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Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy and Planning Committee held on 29th January 2004, from 3:00 to
5:00 p.m.  in Room 609, James (Administration) Building

Present: L. Vinet (Chair), J. Beheshti, A. Bryan, V. Choy, M. Crago, M. Dowsley, J.Galbraith,
M. Graham, F. Groen, H.G. Leighton,J. Zucchi, H.M.C. Richard (Secretary to the Committee)

Regrets: C. Bushnell, E. Cooper, G. Demopoulos, Ph. Depalle, W. Hendershot, H. Knox, M. Kuan, A.C.
Masi, S. McDougall, L. Proulx, R. Roy

08.01     Proposed agenda  

Adopted as circulated.

08.02 Minutes of meeting held on January 15, 2004

Approved.

08.03 Business arising

- Report on Senate decisions on 355th APPC Report  (Senate meeting held on January 21, 2004)

The Chair reported on the Senate meeting on January 21, 2004.  Consideration of the 355th APPC Report,
was unfortunately pushed to the end of the meeting by two lengthy presentations.   All items on the report
requiring approval by Senate were approved.  They include:
- B.A.; Honours in Canadian Studies
- B.A.; Minor Concentration in Hispanic Literature and Culture
- B.A. & Sc.
- B.A. & Sc.: Major Concentration in Chemistry
- B.A. & Sc.; Major Concentration in Biology; Organismal
- B.A. & Sc.; Major Concentration in Biology; Cell/Molecular
- B.A. & Sc.; Major Concentration in Earth, Atmosphere and Ocean Sciences
- B.A. & Sc.; Major Concentration in Geography; Physical Geography
- B.A. & Sc.; Major Concentration in Physics
- B. Eng.  in Microelectronics with Ecole Polytechnique and Université de Sherbrooke
-    Concurrent B.Sc./B.Ed.; Major in Mathematics (135 cr.)
-    Concurrent B.Sc./B.Ed.; Major Concentration in Biology with a Minor in Chemistry for Teachers
-    Concurrent B.Sc./B.Ed.; Major Concentration in Chemistry with a Minor in Biology for Teachers
-    Concurrent B.Sc./B.Ed.; Major Concentration in Chemistry with a Minor in Physics for Teachers
-    Concurrent B.Sc./B.Ed.; Major Concentration in Physics with a Minor in Chemistry for Teachers
-    Concurrent B.Sc./B.Ed.; Major Concentration in Biology with a Minor in Physics for Teachers
-    Concurrent B.Sc./B.Ed.; Major Concentration in Physics with a Minor in Biology for Teachers
- Option in Chemical Biology
- Ph.D. in Biochemistry; Chemical Biology
- M.Sc. in Biochemistry; Chemical Biology
- Ph.D. in Pharmacology; Chemical Biology
- M.Sc. in Pharmacology; Chemical Biology
- Ph.D. in Chemistry; Chemical Biology
- M.Sc. in Chemistry; Chemical Biology.
Steps will be taken to celebrate the launching of the new programs included in the report so that they may
be given the attention they deserve.  The Provost also noted that APPC went beyond its jurisdiction when
at the meeting on November 27, 2003 it “approved revisions to 54.1 b) and 56.1 b) of the Green Book”
and submitted this for information to Senate.  The text of the APPC Report to Senate was revised to read:
“APPC approved an “Academic Integrity Statement” intended to be inserted in various policies of Graduate
and Postdoctoral Studies and     will       submit       proposed       revisions       to        Sections       54.1       and       56.1       of       the        Green        Book
to       the        Senate        Comm       ittee       on        Student        Affairs   .”

08.04 SCTP Report of January 8, 2004 meeting (03-APPC-01-30)
- B.A.Sc.; Major Concentration in Biomedical Sciences

APPC approved the B.A. Sc.; Major Concentration in Biomedical Sciences for submission to Senate.
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0805 Criteria for selection of student exchange partners (03-APPC-01-27)

The Chair proposed a brainstorming session on the questions raised by Associate Provost (Academic
Services) Nicholas de Takacsy in his memorandum of January 12 (03-APPPC-01-27), stating that it would
be premature for APPC to push for a policy at this point as the question regarding the level of priority to
be given study abroad is being asked every Faculty within the current strategic planning exercise.

Discussion opened with a reminder that former United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights
Mary Robinson during her visit at Homecoming Weekend 2003 suggested partnerships between North-
American universities and universities in the southern hemisphere, much like the partnerships that were
struck between former Eastern European universities and western universities after the November 1989
events.  Socially-driven partnerships would reflect a planned enterprise emanating from a broader world
mission.  It was suggested that McGill’s current unplanned set of partnerships may not be sufficiently
mission driven.  In response, it was argued that McGill’s primary mission was education and that one
should beware of engaging in activities that have purposes other than education, and of sending McGill
students to weak universities.  It was also noted that CIDA-funded programs may already cover activities
driven by the University’s social mission. McGill’s partnerships could be of two types: one stream of
exchanges with equivalent universities and a “sharing” stream that does not involve sending McGill
students.   

It was further commented that equivalence was a relative notion.  While courses at the host university do
not necessarily equal those of the home university, students are exposed to a different learning opportunity
and a different kind of learning.  The overall mission was to become a lot more cosmopolitan; an
institution and its students do not become this way only by hosting international students.  There was
admission that McGill may not be managing this international aspect of its students’ education; it just lets
it happen.  Sending students to an environment that would enhance their McGill education, even though
not equivalent academically, would require that the University seek study-abroad situations that would
work best, and students should also upon arrival at McGill be able to plan their program of study to fit in
a semester away.

McGill’s current way of doing business was thought not to be the first question to discuss. The second
question, ie. whether APPC sees student exchanges as a priority and believes that the University should
encourage its students to take a semester away and facilitate it seemed to be the first question to tackle.  It
was noted that the answer to that question may partly lie with McGill’s student body: 47% of McGill’s
undergraduate students already come to Quebec from elsewhere, ie. another country  (18%) or another
province (30%): do those students, even those in a four-year program, wish to go away again?  Academic
program reviews may provide an opportunity to consider ways to facilitate semesters of study abroad
within curriculum design.  A number of McGill students, depending on their discipline, wish to be
engaged in international development: could the University strengthen coop and internship arrangements?
The Chair responded that if this is deemed to be a priority, the University would develop it.  It was
mentioned that in Science and Engineering one-year internships with companies could take place abroad.
With reference to the constraints of a three-year program, it was suggested that summer opportunities, such
as those offered abroad by certain US universities, should be explored.  Field semesters such as those
offered in Panama or Africa (restricted to students in specific departments) also fit well into a three-year
program.   

If order to discuss “what is APPC’s view of the importance of a study abroad semester as an integral part
of a McGill degree”, it was suggested that the Committee should consider the value of exchanges:  have
any studies on the value of semesters abroad been done?  Given the priority assigned to student mobility in
Europe, the Chair suggested asking Associate Provost Nicholas de Takacsy about any studies that may
have been undertaken on how well Europe’s mobility programs work.

Regarding the choice of university partners, and whether the partner institution should necessarily be
similar in size and offerings, it was noted that going to a different kind of institution may be very
beneficial if that institution, for example, offers an area of study not available at McGill; this would add
value to a McGill student’s education.  Experiencing something vastly different from what McGill offers
may be very good.   

APPC shifted its attention to the first question, “how comfortable is APPC with our current way of doing
business?”  APPC, it was stated, was uncomfortable about being faced with agreements already signed at
the highest level, and reacting to proposals presented to it; APPC would have to develop a framework and
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recommendations regarding study abroad.  It was felt that dealing with study abroad on a university-wide
basis may not be the best approach as what might be of interest to one department or one Faculty may be
of no interest to another.  Initiatives should best come from departments.   Some of them might identify a
summer program at another university for their students, for example.  The whole spectrum of possibilities
should be explored.  Whether the same reasoning should be applied to the question of the importance of a
study abroad semester was not clear:  while studying abroad may be a very valuable experience which
should be encouraged, it may be difficult for a University with limited resources to make it compulsory.

It was stated that the study abroad question concerned graduate students as much as undergraduate students,
but whether fast degree-completion would remain the favoured goal was an issue raised.  It was noted that
certain graduate study programs would benefit enormously from time spent in other countries and that such
experience probably could be better supported at the graduate level than at the undergraduate level.   It was
suggested that graduate students who spent their undergraduate student years at McGill probably have an
approach to study opportunities abroad different from that of students who come another country.  Study
abroad at graduate level was said to be hugely different from study abroad at undergraduate level in terms
of expectation, involvement, and feed-back.  But whether at the graduate or undergraduate level, the
University would benefit from having a framework for those stays abroad; students should not just be
thrown into an “experience”.  If the planning for study abroad takes place at the level of department or
Faculty, there will be elements the University will wish to encourage.  Nor should APPC let the aspect of
the operation that it sees mask the full reality; APPC has no approval authority over the study stays abroad
of graduate students.  APPC is being consulted only on the aspect of study abroad for which APPC
approval is required, ie. exchange agreements.  

Should McGill play a more active role in these organizations? If so, for what purpose? Should McGill
enter into “one way” agreements with universities in the developing world, and allocate resources to
support incoming students under these agreements?  In addition to McGill’s memberships in international
associations, APPC was reminded of the many exchanges that come under the CREPUQ umbrella, arrived
at on diplomatic grounds.  It was argued that McGill’s partnerships should be governed by the specific
needs of its own students; the University should be leery of agreements that might create obligations.
McGill already has mechanisms for entering into partnerships with other institutions and may not need
umbrella organizations. On the subject of “one-way” agreements with universities in the developing world,
such agreements only facilitate the process for students of specific countries to come to McGill.   

Finally APPC considered the Principal’s question about an equity clause: “what does APPC think about
an equity clause? Or, more broadly, should the University have guidelines about what institutions it
should do business with?”  The reasoning behind the statement that adoption of a “global equity policy
limiting the institutions with which we do business to those that live by the same principles” would cause
exchange agreements with women’s colleges to lapse was questioned.   Universities which choose to admit
only women to their institution do not discriminate by sending only women students to McGill.  McGill
should only make sure that partner institutions offer to our students similar guarantees as those stated in
McGill’s Charter of Students’ Rights; in that sense it would be relevant for McGill to negotiate equity.
Regarding women’s universities, a clear distinction should be emphasized in order to protect such
partnerships.  It was some members’ view that it might be bad manners and not necessary for McGill to
force its own set of values on the world. The Chair explained that the equity issue came up over a
partnership involving Saudi Arabia where women are not allowed the same freedom and study choices as
men; a US university decided not to sign an agreement because of disagreement over the treatment of
women.  It was noted that while McGill does not yet have an equity policy, equity is substantiated in
various existing policies.

08.06 Other business

None.

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.


