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Minutes of the meeting of Senate held on Wednesday, September 22, 2010 at 2:30 p.m. in the 

Robert Vogel Council Room (Room 232, Leacock Building.) 

 

PRESENT 

Abaki, Joshua 

Aitken, Ellen 

Allison, Paul 

Bartlett-Esquilant, Gillian 

Blachford, Gregg 

Bishop, Alexandra 

Blom, Randal  

Boss, Valentin 

Bray, Dorothy 

Brophy, James  

Caplan, Eric  

Chadha, Roshi 

Covo, David  

Cutler, Philip 

Deguise, Alexandre 

Doucette, Elaine 

Doyle, Andrew 

Dudek, Gregory 

Etemad, Hamid  

Everett, Jane 

Foote, Gordon 

Fox-Decent, Evan 

Gillon, Brendan 

Gonnerman, Laura 

Grant, Martin 

Gyakum, John 

Harpp, David 

Hashimoto, Kyoko  

Hebert, Johanne 

Hepburn, Allan  

Hobbins, Joan 

Ismail, Ashraf  

Janda, Richard 

Johnson, Juliet  

Jutras, Daniel 

Kirby, Torrance 

Kreiswirth, Martin  

Kurien, John 

Kuzaitis, Ruth 

Lasko, Paul 

Lawson, Tyler 

Lefsrud, Mark 

Levin, Richard 

Li, Peter 

Liu, Simon 

Lowther, David  

Ma, Annie 

Manfredi, Christopher 

Masi, Anthony 

McCullogh, Mary Jo 

McDonough, Kevin 

Mendelson, Morton 

Misra, Arun 

Munroe-Blum, Heather 

Newburg, Zach 

Pekeles, Gary  

Perrault, Hélène  

Peterson, Kathryn  

Pierre, Christophe  

Possian, Amara 

Potter, Judith 

Raz, Amir 

Ready, Catherine 

Reid, Matt 

Richard, Marc 

Riches, Caroline 

Robaire, Bernard 

Rozen, Rima  

Saroyan, Alenoush 

Shaughnessy, Honora 

Sieber, Renee 

Snider, Laurie 

Todd, Peter  

Van Eyk, Helen  

Van Zyl, Claudette 

Wade, Kevin 

Wapnick, Joel  

Weinstein, Marc  

White, Lydia  

Wolfson, Christina 

Zorychta, Edith 

Strople, Stephen 

(Secretary)

 

REGRETS: Darin Barney, Renzo Cecere, Stuart Cobbett, Claudio Cuello, Brian Driscoll, 

Dahlia El Shafie, Keith Franklin, Gerald Fried, Charles Gale, Ariane Gauthier, Engelbert 

Gayagoy, Peter Grütter, Jacques Hurtubise, Diane Koen, Richard Leask, Chandra Madramootoo, 

James G. Martin, Andrew Piper, Amir Raz, Michael Richards, Arnold Steinberg, Ji Zhang.  

 

The Chair welcomed all new, re-elected and returning Senators to the first meeting of Senate of 

the 2010-11 academic year.  
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SECTION I 

 

1. Resolution on the Death of Professor Frank Kunz 

 

The Dean of Arts, Professor Manfredi, rose and read the following death resolution which was 

subsequently unanimously approved: 

 
It is with deep regret that the Faculty of Arts notes the death, after a short illness, of Frank 

Kunz on January 11, 2010. He will be missed by his colleagues and former students in the 

Department of Political Science where he taught all his professional life from 1965 until he took 

early retirement in 1996. 

Born in Budapest on March 10, 1933, Frank lived his formative years under the scourge first 

of the Nazi occupation until 1945 and shortly thereafter of the Communist takeover. A student leader 

whose educational opportunities were circumscribed, Frank fled Hungary and went to Vienna in the 

1956 Hungarian Revolution. There he had the good fortune to meet Charles Taylor who arranged for 

him to come to Montreal where for a short period after his arrival he stayed with the family of 

Charles’ sister Gretta Chambers.  

He completed his BA at Sir George Williams and then enrolled in the doctoral programme at 

McGill. Under the supervision of the late James Mallory, he wrote his doctorate on the role of the 

Canadian Senate in Canadian politics from 1925 to 1963. The thesis was subsequently published as 

The Modern Senate of Canada 1925-1963 by the University of Toronto Press.  

After a two-year Ford Foundation Travelling Fellowship which took him to California and 

East Africa, Frank joined the McGill Political Science Department as an Assistant Professor in 

January 1965 and was promoted to Associate Professor in 1966 with tenure in 1971. He served as 

Chair of the Department from 1974 to 1984. 

As a colleague he was widely admired as both highly cultured and very well-read and as 

someone who offered a sophisticated nuanced understanding of both political and everyday life.  He 

was also known for his dry wit. Colleagues remember that Frank was a born cultivator of friendships 

with a wide circle of friends as a result. They also noted that his friends did not constitute a group as 

such but rather, because of his multi-faceted interests, he related to each one in a unique fashion. As 

a teacher he was highly respected and demanding. No doubt as a result of his formative years he was 

not sympathetic to either doctrinaire or ideological approaches from either his students or his 

colleagues.  

As Chair of the Department, Frank was widely respected and several colleagues from that 

time remember his innate decency, his humanistic values and his fairness and commitment to a 

pluralistic perspective. Even during the occasional turbulence, colleagues recall his sense of fairness 

and especially his capacity to remain calm and cool. 

Frank appreciated greatly the role of institutions and there was no institution which he loved 

more than McGill University. He admired Canada and the hospitality Canadians extended to 

immigrants. One colleague recalled that once when Frank chaired the graduate admissions 

committee which included two other recent arrivals to Canada, one originally from India and one 

from South Africa, he remarked “where else would you find a country’s top educational institution 

let three recent immigrants decide who will be among the next generation of its political scientists.”  

Frank’s love of McGill was clearly demonstrated by his leaving his entire estate to the 

university. As a result of his generosity, there will be two Frank and Judith Kunz Graduate 

Fellowships created in the Faculty of Arts, one for the Humanities and one for Political Science.  

We mourn the loss of a valued friend and colleague.  
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2. Report of the Steering Committee 

 

The report of the Steering Committee (10-11:01) was received. 

 

Item 1.  Approval of Minutes of Senate.  On motion duly proposed and seconded, the minutes of 

the May 19, 2010 meeting were approved by the Steering Committee on behalf of Senate. 

 

Item 2.  Approval of Confidential Minutes of Senate. On motion duly proposed and seconded, the 

confidential minutes of the meeting of May 19, 2010 were approved by the Steering Committee 

on behalf of Senate. 

 

Item 3.  Speaking Rights.  On motion duly proposed and seconded, Senate granted speaking 

rights to Mr. Michael Porritt for item IIB6 (Presentation on Residences) and Mr. Drew Love for 

item IIA4 (Question regarding the Athletics Board). 

 

Item 4.  Degrees and Diplomas. Presented for the information of Senate. 

 

Item 5.  Joint Board-Senate Meeting.  The Provost rose and informed Senate that the Joint 

Board-Senate meeting would be held on October 25
th

, 2010 and the topic would be Strategic 

Initiatives in Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies in the Context of Academic Planning and White 

Paper.  The Provost noted that he and the Associate Provost (Graduate Education) and Dean of 

Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies, Professor Martin Kreiswirth, will consult widely in 

preparation for the meeting. 

 

Item 6.  Senate Elections.  The Chair informed Senate of the results of senate elections as stated 

in the report. 

 

3. Adoption of the Agenda 

 

On motion duly proposed and seconded, the agenda was adopted. 

 

4. Chair’s Remarks 

 

The Chair began by briefly recounting recent progress since May on the Green McGill Project, 

noting in particular a number of improvements to the campus, including the University street 

bike path, the “James Square” sculpture garden, the establishment of a “car free” campus, the 

renovation of the terraces in and around buildings, the closure of McTavish street to vehicular 

traffic and parking, and the creation of a park to replace the concrete terrace above the Stewart 

Biology Building.  Many of these campus renewal projects have been linked to important 

deferred maintenance work.  She noted that the University has $413 million in projects currently 

underway.  Of that, $170 million in projects is currently under construction, and the balance is 

substantially complete.  In addition, the University has an excess of $100 million in projects 

valued at $1 million or more under development. 

 

The Chair spoke about Bill 100, noting that it treats universities in the same light as crown 

corporations. She noted that universities had made appeals to the Premier and Minister of 
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Education to exclude them from the application of this bill. Universities are encouraging entering 

into performance agreements with the government that would include accountability provisions. 

 

The Chair gave highlights of McGill’s recent presentation to the Commission parlementaire de 

la culture et de l’éducation, including McGill’s contributions to Quebec, the fragility of McGill’s 

hard-won successes, and the need for a reframing of the key relationship between Quebec’s 

universities and the Quebec government.  The Chair noted that the presentation was well 

received and the panel understood the importance of McGill to Quebec and the international 

community. 

 

The Chair recognized thirteen Royal Society of Canada inductees and noted another strong year 

for McGill in University rankings.  She also informed Senators of the McGill Centraide launch 

on September 28
th

, urging the entire McGill community to participate. 

 

Senator Robaire asked the Chair about the recent royal visit by the King of Malaysia to McGill.  

The Chair spoke of the visit which included a large delegation of Malaysia’s senior government 

and scholars from the health sciences and agricultural fields. Dr. Richard Levin added that the 

King of Malaysia is interested in establishing relationships with a small number of high 

achieving Western universities to serve as examples and collaborators to his country.  A 

memorandum of understanding was signed between McGill, the McGill University Health 

Centre, and Malaysia to develop a graduate student exchange program which will allow 

Malaysia to advance its knowledge infrastructure with the intention of finding novel approaches 

to research and innovation. 

 

SECTION II 

 

PART A – Questions and Motions by Members 

 

1. Question Regarding Innovation on Campus 

 

This question had been asked for the May 2010 meeting of Senate but was deferred to this 

meeting.  The following is the text of the question submitted by former Senator Jérémie 

Drouillard: 

 

This past February 16
th

, Desautels Faculty of Management’s Peter Brojde Leadership Lecture 

featured Sir Richard Branson. Over 900 people packed Centre Mont-Royal, many more in 

the Bronfman building, followed by hundreds of McGill alumni watching via live webcast. 

The lecture’s purpose was to provide a public forum that challenges students, faculty and the 

general public to understand how businesses can be a force for confronting and overcoming 

societal and economic problems of global scope. Keynote takeaways were avenues of 

innovation and an invitation to entrepreneurialism. 

 

Moreover, data provided by the World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Report in 

2008 also suggests that Canada’s score on its Collaboration correlation with Innovation is 

very much behind other OECD countries such as US, Finland & Japan in terms of 

University-Industry research collaboration. 
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To this end, many universities across the UK have created and implemented models to fund 

university start ups. For example, the university-industry liaison goes much further at the 

Imperial College of London who has spun-out its tech transfer operations into a public 

company on the London Stock Exchange, now called Imperial Innovations. Imperial 

Innovations combines the activities of tech transfer, incubation and early-stage venture 

capital funding. 

 

In March of 2009, the UCLA on-campus Technology Incubation Program at California 

NanoSystems Institute opened to provide resources to further the mission of accelerating the 

growth of entrepreneurial start-up companies and early stage technology research projects 

that originate at UCLA. This interfaculty and interdisciplinary effort brings together schools 

of engineering, physical and life sciences, management, and medicine to foster innovation. 

 

Lastly, we are all well-informed of the multiple federal grants and opportunities made 

available throught the Canadian Foundation for Innovation for research on Campus. 

However, a model such as the MaRS Discovery District in Toronto, created in 2005, has 

much appeal even though it is still in maturing towards producing tangible results. 

 

The lists of examples in various part of the world are numerous and there are merits and 

setbacks to each model. However, innovation and business “incubation” on campus needs 

attention, resources and processes if interdisciplinary creativity, energy and 

entrepreneurialism are going to be harnessed towards profitable ends. 

 

Does McGill plan to implement institutional change towards closer university-industry 

collaborations to create environments which intensify commercialization of university 

research? 

 

What steps is McGill taking to achieve unparalleled summits in terms of innovation and more 

specifically, to foster business incubation? Are there any new models under consideration? 

 

Can Senate be informed of cost-effective solutions and innovation enablers that have been 

identified in order to implement the cultural encouragement of innovation on Campus? 

 

 

Dr. Rima Rozen, the interim Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) (“VP (RIR)”) 

responded to the question as follows: 

 

McGill has begun the process of systematic change to improve its relationships with industry 

and has established goals and objectives for the coming year. Specifically, in order to be 

recognized as a global leader in innovation delivery and partnerships, McGill will define 

desired impacts and develop measurements to track performance. 

 

McGill will optimize its organizational structure, policies and procedures and create an 

environment with values, culture and attitudes conducive towards improved innovation 

delivery and industrial partnerships. The University established a highly competent team to 
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focus on commercialization of McGill’s intellectual property.  McGill will sustain enhanced 

performance in innovation delivery and partnerships through continued revision and 

evaluation of internal and external opportunities, and work pro-actively to establish 

relationships. 

 

McGill is currently finalizing the revision and re-organization of services and 

structures within the Office of the Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) 

(OVPRIR).  After reviewing various business incubations models, namely the CalTech 

model, Massachusetts Institute of Technology and the University of British Columbia, 

OVPRIR has developed a project/service continuum to ensure that ideas are incubated and 

valorized accordingly. The OVPRIR has adopted the following guiding principles: 

 

 Enhance McGill’s value proposition to external partners by promoting an internal culture 

of co-operation, cross-faculty bundling of resources and capabilities to provide the 

expertise required to manage invention reporting and evaluation, intellectual property 

protection, commercial plan development and incubation of new companies as 

appropriate. 

 

 By working closely with the Faculties, OVPRIR will align priorities, coordinate its 

approach and contacts with industrial partners, and develop the appropriate business 

culture with researchers. 

 

 By working closely with corporate relations in Development and Alumni Relations, 

OVPRIR will establish a strong connection between institutional priorities, Faculty 

priorities and partnerships or services being sought.  

 

The OVPRIR is currently developing an action plan for innovation and partnerships which 

includes incentives for innovation and disclosure.  
 

Policy measures such as proposed revisions to the Policy on Intellectual Property will be 

brought to Senate in the normal course of business and reports on innovation, industry 

engagement and commercial activity form part of the regular reporting of the VP (RIR) to 

Senate. 

 

Following this response, Senator Deguise asked what mechanisms were being put in place to 

ensure that commercial interests did not undermine academic integrity.  The interim VP (RIR) 

replied that there was a system in place to ensure that there was no conflict of interest. 
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2. Question Regarding International Students Taking French Courses 

 

The following is the text of the question submitted by Senator Joshua Abaki: 

 

In the Principal’s Taskforce on Student Life and Learning, McGill makes a commitment to 

provide opportunities for international students to learn French. The recently launched 

Principal’s Taskforce on Diversity, Excellence and Community Engagement further 

recognizes that surrounded by a francophone population, our international students will need 

French to better integrate and engage with the community.  

 

In this context, McGill continued to provide subsidized tuition rates for International students 

taking French courses even after the government withdrew the funding following tuition 

deregulation. For students taking French courses in the summer, however, this was not the 

case; and they were surprised to learn that they would be paying International tuition fees as 

opposed to the Quebec fees they had been anticipating. These students only learned of the 

change in fees after having registered in the courses. 

 

When was the decision made to charge International tuition to International students taking 

French courses? 

 

Which body made the decision to charge international tuition? Does the body have student 

representation? 

 

Why was this information not communicated to students in a timely manner to allow them to 

plan ahead? 

 

What measures did the University take over the summer to ensure that any students who had 

expected to pay Quebec rates were not precluded from the opportunity to learn French? 

 

What measures have the University taken since then to inform students of the decision to 

charge International tuition rates? 

 

How do the tuition increases fit in with McGill’s commitment to help International students 

integrate and engage with the community? 

 

The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) responded as follows: 

 

McGill continued to provide subsidized tuition rates for international students taking French 

courses, even after the government withdrew funding following deregulation of tuition 

charged to international students in certain disciplines. Due to underfunding, the University 

can ill afford to deliver services free of charge.  The decision to charge tuition for these 

courses was reached at the end of the winter term 2010.   

Tuition fees are set by the University administration, through discussions within the 

University by administrators who consider the impact that changes in tuition will have on the 

University budget and on students.  
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The appropriate University websites were updated in early April 2010. On April 13
th

, 

students registered in affected courses were notified by e-mail of the change to allow them 

sufficient time to make alternative course decisions.  In early May, students newly registered 

in affected courses in the summer term were advised in the same way, and the process has 

been repeated for those registered for the fall 2010 term.  However, it is acknowledged that 

McGill could have been more vigorous in communicating this change to students, and has to 

do better in that regard in the future. 

 

University staff were sensitive to this issue and the Scholarships and Student Aid Office was 

aware of the change and was prepared to provide financial assistance to students in financial 

need. 

 

Charging the tuition that the University is entitled, and indeed are financially forced to 

charge should not be interpreted as a lack of commitment to help international students 

engage and integrate in the local community.  The ongoing improvement to services and the 

quality of the University’s academic programs are the vehicles through which the McGill can 

deliver what international students need to achieve these goals. The University cannot afford 

to forego revenue by delivering courses without charging students.  

  

Finally, it should be noted that a blanket tuition exemption may benefit all students equally, 

but does not benefit all students equitably.  Moreover, such an exemption reduces the amount 

of money that is available to aid students with demonstrable financial need. Thus, we 

endeavour to help students in financial need, not by adjusting tuition, but rather by evaluating 

students’ need and by providing assistance with the funds for student aid that are set aside for 

that purpose. 

 

Following this response, Senator Abaki suggested that international students be given a similar 

extension on this tuition increase like graduate students had been given.  The Deputy Provost 

(Student Life and Learning) answered that the tuition increase to graduate students and the 

tuition increase to international students due to deregulation were not similar, but acknowledged 

a lack of communication regarding the tuition increase. 

 

Senator Abaki asked if students were consulted on this policy issue as stipulated in the Charter of 

Students’ Rights.  The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) responded that tuition 

increases of this sort are under the purview of the Provost, who submits a budget to the Board of 

Governors.  He stated that academic matters fall under the purview of Senate, but that tuition 

fees were not policy issues and require the assent of the Board of Governors. 
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3. Question Regarding the Commission parlementaire de la culture et de l’éducation 

 

The following is the text of the question submitted by Senator Tyler Lawson: 

 

On September 7
th

, 2010, Principal Munroe-Blum and Provost Masi met with the National 

Assembly’s Commission on Culture and Education.  When asked where they would direct a 

hypothetical increase in funding, McGill was the only University to prioritize graduate 

research, accommodating international students, and improving infrastructure, while all other 

Universities indicated that hiring faculty members to ameliorate quality of education would 

be their priority. 

 

This seems inconsistent with the recommendations outlined in the Principal’s Task Force on 

Student Life and Learning, which puts an emphasis on student-centricity in McGill’s 

policies. 

 

How can the administration justify these priorities, given the importance it gave to this Task 

Force, when none of them ameliorate the undergraduate academic experience at this 

institution? 

 

While Senator Todd assumed the Chair, the Principal responded to the question as follows: 

 

McGill was asked to present on its priorities, but was restricted to allotted time of 30 

minutes.  Therefore, McGill highlighted areas of a much more extensive document, which 

was presented earlier to the Commission.  The highlighted areas were: enhanced 

undergraduate and international student support, enhanced graduate student packages, and 

improving infrastructure. 

 

The question of academic renewal was not presented to the Commission because academic 

renewal has been a priority at McGill for the past ten years.  McGill has had one of the most 

aggressive academic renewal programs whereby, with the support of the Board of Governors 

and with full disclosure to the Ministry of Education (MELS), McGill has run deficit budgets 

in order to hire, develop, and retain top academic talent, at all levels and touching every 

faculty. 

 

These professional hiring plans were derived from McGill’s strategic academic and research 

plans, and are assessed in terms of the contributions that its scholar-teachers can make to the 

pedagogical programs in their units and in disciplinary and interdisciplinary areas by 

bringing their research and scholarship into the classroom or laboratory.  The University’s 

hiring plans are informed by capacity indicators that reflect student-to-professor ratios at both 

the undergraduate and graduate levels and the best of McGill’s financial ability to adequately 

resource these colleagues. 

 

McGill’s distinctive mission in research and graduate education, having contributed more 

Doctoral students in Quebec and having higher proportions of doctoral students that the rest 

of Canada, brings McGill in line with the top public universities in the United States.  A gap 

exists in funding these students, which is recognized by the Federal government. 
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A second defining characteristic of McGill, and an area where we make significant 

contributions to Quebec and Canadian society and to providing a campus environment that is 

rich in diversity, centers on our ability as an institution to ensure appropriate services, from 

recruitment to orientation to completion, for our out-of-province and international students, 

who together represent approximately 43 percent of McGill’s enrolment.  McGill is 

negotiating with the province for greater resources to meet these needs.  Indeed, our first 

request is that we be able to keep the full tuition that students pay.  This would be an 

important first step in giving students adequate supports. 

 

Finally, McGill’s deferred maintenance challenge is exceptional, estimated to be between 

$650 million and $1 billion, resulting from longstanding, chronic underfunding of our 

building maintenance, and a lack of recognition of the age, scale and historical nature of our 

campuses.  This deferred maintenance problem is not likely to shrink significantly, 

notwithstanding the current federal and provincial infrastructure programs without massive 

infusions of cash.  While people are our most important asset, they need safe, secure, healthy, 

and appropriate workplaces for our teaching, research, and service functions. 

 

Thus, at the Commission hearings, McGill did not emphasize in particular, the need for new 

professors precisely because the University is ahead of the Quebec and Canadian curves in 

faculty renewal; an achievement for which it has been willing to accumulate deficits, which 

are being addressed. 

 

Following this response, Senator Abaki asked if 30 percent of every tuition dollar went to student 

aid.  He also asked what mechanisms are in place to ensure that the University lives up to its 

commitment to have low student teacher ratios in light of rising enrolment.  The Principal 

answered that one mechanism was to reduce the number of courses offered to help prevent 

professors from being overworked.  She added that McGill has one of the best student to faculty 

ratios in Canada and that all tenure stream professors at McGill must teach.  In the last ten years, 

McGill has hired 50 percent of its current professors, while in the last 15 years, less than 10 

percent had been renewed.  That being stated, students and professors must still have 

infrastructure and services at their disposal.  Regarding student aid, the Principal answered that 

30 percent of every net new dollar in tuition goes to student aid.  However, the government takes 

a certain percentage of that money to be contributed to the provincial student aid pool. 

 

Senator Newburgh asked what percentage of presentation time was dedicated to undergraduate 

student life and learning at the Commission parlementaire de la culture et de l’éducation.  The 

Principal answered that she spoke at length about international and out of province students, who 

are undergraduate students as well.  Furthermore, the written submission addressed 

undergraduate students in detail. 

 

Senator Deguise asked what was meant by reductions in course offerings.  The Deputy Provost 

(Student Life and Learning) replied that many course offerings are still in existence but are not 

taught and many courses have small enrolment. He stated that some rebalancing is needed 

because some classes with 600 students exist.  
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The Principal resumed the Chair. 

 

4. Question Regarding the Athletics Board 

 

The following is the text of the question submitted by Senator Abaki:.   

 

In the past, the Athletics Board has served as an important forum for students and staff alike 

to determine priorities for athletics facilities. Notably, last year the athletics board did not 

meet. At the beginning of the summer, a new structure for the board was availed to students. 

It is not clear what procedure was followed in forming the new structure. 

 

Who was involved in drafting the new structure for the Athletics Board? 

 

The constitution of the Athletics Board states that the structure of the board cannot be 

significantly changed without consulting the board. Why wasn’t the proper procedure 

followed? 

 

This matter relates directly to students, and as per the charter of students rights, students 

should have been part of the process of drafting the new structures. Why weren’t students 

consulted? 

 

Does the administration intend to follow the correct procedure before presenting a new 

structure to senate? 

 

The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) responded to the question as follows: 

 

Recent reviews of governance at McGill have led to important changes in the Board of 

Governors, its committees, and the committees of Senate.  Part of the impetus for these 

reviews was to ensure a clearer differentiation between governance and administration at 

McGill. 

 

The Athletics Board served an important purpose, but it had powers and responsibilities that 

were at odds with the University’s conventions regarding governance and administration. 

Indeed, it was, anachronistically, a committee of neither Senate nor the Board of Governors 

and existed seemingly by its own authority. 

 

The mandate and membership of the Athletics and Recreation Advisory Board was drafted 

by the Executive Director of Athletics and Recreation, the Deputy Provost (Student Life and 

Learning), the Provost, and the Interim Vice Principal (Administration and Finance), in his 

role as a member of the Board of Governors, who was also a former member of the Athletics 

Board.  In addition, other members of the university administration, including, of course, the 

Secretary General, were consulted. Input from SSMU and PGSS was also invited. 

 

Due to the problems with the Athletics Board, it is now being replaced with an Advisory 

Board that respects the University’s reporting lines and that will provide an effective forum 
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for students and others to provide input and advice on issues related to Athletics and 

Recreation.  The Advisory Board will also serve as a vehicle for providing guidance to the 

relevant decision making bodies within the current structure of Student Life and Learning at 

McGill.  

To quote from the mandate: 

 

The [Advisory] Board shall be consulted by and shall provide advice to the Executive 

Director of Athletics and Recreation (…) on matters related to strategic direction and 

policies within Athletics and Recreation, its recreational programs, facilities, budgeting, 

funding, classification of varsity and club teams, and other relevant matters. 

 

Students will have proportionally more representation on the Advisory Board than they did 

on the Athletics Board, and the issues raised by SSMU can certainly be discussed at the first 

meeting of the Advisory Board, on which SSMU will have two members.  In addition, the 

University will undertake to review the operations of the Advisory Board with the students at 

the end of 2010-11.   

 

Important changes in Ministère de l'Éducation, du Loisir et du Sport (MELS) regulations 

regarding the setting of ancillary fees mean that PGSS and SSMU have to sign off on 

changes to the fees.  This recent requirement ensures that the consultations with student 

groups about the Athletics and Recreation budget that have already been taking place will 

continue. 

 

As mentioned, the Athletics Board was not accountable to Senate. The new Advisory Board 

is similarly not a committee of Senate or of the Board of Governors.  Rather, it is advisory to 

the Executive Director of Athletics and Recreation, who reports to the Deputy Provost 

(Student Life and Learning), with a dotted line to the Provost regarding certain issues. 

 

Following this response, Senator Abaki stated that he was not aware of any consultation with 

SSMU or PGSS and asked that the proper procedures be followed before the new structure is 

presented to Senate.  The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) replied that SSMU and 

PGSS were invited to give input at the beginning of the summer on this matter.  Furthermore, the 

structure of the Advisory Board is not coming back to Senate because it does not report to Senate 

and issue of the original Athletics Board did not come to Senate because it also did not report to 

Senate. 
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5. Question Regarding the Architecture Café 

 

The following is the text of the question submitted by Senator Amara Possian:  

 

For the past 17 years, the Architecture Café has been a vibrant social space cherished by 

McGill’s students and professors. More recently, it has been one of the only remaining social 

spaces offered by the university. Reasonably priced, fair trade and local foods along with a 

relaxed and welcoming atmosphere make it a truly unique space on campus.  

 

The Principal’s Taskforce on Student Life and Learning made a commitment to improving 

social spaces and informal meeting spaces for students on campus. Despite this commitment, 

the McGill administration officially closed down the café over this past summer and began 

plans to turn the space into a study area. This repurposing of the space was communicated to 

the students by a memorandum and without student consultation.  

 

Several statements made by the Architecture Students’ Association as well as a  petition 

currently circulating among the Architecture students clearly show that students would prefer 

to have a café over a study area.  

 

Which body made the decision to close the Architecture Café? Did this body have 

representation from the Architecture Students’ Association and the Engineering 

Undergraduate Society?  

 

Were there any attempts to re-negotiate the management of the café with students prior to its 

closure?  

 

The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) responded to the question as follows: 

 

The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) disagreed with the statement in the 

preamble to the question that the Architecture Café is one of the only social spaces offered by 

the University.  The Architecture Café, at 44 square meters, represented less than half a 

percent of the 9700 square meters of social space on the Downtown campus including 

approximately 1,275 square meters in classrooms for group work, 3,100 in eating areas, and 

5,325 in student lounges.  In addition to this space, there are library reading rooms, public 

spaces and dining halls in Residences, as well as outside green spaces, park benches, and 

pedestrian zones.  

 

McGill has a remarkably mixed model of food services at McGill, with operations by the 

University, corporate food-service providers, independent food outlets, and faculty clubs as 

well as operations controlled by SSMU and by PGSS.  There used to be student-run food 

operations in academic buildings, starting in the early 1990s, when some student associations 

were given time-limited permission to take over then existing locations.  However, for 

various reasons, the University resumed the operations earlier this decade.  Through much of 

this time, the Architecture Café operated outside an agreement with the University.  But, in 

2007, Ancillary Services took responsibility for the Café in an arrangement that tried to 

preserve the Café’s character and the students’ involvement and jobs. 
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However, after three years, it has become apparent that the model is not financially or 

managerially sustainable.  In 2009-10, when all costs are considered, the Café lost slightly 

over $15,000, which was equivalent to 10% of its revenues.  In forecasting food, labour and 

other costs, the University feels that it would face an even greater loss in 2011-12 of $73,000, 

which would be equivalent to 44% of revenues, even when projecting them to rise. The most 

significant increase in costs would be due to the changes needed to address important 

problems with financial and operational controls in the Café, which were identified by 

McGill’s Internal Audit in a review that I requested of McGill Food and Dining Services. 

 

The decision to close the Café was an administrative decision that was made after reviewing 

various possibilities for the Café.  The decision to close the Café was not taken lightly, 

because many people in the community have a heartfelt attachment to the Café.  The 

University also knows that people believe the Café offers the best value for money on 

campus.  However, the reason the decision was made to close the Café is that the Café was 

operating at a loss, and the University cannot afford to subsidize lunch. 

 

What amounts to an ongoing conversation about the Café has spanned many years. However, 

members of the Architecture Students’ Association (ASA), Engineering Undergraduate 

Society (EUS), and students who were employed by McGill Food and Dining Services to 

manage or work in the Café were not involved in the recent decision to close it.  The ASA, 

however, was involved in discussions about the use to which Macdonald Harrington G06 will 

be put, given that it is no longer being used as a café. 

 

Following this response, Senator Possian stated that on September 13, 2010 a petition was 

delivered to the Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) with 80 percent of undergraduate 

architecture students’ signatures in favour of keeping the Café open.  Furthermore, there is 

currently a Facebook page with over 1500 members of keeping the Café open.  The previous 

night a management proposal was submitted by the EUS to take over the Architecture Café.  

Since that time, a petition has been circulated amongst undergraduate students and now has more 

than one thousand signatures and a large rally is being held while Senate deliberates.  Senator 

Doyle asked if the decision to close the Architecture Café contradicted the will of students.  The 

Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) noted that he appreciated the attachment of many to 

the Café, but this did not mitigate the fact that the Café was not financially or managerially 

sustainable. 

 

Senator Doyle said that the rationale for the Café’s closure was economic, but the EUS has 

proposed to take over and subsidize the Café.  He asked if there were any other reasons for the 

closure of the Café.  The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) answered that in addition 

to the financial and managerial considerations, the University has moved to a coordinated food 

services program designed to bring improvements to dining across the campus.   

 

Senator Cutler asked if other facilities that contribute to student life will be shut down if they run 

a financial loss.  The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) stated that the conversation 

about the closure of the Architecture Café has spanned years and the University has tried to make 

it work as a Café.  The University is now converting the space for academic purposes. 
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Senator Janda asked if prudence would dictate some effort on the part of the University to sit 

down and talk about alternatives to the current arrangement. 

 

Senator Grant objected to the use of Senate’s time to debate the merit of an ancillary service.  

Senate has important academic work to do and it is not the forum for this discussion. 

 

Senator Newburgh attempted to introduce a resolution.  The Chair ruled this out of order and 

Senator Newburgh moved to challenge the ruling of the Chair.  The motion was seconded and 

defeated. 

 

PART B – Motions and Reports from Organs of the University Government 

 

1. Principal’s Annual Report on the University 

 

Senator Todd took over the Chair while the Principal presented her Annual Report on the 

University for information.  The Principal presented the report, highlighting issues of 

undergraduate student life and learning, graduate scholarships, research, and infrastructure.  She 

noted that McGill has high quality students, who are satisfied with their university experience 

but noted that efforts were ongoing to increase satisfaction with academic advising.  

Furthermore, McGill is closing the gap with its peers for winning Canada graduate scholarships.   

 

The Principal noted that McGill is increasing its total research dollars, but decreasing its take of 

competitive awards.  As such, McGill is falling out of position with other research intensive 

universities.  The Principal said that McGill must win more than its fair share of competitive 

research dollars in order to maintain its place, which is the challenge going forward. 

 

The Principal briefly touched on the on-going work of her Task Force on Excellence, Diversity 

and Community Engagement stating that a report would be presented to Senate in the future.  

 

Regarding infrastructure, the Principal reiterated the 200 years of inattention to maintenance on 

the University, much of which is addressed in the Master Plan.  Positively though, McGill’s 

sustainability efforts, which are in large part driven by the will of students, has placed McGill 

competitively with top American counterparts. 

 

The Chair noted that McGill makes $5.2 billion in economic contributions to Quebec, making it 

an import provincial institution.  That being stated, government funding of universities in 

Quebec has fallen compared to other provinces. 

 

The Principal resumed the Chair. 

 

2. Report on Research Performance (D10-01) 

 

The interim VP (RIR), Professor Rima Rozen, presented the Report on Research Performance 

for information.  The interim VP (RIR) noted that McGill can perform better in research than it 

currently is.  While McGill showed growth in research dollars and intensity, other universities in 
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the G5 were increasing at faster rates.  McGill demonstrated a lack of leadership in large 

networks, and underperformed in provincial agency competitions and business revenues.  

However, the University performed well in training grants, international partnerships, Gap 

funding, and CIHR/NSERC grants. 

Senator Robaire asked whether an analysis had been done to examine where lie the issues within 

the faculty, noting that perhaps new faculty needed mentoring or senior faculty were not 

performing as well as they had in the past. The interim VP (RIR) replied that the numbers 

concerning new hires was being analyzed, but that currently, James McGill Chairs are bringing 

in more dollars than senior Canada Research Chairs for reasons not entirely known.  She also 

stated that new hires need mentoring, but so do senior staff as they may not be familiar with 

differing granting systems. 

 

At the request of Senator Robaire, the interim VP (RIR) agreed to return to Senate with this data.  

 

The Chair asked if McGill researchers are asking for as much funding as they could be.  The 

interim VP (RIR) responded that they were not, and that requesting amounts that reflect the true 

costs of research could resolve this. 

 

Senator Possian asked if the slide concerning full-time faculty for G5 Universities included 

faculty that teach as well as faculty who only do research at other universities.  The interim VP 

(RIR) replied that the data was derived from reporting of other universities that were not specific 

about those issues. 

 

Senator Misra asked if McGill’s poor performance could be attributed to policies.  The interim 

VP (RIR) replied that specific policies were not the cause.  The University has opened an Office 

of Sponsored Research and separated the functions of the OVPRIR to allow greater efficiencies 

in the formation of industry relationships and commercialization. 

 

Senator Lawson asked if the increase in faculty resulted in an overall increase in the faculty of 

McGill that would speak to the Student-Faculty ratio.  The Provost replied that the University 

increased its professoriate from approximately 1200 to 1600 professors since the beginning of 

the faculty renewal program. 

 

Senator Sieber asked how this report can be presented in a constructive light so that Senate can 

engage in the results and help academic staff who are already working very hard to procure 

grants for their research. In addition, she asked how university support differs in the universities 

that McGill compares itself to. The interim VP (RIR) responded that McGill has less staff 

working in grants management, commercialization and transfers but that more support was 

needed to submit large team grant applications.  Individual faculties must conduct internal 

reviews of smaller grant applications in order to be successful. 

 

Senator Raz said that it is important to have more specific data in order to identify problems in 

smaller units.  The interim VP (RIR) agreed, but said that the only data available at present is 

from the Planning and Institutional Analysis Office, which provides broad data.  The Provost 

added that the data McGill has at present is aggregated, which means that they were not derived 

from the types of specific data that was mentioned.  Consequently, these figures cannot be 
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broken down to provide the types of reports that give unit details.  The Chair added that some of 

the other universities that are doing better have better data.  She added that the granting councils 

express that McGill is very good at traditional grants, but has not made the leap to transformative 

research and scholarly programs. 

 

Senator Lasko said that many units have very good detailed data, but only for those specific 

units, so it would be advantageous to work with the units.  The interim VP (RIR) agreed that 

identifying strengths and weaknesses within the different units is important.   

 

Senator Covo asked if the decline in research performance is true when measured against other 

metrics such as publications.  The Provost said that the University is looking at ways in which 

citation statistics are used, but that amounts received in research funding affect the University’s 

ability to hire new professors. 

 

Senator Saroyan said that many professors cannot handle applications because they do not have 

graduate students to assist in the research.  The interim VP (RIR) replied that the application 

should include funding for graduate students. 

 

Senator Janda said that grant monies are not an end in themselves, but a means to an end.  

Significant commercial enterprises such as Google have tried to remove the incentive to return 

on investment in order to spur creativity.  If McGill can translate its success at fostering ideas, 

that success can be translated into dollars.  The interim VP (RIR) replied that while research 

funding is not the only measure of excellence it is presently measurable. 

 

Senator Wade asked if there was any high level discussion regarding changing the formula used 

for how funding is allocated across universities and expanding it from just the Tri-Council.  The 

Chair replied that the funding formula, based on performance, is a good surrogate for 

understanding institutional performance.  It required a lot of work to create the present funding 

formula and it has served McGill well, but it means that as an institution we cannot be 

complacent. 

 

Senator Gyakum asked if other universities have gained at McGill’s expense by offering 

teaching relief and by sacrificing the granting of degrees.  The interim VP (RIR) replied that the 

granting of degrees is not a traditional outcome measure and did not know how other universities 

compared.  The Provost added that while McGill does well in degree conferral to 

undergraduates, as it moves into graduate degrees it does not perform as well. 

 

Senator Gyakum added that other universities may be sacrificing contact with students on order 

to win research dollars.  The Chair stated that the statement was empirically true and warranted a 

conversation on workloads for academic staff. 

 

The Provost added that one area McGill should be proud of is that students are reporting that the 

research done by their professors make an important contribution to their studies. 
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3. Appointment of Assessors under the Policy on Harassment, Sexual Harassment, and 

Discrimination Prohibited by Law (D10-02) 

 

The Provost presented the recommendations for the appointment of assessors for Harassment, 

Sexual Harassment, and Discrimination Prohibited by Law for approval.   

 

On a motion duly proposed and seconded, Senate approved the appointment of Professor 

Ghyslaine McClure (Engineering) and Professor Maria Zannis-Hadjopoulos (Medicine) as 

assessors representing academic staff under the Policy on Harassment, Sexual Harassment, and 

Discrimination Prohibited by Law for three years with terms ending on May 31, 2013.  It was 

further resolved that Senate approved the appointment of Professor Griet Vankeerberghen (Arts) 

to serve as an alternate. 

 

4. 421
st
 Report of the Academic Policy Committee (D10-03) 

 

The Provost presented the report of the Academic Policy Committee for approval. 

 

On a motion duly proposed and seconded, Senate approved the Graduate Certificate in Chronic 

Pain Management program. 

 

The Provost referred Senators to the other items in the Report for information. 

 

5. Report of the Senate Nominating Committee (D10-04) 

 

The Provost presented the report, noting one amendment, that the recommendation for an 

appointment of the representative of the non-academic community to the Joint Board-Senate 

Committee on Equity should be withdrawn since this appointment had already been addressed. 

 

On a motion duly proposed and seconded, Senate approved the recommendations contained in 

the Report of the Senate Nominating Committee (D10-04) as amended. 

 

6. Presentation on Residences (D10-05) 

 

On a motion duly proposed and seconded, the Presentation on Residences was deferred to the 

October 20
th

 meeting of Senate. 

 

7. Report from the Board of Governors to Senate (D10-06) 

 

Mrs. Roshi Chadha, a representative of the Board of Governors on Senate, presented the Report 

from the Board of Governors to Senate for information. 

 

Senator Richard asked if the Chair could elaborate on the rationale for the renaming of the 

Nursing School and provide clarification on the exceptional nature.  The Chair replied that there 

was nothing atypical about the renaming of the school except for the funding mechanism, which 

is based on an endowment that is outside of the University’s oversight.  This was agreed to only 
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after due diligence into the investing practices of the donor. In all other respects, the naming 

conforms to the University’s Naming Policy. 

 

8. Notice of forthcoming report and recommendations of academic unit and program 

reviews 

 

In 2008, the University completed its exercise of program review. A working group was 

established to study program review and how it is done at McGill and at other universities with a 

view of making program reviews more robust. The working group has been developing a more 

efficacious program for the next round of program reviews. The report of the working group will 

be discussed by the Academic Policy Committee this year and will be presented for discussion 

to. 

 

9. Other Business 

 

Senator Newburgh rose and moved to adopt the following resolution: 

 

Therefore let it be resolved that the Senate shall strike an ad hoc committee to review the 

operations and functions of the Architecture Café and provide a recommendation for the 

future existence of the Architecture Café, and be it further resolved that the aforementioned 

committee be composed of and limited to the following representatives: 

 

 The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning), Chair 

 Dean of the Faculty of Engineering 

 Director of the School of Architecture 

 Executive Director of Services for Students 

 Director of Food and Hospitality services 

 Three members selected by the Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) 

 Vice-President (Services), Engineering Undergraduate Society 

 Senior Manager, Architecture Café 

 One undergraduate representing the Architecture Students’ Association (ASA) 

 Two undergraduate student selected by the President of the ASA 

 One graduate student selected by the President of the ASA 

 One undergraduate student representing the Students’ Society of McGill University 

 One graduate student representing the Post Graduate Students’ Society 

 

Be it further resolved that the aforementioned committee shall report for approval by Senate at 

the latter’s first meeting of 2011, and be it further resolved that the decision communicated by 

memorandum on august 2010, entitled Space Use Plan for Room G06 Macdonald Harington 

Building shall be rendered null and void, and be it further resolved that the University will not 

close the Architecture Café unless mandated to do so by a vote of Senate. 

 

The Chair proposed that the resolution be referred to the Senate Steering Committee for possible 

inclusion on the agenda at the October Senate meeting. 
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There being no other business to deal with at the meeting, on motion duly proposed and 

seconded, the meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m. 

 

END 

 


