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Item 1) The meeting convened at 12 noon with lunch and introductions: 
  

• Attendees for 2006: 
 
Name Institution/title Contact 
   
Joseph Hoh Camosun College Hoh@camosun.bc.ca
Mary Lou Trinkwon Cap College/Coordinator Textile Arts Department mtrinkwo@capcollege.bc.ca
Dorothy Jantzen Cap College/Dean of Fine and Applied Arts /SLP for 

Articulation 
djantzen@capcollege.bc.ca

Henry Tsang ECIAD htsang@eciad.ca
Kelly Phillips ECIAD kphillips@eciad.ca
Susan Stewart  ECIAD sstewart@eciad.ca
David Lloyd Kwantlen College  
Kira Wu Kwantlen College Kira.Wu@kwantlen.ca
Gordon Trick Langara College/Instructor  in Printmaking/Drawing and 

Articulation Chair 2005/6 
gtrick@langara.bc.ca

Karen Hodgson* Malaspina University College (Nanaimo)  
Linda Perron North Island College (Host Institution  for Prov Artic’n 

2006) 
Linda.Perron@nic.bc.ca

David Maclean North Island College  
Alan Burgess North Island College  
Alan Brandoli Thompson Rivers University abrandoli@tru.ca
No delegate Trinity Western University  
Fern Helfand UBC Okanagan fern.helfand@ubc.ca
No delegate UBC Vancouver   
Paula Funk UCFV/ Program Advisor, Visual Arts & Fashion Design Paula.Funk@ucfv.ca
Daniel Laskarin University of Victoria Laskarin@uvic.ca
  articulation@bccat.bc.ca

• attended May 5th 
 
2) The Chair reviewed the purposes of the Articulation Committee and meeting as 
described in the Articulation Committee Handbook 
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3) The agenda was reviewed and discussed. North Island College requested that the 
reference to ‘Power Point’ in the Friday morning workshop be changed to ‘Key Note’.  

o David Maclean (NIC) moved to accept the agenda with the requested 
change made. Seconded by Alan Brandoli (TRU). Passed. 

4) the Minutes from Articulation 2005 were reviewed and changes noted. 
o Susan Stewart (ECIAD) moved to accept minutes as presented. Seconded by 

Fern Helfand (UBCO). Passed. 
 
5) the Election of a new Chair and hosting institution for 2007/08. After some 
discussion, Capilano College volunteered to be the hosting institution for 2007, with 
Mary Lou Trinkwon elected (Capilano College) as the new chair.  
 
6) Roundtable: Delegates verbally presented information addressing: 

 An overview of their existing program 
 Changes to the program since the previous articulation 
 Initiatives and/or anticipated future developments within, or otherwise affecting, 

the program and its articulation 
 
The chair had suggested that this information be presented in written form as well so 
that it could be included more easily with the minutes. Please see the attachments for 
information from each institution.  
NOTE to all delegates: If you have the roundtable information for your institution 
in Word (.doc) format, could you email it to the chair please? gtrick@langara.bc.ca
It will be easier to assemble this as a group of attachments. I currently have info already 
in electronic form from: 

 UBCO  
 
The Roundtable session concluded at approximately 2:45 pm. 
 
7) Recent BCCAT developments (attachment). Dorothy Jantzen, Dean of Fine and 
Applied Arts at Capilano College and System Liaison Person for the Visual Art + Design 
Articulation Committee reviewed recent initiatives and developments by BCCAT. 
 
8) Grading: Expectations and Outcomes. Susan Stewart from ECIAD conducted a 
very timely workshop addressing issues of grading. Some of the main issues include: 

 uneven grading within institutions due to a variety of factors: unrealistic 
expectations from students for high grades; aggressive lobbying for higher 
grades, including the use or over-use of the appeal process; inexperienced 
sessionals, and/or sessionals reluctant to grade too hard for fear of student 
‘evaluation’ backlash; achievement ‘creep’ whereby what was once merely 
average work is now seen as being above average because the general level of 
achievement has slowly deteriorated over time 

 uneven grading between one institution and another: this can be caused by many 
of the above factors, but also may be a reflection of different criteria used by 
institutions in their assessment policies. Where it can affect articulation is in that 
there may be a disconnect between grades on students’ transcripts and the 
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actual quality of portfolios presented to a ‘receiving institution’, which can raise 
questions about that institution’s grading criteria and their students’ real 
achievements. Over time it may be apparent that a ‘B+’ student from X institution 
is probably the equivalent of an ‘A+’ from Y institution, but if both are accepted 
into the receiving institution, who gets course preferences, scholarship money, 
etc.? Often GPA is a deciding factor… 

 
For most students, high grades are critical for future success, so it is of extreme 
importance that the overall system be fair and consistent. Based on the model 
developed at ECIAD for determining appropriate grading, Susan distributed an 
‘expectations/ outcomes’ matrix to articulation delegates which they used to identify 
what they would consider to be relevant expectations for student achievement and 
appropriate grades in their institutions and courses. The delegates’ results coincided 
very closely with the results compiled at ECIAD, suggesting that there is in fact a 
general consensus amongst visual art and design instructors as to expected outcomes 
and grades. Susan noted that the first stage of this process is intended to achieve 
agreement amongst diverse faculty members as to expectations/outcomes and grades 
(which the workshop demonstrated is not difficult to achieve). The second and perhaps 
more relevant stage is to involve students in identifying, or at least recognizing, what 
course expectations are and how projects will be assessed, preferably the earlier in the 
process the better. 
 
Delegates agreed to present the so-called ‘ECIAD matrix’ to their faculties as a way of 
initiating discussion and action, if necessary, regarding evaluation criteria and grading 
processes, particularly at the foundation levels.  
 
Action: Gordon Trick will follow up and remind delegates to do this, preferably before or 
during the Fall 2006 semester. 
 
Adjournment for Thursday at approximately 5:00 pm.  
 
 
Friday, May 5th

 
Meeting re-convened at 8:30 am with continental breakfast. 
 
Item 8) Digital technology… this on-going articulation topic was introduced this year by 
North Island College with an excellent presentation of Apple’s Keynote presentation 
software program. Apple’s program is intended to compete with Microsoft’s PowerPoint, 
and would seem to surpass it in several ways: it’s considerably less expensive, it’s easy 
to coordinate with Apple text, imaging and sound programs including Page, iPhoto, 
iMovie and iTunes, and it can be upgraded yearly for a small additional cost. One 
disadvantage is that it doesn’t currently have its own spreadsheet feature such as 
Microsoft’s Excel; however, Keynote does interface well with Microsoft programs so this 
is a minor point (Keynote 3 advertises ‘simple’ spreadsheet features). In short, Keynote 
could be the ideal program for institutional art/design digital studios. 
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The presentation was followed by a general discussion about how digital technology is 
being used in the institutions represented at the meeting to serve the needs of art and 
design programs. There seem to be discrepancies in how institutions acquire and use 
the technology that art and design programs deem necessary for their students to learn 
appropriate skills. At least one institution identified the lack of a base-funding budget 
program to replace obsolete technology. Some institutions have a three-year 
replacement program (North Island College, Langara College, others?), but issues still 
exist in terms of who makes decisions about appropriate technology: should 
departments determine what they want/need to buy, or does the instructional support 
staff make those decisions?  
 
A second issue concerns space/facilities. One institution indicated that it has no 
dedicated lab space for art/design students, which is compounded by reluctance on the 
part of technical staff to work with Macs.  
 
The extraordinary advances in digital technology might actually help solve some of the 
problems. For example, the availability now of (relatively) inexpensive laptops has some 
institutions considering ideas such as the following: 

 a laptop leasing program for students which would allow them the use of a 
personal laptop during their program, which students would be required to have 
and would keep when completed. The cost of the lease, at educational rates, 
could be factored into their program tuition. This could be beneficial to the 
institution in that less space would be needed for dedicated computer labs 
(provided that smaller stations could be placed around the campus to access 
servers, printers, etc.), and less hardware/software would need to be purchased 
and updated. 

 In reference to the above, could the provincial government channel the savings 
into a grant program to assist students in purchasing/upgrading personal 
computers? For example, art and design students may need significantly more 
memory than what might come with a laptop – could he/she apply for a grant to 
purchase or upgrade a home computer? 

 
Leasing solutions would also offset insurance issues associated with lost or stolen 
‘loaner’ laptops, pirated software, etc. Institutions would have to implement their own 
firewall/virus protection policies, which most would have anyway with computer labs. 
 
In terms of articulation concerns, implementation of the above ideas would ensure 
that students in all institutions would have equal access to current and affordable 
hardware/software, in other words at least the tools necessary to successfully complete 
foundation level courses involving digital technology. The articulation committee would 
like to include the following statement in the minutes: 
 
‘Art and Design programs and students need to be provided with adequate 
funding for technology, dedicated space for digital labs and funding for 
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technicians to be in them, and access to appropriate technologies for use in the 
digital media arts.’ 
 
9) Digital course development… Delegates had been asked by the chair to provide if 
possible course outlines of their institutions’ introductory level digital art/design courses 
(attached). The questions behind this were threefold: 

 What, if any, similarities exist between institutions and courses that would be 
useful for articulation purposes? 

 How do institutions structure their course content and how that might affect 
articulation decisions? 

 At what level is digital technology introduced into a program and how or is it 
related to other studio/theoretical course work?  

 
Notwithstanding the issues raised in item 8, or perhaps in addition to those issues, a 
healthy discussion ensued regarding digital course development and the articulation 
thereof. Some institutions introduce digital technology in the first year of their programs; 
others wait until second year. One element recognized by all institutions is that incoming 
students continue to have a wide range of competencies regarding technologies but 
most students have more basic skills now than similar students might have had a few 
years ago. This can create problems teaching, particularly if there isn’t adequate 
technical support. Some institutions implement a mentoring system whereby strongly 
competent students give support to less technologically developed students. The other 
element that some post-secondary institutions experience is a certain amount of ‘culture 
lag’, meaning that the persons at administrative levels may tend to underestimate the 
power and importance of technology in the learning/teaching environment because they 
are not familiar with it themselves (also sometimes called ‘fear of technology’). 
Decisions about acquiring/using technology are left to individuals with the appropriate 
‘qualifications’, and course development can be somewhat dependent on the whims of 
the same or similarly qualified individuals.  
 
How then do we develop courses pertinent to our students’ specific interests and goals, 
and create articulation agreements? Delegates agreed that it had to be more than a 
mere listing of software programs that students had been introduced to (as in listing 
tools used in a sculpture course as being adequately indicative of student competency, 
for example). Dorothy Jantzen reminded us that learning outcomes and objectives 
should drive articulation agreements. The chair offered to take on an exploratory project 
involving the comparison of existing introductory digital courses from all institutions 
(using course outlines and/or contacting instructors), in effect to find out what the 
answers to the three questions above might be at this point.  
 
Action: Gordon Trick will assemble information submitted by the institutions regarding 
their intro-level digital courses for preliminary comparisons, and forward this to 
delegates for discussion at next year’s committee meeting.    
 
10) As some delegates had to leave early to make various connections, the chair 
suggested that additional topics for next year’s meeting should be addressed. After a 
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brief discussion, it was agreed that a survey of Critical and Cultural Theory courses 
taught at participating institutions would be helpful. The chair will assemble course 
information from institutions in preparation for next year’s meeting. 
11) Summary of actions/initiatives for next year: 

 Delegates will use the ‘ECIAD matrix’ to look at evaluation/grading processes 
in their respective programs. 

 Gordon Trick will assemble information regarding introductory digital courses. 
 Gordon Trick (and incoming chair Mary Lou Trinkwon) will assemble 

information regarding Critical and Contemporary Theory courses. 
 
The above items will form the basic structure of next year’s agenda, but delegates 
are invited to submit any other agenda items to the incoming chair for inclusion in 
the agenda. 
 

12) Next year’s meeting: after some discussion about timing, it was agreed that 
moving the meeting a few more days into May would give the chair and the hosting 
institution a bit more organizational time. Next year we will meet on Tuesday and 
Wednesday, May 8th and 9th, at Capilano College in Vancouver, with the meeting 
beginning at noon on Tuesday. 
 
13) Motion to adjourn by David Maclean. Carried. 12:15 pm 
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