
Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy and Planning Committee held on
24January 2002, from 3:00 to 5:00
p.m.  in Room 609 of the James Administration Building.

Present: L.Vinet (Committee Chair), P. Bélanger, J. Bilec, E. Cooper, M.
Crago, D. Crowley,
G. P. Demopoulos,  M. Graham, F. Groen, A. Grover, W. Hendershot,  N. Kasirer,
A.
Lau, A.  Masi,
J. Paquette, F. Sagel, C. Straehle, H.M.C. Richard (Secretary of the Committee)

Guests: M. Scott (for item 4)
Regrets: C. Bushnell, P. Depalle, R. Eley,  H. Goad, H. Knox,

05.01 Agenda.
The proposed agenda was adopted with the addition of a Report from the APPC
Subcommittee on Courses
and Teaching Programs (meeting of January 16, 2002) (01-APPC-01-21) which was
faxed to members.

05.02 The minutes of the meeting held on October 25, 2001 were approved
with one correction: Professor
Goad's name should appear under Regrets only.

05.03 Business Arising

a) New criteria and procedures for the Dean's Honours List  (Revised 01-APPC-
10-11)

Vice-Principal Vinet reported that the Deans were consulted on this issue on
December 19, 2001 and
recommended that the Dean's Honours List should be abandoned on the basis that
it is contentious, difficult
to implement in a valid and reliable fashion. Professor Crago commented that
this had been a contentious
issue for an entire year.  The position of certain members of the Faculty of
Graduate Studies Council was
that the Dean's Honours List award gave students an edge when competing for
fellowships.  The student
members were in favour of this award and it was the large student vote in
Council that had allowed the
proposed new criteria and procedures for the DHL to pass.  Very few universities
offer such an award.

APPC considered whether to submit the proposal to Senate or decide to recommend
the abolition of the
DHL.  Vice-Principal Bélanger remarked that turning the proposal down would mean
that the DHL would
continue being awarded in the way it is awarded at present.  Professor Graham
noted that if Senate were
uneasy with the proposal it would refer it back to APPC.  The fundamental issue
was to know whether
APPC was in favour of keeping this award.



Professor Kasirer suggested that the DHL should be abolished despite its value
to students on the ground that
its fairness cannot be guaranteed through process.  The fact that grades at
McGill are subject to review does not
guarantee objectivity but guarantees process, whereas the DHL falls short of
procedural fairness to students
altogether.  Professor Kasirer was of the view that it was best to keep away
from upsetting or wrongly
rewarding students.  Vice-Principal Vinet compared the DHL to the French
"mention" on theses and
dissertations; some examiners are rigid, some are lenient and always grant the
highest.  In his mind, despite the
proposed new criteria and procedures, the DHL would still be open to a lot of
controversy.  Responding to a
suggestion that students might apply to be on the List, Professor Crago stated
that all possible scenarios had
been considered.  Professor Hendershot saw the DHL as a meaningless reward based
on a subjective
judgement not submitted to a fair process.  Students earn their honours by their
performance and it is reflected
in the recommendations given for them by their professors.  Vice-Principal
Bélanger suggested that a
convincing letter of reference was worth much more than a DHL award.  To him the
DHL was flawed and only
caused a lot of trouble.

Ms Straehle said she knew of the concerns of graduate students who compare
themselves with their American
counterparts who have them; the award gets them more easily shortlisted for jobs
etc.  Professor Crago
responded that McGill DHL awards did not appear on transcripts in the past, only
in graduation convocation
booklets.  Furthermore the DHL is not common among U.S. universities.  One third
of McGill students usually
get a DHL: it has lost its selective value and meaning, yet it would be
difficult to lower the proportion of
students to 20% or 10%.  Vice-Principal Vinet noted that the difficulty is that
students are not all judged at the
same time, nor by the same people, nor at the same level.  While rewarding is
good in itself, we cannot ensure
that a DHL in Law is of the same value as a DHL in Engineering.  Professor
Demopoulos was in favour of
maintaining the DHL despite its flaws. Mr Lau, seeing value for the DHL on CVs,
wished that the awarding
system could be revisited in order to make sure that it means something, until a
better system is found.  Vice-
Principal Vinet answered that no attention is paid to a DHL in McGill's hiring
process, whereas much
significance is attached to letters of recommendation, and that it was best to
push for excellence in academic
activity.  It was suggested that APPC's report to Senate might mention that
departments should be encouraged
to consider establishing their own awards.

Vice-Principal Bélanger's motion that the Dean's Honours List should be
abolished was voted upon and
carried.  A recommendation will be submitted to Senate to that effect.



b) Motion to extend eligibility for the Principal's Prize for Excellence in
Teaching to GFT-H staff
      (01-APPC-10-05)

In its 338th Report to Senate APPC recommended that McGill's GFT-H (Geographic
Full Time - Hospital)
staff should be eligible for the Principal's Prize for Excellence.  Senate
referred the issue back to APPC, asking
why one category of non-tenure-track staff should be singled out, and why
adjunct professors, for example,
should not be included.  It was obvious that the proposal had come from one
particular faculty which includes
approximately 700 members who contribute significantly to the University's
teaching mission, receive minimal
salary from the University and earn most of their revenue from their practice.
Vice-Principal Vinet stated that
the Principal's Prize for Excellence was the only University-wide award they
would have access to.  Ms Groen
asked whether the criteria for the Prize specified that candidates had to have a
full teaching load and made
provisions for different types of teaching, which would include the specialized
kind of teaching carried out by
GFT-Hs.  Vice-Principal Vinet responded that the criteria did not specify any of
this but that a minimal amount
of teaching might impress less.  Associate Vice-Principal Crago pointed out that
there are other clinical
teachers in departments such as Communication Sciences and Disorders, Nursing,
Social Work, etc. that have
given long years of excellent clinical teaching to McGill students.  They are
not however in the GFT-H
category.

It was agreed that the group that Senate had in mind should be properly
identified and counted.  That
information should be brought back to APPC, in order for APPC to decide whether
it should prepare
another recommendation to Senate which would include additional categories of
non-tenure-track staff
or whether it should let the issue rest.

c) Name change of the Department of Agricultural and Biosystems Engineering
(01-APPC-10-06)

- Memo from Associate Dean (Academic) David Frost, Faculty of Engineering,
December 17, 2001

(01-APPC-01-20)

Senate felt that proper consultation had not been carried out.  Vice-Principal
Vinet stated that the Faculty of
Engineering had already voiced concerns and the Dean of the Faculty of
Agricultural and Environmental
Sciences had been sensitized to those concerns.  APPC had to wait for the
consultation between the two
faculties to be completed.

d)    "Major" and "major concentration"



              The proposal was rejected by a tie-vote in Senate.  APPC discussed
the issue, accepting Senate's vote.
05.04 Two Reports from the APPC Subcommittee on Courses and Teaching Programs
(meetings of

November 29 and December 13, 2001, and of January 17, 2002) (01-APPC-01-19
and 01-APPC-01-21)

APPC considered SCTP's two reports.  The first one, circulated with the agenda,
did not include any new
programs for discussion.  The second one, faxed a few days before the meeting,
included one item which
required approval:
B.Sc.; Major in Environment; land Surface Processes and Environmental Change (60
cr.)
Professor Scott joined the meeting in order to present the proposal and address
any questions related to it.  She
stated that the program had been approved by the three faculties overseeing the
offerings of the School of
Environment, that all courses were already being offered, and that library
resources in support of the program
had been considered and found to be sufficient.  She added that the new domain
would be popular with
students.  The program was approved.

05.05. Research Policy Committee (RPC), subcommittee of APPC (01-APPC-09-
03)

(membership and nomination process)

Vice-Principal Vinet explained that the document entitled "Restructuring of
Research Administration" (03-
APPC-09-03), which was included for information in the 338th APPC Report to
Senate, presented the non-ex
officio membership of the proposed Research Policy Committee, a new subcommittee
of APPC, as consisting
of "one Dean's nominee from each Faculty, which would normally be the Associate-
dean (Research and/or
Graduate Studies) in faculties where such a position exists, plus five
distinguished researchers…".  It
furthermore stated that "the usual nomination process for a senate committee
would apply to the nomination of
the five researchers.'  Vice-Principal Vinet stated that such an appointment
process did not apply to members
of a subcommittee of a Senate committee.  That statement should therefore not be
included in the new
subcommittee's terms of reference.  Vice-Principal Vinet also drew attention to
the peculiarities of this new
subcommittee: while APPC has broad faculty representation, the terms of
reference of the Research Policy
Committee specify the positions which the Faculty nominees would normally hold
(i.e. associate-dean for
research or graduate studies).  Vice-Principal Bélanger explained that a broad
representation such as found in
APPC would not be useful on such a committee as researchers are not
representative of anything except
themselves.  Appointing associate-deans (research/ graduate studies) to the
Research Policy Committee would



be the easiest way to make sure that deans are appraised of the issues discussed
and that Faculty input is
provided at an early stage.  Associate-deans would bring the issues to meetings
of department chairs in their
Faculty.  Vice-Principal Bélanger added that his wish had been to put in place
the new structure before the
arrival of his successor.

05.06. Other business
None.

The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.
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