
APC 22/11/2007 – 6th meeting 2007-08   
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy Committee held on Thursday 22nd November 2007 from 3:00 to 
5:00 p.m., Arts Council Room (Rm 160), Arts Building 

 
Present:  M.J. Mendelson (chairing), A. Angus, A. Borkotoky, G. Brown, W. Caplin, A. DeGuise, D. Farrow, H. Goto,  

P. Holland, D. Jutras, D. King, G. McClure, S. Stroud, M. Szyf, H.M.C. Richard (Secretary to the Committee) 
Regrets:  L. Butler-Kisber, V. Errunza, J. Feine , W. Hendershot, M. Kreiswirth, A. Masi, S. McDougall, R. Rozen,  

J. Schmidt, C. Weston 
Guests:   P. Smith 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Documents circulated at the meeting: 
 - 0708-APC-11-30 (Corrected) Resolution from RPC re. RPC approval of By-Laws of Centre for 
    Research on Children and Families 
 - 0708-APC-12-43 Proposed questions for the Arts Legacy (Freshman) Program Review (for APC 
    meeting on 13th December 2007) 
 
06.01 Proposed agenda 
 

The agenda was adopted with the addition of one item: Proposed questions for the Arts Legacy (Freshman) 
Program Review (0708-APC-11-43). 

   
06.02    Minutes of the meeting held on 8th November 2007             
  
 The minutes were approved as circulated. 
 
06.03     Business arising  
 
 None. 
 
06.04     Academic Program Reviews Reports 
         

CONFIDENTIAL 
 
06.05     SCTP Report on meeting held on 1st November 2007 (0708-APC-11-35) 
  

APC received the report from its Subcommittee on Courses and Teaching Programs (SCTP).  The report 
did not include any proposals for review and approval by APC. 

 
06.06    Name change for the Department of Athletics and other units – for information (0708-APC-11-36) 
 

The term “department” is intended to designate an academic teaching unit.  Several administrative and 
service units that were called “departments” have been renamed to: “Athletics and Recreation”, “Human 
Resources”, “Accounts Receivable”, “Treasury”, “Pension Investments”, Risk Management and 
Insurance”.   
These changes will be reported to Senate for information. 

 
06.07    Research Policy Committee 
         

a) 2006-07 Annual Report to APC and plans for 2007-08 (0708-APC-11-28)  
 

APC received the report from the Research Policy Committee.  The RPC reports to Senate through 
APC.  Matters that are submitted by the RPC to APC for review and approval include:  proposals for the 
creation of new research centres, revisions to research centre by-laws, new policies and regulations 
pertaining to research.           

 
b) Centre for Research on Children and Families By-Laws    
- Resolution from the RPC (0708-APC-11-30) 

 - By-Laws of the CRCF (0708-APC-11-37 - excerpted from 0708-APC-08-03) 
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 - Research Centre Regulations, May 2005 (0708-APC-11-38) 
 
 APC approved the proposed By-Laws for the Centre for Research on Children and Families.  
 
06.08 University bilateral student exchange agreements – a three-year action plan (draft for discussion), 

 Office of the Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning), 24th October 2007 (0708-APC-11-31) 
 

Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) Morton J. Mendelson presented the preliminary draft of a 
document entitled “University bilateral student exchange agreements – a three-year action plan” which was 
submitted to APC for discussion. This is a first attempt to address the University’s lack of a coherent 
approach to bilateral exchanges.  A statement of principles is intended to guide the University as it 
becomes more proactive in seeking exchange agreements with other institutions. Exchange agreements are 
of two kinds: 1) those initiated by faculties (such as exchanges in Law, Engineering, Management) with 
specific partners, units within universities that as a whole may not necessarily be perfect institutional 
partners for McGill; 2)  broad institutional exchange agreements with peer institutions, i.e. natural partners 
of similar quality.  The draft document defines the types of schools that might be considered and outlines 
an action plan and priorities that support common goals for the next three years, together with a list of 
administrative issues that need to be addressed. One of the priorities listed is to review the exchange 
agreements negotiated by CREPUQ for Quebec universities and consider the possibility for McGill to 
withdraw from CREPUQ exchanges altogether but focus on developing bilateral exchange agreements 
with those CREPUQ exchange partner institutions that would be appropriate for McGill. 

 
 In the discussion that ensued, the following points were made: 

 
- Besides the principle of parity, i.e. achieving a balance between hosting and sending, which is inherent 

in exchange agreements, one principle should be that of synergy between research activities in each 
institution and exchanges; students should be engaged with units that have similar academic 
pursuits.  While this concern is particularly relevant for the unit-to-unit exchanges, it is also relevant 
for broader graduate student exchanges, which should be based on some research collaboration. 

 
- The length of programs should be taken into consideration; one could envisage more exchanges at 

the level of course-related master’s, Ph.D., and M.B.A. programs. 
 

- Restrictions as to disciplines open to exchange students in a broad institutional exchange agreement, 
as well as enrolment restrictions in certain disciplines, programs and courses, have to be taken into 
consideration. 

 
- Principles should include the fact that on the basis of an exchange agreement, the University accepts 

students selected by the other institution.  This raises the question as to how McGill defines “peer 
institutions”, i.e. research-intensive, high-quality universities that rank well by international 
standards, but also elite liberal arts colleges.  It has to be a flexible definition, and there has to be a 
case-by-case evaluation.  Justifications should be provided with proof that the institution meets the 
standard. 

 
- Criteria should be in place for initiating or renewing student exchange agreements. 

 
- A set of agreed-upon set of criteria should be provided for evaluating student exchange 

agreement proposals, i.e., questions that APC would want answered whenever it reviews 
proposals for exchange agreement for approval.   

 
- Under Priorities b) APC found it difficult to understand from the document what the “priorities of the 

Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations)” were that led to the selection of “major Israeli 
universities” as universities that “should be approached concurrently”.  Both b) (Israel) and c) fall 
under the priorities of the Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) and should be 
grouped together under a statement of principle that exchanges should support research links.  
The strategic document that led to the selection of such priorities should be referenced. It was 
explained that it is the view of the Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) that McGill 
University should focus on certain geographical areas of the planet for establishing research links, i.e., 
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McGill should privilege strong links with specific countries that are active in certain research areas, 
e.g. India, China, Japan, the United States (California in particular), European countries, and Israel 
because of the density of high technology research found there and because McGill happens to have 
many of its students going to Israel, although McGill has no exchanges with Israeli universities. While 
undergraduate exchange agreements constitute a model that may not apply so well to India, discipline-
specific exchange agreements at the graduate level would be possible.   

 
It was agreed that the document should be revised and expanded in light of the comments made by 
APC members. Items b) and c) under Priorities should be combined and put in a larger context, giving a 
full explanation. 
 
It was also suggested that a list of all current student exchange agreements should be appended, together 
with a tally of where students are going and coming from, at least by country.  A list of universities that 
McGill might consider approaching for negotiating student exchange agreements should also be provided. 

 
The revised document should be submitted to APC for further consideration. 

 
06.09   Draft Report of APC to Senate on activities, plans & priorities (0708-APC-11-39) 
 
            The proposed annual report to Senate was approved for submission to Senate. 
 
06.10   Arts Legacy – proposed questions for review. 
 

The Arts Legacy (Freshman) program option, Making Modernities, was approved by APPC (2nd December 
2004) and Senate (12th January 2005) on the condition that the program should be reviewed in the context 
of McGill’s Program Review Process after two years.”   Dr Phil Smith and Helen Richard prepared a list of 
questions that reflect the concerns that had been expressed by APPC and integrated them into the list of 
Academic Review Program Review questions that might apply to the program.  This list was being 
circulated to APC in advance for consideration at the APC meeting on 13th December.  It will also be sent 
to the Faculty of Arts for comments and suggestions.   

 
06.11 Other business 
 
 None. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 
 

         Helen M.C. Richard 2007-11-29 
 

HMCR/APPCdocs/minutes/2007-11-22 


