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MINUTES OF MEETING   (2013-2014) 
 

FACULTY BOARD 
 

Friday, February 14, 2014 in the Sankey Chambers 
(Video Conferencing, Room 17, Hamilton Campus) 

 
 
Members Present   J. Barrett, R. Beatty, F. Blaikie, H. Brown, D. Ciuffetelli Parker, D. Collier, 

T. DiPetta, J. Engemann, X. Fazio, C. Giles, C. Hands, R. Hill, K. Jaipal-
Jamani, D. Karrow, J. Kitchen, R. Kuchapski, R. Kumar, X. Li, C. Lu, K. 
Maich, M. McGinn, R. McQuirter, C. Mitchell, D. Mogadime, T. Norris, M. 
O’Sullivan, J. Rowsell, R. Saul, N. Simmons, S. Sydor, M. Vanderlee, K. 
Winters, L. Volante 

 
Also Present M. Mukkar Ippolito, S. Plavinskis, S. Ratkovic, S. Regier, K. Tuck 
 
Regrets  S. Bennett, S. Bosacki, C. Figg, T. Gallagher, J. Graham, D. Harwood, S. 

McKitrick, J. Novak, N. Taber, P. Vietgen, V. Woloshyn 
 
Recorder Michelle Smythe, Acting Secretary, Faculty Board 
 
Absent  S. Abbey, D. Armstrong, M. Bajovic, R. Bedard, L. Cherubini, A. DiBiase, 

C. Finlay, L. Paul, C. Ruthford, M. Savage, S. Vansickle, S. Widrick, R. 
Young 

 
On Leave/Sabbatical S. Drake, S. Griffin, D. Hutchison, D. McLauchlan, G. Phillips, S. Tilley,  

 
The meeting was called to order at 9:37 a.m. 
 
Presentation—Elizabeth Yates, Liaison/Scholarly Communication Librarian, Brock University---Open 
Access: An Overview 
 
M. O’Sullivan introduced E. Yates, Liaison/Scholarly Communication Librarian, who gave an overview of 
Open Access publishing and how it related to education. 
 
Open access:  

 free immediate online access to scholarly research 

 no end-user fees 

 usually greater freedom for re-use 
 
E. Yates said that she would share her PowerPoint presentation with the faculty and provided her contact 
information (eyates@brocku.ca or Ext.4469). 
 
The presentation finished at 10:00 a.m. M. O’Sullivan thanked E. Yates and apologized that there wasn’t 
more time. 
 
1. Approval of the Agenda 
 
 MOVED (M. Vanderlee/ J. Kitchen) 

CARRIED 

mailto:eyates@brocku.ca
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2. Approval of the Minutes 
 
 MOVED (M. McGinn/R. Hill) 

CARRIED 
 

3. Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 
 Approval of the Minutes from the May 24, 2013 Faculty Board Meeting –Attachment 2 
   

MOVED (T. DiPetta/R. McQuirter) 
CARRIED  

           
(a) Approval of the Minutes from the October 25, 2013 Faculty Board Meeting – Attachment 3  

 
MOVED (F. Blaikie/J. Kitchen) 

CARRIED 
    

 
(b) MOTION FROM AGENDA OF OCTOBER 25, 2013 MEETING 

PLANNING AND PRIORITIES COMMITTEE 

MOVED (Jaipal Jamani/Mogadime) 

THAT a Standing Committee be created consisting of five faculty board members        

(including representatives from departments and centres) to address issues of 

        diversity in the FOE.  

 

K. Jaipal-Jamani provided context on why the Planning and Priorities Committee wanted to move 

forward with the creation of this committee. One of the topics that came up in the Planning and 

Priorities Committee work was the issue of diversity. That was why this motion was brought to the 

Faculty Board level was to give the striking committee the mandate to move forward. 

 

D. Mogadime mentioned that the proposed committee was moving from five to eight members and 

echoed the sentiments that the committee wanted to move forward with its mandate. 

 

It was mentioned that because the proposed committee was moving from five to eight members 

Faculty Board would have to vote to amend the motion. The amendment was spoken about at the 

last Faculty Board meeting but there wasn’t quorum to amend it. 

 

It was asked if this motion was meant to increase the promotion of diversity. 

 

It was advised that it can be difficult to create an ad hoc committee without having a mandate for the 

committee. Maybe the Planning and Priorities Committee could come back to Faculty Board with a 

mandate for the proposed committee and then it could be decided if the proposed committee is a 

standing committee or an ad hoc committee. 

 

Someone asked if maybe we should amend the motion to say something similar to “…to address 

issues of diversity and promote issues in diversity in the FOE.”  
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Discussion ensued on moving the proposed committee from five to eight members. Knowing how 

difficult it can be to recruit members on a committee, it could be difficult getting eight members. If 

the committee was trying to recruit members from each department and centre it would be difficult 

because some of the centres are already stretched getting members on committees. 

 

D. Mogadime said that there was already advance notice to view this motion and asked that we not 

delay voting on it. 

 

Some individuals gave support for the proposed committee and said that this in an important move 

and we should try to move forward with it. 

 

Others gave support for the committee but agreed with the point referring to the committee having a 

mandate. “I don’t want to delay it but can we be clear about the scope and purpose of the 

committee”. 

 

Someone explained the difference between a standing committee and an ad hoc committee. A 

standing committee is incorporated into the constitution. The creation of a standing committee 

requires a constitutional change and the committee has to report at each meeting. Also, there is a 

process to get the change in the constitution. An ad hoc committee would report to Faculty Board 

for the purpose/mandate of the committee. An ad hoc committee could be changed to a standing 

committee later down the road. 

 

  An amendment to the motion was proposed: 

 

That an ad hoc committee consisting of five Faculty Board members be established to develop terms 

of reference for a standing committee on diversity in the Faculty of Education. 

 
MOVED (K. Jaipal-Jamani/S. Sydor) 

CARRIED 
      

(c) MOTION FROM AGENDA OF NOVEMBER 29, 2013 MEETING 
PLANNING AND PRIORITIES COMMITTEE  

MOVED (C. Mitchell/S. Sydor) 

THAT the recommendation to conduct a SWOT analysis through an email questionnaire to full-

time faculty members includes the questions outlined below is accepted in principle.   

Administering an email questionnaire to all full-time faculty members  
 
 Questionnaire Preamble 
 In light of current changes facing Brock University and the Faculty of Education, such as the Ministry of 

Training, Colleges and Universities (MTCU) call for differentiation, the  extended Bachelor of Education 
program, and the projected budget deficits, there is need for additional and updated information on the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and threats  (SWOT) of FOE programs to supplement information obtained 
from previous SWOT processes. 
 
Suggested Questions:   
 1. Please comment on any of the programs of the FOE you wish to in relation to: 
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 a) Academic requirements 
 b) Quality of program 
 c) Suggested changes to program. 

2.  Please comment on the current structure of the FOE and your vision of what a FOE         
structure could look like in 2018. 

 
K. Jaipal-Jamani provided context on why the Planning and Priorities Committee was recommending 
a SWOT analysis and mentioned that it would be completed by the people within the Goodman 
School of Business. 
 
It was asked why external people would be involved with the SWOT analysis.  
 
Someone mentioned that the board did a SWOT analysis and once they did it one was put in place 
for Senate. The people within the Goodman School of Business, conducting the analysis, will consult 
with you and put the questions together and it could be a conversation starter. The process would 
cost under $2000. 

 
It was asked if this was good timing for this process since Faculty Board would be having discussions 
regarding finances at their next meeting. As well, the Ad Hoc Senate Committee on Program Review 
& Prioritization is trying to meet with all of the Chairs and Directors. They want to follow the same 
process that has happened with staff program review. Since they have not met with chairs yet they 
are not near the point where they would be able to speak to Faculty Board. A SWOT analysis before 
this process may be counter-productive. 
 
Through discussion it was discovered that the proposed motion has evolved since it was originally 
put on the agenda. It was asked if the motion could be clarified so that everyone is aware of what 
they are voting on.   
 
The Dean said that she suggested to M. O’Sullivan that both the VP Finance and VP Academic be 
invited to the next Faculty Board meeting to talk about the big picture for Brock and in the more 
granular way for the FOE specifically. The Dean also said that what we are facing now is a loss in 
revenue. Senior administration does not see it as a loss to only teacher education. It is a financial loss 
to the whole faculty. We need to discuss how we will come together as one community and move 
forward. 

 
It was also suggested that Faculty Board have the presentations from the vice-presidents. Then the 
Planning and Priorities Committee could have further discussions once they have heard back from 
Faculty Board. They could then come back to Faculty Board with the results of those discussions. 
 
C. Mitchell moved that this motion be returned to the Planning and Priorities Committee for further 
discussion. 

 
CARRIED 

 
10:43 a.m. Break ---- reconvened ---- 10:52 a.m. 

 
 
4. Question Period for Administrative Reports 
 

(a) Dean’s Report 
 

The Dean said that she had an extensive report and that she would take questions. 
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It was asked if the Faculty of Education would be able to keep Sylvester Chen’s position. The Dean 
said that we will be able to replace his position. She also mentioned that Sylvester’s resignation was 
submitted after she submitted her report. The Dean would like to thank Sylvester for his work and 
support the past 11 years. 

 
(b) Associate Dean’s Report (SACS) 

 
S. Sydor said that her focus right now is the profile scoring for the teacher candidates for next year. 
There are approximately 2000 applications for the program. 

 
S. Sydor also said that the Recruitment Liaison position is on hold. She is trying to get through the 
steps for right now but then she will have to look at the future of the position. How will the scoring 
be done in the future and what is the future for recruitment? Will it be done centrally or do we look 
within our own faculty?  

 
We have profile scorers in next week marking the profiles. The ideal would be to get a few faculty 
scorers to be involved. We will be scoring from the computer room in the Cairns building. So our 
arms are open to any faculty who would like to attend and help out. 

 
(c) Associate Dean’s Report (RII) 

 
The Associate Dean (RII) invited faculty to attend the Educational Research and Innovation Hub 
opening and meeting beforehand. The meeting begins at 1:00 pm. 
 
M. McGinn said that our colleague JP Rousseau will still visit us but his tour is not happening this 
year due to finances. He hopes that the tour will resume next year. 
 
M. McGinn also reminded faculty to submit their applications for a SSHRC Institutional Grant. She 
said that March 20th is the deadline and this is the end of that funding block. It’s not fair if you apply 
after that deadline. 
 
At the last Faculty Board meeting faculty was invited to submit ideas to the Dean (to take to OADE) 
for possible funding. M. McGinn said that we did put in an application to tap into some of the 
OADE funds but they were looking at a number of ideas. 

 
(d) Department of Graduate and Undergraduate Studies 

 
R. Kuchapski said that the Faculty of Graduate Studies has $20,000 available to entice graduate 
students to come into the graduate program. If there is a student that you want to come into the 
program, and you have research dollars as part of a fellowship, then the Faculty of Graduate Studies 
may be able to match that money. This opportunity is for the research path only. If you do have 
funding available and you want to match those funds then speak to R. Kuchapski. 
 
R. Kuchapski said that full-time student equivalents have gone up. We will have five PhD students 
coming into the program this year instead of our usual eight. There were two people who turned 
down the offer and one deferral. There were quite a few applications for fellowship. 
 
R. Kuchapski also announced that there were plans to have a lunch to thank Sylvester for his help in 
the ISP program. It will be on February 28th which is Sylvester’s last day here. We were going to 
invite only those who have worked in the ISP Program but maybe we can open it up to everyone. 
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(e) Department of Teacher Education 
 

J. Kitchen was present to answer any Teacher Education questions. 
 

No questions. 
 

(f) Centre for Adult Education and Community Outreach (CAECO) 
 

S. Plavinskis was present to answer any CAECO questions.  
 

No questions. 
 

(g) Centre for continuing Teacher Education (CCTE) – NO REPORT 
 
T. DiPetta said that the centre has met its targets for the year. We have a project with DSBN right 
now and are talking to the NCDSB to work on a project with them. 
 
T. DiPetta also said that the centre would be offering the ESL China course again this year. One of 
the schools that we are working with is a Canadian International School. They are looking at early 
childhood educators and there may be some tech opportunities in the future. 
 
(h) Centre for Multiliteracies 

 
J. Rowsell said that there are 40 students registered right now. We have started a math program but it 
is too early to report on right now. 

 
The students who are tutoring in the reading program are volunteering as part of a course.  

 
It was asked if the Reading Clinic was hiring any graduate students. J. Rowsell said that since they do 
not have the funds to hire anyone, the tutors are volunteers. 

 
(i) Tecumseh Centre for Aboriginal Research and Education – NO REPORT 

 
J. Kitchen apologized that his report was not in the package sent out so he sent it out last night. 

 
There is an ILTA position that will be coming forward any day (in Aboriginal Education) so keep an 
eye out for it if you know anyone who would be interested. 

 
J. Kitchen announced that J. Hodson will be retiring and unfortunately the centre will not be 
replacing her. 

 
(j) Office of Concurrent Education – NO REPORT 

 
S. Regier said that she missed the deadline for a report so she had a few points to mention.  
 
Our new Academic Advisor has started.  
 
In the past month we have had a number of workshops for our students (ex. year 1 Welcome Back 
seminars). We have also had workshops from R. Kuchapski for students who were interested in 
working on a Masters Degree after the program. As well, T. Dipetta and R. Hill have come over to 
speak about AQ courses. 
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S. Regier also said that a priority for our office is to remind everyone that we are a member of the 
Faculty of Education. 
 
It was asked what year were the students that R. Kuchapski spoke to. It was a mixture of years one 
through four. 
 
S. Regier said that if there are any other programs that the students should know about please let 
them know and they can let our students know. 

 
(k) Office of Research – NO REPORT 

 
No questions 

 
5. Question Period for Standing Committee Reports 
 

(a) Computer and media Advisory Committee (CAMAC) 
 

R. Kumar was available to answer questions. 
 
It was asked, what is the policy on replacing faculty computers? R. Kumar said that there is $700 
available every four years. And that faculty is not notified when they are next on the list. It is up to 
faculty to ask about the funding. 
 
R. Kumar said there was an issue this year when renewing the licence for nvivo but we have made 
some inroads. R. Kumar and S. Sydor will be speaking to the AVP next week. 

 
(b) Faculty Awards Selection Committee 

 
The deadline that was announced is wrong. The deadline is actually Wednesday, February 19th. The 
university is not open on the February 17th. 

 
(c) Fine Arts Advocacy Committee – NO REPORT 

 
(d) Library Advisory Committee – NO REPORT 
 

(e) Planning and Priorities Committee – NO REPORT 
 

(f) Professional Development Committee – NO REPORT 
 

(g) Publications Committee – NO REPORT 
 

(h) Research and Development Committee 
 

J. Rowsell took over as of January. J. Mgombelo kindly took over while she was on sabbatical. 
 

(i) Striking Committee – NO REPORT 
 

M. O’Sullivan reported that he was the only faculty rep on that committee and had put out a call at 
the last meeting and haven’t received a response. 
 
S. Sydor volunteered to be on the striking committee but can’t be vice-chair. 
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6. OTF Representative – T. Beck – NO REPORT 
 
7. Other business 
 

M. O’Sullivan asked if there was any other business. 
S. Sydor said that you should know that a Senate election is coming up in March. S. Sydor was 
putting forward the invitation for faculty to put their names forward. She is happy to meet with 
anyone who wants to know more about Senate and is interested in entering the election. We need to 
have nominees. 
 
C. Mitchel wanted to say that Senate has done a great job this year. It’s time that we start moving 
outside of our department. We need to be active on Senate and even get involved in the union. 
Things are not okay and it’s important to get involved and not assume that others will put their name 
forward. 
 
D. Mogadime said that she was at a diversity council meeting last week and one of the attendees 
invited diversity workers to the conference to talk about diversity. 
 
The LTA situation should be considered an equity issue. With the increase in LTAs there is a 
decrease in professorship. There’s something wrong with that increase. 
 
D. Mogadime reminded everyone that CSSE is coming in May. There was a meeting on January 31st 
of program chairs. It was a very successful day. M. McGinn was there to represent the Dean. D. 
Mogadime asked for support with volunteers. Be open to helping out and volunteering. It’s going to 
take a lot of momentum and energy. D. Mogadime also said thank you to the Dean for getting a big 
thinker for the conference. Cindy Blackstock will be the guest speaker.  
 
The Aboriginal community here is very excited about having Cindy here. They are talking about 
certain events that will be planned around her talk and that afternoon. There will be a strong 
aboriginal focus as well as a strong educational focus. 
 
It was asked if the Dean is aware of any faculty lines that may be coming about in the future. The 
Dean said that she has a meeting with Neil McCartney this afternoon. He may get back to me next 
week. We will need to move quickly with this because the ads should have gone out already. 

 
Move to Adjourn – T. DiPetta/R. Kumar 
 
Adjourned at 11:45 am 

 


