
APC 31/01/2008 – 9th meeting 2007-08 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 `  
Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy Committee held on Thursday 31st January 2008 from 3:00 to 5:00 
p.m., Room 310, James Building 

 
Present:  A. Masi, (Chair), A. Angus, A. Borkotoky, G. Brown, L. Butler-Kisber, W. Caplin, A. DeGuise, V. Errunza,, 

D. Farrow, J. Feine, H. Goto, W. Hendershot, P. Holland, D. Jutras, D. King, M. Kreiswirth, G. McClure,  
S. McDougall, M.J. Mendelson, J. Schmidt, S. Stroud, M. Szyf, H.M.C. Richard (Secretary to the Committee) 

Regrets: R. Rozen, C. Weston,  
Guests:   none 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Documents circulated at the meeting: none. 
  
09.01 Proposed agenda 
 

The agenda was adopted as proposed. 
   
09.02    Minutes of the meeting held on 17th January 2008               
 
 The minutes were approved, with the addition of Daniel King’s name among members present. 
 
09.03     Business arising  
 

At the meeting of APC on 17th January 2008, two items were referred to the attention of the Schulich 
School of Music: 
a) the proposed Minor in Musical Science and Technology (minutes 08-05 a).  The School’s response, 
as reported in the minutes of the meeting (pp. 3-4) was satisfactory.  The proposed program will therefore 
be submitted to Senate for approval.  
b) the Artist Diploma and its status as an undergraduate-level degree (minutes 08-04).  This program 
dates back to a time when graduate diplomas were not allowed.  The Schulich School of Music has been 
discussing “either shifting the Artist Diploma to the graduate level with an appropriate adjustment of 
curriculum, or proposing a new diploma.” The need for a graduate diploma is being considered. 
  

09.04     Report on Senate decisions, meeting on 23rd January 2008 
 

It was reported that Senate approved the “Proposed Policy on Official End-of-Term Course Evaluations” 
with one addition, i.e., that it be reviewed by the APC Subcommittee on Teaching and Learning after three 
years, i.e. in 2010. 

 
09.05     Academic Program Reviews Reports 
  

CONFIDENTIAL 
 
09.06     APC Subcommittee on Courses and Teaching Programs (SCTP)  
 

 a)  Report on meeting held 10th January 2008     
 
1) Part I (08-APC-01-52 I) 
- B.Sc.; Minor in Interdisciplinary Life Sciences (24 cr.) 

 
The proposed program was approved for submission to Senate for approval.  It will be included in 
APC’s 397th Report (D07-30) for consideration on 13th February 2008. 

 
  2) Part II (08-APC-01-52 II)  
 

The second part of the report on SCTP’s meeting on 10th January 2008 will be circulated at a later date.  
It contains only items report to APC for information.   

  
 b) Recommendations for streamlining SCTP procedures, 19th Dec 2007 
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             and (Draft) Approval steps for courses/programs prior to SCTP (08-APC-01-53)  
 

The document entitled “Recommendations for Streamlining Course and Program Approvals” and dated 
19th December 2007 was presented. It proposes a streamlining of the function of APC’s Subcommittee on 
Courses and Teaching Programs (SCTP) and of the information that would be submitted to APC and 
Senate.  The proposed change in the approval process of courses and teaching programs would have to be 
approved by Senate.   
 
The document proposes a decentralization of responsibility for the approval of some types of proposals.  
Such decentralization has taken place over the years (in particular with the creation SCTP over 20 years 
ago).  While trying to expedite the approval process and to make sure that local units have an important 
say, the document tries to maintain appropriate University oversight and control of the academic offerings 
of the University.  
  

1) The approval path for new programs remains the same 
 
2) Minor revisions to programs would be submitted to APC and Senate for information only, as is 

now the case, but reports would be more concise than they currently are.  The proposed change 
would nonetheless decentralize final approval from SCTP to faculties in most cases; only issues 
flagged by the Chair of SCTP or delegate would be reviewed by SCTP, if there is reason for them 
to be consulted by the Manager of the Program and Degree Evaluation Office (PDEO) in 
Enrolment Services.  SCTP would nonetheless have oversight responsibility.   

 
3) Moderate revisions, similarly, would be submitted to SCTP and CGPS if the Chair of SCTP or 

delegate and/or the Dean of Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies or delegate determined that 
consultation of a committee is necessary. 

 
4) Major revisions would be considered by SCTP and CGPS where applicable and be submitted to 

APC and Senate for information only. 
 
5) New and revised course proposals would be under the responsibility of faculties, given that course 

changes are probably better understood at the level of the discipline. Verification would be 
exercised by the PDEO, and review by SCTP might be carried out if the PDEO Manager and the 
Chair of SCTP, or delegate, determine this to be required.   

 
In the discussion, the identity of the PDEO in Enrolment Services was clarified.  The Office already exists; 
it is responsible for keeping records on courses and programs and for handling course calendars; the Office 
staff includes individuals who are fully aware of program structure.  It was noted that allowing issues to be 
referred to SCTP for consultation, if required, preserves the ability to have a body outside a particular 
faculty make a judgment and provide guidance whenever issues may have been overlooked.  In other cases, 
SCTP would see a summary report only, not the details. APC members discussed examples of 
modifications that might fall under the three categories (minor, moderate, major). It was suggested that a 
program retirement could be a serious issue: the proposal by the Faculty of Science to retire the B.A.&Sc,; 
Major Concentration in Biomedical Science was cited as an example. It was stated that students were 
opposed to the retirement and made representations to SCTP and that SCTP nonetheless approved the 
retirement.  
 
It was suggested and agreed that if submitting courses and program changes for information constituted the 
last chance for SCTP and APC to exercise oversight, summary reports should be more frequent than 
annually.  Course and program modifications, submitted in smaller quantity and more frequently would be 
more likely to be examined than would a global end-of-year report.  It was suggested and agreed that a 
summary report might be submitted to APC monthly (at every second meeting).  On seeing one such 
summary report from SCTP, APC would however be better able to decide on frequency and format. 
 
It was argued that APC members should not be cavalier about the oversight of the University’s teaching 
activities. The proposal raises the question of quality control and quality assurance.  Faculties are 
sprawling bodies: APC should be mindful of the quality control exercised in the faculties and of the quality 
of the activities that bear the McGill name. It was felt that approval of activities at a higher level than the 
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faculties would be preferable.  Given the growing trend towards interdisciplinary studies and programs, it 
was further noted that APC should be careful that University-wide oversight should be exercised; 
interdisciplinary proposals may have to be considered by an independent body, external to the faculties that 
collaborate in those teaching activities. 
 
It was noted that the amount of work required for screening all new and revised course proposals and 
program revisions in relation to the value-added at SCTP may not be justified.  Furthermore, courses and 
programs submitted for information may always be questioned and opened for discussion by the full 
committee. Although the responsibility is delegated, the body delegating may still oversee and request 
further deliberation.  Senate is the ultimate step in the quality assurance process. 
 
It was agreed that the proposed “Recommendations for Streamlining Course and Program Approvals” 
document should be revised in light of the suggestions made by APC.  The SCTP will be informed of 
the revisions.  The proposal will be submitted to Senate for approval.  It will be presented as APC’s 
398th Report for consideration on 5th March 2008. 

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

 
 

         Helen M.C. Richard 2008-02-08 
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