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Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy and Planning Committee held on 27th November 2003, from 3:00
to 5:00 p.m.  in Room 609, James (Administration) Building

Present: L. Vinet (Chair), J. Beheshti, A. Bryan, V. Choy, E. Cooper, M. Crago, G. Demopoulos,
Ph. Depalle, M. Dowsley, J.Galbraith, F. Groen, H. Knox, H.G. Leighton, S. McDougall,
J. Zucchi, H.M.C. Richard (Secretary to the Committee)

Regrets: C. Bushnell, M. Graham, M. Kuan, A.C. Masi, L. Proulx, R. Roy, W. Hendershot
Guests: L. Jacobs-Starkey (item 6), M. Mendelson (item 6 & 7), E. Quaroni (item 7), J. Silvius (item 5)

Document circulated at the meeting:
Revised 03-APPC-11-14 Canada – European Community Project for Co-operation in Higher Education

and Training

05.01 Proposed agenda  

The agenda was approved with the addition of the Canada – European Community Project for Co-operation
in Higher Education and Training proposal under item 3 Business arising b).

05.02 Minutes of meeting held on November 13, 2003

Approved as circulated.

05.03 Business arising

a)   Freshman Year: Making Modernities

The Associate Provost (Academic Programs) met with Associate Dean Galaty. Minutes of the APPC
meeting of November 13 pertaining to the proposal will be sent to Professor Galaty, so that the Faculty of
Arts may be informed of APPC’s discussion.  Professor Galaty will bring the Faculty’s response to
APPC.  

b)  Canada – European Community Project for Co-operation in Higher Education and Training

All points having been clarified, the proposed agreement was approved and will be reported to Senate.

05.04 Planning Process
- The New Planning Cycle (2004/05 – 2007/08) Q & As, Luc Vinet,
Provost and Vice-Principal (Academic), November 5, 2003  (03-APPC-11-18)

Provost Vinet presented the document circulated to APPC which is one of three currently posted on the
Provost’s website under Planning.  The two other documents were used for presentations to the Board of
Governors (Planning and Priorities Overview) and to Management Forum (The Planning Process).  The
document presented to Senate and now to APPC focuses on academic issues.  It is structured around
questions.  “Why plan?” explains the benefits of engaging in this exercise.  Provost Luc Vinet stated that
he values most the intellectual reflective process involved.  “Why now” lists contextual elements,
including the scope of the current hiring exercise.   “What” refers to more than the development of a plan;
it is a full, iterative process involving collegial and leadership components and including resource
allocation, monitoring for quality assessment, and feedback and annual review.  It should be useful and
practical in scope (its scope should be limited if necessary).  Teaching, hires, HR management, research
organization, infrastructure, and space allocation should be lined up with priorities.  The main features of
the plan should be the integration of budget and resource allocation and a multi-year perspective based on
creativity, flexibility, funding stability, and identification of non-government sources of funding.
Concretely this translates into lots of plans, with a capital campaign plan and a campus development
master plan as subsets, the development of tools to support self-evaluation and peer assessment, and
processes which include program review and compact monitoring.  Faculties are at present developing the
shape of those compacts according to the items listed on page 12.  “Some of the issues to be addressed” in
teaching include program review, i.e. engaging faculty in rethinking curricula along certain themes:
modernity (i.e. currency and farsightedness), “Boyer-ism” (i.e. bringing research to bear on teaching),
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internationalization and inter-disciplinarity.  Management of teaching is the other aspect of teaching to be
considered in program reviews: questions such as pedagogical models, use of professorial personnel, and
classroom space.  Page 15 lists other issues to be addressed with respect to graduate programs, research,
and academic renewal, support staff, space, partnerships and funding. Other sections in the presentation
document address “the Whos” (who is involved/ responsible?), “the Hows” (how will the compacts be
developed and approved? How will the resource allocations be made? How will the follow-up be done?)
and “the Whens” (when will the process take place?). The Provost reported that the second round of
individual meetings with the Deans are being held and centrally generated data is being provided to
faculties.

Discussion ensued.  Asked where he thought McGill was weak so that it becomes better, the Provost
replied that it would be premature to identify any specific area.  McGill’s mission statement highlights
teaching, internationally recognized research, and service to the community.  The purpose of the planning
process is collectively to question what we are doing and try to do it even better by identifying areas where
we can improve.  Taking that kind of distance will allow the University to reallocate resources or introduce
activities we were not engaged in and perhaps drop others.   

The Provost responded to two suggestions from a Committee member: that there should be “a clear
statement that the priorities being established now are subject to regular modification as events unfold
outside the University and the interests of our staff change.  At the same time that a good, forward looking
strategic plan can help us use our resources wisely, a poorly conceived plan, based on where we were
several years ago, can limit growth into exciting and innovative areas… The other point… was to stress the
importance that our young, bright professors feel that they are part of the strategic planning process since it
tends to be the well-established professors who have the ear of the Deans when it comes to defining growth
areas.”   Provost Vinet said that the interest of the plan is that it provides a point of reference for knowing
where we are going and where we are deviating.  In many universities that engage in this exercise, the same
comments are heard, i.e. “we know what the priority areas are and we know we are leaders in some of
them.”  It is good that we have a common story and are able to identify what McGill is good at.  We also
need constantly to be talking to one another in order to anticipate developments and consider in which
direction to go.  A plan should not be crystallized, soviet-style.   Although a certain degree of resistance is
felt with respect to program reviews, as “cyclical reviews” may conjure up the idea of a fruitless expense of
time, the Provost stated that the University indeed had to review its programs, so as to see where it is
going.  The second point seemed equally appropriate: new blood needs to be harnessed and integrated.

The Provost was asked about a remark in Senate that the word “student” does not find itself in the
documents.  He stated that presentations to SSMU and PGSS had coincided with sessions/retreats with
Deans, with the notion that information enables participation.  The plan allows room for students to
express themselves.   Students are the raison d’être of the University; their well-being and advancement are
a central objective and concern.  Going back and forth between various bodies allows input into the
process.  It was argued that the tight timeframe does not allow much interaction between Deans and
professors in large faculties; a fair consultative process is not possible in two weeks.  The Provost replied
that an earlier start and more time would certainly have made the process easier.  Given that the process is
iterative and ongoing, it was thought vital to launch it now rather than allow it to be held back by a debate
on a plan for planning.  The process could be adjusted in future.  

In response to another question on benchmarking and Senate’s concern on the matter, the Provost noted
that benchmarking will not come down to the level of the individual, but to units/departments, and it was
up to department chairs to evaluate their unit.  Improvement of quality being the objective, it is a
qualitative assessment that will prevail.  

Regarding priority setting, concern was expressed as to how to get from fifty priorities in a Faculty with
very disparate units, down to four coherent priority areas.  It was not sure whether the end result of the
exercise would be helpful.  To the question as to how fifty priorities could be combined into four areas,
Provost Vinet replied that one need not think of mixing and interconnecting to come up with a faculty
plan.  Meaning should be given to the word priority, i.e. a rating establishing precedence in terms of effort
required.  Such areas are often identified in research, in the coming together of a number of people as an
interesting picture develops.   How to bring research into undergraduate teaching (“Boyer-ism”) was another
question raised, i.e. how could this be done with large classes?   It was noted that the idea of the Boyer
Commission was not that all students should engage in research projects, but rather that the questions and
elements of up-to-date research should find their way into teaching in a meaningful way.  As knowledge
evolves, instructors need to rethink how basic building blocks are presented, i.e. is our model appropriate?
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In the discussion it was also made clear that the planning process did not apply only to Faculties and
teaching units but to all administrative units, for example Student Services under the Dean of Students,
and University Libraries.  It was noted that Libraries try very hard to link to academic priorities.  The
priorities expressed by Faculties will inform the Libraries on the academic services required of them.

Finally, the Provost mentioned that much effort will now be put on program reviews:  McGill initiated the
“cyclical review” process in 1981 and it is now time for McGill University to lead the way in proposing
something innovative and different.   He also remarked on the role of research centres and noted that
revisions to the previously submitted research-centre guidelines were part of the work plan of the Vice-
Principal (Research).

05.05 Council of Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies (CGPS)
Report on meeting held on November 6, 2003  (03-APPC-11-22)

Professor John Silvius, Department of Biochemistry, presented the proposal for a Chemical Biology
option in the Ph.D. and M.Sc. in Biochemistry, the Ph.D. and M.Sc. in Pharmacology and in the Ph.D.
and M.Sc. in Chemistry. McGill is developing particular strength in that trans-disciplinary area.  The
proposal was approved for submission to Senate.   

05.06 Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies - Academic Integrity
- Plagiarism and academic integrity:  proposal to amend policies relating

to Ph.D. Studies (03-APPC-09-02)

-    Academic Integrity Statement to be inserted in various policies of GPS  (03-APPC-11-19)
-    Academic Integrity; possible revisions to the Green Book (03-APPC-11-20)

-    For information: “A Taxonomy of Plagiarism and Academic Fraud”

     by Dr. Catherine Decker and Dr. Curt Burgess (03-APPC-11-21)
                      http://whorfin.ucr.edu/~curt/plagiarism/tax.html   

Associate Dean of Students Linda Jacobs-Starkey and Associate Dean Morton Mendelson, Chair of the
Academic Integrity Subcommittee of the Committee on Students’ Affairs, joined the meeting in order to
respond to questions and comment, reminding APPC that any question of disciplinary action against
students must abide by the Code of Student Conduct and Disciplinary Procedures and not conflict with it.

Dean Martha Crago reminded the Committee of the history behind this proposal.  On April 2, 2003,
Senate resolved to postpone consideration of an amendment to the Ph.D. Comprehensive Policy submitted
by APPC in its 350th Report until fall 2003.  Senate had objected that the proposed amendment
circumvented the “Green Book” (Code of Student Conduct and Disciplinary Procedures) and would limit
the right of the Committee on Students Discipline (CSD) to hear the evidence and set appropriate
penalties.  Another proposal, prepared in consultation with Dean Shore, Associate Dean Mendelson, and
Professor Lydia White, was presented to APPC on September 4th (03-APPC-09-02) as an attempt to
establish a just process, and was intended to be reported to Senate for information.  APPC however was
uncomfortable with the proposals which it felt were sending the wrong message and weakening the policy.
Dean Crago had  therefore been invited to reconvene Associate Dean Morton Mendelson, Dean Shore, and
Professor Lydia White in order for them to consider other alternatives to the March 2003 proposal.

Associate Dean Mendelson reminded APPC that there exist different scales of plagiarism to which different
penalties should be applied, and such decisions are best left to a committee.  He reiterated that he was not
in favour of mandatory sentencing and of changing the “Green Book”.  He added that wherever there exists
a policy for mandatory expulsion, the offence gets ignored because no one wishes to impose the policy,
and this is problematic.  Dean Crago stated that she came to appreciate the difference between heavy and
light fraud and the notion that different levels of plagiarism should be accommodated, and that the CSD
rules apply differently in different cases.  As an alternative to changing the “Green Book”, it is proposed
that the Academic Integrity statement in 033-APPC-11-19 be inserted in the Thesis Preparation and
Submission Guidelines and the Ph.D. Comprehensives Policy.

In the discussion opposition to mandatory sentencing was expressed on the ground that it makes no sense.
It was noted that the SCD now has developed three-year staggered-term memberships which allow for the
passing on of knowledge, and greater memory and consistency.  This should alleviate a lot of perceived
problems.  It was also stated that the University should move from a punitive process to an educational
one and that cases of fraud are best considered case by case. It was suggested that members of the SCD
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should be provided with a set of guidelines.  Given that the academic integrity policy applies to theses,
and that a student supervisor signs off on the thesis and therefore assumes responsibility, it was found odd
that a supervisor in a case of plagiarized material in a thesis should not be reprimanded.  It was argued that
the supervisor may not have recognized the plagiarized material.

APPC approved the revisions to 54.1 b) and 56.1 b) but not the statement that “In the case of a
violation of 15 (a) with respect to a Master’s or Doctoral thesis, the Committee’s penalty shall include
56.1(b) and 56.1(f).”  

05.07 Subcommittee on Course and Teaching Programs (SCTP)
Report on meeting held on November 6, 2003
- Bachelor of Arts and Science (03-APPC-11-23)

Faculty of Arts Associate Dean (Student Affairs) Enrica Quaroni and Faculty of Science Associate Dean
(Academic and Student Affairs) Morton Mendelson joined the meeting.  The proposed Bachelor of Arts
and Science program was presented as an interdisciplinary degree intended for students who want to pursue
simultaneously a program offered by Arts and one offered by Science.  It is cleverly built on the multi-
track program model.  The Faculty of Science has come up with concentrations that can be nicely matched
with Arts ones.  The program was proposed by students and discussed independently by the Deans of the
two faculties involved.  Associate Dean Mendelson drew the Committee’s attention to one error in
Appendix B Minor (M) or Minor Concentration (MC) in Science: “Computer Science” should read
“    Computer        Science       –        Stream       I   ” and “    Foundations       of        Computing   ”.  He also noted that additional minor
concentrations in Science were being prepared.  Similarly, Joint Honours Components will be added to the
list which for the moment has only the Join Honours Component in Mathematics.  The acronym for the
program was also left for APPC to propose to Senate; in the Canadian context, B.A.Sc. and B.A.S. are
used to designate programs in other disciplines, Applied Sciences, Architectural Studies, Administrative
Studies, and Arts in Speech.  “B. Art. Sci” was deemed not suitable as “Art” can hardly be viewed as an
abbreviation for “Arts”.  

In the discussion it was noted that the number of credits in the Science major concentrations may vary
from 36 to 38 to accommodate four-credit courses.   In response to concern that a Bachelor’s in Arts and
Science with a major concentration in physics may be confused with a B.Sc. major in physics, and that the
confusion might lead to a devaluation of the major’s program, it was stated that the Faculty of Science
fiercely defends its degrees and standards.  It was also noted that students will be able to transfer in 2005
and new students will be accepted in 2005.

APPC approved the proposed Bachelor’s in Arts and Science for submission to Senate and will
propose the acronym B.A.& Sc. to Senate.

(It was subsequently brought to the attention of the Secretary of the Committee that two course titles in
the list of new and revised courses submitted by the Faculty of Arts should be revised:
New course EAST 454 Chinese Cinema (33 cr.) should read EAST 454     Topics:    Chinese Cinema
Revision: EAST 453 Chinese Literature (3 cr.) should read EAST 453     Topics:    Chinese Literature.)

05.08 Other business

None.

The meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m.


