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Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy and Planning Committee held on 18 April 2002, from 3:00 to 5:00
p.m.  in Room 609 of the James Administration Building.

Present: L.Vinet (chair), E. Cooper, M. Crago, G. Demopoulos, R. Eley, H. Goad,
W. Hendershot, N. Kasirer, A. Lau, A.C. Masi, J. Paquette, G. Philie, L. Proulx,
C. Straehle,  H.M.C. Richard (Secretary of the Committee)

Regrets: C. Bushnell, P. Depalle, M. Graham, F. Groen, A. Grover, H. Knox, F. Sagel,
Guests: A. Saroyan, C. Weston (for item 4)

Two new members were introduced: Gina Philie who replaces David Crowley as MCSS representative on APPC,
and Dr. Louise Proulx who succeeds Dr. Pierre Bélanger as Vice-Principal (Research).

09.01 Proposed agenda.  
The proposed agenda was adopted.

09.02 The minutes of the meeting held on April 4, 2002 were approved with minor corrections in the list of
members present and a typographical error in the second subtitle under 08.05.  Regarding follow-up on
item 08.03 it was mentioned that the Principal/Vice-Principals group had discussed the proposal for
naming academic units and programs that morning and suggested a number of amendments to the
document.  The proposal will be reshaped and revised before it is submitted to Deans.

09.03 Proposal to change the degree designation Bachelor of Science in Agriculture, B.Sc. (Agr), to Bachelor
of Science in Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, B.Sc. (Agr Env Sc) (01-APPC-04-32)

The proposal follows up on the first recommendation of CUP’s report no.22 on “Les programmes de
sciences de l’agriculture, de médecine vétérinaire, de nutrition, de sciences des aliments, et de sciences de la
consommation des universités du Québec.”.  The reason given is that of the twelve Majors programs
offered by the Faculty of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences (FAES), only five deal with agriculture
and provide access to the Ordre des agronomes du Québec, while the other seven are applied science
programs.  The CUP workgroup recommended that the latter group should bear a different degree name to
distinguish them from the agriculture programs.  Associate Vice-Principal Nick de Takacsy who was
consulted on the issue advised that degree designations are serious matters and should not be changed every
few years; compromises make few people happy and are likely to lead to more change proposals later.

It was noted that the proposal is indeed a compromise and that it would make sense for students in the
F.A.E.S. to receive a B.Sc. degree but the B.Sc. degree without a qualifier in parentheses was being
defended as belonging to the domain of the Faculty of Science.  On the other hand the possibility of
having a B.Sc. (Env.) has been discussed and has also met with disagreement because the name gives the
impression that the F.A.E.S. is the only faculty at McGill dealing with the environment.  The Faculty was
unable to obtain support for any other approach.  Professor de Takacsy’s comments were well taken but
there seemed no other way unless APPC could make a suggestion.

Regarding number of students affected, the proposal concerns 300 students; students in non agricultural
programs make up 2/3 of the Faculty’s undergraduate student population.  The proposed degree name
would reflect the name of the Faculty and take away the narrowness of the Agriculture degree. The question
was raised as to what would happen if the F.A.E.S. changed its name.   It was noted that though it is
understood that names of degrees should be relatively stable, departmental name changes often lead to
proposals to change the name of departmental degrees accordingly.

It was thought that defeating the proposal without proposing an alternative solution would cause the
Faculty to continue being at odds with the CUP recommendation and doing a disservice to its students.  It
was suggested that the most reasonable degree designation would be the B.Sc. though there may be
opposition from the Faculty of Science which is concerned about maintaining control over the B.Sc. degree
in order to preserve its quality.  The designation “B.Sc. (applied)” was suggested as a possible political
compromise.   It became clear as the Committee considered attaching discipline names to the B.Sc. degree
offered at Macdonald Campus that this would create confusion given the duplication with programs offered
on the downtown campus.  It became clear that the question was part of a much larger issue than that of the
structure of degree designations.   An analogy was made with the Faculty of Medicine which offers
programs whose students receive a Faculty of Science degree.   It was noted that aside from the notable
difference in geographical location, students in the F.A.E.S. do not take courses in the Faculty of Science
and the F.A.E.S. intends to maintain quality control over its own degrees.
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The Chair concluded that APPC had not voiced enthusiasm for the proposal but had expressed
support for discussing the issue to have the B.Sc. degree offered outside the Faculty of Science.  The
discussion will be pursued with the Dean of Science who will be invited to attend the next meeting.

 09.04. Teaching Portfolio - Regulations relating to the employment of academic and librarian staff (Revised 01-
APPC-10-08, 01-APPC-02-22, 01-APPC-04-33)

Professor Alenoush Saroyan and Professor Cynthia Weston joined the meeting.  The Committee was
reminded that in October 2001, APPC had been asked by the Steering Committee of Senate to review the
issue of inconsistencies in the teaching portfolio guidelines that are appended to the “Regulations Relating
to the Employment of Academic/Librarian Staff” and to consider the amendments suggested and further
concerns expressed by the Secretary-General (01-APPC-10-08).  APPC had agreed on a revised document
(Revised 01-APPC-10-08) and had been asked to consult MAUT about it before submitting it to Senate for
approval.  MAUT had reworked the portfolio guidelines but the document it submitted for a previous
meeting of APPC (01-APPC-02-22) was not presented in a way that would allow APPC to see clearly the
amendments proposed.  MAUT therefore subsequently submitted the requested version (01-APPC-04-33)
which was now before the Committee.

It was stated that MAUT was proposing three major changes to the document amended by APPC: 1)
“guidelines” was preferred to “instructions” as guidelines could be better accommodated by faculties with
different disciplinary cultures; 2) organizational changes were found to be necessary as the guidelines as
structured were confusing; with the addition of a statement on “teaching approach or philosophy”, four
parts to the portfolio were now proposed for a total coverage of a maximum of ten pages; 3) additions were
made under Evidence of teaching effectiveness, in particular “evidence of effective graduate and
undergraduate supervision…”

In the discussion, the category “teaching approach or philosophy” raised concerns.  In response to the
suggestion that in the end results mattered more than words, it was noted that this category was already
imbedded in the text and was only made clearer and will make the task clearer; it helps staff members
become more intentional in thinking about their teaching and a teaching philosophy provides a framework
of reference; it is important to have people think about their teaching and be explicit.  The use of the term
“intentionality” in “the intentionality of teaching” was also questioned; substituting  “approaches to
teaching” was suggested.

Regarding the use of the term “instructions”, it was noted that the purpose of the revisions was to make the
text very clear as to what was required, whereas “guidelines” suggest that the indications are optional.   It
was argued that the teaching portfolio was one piece in the overall tenure dossier and that as much
flexibility should be allowed in presenting one’s teaching as in presenting one’s research and that
candidates should be allowed to express it in different ways.  It was commented that instructions are not as
strong as regulations, yet one may feel more secure in being instructed by a statement of expectations than
in being merely guided by a set of guidelines.  “Instructions” was thought to be a good word to use if the
expectations are that staff members will be evaluated fairly and in the same way across the board.  In
response to the remark that faculties should not be at liberty to develop their own guidelines, it was noted
that this had already occurred.  The deletion of  “involvement in curriculum development” from the list of
optional information under 2) Teaching responsibilities was explained by the fact that the Appeals
Committee had rejected this as an item that could be included.

After Professor Saroyan and Professor Weston were thanked for their work on the teaching portfolio
“guidelines” and for coming to the meeting, discussion on MAUT’s different approach to the document
continued.  It was suggested and agreed that though a more gentle and flexible approach as that proposed
by MAUT may be more congenial for the candidate, it may be misleading; a more explicit approach as
reflected in instructions would be more useful as it states upfront what the expectations are, and if
instructions cannot be followed, the candidate should be asked to explain why; this would allow for
flexibility.  The text should be tightened in places such as “It is recommended that…” which could be
changed to: “It is expected that…”  An additional section for candidates to add comments could be
envisaged.  Overall, the Committee agreed with the clearer structure proposed by MAUT.  Regarding
“curriculum development” it was suggested that the interpretation of the Chair of the Appeals
Committee should be checked.

A new version will be developed for a future meeting of APPC, using a clean version of the text
submitted by MAUT.
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09.05 SCTP Report on meeting held on March 28, 2002 (01-APPC-04-34)

The Report did not include any new program requiring approval.

09.06     Graduate Students’ Progress Reports
-  Model Annual Graduate Student Progress Record (to be completed by student)  (01-APPC-04-

35)
-  Annual Objectives and Progress Reporting  (to be inserted in “Guidelines and Policy to Academic Units
on Graduate Advising and Supervision”) (01-APPC-04-36)

As was reported earlier to APPC (December 6, 2001 meeting), Senate at its meeting on November 7, 2001
referred the proposed form back to APPC with the comment that the research progress report should be a
matter of policy rather than form (a form would need to return to Senate every time it required
modification) and should therefore be formulated as a policy.  A working group was subsequently
established to deal with the issue, comprising four graduate students, Associate Dean Philip Oxhorn
(Faculty of Graduate studies), Dean of Students Bruce Shore, and Professor Demopoulos; Professor Kasirer
also participated via e-mail.  Rather than proposing a separate stand-alone policy, the working group
proposes that “Annual Objectives and Annual Reporting” be included as a new section 3 in the “Guidelines
and Policies for Academic Units on Graduate Student Advising and Supervision”.   The proposed
procedure and forms will entail work for the department but this work is considered necessary for making
sure that expectations are made clear to students, that students are provided with adequate supervision, and
that sufficient interaction takes place; the process will allow for objectives to be clearly set and to be
readjusted if necessary; it may improve time-to-graduation, and help identify those students who are not
suited for the program and should best reorient their talents and efforts.  

In the discussion, it was not clear how preliminary/comprehensive exams (the first filter) would fit as part
of the objectives and as part of the evaluation. The “two consecutive annual progress reports” of
unsatisfactory research progress allowed before students “may” be required to withdraw from the program of
study were thought to be very generous, and in fact too long when the need to ensure a responsible use of
research grant resources is taken into consideration. While the advantages of documenting graduate
students’ progress were evident, it was noted that it may be difficult to monitor and ensure that objectives
are realistic; in some cases, a readjustment may be necessary, specifically if a student lags behind
expectations and needs to be set back on track.  Although performance progress documentation will be
useful in cases of conflicts, it was wondered whether completion rates were better in those units which
already had a performance progress report system in place.   

It was suggested and agreed that the text under iii. relating to an unsatisfactory progress report should be
revised to propose that at least two meetings be held within a maximum period of six months to set new
objectives and record progress towards an interim set of objectives for that six-month period of time.
Instead of “two consecutive annual progress reports”, the text should refer to an interim six-month progress
report following the unsatisfactory progress report.

It was agreed that the revised document would be placed at the top of the agenda of the next APPC
meeting.

09.07 Other business
None.

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.


