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Minutes of the meeting of the Academic Policy and Planning Committee held on 16th May 2002, from 3:00 to
5:00 p.m.  in Room 609 of the James Administration Building.

Present: L.Vinet (chair), E. Cooper, P. Depalle, , M. Crago, G. Demopoulos, H. Goad,
M. Graham, F. Groen, W. Hendershot, H. Knox, A. Lau, A.C. Masi, J. Paquette,
G. Philie, F. Sagel, H.M.C. Richard (Secretary of the Committee)

Regrets: C. Bushnell, R. Eley, N. Kasirer, L. Proulx, C. Straehle,
Guests: D. Buszard (item 3), N. de Takacsy (item 5)

Documents circulated at the meeting:
- revised agenda
- 01-APPC-05-50 Exchange Agreement – Globalization of Education in Animal and Poultry Agriculture,

memo from Associate Vice-Principal (Academic) Nicholas B. de Takacsy, May 16, 2002

11.01 Proposed agenda.  
The proposed agenda was adopted with one addition under Business arising: Proposal to change the degree
designation Bachelor of Science in Agriculture, B.Sc.(Agr) to Bachelor of Science in Agricultural and
Environmental Sciences, B.Sc. (Agr Env Sc).  Another item was added as item 6: SCTP recommendation
to APPC on credit weighting (01-APPC-05-49).

11.02 The minutes of the meeting held on 2nd May 2002 were approved as circulated.

11.03 Business arising

a) Proposal to change the degree designation Bachelor of Science in Agriculture, B.Sc. (Agr) to Bachelor
of Science in Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, B.Sc. (Agr Env Sc) (01-APPC-04-32)

The Dean of the Faculty of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences (FAES), Deborah Buszard, joined the
meeting.  She stated that the recommendation by the Commission des universités sur les programmes
(CUP) was based on the work of a CUP subcommittee which included representation from the FAES.  The
Agr designation is an element of confusion as it is identical to professional designations for the Ordre des
agronomes du Québec.  The FAES offers programs, some of which prepare students for the Ordre; others
are in areas which do not lead to accreditation; those programs are not eligible for the Ordre, yet the
designations assigned to them give the impression that they are eligible.  The FAES therefore proposed a
designation that would remove that confusion.  Dean Buszard stated that lots of time had been spent
investigating the issue.  The FAES worked with the Faculty of Science to consider the possibility of a
B.Sc. but campus context (i.e. separate geographic locations) would not make this easy and that option
was not found suitable.  The FAES considered “environmental sciences” but this designation would imply
that environmental programs are offered exclusively by the Faculty whereas this is not so.  The option to
use the Faculty name was thought best for removing confusion.  It makes it clear that the designation
covers all the programs offered by the Faculty and reflects the uniqueness of the Faculty in the province,
with its particular slant on agriculture while looking at environmental issues.  The proposed degree
designation therefore best suits the Faculty.  The Dean added that the Faculty’s name is sufficiently stable
that concerns about new names being proposed every few years could be dismissed.  The process for
changing degree designations is furthermore a straight-forward one.  Dean Buszard added that the proposed
appellation was believed to be the best option for the Faculty, and the Ordre des agronomes du Québec was
satisfied with it as it left it free to use the Agr designation.

Discussion dealt mainly with the abbreviation for the proposed designation, i.e. whether to use B.Sc. (Agr.
Env. Sc.), B.Sc. (A.E.S.), B.Sc. (Agr & Env), or B.Sc. (A&ES).    In response to a question as to which
degree a student enrolled in the McGill School of Environment (reporting to three faculties) would be
granted, it was stated that MSE students taking their domain program through the FAES would obtain the
B.Sc. in Agricultural and Environmental Sciences.

It was noted that McGill traditionally had names of units reflected in the names of the degrees those units
offer.  It was also suggested that another possibility may be to have B.Sc. (Applied) and B.A. (Applied)
designations but now was not the time to hold the current proposal hostage.  Associate Vice-Principal de
Takacsy stated that the Faculty’s arguments were sound, that justifications for the proposal initially had
not been made clear and that he was very comfortable with the proposal as he now understood it.  Given
that an abbreviation would have to be proposed with the full name of the program, APPC discussed the
merits of both Agr. Env. Sc. and A.E.S. which gives no clue as to its meaning.  It was agreed that the
matter should be discussed with the Secretary-General.
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The new degree designation was approved for submission to Senate with the understanding that
Associate Dean (Academic) Hendershot would consult with the Secretary-General about an
appropriate abbreviation. [Note: the Secretary-General preferred the abbreviation B.Sc. (Ag. Env. Sc.)
on grounds of common sense and clarity of meaning. That abbreviation will be submitted to Senate.]

b) Naming of academic units and programs (01-APPC-04-31, -05-44)

It was reported that the new proposal was presented to the Principal/Vice-Principals group, further revised
and presented to the Deans at a meeting on May 15, 2002.  The Deans were unanimous in saying that the
procedure which was being proposed would complicate donor relations which require flexibility and the
ability to respond in a timely fashion.  The Deans preferred dealing with proposals to name academic units
and programs after donors in an ad hoc fashion, unlike proposals for naming physical entities.  

APPC members acknowledged that this seemed like a reasonable approach, given that there was no direct
route to naming and that it would be unwise and difficult to bring a naming proposal to Senate while still
working with the donor.  It was understood that programs and units could be named but on an ad hoc and
one-to-one basis.   It was agreed that APPC should withdraw the previous recommendation.

It will be reported to Senate that APPC is withdrawing the recommendation presented on February
13, 2002 that the University include academic entities, such as faculties, schools, centres, institutes and
programs in the list of items that may be named after a donor, with the understanding that it would be best
to consider proposals to name academic units and programs after donors in an ad hoc fashion.  

c) Teaching Portfolio instructions (01-APPC-10-08, -02-22, -04-33, -05-45)

Associate Vice-Principal Martha Crago presented the revisions (01-APPC-05-45) which she proposed
should be made to the document as revised by MAUT.  “Guidelines” was changed to “instructions” and the
language was made more direct and straight-forward in order to be more helpful.

Further changes were made.  The title under A.1., “Teaching approach or philosophy” should simply read:
”Teaching approach”.  The first line of the paragraph immediately following should read: “This first section
of the teaching statement    shall    include...” Furthermore APPC agreed that all examples provided (e.g.s)
should be deleted as it would not be appropriate for guidelines or instructions to point to one model or
another.  

The document as revised was approved for submission to Senate.  [The document submitted to Senate
will be Appendix A of “Regulations Relating to the Employment of Academic/Librarian Staff” in which
will be shown those changes made by MAUT (01-APPC-04-33) that were approved by APPC on April 18,
2002, to which will be added the changes made and approved by APPC on May 16, 2002.]

11.04 SCTP Report on meeting held on April 25, 2002 (01-APPC-05-46)

No new programs for approval.

11.05 Student exchange programs/agreements

a)  Student Exchanges, memo from N. de Takacsy, May 9, 2002 (01-APPC-05-47)

Associate Vice-Principal (Academic) de Takacsy joined the meeting.  He first presented a general report
(01-APPC-05-47) on student exchanges which included one recommendation for approval for a standard
exchange agreement with the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen.  The document provides a review of the
situation with respect to international student exchange agreements.  The funding issue is reported in an
attached memo to Deans and Vice-Principals (March 26, 2002).   Whereas the old MEQ funding formula
made it reasonable until this year for the University to take in as many exchange students as it wished, the
new formula, starting 2002-03, makes a difference between students who are Quebec residents and those
students who would have paid a Canadian or international fee supplement had they been regular students.
The MEQ will collect from McGill that supplement which, in the case of international students paying
international tuition fees, exceeds the MEQ grant in all disciplines.  While alerting APPC to this new
situation, Dr. de Takacsy noted that no major changes in exchange activities were proposed for 2002-03,
though some loss of money may be encountered on certain exchange agreements with U.S. and overseas
universities.   The situation would be reassessed for the following year.  Other issues presented included
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North-South Issues: financial contributions expected from “northern” universities may be too costly for
McGill to develop bilateral exchange agreements under such umbrellas as CUSAC (Commonwealth
Universities Study Abroad Consortium) or the Agence Universitaire de la Francophonie, or the IACD
(Inter-American Agency for Cooperation and Development).  Safety and Security Issues are of particular
concern at present.  McGill students will not be permitted to go to a risky area but are not required to
return if they decide not to even though the area where they find themselves has suddenly become
dangerous. Every information and assistance will be given them to help them return but no one can force
students to return against their will unless the government calls for an evacuation of all Canadian citizens.

New       agreements   .  

- A proposed university-wide exchange with the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen was presented for approval in
principle on the condition that the text of the agreement should be consistent with normal wording.   A
highly successful exchange already exists in Law between the two institutions.   Professor de Takacsy
presented the Rijksuniversiteit Groningen as an old and well established institution of the same category as
Leiden and Utrecht. Groningen initiated discussions.  On APPC’s approval and if McGill’s standard form
is found agreeable by the other party, the proposed agreement would be submitted for formal approval by
Senate in September.
 APPC was favourable to the proposed negotiation of a university-wide agreement with the
Rijksuniversiteit Groningen assuming that the standard agreement template is used.

- Trinity College Dublin was approached by McGill regarding the possibility of an exchange agreement to
meet heavy student demand for exchanges with Irish universities.  Irish institutions receive many more
applications than they have students going to other universities.  No response has yet been received.
McGill has not approached University College Dublin.  It was stated that McGill should seek partnerships
with universities it wishes to be associated with, such as Universitas 21 and G10 members for example.   

b)  Mobility in Higher Education  Exchange Agreement in the Field of Landscape Restoration, memo from
N. de Takacsy, May 9, 2002 (01-APPC-05-48)

Professor de Takacsy presented a proposal for McGill’s participation in an exchange agreement for senior
undergraduate and graduate students in the field of Landscape Restoration,  initiated by the University of
Guelph, which would involve two universities in each of Canada, Mexico and the United States and for
which a grant from the “North American Mobility in Higher Education Program of Human Resources
Development Canada had been obtained.   Partner institutions involved in the “Restoring the North
American Ecological Landscape” exchange program are: the Universities of Guadalajara and Nacional
Autonoma de México, the University of Wisconsin at Madison, Louisiana State University,  and the
University of Guelph.  McGill already has an agreement with the Autonomous University of Mexico; the
University of Wisconsin-Madison is a large Ph.D. granting institution almost as old as McGill.  Professor
de Takacsy stated  he was comfortable with the package: the purpose was well defined and the wording of
the agreement was close to McGill’s standard procedural agreement, with specific items addressed at the
end.

It was noted that Clause 4 on Students Status (page nine) did state that students had to abide by the rules
and regulations of the host university.  Support from the HRDC grant is sufficient to support the exchange
activities of seven students from McGill during 2003-2006 as well as staff travel expenses.  The intent was
for funding to support the first step; if the exchange program was found to be beneficial academically, the
universities involved should be able to carry on the program without that special funding, and it was hoped
that the collaboration would indeed continue.  Regarding the issue of language, it was noted that there have
not been any problems in the past; universities sending out students have an interest in not having them
fail; McGill students take Spanish before going to Mexico.
APPC agreed to the “Restoring the North American Ecological Landscape” exchange agreement.

c) Exchange Agreement – Globalization of Education in Animal and Poultry Agriculture (01-APPC-05-50)

Associate Vice-Principal (Academic) de Takacsy tabled the proposal, stating that it was put together in a
rush, given the possibility that the APPC meeting on May 30 may be cancelled.  This was an unusual
exchange agreement in that students would pay all fees at the host institution, instead of the home
institution.   The HRDC student mobility grant was awarded to the consortium of Canadian, American,
and Mexican universities without those universities having gone through all the agreement approval
processes.
Memoranda of Agreement now had to be signed.  The intent was that if the academic goal were to be
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achieved and if financial resources had been secured to support the exchange, the University should help the
project along rather than backtrack because of procedural steps having not been taken correctly.  Funding on
the American side could not be released as long as agreements had not been signed at the institutional
level.  Partner universities involved were: the University of Guelph (Canadian project leader), McGill
University, the University of Georgia, the University of Arkansas (U.S. project leader), Texas A&M
University, the Universidad Nacional Autonoma de México (Mexican project leader), the Universidad
Autonoma del Estado de México and the Universidad Veracruzana.  Though McGill could send out
students under current agreements with Mexican universities under CREPUQ ententes, the Memoranda of
Agreement relative to animal and poultry agriculture would still have to be signed.  It was noted that the
attached text of the agreement said nothing that would bind McGill to anything it would not do under
normal circumstances and that the text seemed not to go far enough to be a statement of agreement.
APPC agreed that steps toward review and approval of the set of Memoranda of Agreement between
McGill and the foreign members of the consortium could proceed.

11.06 SCTP recommendation to APPC on credit weighting, April 25, 2002
- Proposal for Credit Revision, Jennifer Bilec, VP U. Affairs SSMU et al., Mar. 27, 2002 (01-APPC-05-
49)

It was reported that former SSMU Vice-President (University Affairs) Jennifer Bilec had chaired a group of
students who noted a number of inconsistencies with respect to course credit weighting.   SCTP was
satisfied with the report and resolved to be alert to questions of credit weight and credit change as they
come up, while at the same time recognizing that it was difficult to devise a strict formula and to instruct
staff, given different ways of teaching; a course could be heavy under one teacher and lighter under another.
It was noted that if APPC were to subscribe to the recommendation presented by SCTP, i.e. “that APPC
advise all units to be careful about assigning the appropriate number of credits for courses”, and that
“activities such as labs and special project work, as well as the hours needed to complete them, should be
reflected in the credit weight”, this recommendation would be communicated to the broader community.

In the discussion APPC members wondered whether it should not be stated the other way round, i.e. that
the amount of work required should be in conformity with the credit weight assigned to the course.   It was
suggested that there may be two issues:  improperly assigned credits and the imposition of too much work
for a course with a given credit-weight.  Students who study at another institution carefully scrutinize how
the institution counts credits and it is somewhat disconcerting that no coherent system and regulations
seem to be in place.  It was noted that the report had been circulated to student associations, councils, and
committees, and to the SCTP as a starting point.

It was agreed that a memo should be addressed to Deans, suggesting that they should address the
issue in their faculties.  The students’ report will be appended so that Deans are informed of the
students’ concerns.   At the same time as faculties are presented with the issues, they should be
asked to name a person who will report back on the Faculty’s method for assigning course credits.

11.07 Other business

It was agreed that rather than hold a meeting on May 30 with what might be a slim agenda, APPC should
hold a meeting on Wednesday, September 4 (from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m.) so as to be able to report to the first
meeting of Senate on September 18 (the Senate Steering Committee meeting being held on September 11).

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.


