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Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy and Planning Committee held on 6th February 2003, from 3:00 to
5:00 p.m.  in Room 609, James (Administration) Building.

Present: J. Bilec, C. Bushnell, M. Crago (chairing), G. Demopoulos, Ph. Depalle, J. Galbraith,
M. Graham, W. Hendershot, A. Lau, H.G. Leighton, P. Martineau, N. Peters, R.Roy
(for G. Philie), F. Sagel, J. Zucchi, H.M.C. Richard (Secretary to the Committee)

Regrets: E. Cooper, F. Groen, H. Knox, A.C. Masi, G. Philie, L. Proulx, L. Vinet
Guest: E. Hopmeyer (item 8)

Document circulated at the meeting:
- 02-APPC-02-42  SCTP report on meeting of January 30, 2003

10.01 Proposed agenda  

The proposed agenda was approved, with addition of the report on the SCTP meeting of January 30, 2003
(02-APPC-02-42) for consideration under item 7, and with move of item 8 to be considered immediately
after item 4.  One more item of Business Arising was added as item 4.c), Graduate Student Progress
Reports.

10.02 Minutes of meeting held on January 23, 2003

Approved.

10.03 Report on Senate meeting on January 29, 2003, re. 347th APPC Report to Senate

Senate approved the motion that a statement on academic integrity should be included on all course
outlines.  A memorandum from the Provost will be sent to all Deans, Chairs, and Directors so that
all professors and instructors are made aware of this requirement.

10.04     Business arising  

a)    from meeting on November 21, 2002

-  Graduate Admissions, Retention, and Funding Issues (02-APPC-11-20) and list of questions raised
(updated 02-APPC-12-24 b)
The Dean of Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies is meeting with program directors and deans on the
subject.  

b) from meeting on January 23, 2003

-  Proposed Centre for Intellectual Property Policy.  
The proposal for the creation of a Centre for Intellectual Property Policy has been submitted to Senate
for approval, together with that for the Centre for Self-Assembled Chemical Structures (348th APPC
Report to Senate, for the Senate meeting on February 12, 2003).

-  Proposed Guidelines for Research Centres
The Guidelines for Research Centres are being discussed by the Provost’s Academic Planning Group
and are being revised.

c) from meeting on September 4, 2002

-  Model Graduate Student Progress Reports
Other universities are being surveyed in order to ascertain whether a consistent University format
should be the preferred and proposed tool.

10.05 Broad questions
Comité de suivi des programmes (CSP)
- CSP background information and calendar (02-APPC-12-25)
- CSP recommendations - Physics, Mathematics, Computer Science Programs (02-APPC-12-26)  



APPC  06/02/2003/10

2

- CSP recommendations - Literary Studies, Modern Languages and Literature, and Ancient Studies
(02-APPC-01-34)
- CSP recommendations – Linguistics, Translation, French and English (02-APPC-02-41)

The Committee reviewed the documents describing the follow-up on CUP recommendations pertaining to
1) Physics, Mathematics, and Computer Science programs, 2) Literary Studies, Modern Languages and
Literature, and Ancient Studies, and  3) Linguistics, Translation, French and English.

1) Physics, Mathematics, and Computer Science  (02-APPC-12-26)

Protocols proposed by deans of graduate studies for “accrediting professors from other institutions as thesis
directors for their students” were noted in Physics and in Mathematics.  Mention was made of the McGill-
UQAM agreement whereby students in Atmospheric Sciences would obtain a Ph.D. in Atmospheric
Sciences (formerly Meteorology) while being supervised by UQAM professors and taking courses at
McGill.   Review after the first five years led to the agreement being extended to another few years at the
end of which the agreement was cancelled.  Monetary dispositions were unclear, so were benefits to
McGill.  Dean Crago stated she would attempt to find out the number of McGill students who are
supervised by staff in other universities.

Regarding the suspensions of admissions to the UQAM and Concordia physics programs, it was noted that
the decrease in the discipline’s popularity was likely due to the upsurge of interest in a more practical
technology-related education.  Comments pertaining to Recommendation No. 4 on Computer Science
programs was thought to be of particular relevance to McGill’s new degree programs in Software
Engineering.  It was suggested that the CSP should be made aware of McGill’s Diploma in
Information Technology; no mention is made of it in the CSP’s comments pertaining to
Recommendation 5.  

2) Literary Studies, Modern Languages and Literature, and Ancient Studies (02-APPC-01-34)

Neo-Hellenic Studies: the statement at the bottom of page 3 and top of page 4 that the Centre
interuniversitaire d’études néo-helléniques de Montréal (CIENHM) “will host McGill University’s
Papachristidis Chair of Modern Greek and Greek-Canadian Studies” requires correction.   This is a McGill
Chair whose present holder, the director of the Centre, is seconded from the Université de Montréal for a
five-year term.  The next Chair holder may not necessarily hold that directorship.  The statement as it
stands is misleading and lead to wrong expectations (the French text reads: “C’est d’ailleurs à l’intérieur
du CIENHM que fonctionnera la Chaire Papachristidis d’études helléno-canadiennes de l’Université
McGill.”  A correction will be sent to CREPUQ.

East-Asian Studies: as was stated at an earlier meeting (January 9, 2003), McGill’s Ph.D. program
proposal has not yet made its way through the internal evaluation process, contrary to the statement made
in the text following Recommendation 7 (Note: a message was sent to Mme Isabelle Carreau of CREPUQ
on January 17, 2003 to rectify the statement).   It was noted that McGill has been offering very successful
ad hoc M.A. and Ph.D. programs in East-Asian Studies; the new program dossier is for both M.A. and
Ph.D.  

Ancient Studies: follow-up on the creation of an inter-university centre and on a projected joint master’s
program with Université de Montréal has been thin.  McGill’s Department of Classics was closed by 1997-
98: classical archaeology was integrated into the Department of Art History (now Art History and
Communications Studies) and Classics programs  (Major and Minor concentrations and Honours program)
were transferred to the Department of History.  Despite low enrolments and a dwindling professorial core in
the discipline, it was suggested that such programs ought to be preserved at McGill. Concordia University
offers a number of Honours, Majors and Minors in Classical Studies within its Department of Classics,
Modern Languages and Linguistics.  

3) Linguistics, Translation, French and English (02-APPC-02-41)

McGill’s Department of Linguistics has been faring better with respect to student numbers than its
counterparts at French-language universities; it has an excellent reputation.
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The translated reports considered so far by APPC number three out of the twelve reports already submitted
to CREPUQ’s Committee of Vice Rectors Academic (VRAA), out of a total of 23 reports.  Participation
in the CUP follow-up phase initiated by CREPUQ has not been easy for McGill: it has been difficult for
McGill representatives who are not deans to provide the necessary information and overview and to check
the contents of the reports with their dean or the University’s administration before reports are finalized for
submission to VRAA.  McGill has also kept its statistical data differently from the other universities have.

10.06 Principal’s Prize for Excellence in Teaching
Proposed amendments to the guidelines (02-APPC-01-38)

The nine-member Selection Committee in charge of reviewing candidates’ dossiers for the Principal’s Prize
for Excellence in Teaching has proposed a number of amendments to the Nomination Procedure and
Requirements in order to improve the process: the dossiers should include “course evaluations” and “a list
of courses taught, currently and previously” and no more than six letters of support, and Deans may choose
to provide a summary of letters of support received in their covering letter.
 

Professor Zucchi, seconded by Professor Leighton, moved approval of the amendments and discussion
ensued.  It soon became clear that course evaluation data had to be specified: in what form, over how long
a period of time, and for which courses taught?  It was suggested that it might be good to get a
representation of courses at different levels and that a three-year period of time may be advisable.  The
possibility for someone to take out bad evaluations or courses and include only good ones was mentioned.
Should the candidate dossier be free to present the information in the most flattering way or should all the
information available be provided? Providing the full course evaluation spectrum may help balance or
confirm nominations by three enthusiastic students and a department chair.  It was noted that unlike
teaching portfolio guidelines that require a statement on one’s teaching philosophy or approach to teaching,
evaluation of nominees to the Principal’s Prize is based solely on teaching performance.  A three-year
period might involve a stack of data for 15 courses. Providing all course evaluations (i.e. written
comments) over x number of years, rather than selectively presented evaluations, might produce a sizable
stack for large introductory courses. The alternative would be to provide only the quantitative part of the
evaluations for three years, while letters of support would stand for the comments part.  The quantitative
part would indicate whether the letters were consistent with the course evaluations.   Another possibility
might be to take three years’ worth of quantitative data and the last year of comments, or to let the
department chair select the best comments.  It was suggested that the nomination requirements should
guard against professors/lecturers selecting course evaluation material, and there should be a common basis
for the evaluation process.   Graduate teaching was another concern: how is it compared with undergrad
teaching, how is it rated?  External evaluators’ comments on theses may be one means.   It was noted that
this nomination and evaluation process is different from that for promotion or tenure; chairs are competing
for their best candidates and may be protective or conservative in preparing their candidates’ dossiers.   

The APPC approved all proposed amendments to the Nomination Procedure and Requirements for
the Principal’s Prize for Excellence in Teaching, except for the “course evaluations” item.   It was
agreed that this particular element should be sent back to the Selection Committee so that the
Committee may reflect on the details and implications, and define precisely what would be required
and how graduate teaching should be evaluated. [Note:  The following amendment was subsequently
suggested by Provost Luc Vinet, member of the Selection Committee, re. course evaluations: two years of
course evaluations of all course taught (quantitative averages only); graduate courses use course
evaluations but other than external examiners’ forms there is no good measure of graduate supervision].

10.07 SCTP Report on meeting held on January 16, 2003 (02-APPC-02-39)
and  SCTL report on meeting of January 30, 2003 (02-APPC-02-42)

No new programs required approval.  Retired courses were noted.  It was reported that every teaching unit
had been contacted regarding courses which have not been offered for five years with a request that such
courses should be either retired or kept.  Lack of response now leads to courses being deactivated.   This
avoids deceiving students with misleading lists.  Banner permits deactivating and reactivating.

10.08     Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies (CGPS) Council:
M.S.W. Non-Thesis – International Partner Program (02-APPC-02-40)
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Professor Estelle Hopmeyer joined the meeting and presented the proposed program which was approved
by the Council of Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies on January 13, 2003.  This M.S.W. Non-Thesis
option  is reserved for international CIDA-funded students.  Experience has shown that international
students from partner institutions in developing countries may lack the necessary requirements for entering
the M.S.W. Non-Thesis program, such as holding an undergraduate degree in Social Work and having the
necessary competency in English.  The School of Social Work is proposing to create a program designed
for the students of partner universities which would meet their needs by allowing students to attend a
spring/summer qualifying period at McGill, “during which time they may work and study to improve their
English (obtaining Level 5 of the McGill Certificate of Proficiency) as well as learn the basics of social
work in the Canadian context.”   Students would complete the second-year practicum and independent
study project in their home country, although it is conceivable that students for personal reasons may wish
and opt to practice in Canada.    Partner universities would help to identify applicants whom they deem
suitable for that program but “each member of the cohort must then be selected by the M.S.W. Admissions
Committee and meet McGill Graduate Studies admissions criteria.”  

Discussion ensued.  The first question was as to how McGill University ensures that supervision of a
student’s practicum abroad meets McGill standards.  Professor Hopmeyer responded that the School of
Social Work is able to rely on its own graduates at the site to do supervision.  For Indonesia in particular,
the contract with McGill stipulates that McGill staff would travel over there and use social workers in the
community as resources.  She stressed that McGill had learned from experience.  A second question dealt
with the “qualifying period of 9 credits” as a prerequisite for students to be admitted to the M.S.W.
program and how it would be implemented.   It was replied that the proposed program would be
piggybacking on the existing summer qualifying program; the courses are already being offered; only visits
to the community would be added.  

Discussion then focused on barriers for admission to the program.  A Canadian would not be allowed to
apply to the program. It was mentioned that the Self-funded Masters program in Economic Policy
Management (approved in 1994 and funded by the World Bank) officially was open to Canadian students
(though none was attracted by the high tuition fees).  This being a government funded program, albeit
suited for students from certain parts of the world, not a deregulated program, it was thought advisable to
check with the University’s Legal Services as to whether McGill could announce it as being closed to
Canadians.  It was also not clear why students who have gone through an extra summer of preparation
needed a special program.  It was stated that a special program was needed to enable the School to bring
students in with a different entry point.   The School requires that candidates hold a B.S.W. for admission
to the regular M.S.W.  Candidates from partner institutions do not have the necessary background (some
have a Ph.D. but not a B.S.W. as social work may not be a developed academic discipline in their country)
and CIDA does not fund full undergraduate degrees but would fund part of a B.S.W. as proposed.  Those
students are expected to return to their country with a M.S.W.   According to the School’s admissions
policy, any mature student would have to take a B.S.W. before being admissible to the M.S.W.     

On motion by Professor Hendershot, seconded by Professor Zucchi, the proposed program was approved
with the proviso that Legal Services should be consulted regarding restrictions to admission to the
program. (Note: legally it is not possible to offer a MEQ-funded program only to non-Canadians; the
proposed program is not allowed to move forward to Senate until further notice.)   

10.09 Course evaluations

Associate Vice-Principal Crago reported that quantitative data from course evaluations were posted on the
web in December 2002.  According to the recommendations approved by Senate in 1992, for quantitative
data to be made accessible, the instructor must have held an academic teaching appointment for more than
two years at any university and must have granted (not refused) permission to the Faculty/department/
School to allow McGill students access to those course evaluation results (in keeping with Quebec
legislation regarding privacy and confidentiality).  Access to the full evaluations including comments is
restricted to the instructor and the department chair.   Posting quantitative course-evaluation results on the
web seemed a more friendly approach than stacks of non-indexed computer sheets previously disseminated
in the Library and access to such information on the web can now be restricted to the McGill community.
The challenge is now to find a more attractive, user-friendly format.  Ideally all course evaluations might
all have a common set of three core questions.   This has not yet been possible; 15 core questions could
only be “suggested” in addition to “up to 10 questions selected from the University’s list of additional
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questions or developed by each academic unit/instructor.”  Now after this first exercise, a much smaller
number of course evaluations has been made available for dissemination than expected.  This could be due
partly to the increasing pool of new professors, small class sizes, and an unclear process.  The Office of the
Provost will clarify for units what may or may not be disseminated and explain the process better.  It is
hoped that results will be improved and that a common core of three of four questions can be developed.
A report on the situation would be brought to APPC in the fall.  

In the discussion it was noted that students were being advised to check the website and that it would be
better for students to be able to rely on a standardized set of questions.   Given that evaluations may be
common within faculties, in the Faculty of Engineering for example, it was suggested that required
questions could be obtained from the faculties and used for putting up data pertaining to each faculty.  This
could be a way to accelerate the process.  It was further stated that McGill’s low ranking with respect to
professor availability may urge the University to focus on a common question as to the helpfulness and
availability of instructors. Given that course evaluations for this term are already being printed, efforts
should focus on the process for next year.  The use of course evaluations for tenure and promotion purposes
was noted.  Course evaluations have a far higher level of return than surveys, and responses to surveys may
often be motivated by a highly positive or very negative experience.  A survey researcher had been hired to
rewrite the suggested questions for course evaluations; it may not be easy for some units to write good
questionnaires.  The main barrier in Senate for getting a set of common questions approved was that a few
faculties had already adopted new questionnaires and consensus was lacking.  

 
10.10 Other business

None.

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m


