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McGILL UNIVERSITY 
 

Minutes of meeting of Senate held on Wednesday, November 4, 2009 at 2:30 p.m. in the Robert 
Vogel Council Room (Room 232, Leacock Building. 

 

PRESENT 
Aitken, Ellen 
Barney, Darin  
Bartlett-Esquilant, Gillian  
Blachford, Gregg  
Blackett, Adelle  
Boss, Valentin 
Boulet, Benoit  
Bray, Dorothy 
Brophy, James  
Butler, Ian 
Caplan, Eric 
Ciobanu, George 
Chadha, Roshi 
Covo, David  
Cuello, Claudio  
DeGuise, Alexander  
Dooley, Rebecca 
Doucette, Elaine  
Etemad, Hamid  
Everett, Jane 
Ezzy-Jorgensen, Fran  
Farid, Doaa  
Flanders, Kappy 
Franklin, Keith 
Gonnerman, Laura 
GowriSankaran, Kohur  

Grant, Martin  
Grütter, Peter 
Gulamhussein, Faizel  
Halavrezos, Alexandros 
Harpp, David 
Hashimoto, Kyoko  
Hebert, Johanne  
Hendren, Laurie  
Hobbins, Joan 
Hepburn, Allan  
Janda, Richard 
Johnson, Juliet 
Jutras, Daniel 
Kirby, Torrance 
Kreiswirth, Martin  
Kurien, John 
Ling, Andrew  
Low, Bronwen 
Lowther, David  
Marshall, David  
Masi, Anthony 
Mehta, Mitran  
Mendelson, Morton 
Moore, Timothy  
Munroe-Blum, Heather  
Neilson, Ivan 
Ngadi, Michael  

Pekeles, Gary 
Perrault, Hélène  
Peterson, Kathryn  
Pierre, Christophe 
Potter, Judith  
Richard, Marc 
Robaire, Bernard  
Roy, François  
Saroyan, Alenoush  
Schmidt, Janine 
Sieber, Renee 
Simeone, Daniel 
Thérien, Denis  
Thomas, Hana 
Todd, Peter  
Van Eyk, Helen  
Vroom, Ann  
Wapnick, Joel  
Weinstein, Marc  
White, Lydia 
Wolf, Nick 
Wolfson, Christina 
Woolf, Sarah  
Zhang, Ji  
Zorychta, Edith 
Strople, Stephen 
(Secretary) 

 
 
REGRETS:, Paul Allison, , Mostafa Altalibi, Renzo Cecere, Brian Driscoll, Jérémie Drouillard, 
Dahlia El Shafie, Jan Ericsson, Gerald Fried, Engelbert Gayagoy, Ashraf Ismail, Steven Jordan,  
Alexandra Kindlat, Paul Lasko, Richard Leask, Richard Levin, Chandra Madramootoo, 
Christopher Manfredi, James G. Martin, Don McLean, Manosij Majumdar, Andrew Piper, Robert 
Rabinovitch, Honora Shaughnessy, Laurie Snider, Arnold Steinberg, Kevin Wade. 
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SECTION I 
 
1. Resolution on the Death of Professor Wallace Earl Lambert 

The following resolution on the death of Professor Emerita Edith Della Pergola was presented 
by Dean Don McLean and adopted unanimously by Senate. 
 
“It is with great sadness that I must inform the Senate that Wallace (Wally) Earl Lambert passed 

away on Sunday, August 23, 2009, as a result of complications due to pneumonia. Wally was 

born on December 31, 1922, in Amherst, Nova Scotia, and he and his family moved to Taunton, 

Massachusetts during the Great Depression. He completed his undergraduate studies at Brown 

University in Providence, Rhode Island, and went on to complete MA and PhD degrees at 

Colgate University and at the University of North Carolina. His studies were interrupted for 

several years by military service during World War II, and this experience marked the rest of his 

life. After graduating from the University of North Carolina, Wally joined the Department of 

Psychology at McGill University in 1954, where he worked until his retirement in 1990, when he 

was awarded emeritus status. Wally was a world-renowned researcher in the field of social 

psychology and bilingualism. In addition to his ground-breaking work on cognitive and social 

aspects of bilingualism, he is perhaps best known for his pioneering work on early French 

immersion programs. Indeed, he is fondly and respectfully acknowledged to be the “father of 

bilingualism.” 

His many contributions led to international recognition and multiple honors:  the Queen’s Jubilee 

Medal of Distinction (1978), Fellow of the Royal Society of Canada (1973), Fellow of the 

National Academy of Education (1976), Honorary President of the Canadian Psychological 

Association (1982-83), Canadian Psychological Association Award for Distinguished 

Contribution to Psychology (1984), American Psychological Association Distinguished Scientific 

Award for the Applications of Psychology (1990), James McKeen Cattell Fellow of the 

Association of Psychological Science (1992), and five honorary doctorates. 

Wally Lambert’s research tells us that bilingualism offers intellectual and social advantages of all 

kinds, that it is possible to circumvent barriers of language and culture, that our attitudes 

towards another group affect and are in turn affected by our motivations to learn the language of 

that group, that learning a second language has social, cognitive, and personal consequences 

that depend very much on the way the language is taught and on the cultural context in which 

the teaching occurs, and perhaps most importantly, that we are not doomed forever to live in 

one of “two solitudes.” 

The Senate, and the wider academic community, extend their condolences to his beloved wife 

Janine Fraissinet-Lambert, his daughter Sylvie, his son Philippe, his grandchildren Viviane and 

Sidney and his brother Bill Lambert’s two daughters, Hilary and Holly.” 
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2. Report of the Steering Committee 
 
The report of the Steering Committee (09-10:4) was received.  
 
 Item 1.  Approval of Minutes of Senate.   
 

On motion duly proposed and seconded, the minutes of the meeting of October 14, 2009 
were approved. 
 
Item 2.  Approval of Confidential Minutes of Senate.  On motion duly proposed and 
seconded, the confidential minutes of the meeting of October 14, 2009 were approved. 

 
Item 3.  Speaking Rights.  On motion duly proposed and seconded, Senate granted 
speaking rights to Professor Mr. Drew Love for item IIB1.1 (Anti-Doping Policy), 
Professor William Foster for item IIb1.2 (Policy on Harassment, Sexual Harassment and 
Discrimination Prohibited by Law), Professor Jim Nicell and Professor Nigel Roulet for 
item IIB1.3 (Sustainability Policy), Professor William Foster and Professor Rima Rozen 
for item IIB1.4 (Policy on the Conduct of Research), Professor Saul Frenkiel for item 
IIB2.1 (415th Report of the Academic Policy Committee), and Professor William Foster 
for item IIB3.2 (Joint Senate Board Committee on Equity). 
 
Item 4.  Degrees and Diplomas.  Presented for the information of Senate. 

Item 5.  Notice of Motion to amend the Standing Rules of Procedure, Governing the 

Proceedings of the Senate of McGill.  Senate was notified that the Senate Steering 

Committee will bring a motion to the next Senate meeting as stated in the report. 

Item 6.  Potential Academic Impacts of Self-Funded Programs.  The Steering 

Committee presented it recommendation as stated in the report. 

 
Senator Simeone expressed concern about the date when the report would be produced.  He 
said that if the report were to come to the Academic Policy Committee late in the year, it would 
be hard to make decisions about what will be done about the MBA program next fall.  He 
proposed that the report be tabled at the end of January 2010, to be discussed at the February 
meeting of Senate before the February 15th admissions period. 
 
The Chair responded that this report will not affect the program as it has already been approved 
by both Senate and the Board of Governors.  It will be for discussion and not for approval; 
therefore the matter in regards to class admissions is not relevant.  However, in regard to 
bringing the matter to Senate before the summer break in order to have a more fulsome 
discussion the Chair asked the Provost to comment. 
 
The Provost said that bringing this report forward in January would not be feasible. 
 
The Chair stated that the report would come forward as soon as possible in the spring, perhaps 
coming before Senate in April rather than May to give students a chance to comment. 
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3. Adoption of the Agenda 
 
Senator Richard asked when the report on the Code of Conduct for Users of McGill Computing 
Facilities would come before Senate. 

 
The Provost responded that the Calendar of Business indicated the timing of a document’s 
presentation at Senate. 

 
Senator Richard said that the item in question had been promised for the fall of this year at the 
May 20, 2009 senate meeting. 

 
The Deputy Provost (Student Life and Learning) responded that the document had been drafted 
and that it has already been to various committees.  Although there is still some consultation yet 
required, the intent is to bring the document before Senate soon. 
 
On motion duly proposed and seconded, the agenda was approved.   
 
4. Chair’s Remarks 
 
The Chair opened her remarks by reminding Senate that the McGill Centraide Campaign had 
officially commenced and that she hoped that this year’s objective of $320,000 would be met. 
 
The Chair spoke about H1N1, stating that the University continues to actively monitor the 
situation.  She clarified that for the first seven days of sickness self-reporting is now the 
equivalent of a Doctor’s certificate.  Any absence beyond seven days will require a medical 
certificate.  Details, including the Provincial vaccination schedule are available on the Health 
and Wellness website. 
 
Senator Richard informed Senate that some academic units continue to require a medical 
certificate on the third day of absence on the grounds that they were never officially notified 
otherwise.  He asked if such official notification be sent out so the new policy will be observed. 
 
The Chair advised that official notification has been sent, but asked that the Provost take this 
under advisement. 
 
The Chair mentioned the success of Campaign McGill, which has surpassed $500 million after 
two years.  She congratulated the Vice-Principal (Development and Alumni Relations) for the 
continued success on the Campaign.  On a related matter, the Chair mentioned the Ottawa 
Alumni event, which was very successful and highly attended. 
 
The Chair recapped the events of the Leadership Summit, mentioning the conferral of an 
Honorary Degree to President Bill Clinton, the homecoming and parents’ weekend, and the 
hosting of the Presidents of the Association of American Universities (AAU).  The AAU meeting 
revealed that McGill was, by comparison, doing well financially in light of the recent economic 
downturn. 
 
The Chair mentioned the annual Quarter Century Club celebration, a Human Resources 
initiative to recognized people that have worked at McGill for 25 years.  Also of note was the 
75th anniversary of the Montreal Neurological Institute, which coincided with the 50th anniversary 
of the Gairdner prize.   
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The Chair reported that AUCC and G13 meetings had focussed on the scale of investments the 
federal government should be making in post-secondary education and graduate students.  The 
Chair identified a tension between treating all programs as equalization instruments and 
government investment in quality research and scholarship.  She explained that without 
sufficient investment in quality and in support, you cannot achieve social justice and 
accessibility. 
 
The Chair congratulated the McGill security services for their cooperation with the Montreal 
police at a recent robbery on campus.  She reminded the McGill community to co-operate with 
emergency and security services and to follow their instructions.  At this incident, some laptops 
were stolen.  The Chair reminded Senate of the McGill security Services STOP program, where 
students and staff can register their laptops. 
 
The Chair congratulated Professors Jim Nicell, Morton Mendelson, Nigel Roulet, and Martin 
Grant for their participation in the 8th Annual Rethink Conference.  This year’s topic was 
Education and Sustainability, which was well received by students and made successful through 
their participation. 
 
The chair closed by informing Senate that the advisory committees for the selection of the 
Provost and Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) have been established and 
that members of the community are invited to submit written comments, in confidence, for both 
committees by November 13, 2009. 
 
Senator Deguise asked if there would be vaccination centres on campus. 
 
The Chair responded that that option is being pursued, and that the administration would 
provide updates in regard to that possibility. 
 
Senator Thérien mentioned that Vicky Kaspi won the Marie-Victorin Prize in Physics, of the Prix 
du Québec awarded the evening before in Québec City. 
 
The Provost mentioned that the second Cundill prize in History had been awarded earlier in the 
week.  This prize, awarded at McGill, has become a premier prize in history. 
 
SECTION II 
 
PART A – Questions and Motions by Members 
 
1.  Question Regarding Advisory Committees 
 
On invitation of the Chair, Ms. Joanne Hebert asked the following relating to advisory 
committees: 
 

1. What is the deadline for the submission of comments to the Advisory Committee for the 
Selection of a Dean of the Desautels Faculty of Management? 

 

2. What is the deadline for the submission of comments to the Advisory Committee for the 
Selection of a Trenholme Director of Libraries? 
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3. Will the Secretariat web page be brought up to date so that members of the University 
community can refer to the lists of current Advisory Committee members, which so far only 
appear to have been published in the print edition of the McGill Reporter? 
 
On invitation of the Chair, the Secretary-General answered the question as follows: 
 
The answers to part one and two of the question are December 4, 2009 and the Secretariat 
web-page has been updated and will be done so in a timely manner in the future. 
 
PART B – Motions and Reports from Organs of the University Government 
 
1.2  Sustainability Policy (D09-17) was presented out of order on a friendly amendment to 

the agenda. 
 
On invitation of the Chair, the Associate Vice-Principal (University Services) presented his 
report, emphasizing that his presentation was part of an open consultation process that will 
come back to Senate in the spring. 
 
Senator Saroyan asked how success will be measured without specific targets. 
 
The Associate Vice-Principal (University Services) replied that there needs to be a sustainability 
plan.  The first step is to identify the sustainability indicators that fit the McGill context then 
consult with the community to ascertain what is achievable in terms of resources and will. 
 
Senator Janda criticized the document for reading like an intensive motherhood principle.  He 
suggested that the more aspirational background material of the document be how the policy is 
articulated. 
 
Senator Sieber pointed out that the word sustainability is not part of the section on 
intergenerational transfer and suggested that the wording be altered approximately as follows, 
“consistent with our understanding that environmental impacts cross generations, we are 
looking to...” 
 
Senator Moore mentioned that McGill ranked well on the Association for the Advancement of 
Sustainability in Higher Education’s Sustainability Report Card.  However, McGill ranks poorly in 
green building and shareholder engagement.  He asked the Associate Vice-Principal (University 
Services) to explain. 
 
The Associate Vice-Principal (University Services) replied that the study indicators in regard to 
green buildings measure the floor space that is made under green standards divided by the total 
floor space.  While this is a valid way of measuring green buildings, it does not factor the historic 
nature of McGill’s infrastructure.  In order to score high in that category, McGill would have to 
destroy all its buildings and rebuild the campus, which would undermine the University’s social 
mandate.  In terms of shareholder engagement, there are legal issues that are particular to the 
American context that McGill cannot meet at this time.  Furthermore, he explained that McGill 
was not trying to alter its sustainability goals in order to do well on a test and that any policy 
would have fit into the local context. 
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Senator Simeone said that the Post-Graduate Students’ society was looking forward to 
participating in the process going forward.  He also informed Senate of a survey that would be 
coming out on Minerva to measure transit utilisation at McGill. 
 
Senator Marshall expressed concern that the Sustainability Policy Working Group is composed 
of individuals particular to building groups as well as operations.  He expressed a desire to see 
more participation from the faculties and Information Technology.  He also pointed out the 
omission of green space in the policy. 
 
The Associate Vice-Principal (University Services) replied that the Sustainability Policy Working 
Group is merely a first step and that another group called the Sustainability Work Group is in 
place with the objective of creating a sustainability culture at McGill. That group has larger 
representation from across the University.  Furthermore, green spaces are covered by the 
policy, making McGill a living laboratory for sustainability. 
 
1.1 Anti-Doping Policy (D09-06) 
 
On invitation of the Chair, the Deputy Provost presented the policy, explaining that the new 
policy streamlines the old policy, tying responsibilities to existing policies of sports federations 
and links recourses to the Student Code of Conduct. 
 
Senator Bartlett asked what is the false positive rate for test A. 
 
Mr. Drew Love answered that the university does not get involved in preliminary testing.  The 
University only gets involved in negative tests when the candidate gets a chance to have a 
second sample tested.  He mentioned that false tests are generally contested on procedural 
grounds. 
 
Senator Bartlett expressed concern that suspensions apply immediately upon the results of test 
A, and test B comes back negative, how does the University compensate the student, who is 
participating in a high level of competition, until they get the test B results? 
 
The Deputy Provost explained that that rule is not determined by McGill, but by the sport 
governing bodies. 
 
Senator Robaire asked to what steps the University was taking to control drug use in general on 
campus. 
 
The Deputy Provost said he would be happy to answer the question in a more considered 
manner at a future date if an interested party were to submit a written question before Senate.  
However, the Student Code of Conduct specified that students do not participate in illegal 
activities.  
 
Senator White asked why section 5.1 says “may” lead to student discipline and not “will” lead to 
student discipline.  She asked under what circumstances you would not impose student 
discipline. 
 
The Deputy Provost answered that the policy cannot impose mandatory sanctions because 
there is a Disciplinary Officer and possibly the Committee on Student Discipline are charged 
with imposing sanctions. 
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Senator Vroom asked if there was an inconsistency in regard to Sections 6 and 8, which give 
different times for which the students have to present themselves. 
 
The Deputy Provost answered that the Senator was looking at the old policy. 
 
On motion duly proposed and seconded, the Anti-Doping Policy was approved. 
 
1.3 Policy on the Conduct of Research (D09-18) 
 
On invitation of the Chair, the Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) presented 
the Policy on the Conduct of Research.  He noted that research policies must be periodically 
brought forward to modernize as well as reaffirm the position of the University.  The document is 
based on best practices across Canada, and reflects concepts of academic freedom, freedom of 
enquiry, honesty, integrity, accountability, collegiality and good faith.   
 
He mentioned that a provision prohibiting research funded by the military, which had been 
considered during consultations, was not included in the final document.   The decision to 
exclude it was based on a conclusion that there was no way to formulate the section so that it 
covered only what members of the community might want to exclude.  He suggested that the 
exclusion of secret research and the requirement that all research be published make it unlikely 
that McGill researchers will succeed in attracting funding for sensitive military projects.  
Furthermore, he stated that if research is legal and passes the various ethical boards, as 
required, it would be dangerous to exclude research based on which sponsors are unpopular at 
any particular time. 
 
Senator Robaire stated that the definition of data in item 1.3 is very extensive, but identified a 
problem with documenting all the ideas outlined in the definition for seven years.  He explained 
that many people would be challenged to keep data for seven years and that the definition 
needs to be reviewed.  He went on to point out that instead of referring to specific policies, the 
proposed policy refers to regulatory frameworks that are defined in 1.9.  The definition of 
regulatory frameworks covers every policy that could touch on research coming from provincial, 
federal, and university agencies, which would need to be incorporated and distributed to all 
those subject to the policy.  He argued that it is unrealistic to expect that researchers will spend 
their time monitoring all those policies.  It would be more reasonable to expect researchers to 
apply university policies, and charge the university with making sure those policies comply with 
federal and provincial policies.  He went on to argue that unless the university gets “buy in” from 
affiliated institutions 1.14 would need to be removed because many people from university 
affiliated institutions are unaware of the document.  He pointed out that there are many sections 
that refer to hazardous research; however, the term hazardous research is left undefined. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) replied that all the points raised were 
reasonable. 
 
Professor White stated that the definition of plagiarism in section 1.8 is different from the 
definition that affects students, which is defined in the Student Code of Conduct.  Specifically, 
students must have intent to deceive, but academics need not.  She suggested that the two 
definitions be reconciled.  She went on to say that she understood that the University owned the 
research data, but section 4.8 suggests otherwise. 
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Senator Dooley said that the old policy on the Conduct of Research included two sections that 
made specific reference to a reporting process for a researcher receiving funding from a 
government or military organization.  She asked why were these processes not included in the 
new policy and suggested that this was a regressive step to not include them. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) replied that McGill was aligning itself 
with other universities in Canada.  He explained that the processes mentioned were confusing, 
because they were not specific about military sources, but rather that the research has military 
applications, which is ambiguous. 
 
Senator Simeone said that section 7.4.1  allowing anonymous donations was problematic 
because it undermined accountability.  He suggested that anonymous donations be directed to 
the McGill Foundation, and then channelled to research projects.  He argued that directed 
anonymous donations are problematic for sourcing work and create issues of peer review. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) replied that the request that a 
donation remain anonymous has to be legitimate and in good faith.  If a sponsor is trying to hide 
something, then that is not a legitimate reason for remaining anonymous. 
 
Senator Simeone replied that he could not think of any good reasons for wanting to remain 
anonymous.  He asked who is responsible for overseeing these requests for anonymity. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) replied that the research grants office 
under the Vice-Principal (Research) was responsible. 
 
Senator Ciobanu stated that is hard to define what is legitimate in and in good faith.  
Furthermore, section 7.4.1 is a loop-hole to allow anonymous granting. 
 
Senator Harpp said five years is too long a time-frame in 16.1.  He suggested three years was 
more reasonable.  
 
Senator Grutter said that the document was long and bureaucratic.  He suggested the 
document should be written in a more positive manner, instructing researchers on how to 
behave, not how not to behave.  He would also like to see a short version because he doubted 
that many people would actually read it.  He pointed out that the definitions list did not define a 
publication.  This is important because people can put articles on software servers and 
xarchives before publication, which can be cited and track the H factor.  Many journals allow 
people to post articles in their archives before submission to their journal.  He asked if this is 
part of the definition of publishing.  He expressed concern about keeping files for seven years in 
light of the impermanence of electronic data and the costs associated with keeping paper files. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) replied that this is related to the 
question asked by senator Robaire about definitions.  Concerns of storage of data are complex 
and are being discussed by various agencies. 
 
The Chair asked if time requirements for data storage were a result of granting agency 
conditions. 
 
The Associate Provost (Policies and Procedures), responded that different granting agencies 
have different requirements.  For example, the Social Sciences and Humanities Research 
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Council requires that data be held in perpetuity and the Canadian Institutes of Health Research 
require that it be kept for five years.  The seven year requirement was stipulated to protect 
researchers who must occasionally face allegations of fraud.  The document is not meant to be 
negative, but instead provide a framework by which research can be conducted in an 
acceptable manner. 
 
Senator Farid asked how section 3.3 could be better communicated to students in a simplified 
manner. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) agreed that communication of the 
policy to students and the wider community is important and would be a priority for the future. 
 
Senator Sieber said that the stipulation that original data cannot be removed from the originating 
department without prior approval from the Chair in section 4.6 would not allow her to leave the 
office.  Section 3.1 does not account for the timing of ethics approval for human subjects, which 
often does not develop the instruments to conduct the research until later in the process.  
Section 3.5 suggests that research external to the university is private; this would include all 
field work as well.  She asked if this implies that researchers need written approval from the 
chair every time they go out into the field.  The section also seems to contradict 3.10.1.  In 
addition, section 3.8 does not account for Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council 
agreements with indigenous peoples who have the right to suppress research if they so desire. 
Furthermore, section 4.6.4 should acknowledge Crown Copyright in work derivative of 
geographic data. 
 
Senator Neilson said that section 16.1 should include a formal framework for review considering 
the number of drafts of this policy that have been circulated and communication issues of the 
different stakeholders.  He argued the process could be more streamlined. 
 
Senator Butler commented that section 4.6 demanded that some sort of archival space be 
provided to house the data. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) replied that there were no magic 
solutions, but there were discussions about a national centre where universities could send their 
data. 
 
Senator Wolfson pointed out that some of the stipulations on the release of data regarding 
human subjects contradict existing agreements and policies of large-scale studies that already 
exist.  Data from these studies can be released only in conformity with the terms on the release 
form that the human subjects have signed. 
 
Senator Cuello said that section 4.7.1 opens researchers to capricious requests as opposed to 
legitimate requests from journals to attest to the credibility of research.  He suggested that a 
form or some other method be used. 
 
Senator Wolf asked for a different line of reasoning for excluding the section on harmful military 
research other than adhering to the G13 standard.  She argued that McGill should be a leader 
and the removal of this clause represents a regressive step.  Furthermore, its exclusion seems 
to show that McGill is trying to be as appealing to researchers as possible without adhering to 
its ethics. 
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The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) replied that it is a false argument to 
state that military funding equals bad research and non-military funded equals good.  
Furthermore, there is no reason to put an extra bureaucratic step on research that is normally 
legitimate.  
 
Senator Wolf replied that the lack of consensus on whether or not military research is harmful is 
reason why there needs to be an extra bureaucratic step. 
 
Senator Zorychta wanted to reinforce the comment about section 7.4.1, stating the the wording 
needs to be examined in order to protect researchers that are doing bio-medical research from 
outside individuals or organizations. 
 
Senator Simeone asked about the status of anonomous donations amongst the G13.  He also 
stated the Post Graduate Students’ Society voted unanomously that there should be oversight 
in regard to military research.  In regard to data retention, he mentioned that the Universtiy 
Archivist had informed him that an electronic records management program called Documentum 
was being implemented at McGill, which could help with these problems. 
 
Senator Janda pointed to the tragic events that had taken place at the Allan Memorial Institute 
in the past.  He argued that McGill should be the conscience of universities across Canada.  
Furthermore, there can be reasonable ways to monitor the relationship between McGill and 
military research without jumping to conclusions as to whether military research is necessarily 
problematic research.  Senate has recently approved a program that has close connections to 
the military on matters of foreign policy. 
 
Senator Wolfson stated that she understood that the research at the Allan Memorial Institute 
was not funded by the military. 
 
The Chair confirmed that the research was not funded by the military and suggested that the 
example demonstrates that the source of the funding is not as important as the research itself. 
 
Professor Foster questioned Senator Janda’s analogy since it was the nature of the research 
and not the funder that was the problem.  Specifically, it was the use of human subjects in an 
uncontrolled environment that has since been addressed through special controls on human 
subject research. 
 
The Vice-Principal (Research and International Relations) closed by stating that the document 
will come back to Senate before the end of the year. 
 
2. Committee Reports 
 
2.1 415th Report of the Academic Policy Committee (D09-19) 
 
On invitation of the Chair, the Provost presented the Report of the Academic Policy Committee. 

 
I. For Approval 
 

C. CREATION OF NEW UNITS / NAME CHANGES / REPORTING CHANGES 
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Proposal to change the name of the Department of Otolaryngology to the 
“Department of Otolaryngology – Head and Neck Surgery” and so recommend to the 
Board of Governors. 

 
Senator Janda asked whether this was approved by the Faculty Council of Medicine and how it 
has come forward to Senate. 
 
The Provost replied that these items come forward through the Curriculum Committee or the 
Associate Dean.  This change came to the Academic Policy Committee from the Associate 
Dean (Faculty Affairs) in the Faculty of Medicine.  The name change was discussed by the 
Academic Policy Committee and the Committee chose to bring it to Senate for recommendation. 
 

Item 1C name change of the Department of Otolaryngology to the “Department of 
Otolaryngology – Head and Neck Surgery” was approved and recommend to the 
Board of Governors. 

 
3. Annual Reports 
 
3.1 Report of the Board of Governors to Senate (D09-20) 
 
On invitation from the Chair, Senator Roshi Chadha presented the report. 
 
Senator Neilson asked what discussions the Board of Governors had about the academic 
implications of the self-funded MBA. 
 
Dean Peter Todd responded that the program’s academic components were not discussed 
since the academic components had been discussed and passed by Senate previously.  The 
Board of Governors was focussed on the financial implications, risks, and the ability of the 
University to sustain quality programming. 
 
The Principal confirmed that there was interest in questions of accessibility and quality by the 
Board of Governors. 
 
3.3 Report of the Policy on Harassment, Sexual Harassment and Discrimination 
Prohibited by Law (D09-16) was taken out of order 
 
On invitation of the Chair, the Provost presented the Policy on Harassment, Sexual Harassment 
and Discrimination Prohibited by Law. 
 
Senator Blachford asked if assessors were confidential and if not he would like to have them 
mentioned by name so that their background could be known. 
 
The Provost agreed and said that those names could be added in an appendix to the report. 
 
Senator Vroom asked how assessors are selected and trained. 
 
Professor Foster replied the selection of assessors involves the administration, employee, and 
student groups.  The names are circulated and feedback is requested before assessors are 
confirmed.  Training is provided by Secretariat and Legal Services. 
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Senator Dooley thanked the Provost for leaving the concept of gender open in the report.  She 
encouraged the administration to leave categories open so that people will know that the 
program is accessible.  
 
3.2 Report of the Joint Senate-Board Committee on Equity (D09-21) 
 
On invitation of the Chair, the Associate Provost (Policies and Procedures) presented the 
Report of the Joint Senate-Board Committee on Equity.  The Associate Provost (Policies and 
Procedures)  noted that the Sub-committee on Race and Ethnic Relations has yet to find a 
Chair and that the Committee is recommending that the Director of the Social Equity and 
Diversity Office be added as an ex-officio member of the Committee.  
 
Senator Janda wanted to know how the work of the Committee would intersect with the 
Principal’s Task Force on allied issues. 
 
The Chair responded that the Principal’s Task Force, which has met twice, is advising on 
recommendations that will be presented to the administration for an administrative response.  
Those recommendations that affect governance will be brought back to Senate or the Board of 
Governors. 
 
Senator Wolfson observed that the composition of the Sub-committee on Women was almost all 
women and would like to see more men participating. 
 
Senator Sieber noted that there has been no movement in the document on pay equity on part-
time and administrative or on the climate survey. 
  
The Provost replied that he would address those issues. 
 
The Chair closed the meeting, reminding Senate of the upcoming Remembrance Day ceremony 
on campus, which is to be held in partnership with the Royal Canadian Legion. She also noted 
the McGill World Platform for Health and Economic Convergence, which has the theme, 
Harnessing the Power of Business for sustainable Health and Wealth: From Corporate 
Responsibility to New Forms of Socially Responsible Capitalism.  As well, she mentioned the 5th 
Annual Lauren Trottier Symposium to be held in November.  In closing, she mentioned the fall 
convocation, which would include the installation of the new Chancellor, Arnold Steinberg. 
 
On a motion duly proposed and seconded, the meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 
 


