
APC 04/10/2012 –1
st 

meeting 2012-2013 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy Committee held on Thursday 4
th

 October 2012, from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m., 

Room 302, James Building 
Present:  M. Kreiswirth (chairing), W. Adams, E. Chiang, K. Dalkir, J. Galbraith, A. Ghoshdastidar, H. Hatch-Dinel,  

W. Hendershot, L. Hendren, S. Huebner, E. Laverdière, C. Mandato, S. McDougall, P. Perez-Aleman, J. Potter, 

P. Smith, L. Stone, S. Stroud, P. Tikasz, C. Urbain (for C.C. Cook), C. Weston,  M. Ziedel, H.M.C. Richard 

(Secretary to the Committee) 

Regrets: C.C. Cook, I. Henderson, A.C. Masi, M.J. Mendelson, A. Misra   
Guests: N. Diamond (item 9) 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Document circulated at the meeting: none  

 

01.01  Proposed agenda 
 

           The proposed agenda was adopted.  

 

01.02  Minutes of previous APC meeting held on 24
th

 May 2012   

 

   The minutes were approved as circulated. 

 

01.03   Business arising  

             

            a.  Revised APC Assessment on Department of Linguistics Review (for information) 

       

APC’s Assessment on the Review of the Department of Linguistics, revised in light of comments made at the 

meeting of APC on 24
th

 May, has been sent to the Chair of the Department and to the Dean of the Faculty of 

Arts. 

 

            b. Revised Academic Unit Review Self-Study template, Aug. 2012 (12-APC-10-03)  (for information) 

 

The template for Academic Unit Review Self-Study reports, which does not require APC approval, was 

brought to APC for information only, in order for APC members to see how the review of interdisciplinary 

programs has been integrated in the template, as a result of the work of the APC Workgroup on 

Interdisciplinary Programs, chaired by Professor Ian Henderson, and of APC’s discussions at its meetings on 

8
th

 December 2011, 2
nd

 February 2012 and 24
th

 May 2012.  The revisions made to the template reflect the 

conclusions reached by APC at its meeting on 24
th

 May.  In section II of the template, the footnote asks that all 

interdisciplinary programs in which the unit is involved be listed and that the name of the administering/home 

unit be provided for each of them.  The footnote refers to section II C which requests that the unit report on 

those interdisciplinary programs for which the unit is the administering/home unit. 

 

A discussion ensued regarding the usefulness of the Self-Study template and whether it might be considered to 

be too rigid or constraining.  It was noted that, in light of APC’s previous experience with loosely structured 

Academic Program Reviews, the Self-Study template has been found by units, reviewers and readers so far to 

be helpful and reasonable: topics are covered in a known sequence; academic units are allowed the necessary 

flexibility to include subjects not mentioned in the template or to skip questions that do not concern them; the 

template is intended as a guide to facilitate the units’ task and allow easier comparisons across academic units;  

the questions are intended to be of use to the unit and to the reviewers and readers; the indicators listed are 

considered important ones in the University’s strategic plan and the template encourages units to think about 

them.  It was argued that there may be different ways of looking at programs, that asking units how they 

evaluate the quality of their academic programs and how they propose to improve their quality may be a more 

fruitful exercise than asking them to answer a list of questions, that the template should not drive the process, 

and that in order to spare academics’ time, templates should best be structured loosely. It was suggested that 

the template be revisited in a year or two, after APC has seen what academic units have presented in response 

to the template.  It was also suggested that feedback regarding the merits/usefulness of the Self-Study template 

be collected from units that completed their reviews, and from the reviewers and readers.     
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01.04  APC Subcommittee on Courses and Teaching Programs 

      

           a. SCTP Report 1 on meeting held on 10
th

 May 2012 (12-APC-10-01)  (for information) 

           b. SCTP Report 2 on meeting held on 1
st
 August 2012 (12-APC-10-02)  (for information) 

 

Attention was drawn to the long lists of course retirements in SCTP’s Report 2.  It was stated that faculties were 

initially asked by the Office of the Deputy Provost to consider a list of courses that had not been offered in the 

past five years and to identify those that the faculty wished to keep and state the reason for wishing to keep them.  

In the end, all courses with zero-enrolment for five years were mandated to be closed.  It was noted that faculties 

had good reasons for not wishing to retire certain courses; the list included courses for which, for example, staff 

was being hired to teach.  The process was viewed as an irregular procedure which had resulted in a loss of 

credibility vis à vis departments and academic committees.  Since SCTP approves the creation, revision and 

retirement of courses, it was suggested that, if the decision to retire courses with zero-enrolment for five years 

was taken by SCTP, the matter should be referred to SCTP.  APC needed to know why and how this was done, if 

the course requirements had not followed normal procedure, and whether this was going to be done every year.  

 
Secretary’s note:  
The decision was an administrative one.  SCTP merely received the course retirements from the faculties.  The 

subject of “very low-enrolment courses and programs” was brought to APC at its meeting on 26
th

 May 2011 

(item 14.09, pages 4-5 of the minutes) as a concern for the University administration; the Deans were said to be  

“collectively committed to dealing with the problem”.  On 6
th

 June 2012, following the course retirement 

procedure, Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) Morton J. Mendelson sent the following message to 

Deans regarding a facilitated process for easily reinstating retired courses when necessary:  

In response to concerns raised by a number of faculties, we have changed the administrative processes for 

reinstating retired courses.  Deans, or their delegates, will now be able to reinstate a course after it is retired, by 

simply submitting an e-mail to the Course and Program Administrator at Enrolment Services, including an 

effective date and confirming that the course description is still valid.  If a course does not have a description 

and when revisions are requested, the usual procedures for revising courses will need to be followed.   

Objections to retiring courses with zero-enrolment for five years were mostly based on the length of time to 

reinstate courses.  Given that this issue has been addressed, the Provost would like to proceed with the 

retirement of zero-enrolment courses.  Therefore, a list of retirements, including their effects on programs, has 

been attached with this email.   

In order to complete this process, please sign the attached list and return it to Jonathan Nordland at the Office 

of the Deputy-Provost (Student Life and Learning) by June 15, 2012. 

 

01.05  Research Advisory Council  

            - Revisions to “McGill Policy on Ethical Conduct of Research Involving Human Subjects” (12-APC-10-04) 

            - Memo from Dr. Rose Goldstein, Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations), 25
th

 September 2012 

  

Associate Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) Social Sciences and Humanities Sarah Stroud 

presented the revisions to the McGill Policy on Ethical Conduct of Research Involving Human Subjects.  The 

revisions are necessary for the Policy to be compliant with the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for 

Research Involving Humans (TCPS), as explained in Vice-Principal Rose Goldstein’s memorandum.   The 

proposed revisions were drafted by members of Research Ethics Boards and reviewed by the Research Advisory 

Council (RAC) on 18
th

 July 2012. 

 

In the discussion that ensued, a number of clarifications were sought and the term “participants” was questioned 

as a replacement for the term “subjects” which had been considered too demeaning.  It was suggested that 

“subject” may have been the right term given that “participant” has various connotations and requires a qualifier.  

While signing a consent form makes one a participant, one can imagine situations in which subjects of research 

are unaware of their participation.  The document should cover that possibility.   

 

APC was asked whether to approve the proposed revisions, subject to a friendly amendment that the proposed 

revisions to the document be amended to clarify points of terminology before the document could be presented 

to Senate for further approval, or whether to refer the document back to the RAC so that APC could then 

consider it for approval.   A vote was taken: seven members voted in favour of approving the proposed revisions 

subject to the friendly amendment, eight voted against approving the revisions proposed by RAC; one member 
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abstained. The document and the proposed revisions will therefore be referred back to RAC for further 

clarification of terminology. 

  

01.06  Council on Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies (CGPS) 

            - 2012 Annual Report to APC (12-APC-10-05) 

 

The proposed 2012 annual report from the Council on Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies was received.  

Although it is not formally a subcommittee of APC, CGPS, like RAC, reports to Senate through APC. 

 

01.07  APC Subcommittee on Teaching and Learning (STL) 

       

              a. 2012 Annual Report to APC (12-APC-10-06) 

 

APC received the report and discussed the concerns regarding the use of “clickers” (Student Response System) 

(item 1.4), in particular the fact that their usage “drops dramatically after first-year courses” and why it is being 

presupposed that instructors should continue to use them.  It was answered that many students were finding 

that the use of clickers was helping them with their learning.   

        

           b. Proposed membership 2012-2013 (12-APC-10-07) 

 

APC approved the proposed STL membership for 2012-2013. 

 

01.08  APC Subcommittee on Continuing Education (SCE) 

          - Approved terms of reference and proposed membership 2012-2013 (12-APC-10-09) 

 

APC approved the proposed STL membership for 2012-2013. 

 

01.09  ASAP 2012-2017 – Achieving Strategic Academic Priorities  

           A proposed strategic plan for McGill, 1 October 2012 (12-APC-10-08) 

      

Dr. Nancy Diamond, Policy Advisor to the Provost, joined the meeting and explained that the proposed ASAP 

2012-2017 document was presented to APC for information and consultation, and that it had  already been 

considered by the Deans and P7 (Principal’s senior administrative team).  As a formal statement of strategic 

planning it builds on the 2006 White Paper and takes into account changes that have occurred since then.  Like 

its predecessor it is intended to drive the University budget allocation.  Its development is the result of a broad 

consultative process, six presentations to Senate, six workgroups involving 100 staff and students from almost 

every faculty and unit, and consultations reaching out to 500 others.  Some of the lessons learned were that the 

University’s activities, its local and global engagements in particular, should be better communicated, that there 

is considerable interest among academic units in sharing interests and engagements and in collaborating, and that 

technological advancements should be harnessed.  The ASAP report attempts to incorporate those lessons. An 

implementation plan will seek expression of ASAP 2012 priorities in faculties and administrative units.  

 

Discussion ensued.  It was first noted that APC will not have sufficient time to deal with the document at the 

meeting.  It was proposed that APC begin its discussion and that the document be presented concurrently to 

Senate (on 17
th

 October).  The document would return to APC in a revised form for discussion and approval on 

25
th

 October.   Advice and comments could also be provided through Senate or directly to the Provost’s office.  

 

In the discussion of the document, attention was drawn to the Research Vision on page 35 and the material that 

was quoted from a Strategic Research Plan still in development.  It was advised that it may be unwise to include 

material which has not been approved and that a note should be added under Objective 4 stating that this 

research section will be developed when the Strategic Research Plan has been finalized.  It was also commented 

that to approve a general plan while a subset of it is being worked on seemed illogical; both documents should be 

brought to conclusion simultaneously. 
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The text on page 29 regarding on-line educational delivery options and the statement that “we must move from 

incremental changes to a platform ready to launch radical transformation…” raised concern.  It was suggested 

that it may be preferable to state that the University should be open to discussing such a proposition.   

 

There was also concern about the cosmetic use of the term “creativity” along with “research”.  The report does 

not reflect much creative activity and should propose that thought be given to integrating creative activity in the 

University’s academic priorities and into the Strategic Research project.  

 

Objective 10 that McGill “attain pre-eminence in education for the professions”, was thought to require a more 

explicit link to the report of the Workgroup on 21
st
 Century Education for the Professions, so that the reader may 

know where the ideas stated there come from.  

 

Objectives 3.1and 3.3 regarding the recruitment and support of graduate students seemed to some APC members 

to be misleading, as they may give the impression that further rapid increases in funding would take place, equal 

to the nine-fold increase that has occurred since 2006.  Reference is made to the graduate recruitment website 

blog on graduate student life at McGill which may be popular but whose effectiveness is not clear. Such details 

may not be helpful. 

 

The role, purpose and use of the document were also discussed.  It was noted that a document is needed to reflect 

a vision and set an academic direction for the University in the next five years, linking them to the allocation of 

resources.  As an example, Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies have benefited from being included in the 

University’s 2006 strategic plan.  It was suggested that such an overwhelmingly detailed document should be 

accompanied by a more succinct version that would summarize the plan and live on the McGill website. Other 

universities post their institutional commitments and brief statements of what they stand for in a highly visible 

manner on their website. It seemed essential to know what the purpose and future use of the ASAP document are 

intended to be. 

 

The document, after having been presented to Senate on 17
th

 October, will return to APC for further discussion 

and input on 25
th

 October 2012.  

 

01.10  Other business 

            

           None. 

  

The meeting adjourned at 5:05 p.m. 

       Helen M.C. Richard - HMCR/APPCdocs/minutes/2012-10-04 


