this and will follow up later on the agenda. 

Action Item #14:  M. Gerson proceeded with a follow- up on Action Item #14 “Rewrite portions of COI Policy Item 
8. Procedures: to include VPA language about striking an ad hoc committee” as opposed to a standing committee.  
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M. Gerson noted that with TCPSI the requirement was that there had to be an appeal committee and the appeal 
committee had to be a standing appeal committee.  That has changed in TCPSII (version amended this summer) – 
there no longer has to be a standing appeal committee.  An appeal committee can be struck by the president or 
by whoever is responsible for the whole workings, on an ad hoc basis as long as nobody on the original committee 
is on the appeal committee.  This gives us a lot more flexibility in terms of how appeals are handled.  It would still 
be a good idea to have this relationship with SFU for our appeals but it means it is no longer the only way we can 
deal with appeals, especially in an applied research area that SFU does not deal with.  We do have the resources 
to set up an appeal committee of our own here. 
 

3.  Committee Member Vacation  

M. Heldman advised the committee that this item was on the agenda because we are entering into vacation time 
and felt that people need to know that the committee is going to continue to meet as scheduled and we have set 
a quorum of five people to be in attendance in order for it to continue.  That is the intention, so take your 
vacations but know that the work will continue.  For instance, the work that Kelly and Wanda are doing on the 
Conflict of Interest Policy – that will be a priority – we will work around vacations - just a general word on 
vacations.   
 

4. J. Belshaw then referenced Agenda Item #4 – Field School - As S. Copp is absent, this item will be brought forward 
to the next meeting. 

 Action Item #2:  Ensure that Field School is added to the meeting agenda of June 30
th

, 2011.  M. Lerer 
 

5. Langara College Research Ethics Board Application for Ethics Approval  
 for Research Involving Humans 

J. Belshaw then drew the committee’s attention to an attached tracked changes version of this document. 
He proceeded with a review of the highlighted minuted changes from last meeting and confirmed that all of the 
changes had been made. 
 
J. Russell referenced a discussion document which states “a working committee is responsible for trying to 
establish country-wide practices with respect to children in health care and sick children in research” and one of 
the recommendations is that the college under all circumstances be permitted to seek consent regardless of age. 
That was part of the discussion we had last time - heavy referencing in a widely used policy by CIHR. 
 
J. Belshaw offered that the landscape keeps changing and ethical standards will always be changing and 
improving. J. Belshaw then enquired if there were any other remarks regarding the application form. 
 
S. Plear felt that in the interest of aesthetics, the spacing could be increased under Item M. Free and Informed 
Consent, 1. Participant’s Capacity between the Option Choice boxes.  It was agreed that the spacing would be 
increased to improve legibility. 
 
Action Item #3:  Under Item M. Free and Informed Consent, increase the spacing to double between the boxes 
and ensure that there are double spaces between all of the choices.    M. Lerer 
 
K. Sveinson referenced page 7 of the application form - “Check Box - Using human samples (e.g., saliva, urine, 
blood, hair) and noted that Langara College is not in a position to store biological materials and suggested that 
this item be removed.  We had earlier agreed that Langara College policy under Biohazard Rules - states that 
biohazard research will not be conducted at Langara College. 
 
J. Russell suggested that we do not want to restrict researchers.  M. Heldman offered that in a sense yes we do`  
M. Gerson felt that the whole reason of restricting biohazard research was that to deal with NSERC it would 
generate a whole other level of setting things up, which at this stage NSERC would require.   K. Sveinson noted 
that this item would be a definite trigger.  K. Sveinson’s segue to review of the Conflict of Interested Policy was to 
request that this document be linked to Conflict of Interest Policy B3005. 
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J. Belshaw requested the committee’s agreement that we add the statement “Please consult the Conflict of 
Interest Policy B3005, Section 2.6.” the section on Using Human Samples of the Application Form.  It was moved 
by M. Heldman and seconded by M. Gerson that this change be made to the document. 
 
Action Item #4: Add the statement to the Application Form, Page 7 under Using Human Samples, following the 
first sentence “Please consult the Conflict of Interest Policy B3005, Section 2.6.”  J. Belshaw 
 
V. Feng then referred to page 7 of the application form, and noted a typo – XX  instead of a Box under 
Interviewing participants – Other.    
Action Item #5:  Page 7 replace XX next to Other with a box       .    J. Belshaw 
 
V. Feng also questioned the need for the box entitled “Images used for analysis under the heading Recording of 
participants using:.  M. Heldman added that the expectation appears to be that the committee would receive a 
copy of the attachment. M. Gerson noted that images may be used for analysis but may also be used for results. J. 
Belshaw then asked if the committee was amenable to dropping this item from the application form for now.  
After further discussion it was moved by M. Heldman and seconded by M. Gerson to drop this box from the 
application form. 
 
Action Item #6:  Page 7, delete the item          Images used for analysis    J. Belshaw 
 

6.i) Conflict of Interest Research Policy 

J. Belshaw drew the committee’s attention to the meeting package and noted that the version of the Conflict of 
Interest Policy attached was not the latest version.   At 10:40 am J. Belshaw asked M. Heldman to take the chair 
and review the Integrity in Research Policy while he left the meeting to obtain copies of the most current tracked 
changes version of the Conflict of Interest Research Policy.  M. Heldman agreed. 
 

6.iii) Integrity in Research and Scholarship Policy 

M. Heldman proceeded with a review of the tracked changes version of Integrity in Research and Scholarship 
Policy - #B3004.  The last time we talked about this policy, two weeks ago, it was apparent that there were some 
concerns about Processes so this section has been substantially rewritten.  J. Belshaw, J. Russell and M. Gerson 
with some information provided by J. Douglas obtained from UBC have made changes to this policy.  M. Heldman 
then drew the committee’s attention to heading 4. Procedures.   The part about an informal question of 
complaint has been removed.  We turn to the fact that an allegation of scholarly misconduct can come from 
either inside or outside of the college because when we are looking for integrity in research we want to give the 
opportunity to any member of the college or member of the general public to bring forward a concern.  When we 
talked about this we were also aware of the problems in dealing with anonymous sources or uncooperative 
sources.  The ability of the college to investigate an allegation may be hampered if it is from an anonymous or 
uncooperative source and investigations are always subject to principles of natural justice. That paragraph 
addresses the need to have anonymous concerns come forward in a way that was not previously captured.  So 
how we are going to respond to those allegations?  M.  Heldman then reviewed Items 4.2, 4.21 though to 4.2.2.  
M. Heldman noted that we wanted to give the VPA a wide range of ways in which an allegation may be responded 
to (from UBC).  We are empowering the VPA to determine whether the allegation is serious enough to warrant 
additional investigation, dismiss or address something else that needs to be done. 
 
I. Humpreys enquired if the VPA can dismiss something without taking any of the actions in 4.2.1.  M. Heldman 
replied no, because I think we are proceeding step by step with the policy. I. Humphreys reiterated that there is 
no option for the VPA to do nothing.  M. Gerson then added that the policy does use the words may do which 
implies to him a choice of not doing them, i.e. doing nothing.  I. Humphreys and M. Gerson both agreed that this 
was an important point as otherwise you would be forced to react to frivolous allegations. 
 
J. Russell noted a minor point under items 4.2.2 point 3, the word or is implied and should replace the word and.  
The committee agreed to this change. M. Heldman asked if this would also apply to 4.2.1 point 3.  It was agreed 
that it did and the changes were agreed to. 
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Action Item #7:  Under item 4.2.1 point 3 and 4.2.2 point 3 replace the word and with the word or.  
          M. Heldman, M. Lerer 
 
J. Russell and I. Humphreys noted that under 4.3 a. The word then should read ten.  This change was agreed to. 
Action Item #8:  Under item 4.3 a. Replace Within then working days with the words Within ten working days. 
          M. Heldman, M. Lerer 
 
M. Heldman noted under Item 4.3 e. First sentence - There should be a space between the words theallegation, to 
read the allegation.  This change was agreed to. 
Action Item #9:  Under Item 4.3 a.  Insert a space between the words the and allegation.  
          M. Heldman, M. Lerer 
 
J. Russell requested that under Item 4.3 a. ii) his tracking changes comments {(JR3):  I wonder whether this exclusion is 
consistent with establishing a review committee with relevant expertise in the area involved in the particular case.  Consider 
replacing this sentence with “Where possible, members of the respondent’s department/school will not be part of the 

committee.”}- be moved to the first sentence of this item ii).   
Action Item #10  Move (JR3) comments as noted above.     M. Heldman, M. Lerer 
 
M. Heldman continued with a review of the Integrity in Research Policy items 4.3 f to g and under The Report will 
include: a through to i.  M. Gerson expressed curiosity about item f. Legal advice, if sought. For example if the 
committee seeks legal advice and receives legal advice can we say well the lawyer told us this - especially if the 
reports have the potential of being made public.  I. Humphreys commented that the present policy is quite 
restrictive.   J. Russell noted that legal advice might be necessary and could be germane to the deliberations of the 
committee.  For example someone is doing research on religious individuals and someone was excluded from 
participating or employed based on their religious outlooks.  The committee may want to consult a lawyer 
regarding human rights legislation and protection of individuals. There may be some analogous situations.  This 
will be part of the information that the VPA has to sift through. 
 
M. Gerson noted that the committee is the lawyer’s client and it is the committee’s lawyer/client privilege.  If the 
report goes to the VPA only and has no potential of becoming public.  M. Heldman added that if this report is 
binding on the college the VPA has to make certain that all of the information is correct. You do not want to know 
if legal advice was sought or not – but as the report is binding on the college you need to know that all the bases 
have been covered. J. Russell felt strongly that there should be wording ensuring protection of the college’s client 
privilege.  M. Gerson concurred. 
 
At 11:05am J. Belshaw returned to the meeting with copies of the revised (tracked changes) versions of the 
Conflict of Interest Policy. 
 
M. Heldman continued the review of the Integrity in Research Policy.  J. Belshaw added that whatever happens - it 
has to be transparent to the NSERC.  M. Gerson advised that a copy of the report would be provided to NSERC. K. 
Sveinson asked what occurs if the researcher is accused of a breach of integrity but is found innocent.  M. Gerson 
spoke about the repercussions if an allegation is made that integrity has been breached but it has not.  S. Plear 
added that if the funding agency requires a report it will be provided.  J. Russell added that he felt that the larger 
point is the one about client privilege.  Presumably we are not going to be asking for advice about how to protect 
the college financially.  We are going to be asking for advice about the law and what its implications are in respect 
to applying this policy. He was not so concerned about the financial aspect – knowing that they will be looked at 
by funding agencies.  M. Gerson raised the point about where it specifies “requires the college to give up its 
solicitor/client privileges” – what would be the ramifications if this report may have to go beyond the college.  S. 
Plear added we should check the FOIPOP Act.  J. Russell noted that he was not clear on the downside of this.  That 
is just part of accountability and transparency as much as possible even in a situation where the committee may 
be responsible for protecting the college from a lawsuit .   
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I. Humphreys felt that our current policy on conducting investigations may be completely inadequate in 
relation to this policy and he will review.  If we conduct investigations somewhat differently than the policy then 
we might find ourselves in a stew. M. Heldman added that the two ways of proceeding are quite different.  
(Report out process captured.) 
 
Action Item #11  Review and amend our policy on conducting investigations as above (soon) 
          . I. Humphreys 
M. Heldman continued with a review of the Integrity in Research Policy.  On page 6, second paragraph from top of 
page Under Item 4.3.     
 
M. Gerson added that the first paragraph and the second paragraph deal with two different situations. K. 
Sveinson noted that he had no problem with the second paragraph (starts on bottom of page 5) but he did have 
an issue with the first paragraph and felt it was rather negative, we report that nothing happened and we will 
destroy everything except we will send this copy.   
 
B. Belshaw added that if NSERC approves this policy what they will see is that in the event that we have a 
complaint is that after  a very thorough process to determine if there is valid basis for the complaint or allegation 
we are going to destroy the documents.  This is their opportunity to ask that we hold onto the documents for six 
(6) months so that they can review them as need be.  This would give them an opportunity to disapprove of our 
wording. 
 
M. Heldman asked if the committee wanted to continue or was in favour of discontinuing the review of the 
Integrity in Research Policy (at Item 4.4) and continue with J. Belshaw as chair to review the balance of the 
Agenda.   M. Heldman added that the changes that we agreed to today would be incorporated into the 
documents and would be brought back at the next meeting with the tracked changes visible and that she would 
work with M. Lerer on this. 

 
 J. Belshaw provided copies of the correct version of the Conflict of Interest Policy to the committee and then 

continued with a review of today’s agenda.  He noted that I. Humphreys would have to leave shortly.  He then 
moved to Agenda Item 9. New Business, i)  Swap Student Project.  J. Belshaw reported Action Item #15 – Check 
into the hiring of SWAP students for the summer.  He has hired three (3) SWAP students, one for I. Humphreys 
Department to work on website design.   He will be reviewing four or five sites of other institutions and come 
back as a student and then going to the website as a graduate researcher which site serves you best.  

 
 Action item #12:   I. Humphreys and J. Belshaw to meet for an update re the SWAP student’s progress on web 

design. 
 
 J. Belshaw informed the committee that the other two students would be available to work on the survey (with V. 
 Feng) in the Library.  J. Belshaw also reported that the DDC has been informed of these developments. 
 
 I. Humphreys left the meeting at 11:20am. 
 

J. Belshaw drew the Committee’s attention to the Conflict of Interest Policy (correct version – with tracked 
changes showing).  J. Belshaw noted that he, Kelly and Wanda had met two weeks ago. The first change was 
moving second paragraph of Item 2  Definitions to Item 6. Guidelines  (Action Item #7).  J. Belshaw continued with 
his review of the Conflict of Interest document and confirmed that all changes agreed to had been incorporated. 
Under 5.6 the word annually was replaced with the phrase whenever it occurs.   
 
Action Item #13:  Under Item 5.6  (delete reference to “financial interest” in this sentence.  In the first sentence, 
after the words Researchers must disclose delete the phrase any Financial Interests they or their Related Parties 
have in entities and replace with the following phrase any conflict of interest then add the following phrase to the 
end of the sentence to the Vice President, Academic or delegate.   K. Sveinson,W. Pierson 
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After further discussion on the Conflict of Interest Policy  J. Belshaw advised that he would amend the Conflict of 
Interest Policy and review with K. Sveinson upon Kelly’s return from vacation. 
 
Action Item #14:  Review and amend Conflict of Interest Policy. 
 
J. Belshaw moved on to Item 8. Procedures and advised that they have taken the language from LC-REB.  K. 
Sveinson referred to procedural issues and clarified that there are two separate tracks – one is (8.1 thru to 8.3) 
what to do when a researcher has voluntarily disclosed a conflict of interest and the other is (8.4) outside 
allegations and what to do and subsequent to that there is a procedure.  8.4 copies exactly what is in Integrity in 
Research Policy.   Item 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3 are how and if we manage once disclosure of a conflict of interest has 
occurred. 
 
J. Russell asked what if the conflict of interest disclosure is sufficient to strike an ad hoc committee, for example 
my wife is heading up this political party.  Disclosure should be sufficient.  Suppose someone discloses they have 
100 shares in Acme Wind Power Company and they are studying wind power.  I would be inclined to think that 
disclosure is sufficient.  There is a certain level of scrutiny.  The Vice President, Academic has the authority to 
decide that the disclosure is sufficient and/or the researcher has taken the necessary steps to address the conflict 
of interest, i.e. arm’s length.  The Vice President Academic concurs or the Vice President, Academic must address 
and refer to a committee. 
 
J. Belshaw advised that he and K. Sveinson will review and capture the changes above and forward electronic 
copies to the committee. 
 
Action Item #15:  J. Belshaw and K. Sveinson to review and capture the above changes to the Conflict of Interest 
Policy and forward electronic copies to the committee.    J. Belshaw/K. Sveinson 

 
10. Date of next meeting:  Friday, June 30th, 2011 at 10:00am  
 
11. Meeting adjourned at 11:45am. 

 


