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Pan-Canadian Consortium on Admissions & Transfer  
 

Research Subcommittee Teleconference Meeting 
February 12, 2009 

 

Summary/Minutes 
 
 

In attendance:  
Philip Cameron (SaskCAT), Devron Gaber (Chair, BCCAT), David Hinton (UNB), Jean Karlinski (BCCAT), 

Ursula McCloy (HEQCO), Janice Park  (ACAT), and Anne Ryton (Alberta Advanced Ed & Tech) 

Regrets: Henry Decock (Seneca), Harvey King (U of R & SaskCAT Chair), and Shannon McKenna-Farrell 

(MPHEC) 

 

1. Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order by Devron Gaber, Chair, at 10:50 a.m. Pacific Time. Janice Park 

from ACAT was introduced as Marg Leathem’s replacement and as new Chair of the CMEC 

Working Group on Credit Transfer. 

 

2. Approval of Agenda 

The agenda was approved with the addition of Item 6. b, Data definitions, and a new Item 9, 

Other. 

 

3. Approval of previous minutes 

The previous minutes (meeting of November 27, 2008) were approved as presented. 

 

4. Finalizing response to Council of Ministers of Education Canada (CMEC) 

Devron reported that he had not yet received a formal response from CMEC through its Working 

Group on Credit Transfer to the subcommittee’s request for funding. Janice Park reported that a 

Record of Decision had been received by the Working Group from the November 2008 meeting 

of the Post-Secondary Assistant Deputy Ministers (PASDM) stating that they would be formally 

seeking, through a letter, clarification of the PCCAT Research Subcommittee’s research 

objectives, definitions of acronyms used in the letter of request for funding, and how the 

research aligns with the Ministerial Statement on Credit Transfer, and Learn Canada 2020 

Initiative. Once a formal request for further information has been received, the next step is for 

the Subcommittee to respond such that a background briefing can be sent to the CMEC 

Secretariat  by March 30 prior to the PSADM meeting. 
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ACTION:  Devron will re-write the letter to CMEC requesting funding providing the additional 

information requested. This letter will be circulated via email to the subcommittee before being 

finalized and sent to CMEC c/o Janice. 

 

5. Finalization of participating institutions and jurisdictions 

a. Confirmation of participating institutions 

The following indicates the status of institutional participation in the research to date: 

BC – Devron reported that BCCAT will confirm UBC involvement, which is likely. 

AB – Anne Ryton reported that the U of A was seeking endorsement from ACAT to be the 

Alberta university included in the research, which has now been agreed to. The U of A was 

just yesterday provided with the draft research template. 

SK – Philip confirmed that the U of Sask is interested but wishes clarification on a number of 

items in the research template (to be discussed under Item 6.a below). 

ON – Ursula McCloy stated York University is interested in principle and has not yet 

responded to the research template. 

Maritimes – after joining the meeting, David Hinton reported that UNB will participate for 

certain and that discussions with Dalhousie are still occurring. 

 

It was felt that having the participation of 5-6 universities across 5 jurisdictions was 

adequate for a pilot project. 

 

b. Confirmation of jurisdictional financial commitments 

The following financial commitments were confirmed: 

$20,000 (BCCAT) 

$15,000 (Alberta Advanced Education Ministry) 

$10,000 (SaskCAT) 

$45,000 

 

In addition, Ursula stated that an Ontario financial contribution would depend on a 

provincial university participating and would come in the form of HEQCO direct support to 

that university. David reaffirmed that Maritime province support would most likely be an in-

kind contribution from the participating university/ies. 

 

6. Revision of draft research data elements, definitions, and template 

a. Review of comments from universities 

The university comments/questions on the template were reflected on the template 

attachment in the meeting package. A discussion of the points raised led to the following 

clarification/decisions pertaining to template item numbers. This is the data that would be 

asked of participating universities. 

 Item 2: timeframe for data collection – Fall & Winter sessions (September to April) for a 

5-year period ending 2008-09. 
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 Item 3.b: It was clarified that the intent of the question “from which province did they 

come?” refers to the province of the institution attended, not the province of residence. 

It was understood that this will also include international students moving across 

provinces. 

 Item 3.c: To address institutional mandate/name changes, it was agreed to use the 

name of the institution at the time of enrolment at that institution. Reduce the 4 

categories of institution to 2: University; and College, University College, or Institute. 

 Item 3.d: ACTION:  BCCAT will reword this question regarding type of program after 

email consultation with Subcommittee members. 

 Item 4.d: Reword this question to state: “For those who graduated with a 1st 

undergraduate degree in the timeframe of the study, what proportion of total credit 

hours required for the degree did they complete at the receiving institution?” 

 Item 5: It was clarified that the comparison of academic performance across types of 

transfer students is intended to be included in the individual university reports. 

ACTION:  BCCAT will revise the template as per the above points of clarification and will 

prepare individual grids for participating universities to fill in the elements that they can and 

cannot provide. (These will be forwarded to committee members for distribution to 

universities.) The elements common to the individual reports will thus be revealed; 

however, it is still intended that universities should include all data elements available to 

them in their own report, despite other universities not being able to include some of the 

same data elements.  

b. Data Definitions 

ACTION:  Based on discussion, the data definitions will be amended as follows and 
appended to the grid distributed to participating universities: 
 Add Academic Year definition 
 Remove Grade Point Average (GPA) 
 Revise Type of Institution to two choices: University; and College, University College, or 

Institute.  
 Revise Program Type by removing the words “but excluding Continuing Education (CE) 

programs”. 

 
c. Counting of credits 

ACTION:  Discussion of counting contact hours versus credit hours was deferred to the next 

meeting. 

 

* See Appendix A for revised template and data definitions. 
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d. Issue from University of Alberta 

Anne put forward the issue raised by the U of A regarding the purpose of comparing 

university results in the national report. It was agreed that universities will be given the 

opportunity to vet the final national report before its release so that any concerns regarding 

implications of comparability can be addressed. 

 

e. Other issues? 

No other issues were raised. 

 

7. Work of PCCAT Research Subcommittee on June PCCAT agenda 

Devron stated that a report on the work of the PCCAT Research Subcommittee project is on the 

agenda for the June PCCAT meeting. We will determine who will present what at a later date. 

 

8. Next Steps – How far to proceed in the absence of CMEC funding 

It is anticipated that we will hear back in May as to CMEC`s decision regarding providing funding 

for the PCCAT research project. 

 

ACTION:  The next steps are to:  1) get conditional commitments from each university (subject to 

CMEC funding; 2) finalize the template and definitions; 3) provide a grid with the data elements 

to prospective universities; 4) finalize the funding available (flowing the provincial level funding 

in 2008-09 or 2009-10 did not seem to be an issue); and 5) get indications from universities as to 

when they can undertake and complete the research (it was felt that this summer would be the 

preferred timing). It was agreed not to begin the study until the funding is assured. 

 

9. Other 

Anne announced that she would be leaving ACAT at the end of the month and that Janice Park 

will be her replacement on the Subcommittee. 

 

10. Next meeting date 

It was agreed that the next meeting would be scheduled as necessary. 

 

11. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:45 p.m. 
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Appendix A 

PCCAT Research Project 

Draft Research Data Elements, Definitions, and Template  
Revised as per February 12/09 meeting discussion 

1. Select a major university or perhaps more than one university from three to five Canadian 
jurisdictions. 

 

2. For the 5-year period ending 2008-09 (Fall & Winter/September to April sessions), determine the 
number of 1st time undergraduate students enrolled who had previously completed any number of 
credits from another public post-secondary institution in another province or territory.  
 

3. For these students, determine their profile including such factors as: 
a. Student demographic information (age, gender). 
b. In which province was their previous institution? 
c. From which type of public institution?1  

i. University 
ii. College, university college, or institute 

d. From which type of program? 
i. Undergraduate degree 

ii. Diploma or Associate degree 
iii. Certificate 

e. How many received some transfer credit? 
f. How much transfer credit did they receive from the university? 
g. How many credits had they completed prior to moving?  
h. Into what university faculty and/or degree program did they enrol? 
i. In the first semester, were they full-time or part-time students as defined by the institution? 

 
4. For students who transferred and received some transfer credit, how did they perform at the 

university? 
a. How many additional credits did they earn towards their 1st undergraduate degree at the 

university? 
b. How many graduated and with what credentials? 
c. What was their Admission GPA or equivalent and their Cumulative GPA in the first 

term/semester/year and subsequent years, and at graduation? 
d. For those who graduated with a 1st undergraduate degree in the timeframe of the study, 

what proportion of total credit required for the degree did they complete at the receiving 
institution? 

  

                                                           
1
 Note: Where there have been changes to sending institution mandates/names, assign the name/type of 

institution in place at the time of enrolment in that institution. 
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5. Compare academic performance across types of transfer students (e.g., by type of sending 

institution, FT/PT status, etc.)  
 

6. Make comparisons between institutions, where feasible. 
a.  This will be done in the national report which summarizes findings from the various 

jurisdictional reports. 
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Data Definitions 

1. Transfer student 

A first time undergraduate student enrolled at the receiving institution that has previously 

completed any number of credits from another public post-secondary institution in another 

Canadian province or territory. 

 

2. Academic Year 

The academic year is defined as the Fall and Winter sessions combined (September through April). 

Thus the 2008-09 academic year falls from September 2008 to April 2009. 

 

3. Admission Grade Point Average (GPA) 

The grade point average (on a 4 point scale, or converted to a 4 point scale) of a transfer student as 

calculated by the receiving institution for the purposes of admitting the student to a degree 

program.  

 

4. Cumulative Grade Point Average (CGPA) 

The grade point average (on a 4 point scale, or converted to a 4 point scale) of a transfer student 

representing the average of all grades attained since enrolment at the receiving institution. 

 

5. Undergraduate student 

A first time student in an undergraduate degree program at the receiving institution. This includes 

students that have completed an undergraduate degree at a sending institution if they are pursuing 

a second undergraduate degree at the receiving institution. Those who are pursuing a professional 

or graduate degree or other credential at the receiving institution, which requires an undergraduate 

degree as a prerequisite for entry into such a program, are excluded.   

 

6. Type of institution 

One of the following four types of Canadian public post-secondary institutions: 

a. University 

b. College, University College, or Institute 

 

7. Program Type 

One of the following types of credit programs offered by a public post-secondary institution in 

another Canadian province or territory: 

a. Undergraduate degree (typically a length of 3 to 5 years) 

b. Diploma or Associate Degree (typically a length of 2 or 3 years) 

c. Certificate (typically a length of one year or less) 
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8. Sending Institution 

The public post-secondary institution in another Canadian province or territory where the transfer 

student has completed any number of credits before enrolling in the receiving institution. 

 

9. Receiving Institution 

The public post-secondary institution participating in the research in which the transfer student has 

enrolled with any number of prior credits completed at another public post-secondary institution in 

another Canadian province or territory. 

 

 

 

 


