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SSCPRev Minutes 20141020 

 

MINUTES 

Senate Standing Committee on Policy Review (SSCPRev) 

Monday, October 20, 2014, 4pm 

Surrey Campus, Cedar Building, Room 2110 

 

Present:  

Belter, Wendy (by phone) 
Davison, Ann Marie 
Rose, Kim (Chair) 

Ex-Officio / Non-voting 

Au, Jennifer 
Fee, Jane 
Hensley, Robert 

University Secretariat 

MacKenzie, Maggie 
Maxwell, Wendy / Recorder 
 

 
Guests:  

Chan, Josephine 
Gray, Harry 
Mitchell, Zena 

 

Regrets: 

Cheema, Amandeep 
Davis, Bob 
Dube, Catherine 
Ferreras, Sal 
Klassen, Sandi 
Macpherson, Alice   
 

 

 
1. Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 4:09 pm.  
 
2. Confirmation of Agenda 

The Agenda was confirmed by consensus. 
  

3. Approval of Minutes – June 9, 2014 
The minutes from the June 9, 2014 will be carried over to the next meeting.   
 

4. Pending Business  
Action items from the June 9, 2014 meeting were completed. 
The Policy and Procedures: Presidential Search Advisory, appointment and Re-
appointment has not been finalized. This item will be added to the agenda for November 
19. 2014. 
 

5. Chair’s Report 
Kim Rose expressed gratitude for Bob Davis’ leadership over the years, and added that she will 
continue to use the same professional dialogue.  
 
There was a Governance Retreat on August 22, 2014 that was very helpful.  
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6. Priority and Scheduling of Registration Policy and Procedures 
Robert Hensley described the policy as the schedule for registration for all students.  This 
is a policy that Jane Fee was asked to update, through the Transitions Project and related 
admissions changes.   It was drafted by Warren Stokes and discussed at length by the 
various groups attached to the Transitions Project.  The Deans also had input.   The draft 
Policy and Procedures have been posted on the web log since last week and have received 
some input.  The intent is for this committee to review the document while it is still in 
development, for input and comments. 

 
The key changes were: 

- Scope of the policy changed to any curriculum that is subject to approval by 
Senate, excluding apprentices, continuing and professional studies 

- It reflects current and more user-friendly language 
- It reflects the work of the Transitions Project 
- New students have first priority 
- Transfer credit is included in the policy 
- International students will not get special treatment, unless they are also new students 
- A declaration to classify students has been added  
- First priority is the number of credits earned; second priority is the student’s Grade Point 

Average (GPA) at KPU 
- The Provost will decide on the order of priority within each cohort 

 
There was a discussion of the document.  It was noted that when the previous version of this policy 
was written, KPU did not use the suite of enrolment management tools that they use now.  The 
registration priority is the ‘blunt tool’ but not the only tool.  It was suggested that first priority 
should be for first year courses only.  The management of the number of seats available for certain 
types of students is an enrolment management tool, not a registration tool.  This new policy will be 
more equitable for international students.   

 
Regarding the practicality of the time ticket, there was concern that students sometimes skip class 
because their registration time starts in the middle of that class.  In order to minimize the impact on 
class time, registration windows could be lengthened, or the starting time for registration could be 
changed to that it does not coincide with class time.    

 
Procedure B1 regarding the assignment of time tickets, new students do not have a GPA yet.  They 
are currently prioritized alphabetically, which is not fair.  This might be changed to random 
selection.  Other universities prioritize by high school GPA.  It is unknown if this is feasible.  In order 
to do this, the Registrar’s office might need to look at core academic courses only to be most 
consistent. 
The only thing that limits the system’s ability to accommodate students is the server load.  Too 
many users would crash the system.  In practice, a low percentage of students have been registering 
during their time ticket.  Therefore overload has not been an issue. 
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7. Employee Code of Conduct 
Harry Gray described this as an umbrella for the policies that will be reviewed later in this agenda.  
This is a high level overview or Executive Summary of those policies.  It closes for comment on 
November 5, 2014. 
When asked what is the approval process for these policies, Harry Gray replied that they will go 
through the normal approval process for general administrative policies that do not have any 
academic impact.  

 
8. Respectful Workplace Policy and Procedures 

Harry Gray stated that this policy addresses a number of gaps, one of which is the 
Worksafe legislation that was introduced last November, requiring that we address 
bullying.  It was noted that the issue of bullying had been included with the former Human 
Rights policy. 
 
It was noted that this policy is broader than what is in the faculty collective agreement, as it includes 
all employees.  This policy does not replace what is in the collective agreements.  There are several 
ways to file action, or more than one action.  (In some circumstances, up to 5 complaints could be 
filed.)    Section 10 of this policy specifies that the Complainant choose where they want to file, and 
only file once. 

 
The definition of student (Section 11) in the Procedure is not the same definition that is in the other 
policies.  Harry Gray will update this from the other policies. 

 
It was stated that in the Complaint Review, it would be better to have a committee rather than one 
person decide on how to proceed.  Also, cyber bullying offenses should be included as a type of 
bullying and harassment.  The Committee recommended that the authors look at the definitions 
used in WCB and aim to align them. It was noted that WCB is broader in their definitions, and the 
aim here is to be more relevant to this work place.  However, Harry Grey agreed to look at them. 

 
WCB legislation requires that in order to receive compensation for harassment or bullying, the 
Complainant must show proof of psychological impact.  There is no reference to such proof in this 
policy.   

 
It was noted that “Records” does not make reference to the decision made by the Senior 
Administrator.   

 
9. Conflict of Interest Policy and Procedures 

Harry Gray explained that the former Conflict of Commitment and Conflict of Interest have been 
combined and rolled into the new Conflict of Interest Policy and Procedures.  The blog and Faculty 
Association commented on the inclusion of personal circumstances in the Conflict of Interest, and it 
has been changed accordingly.  Reporting of activity has also been changed. 

 
There was a comment that the Definitions in the Procedure should not be numbered, for 
consistency.   

 
It was noted that public consultation has been set up on all four campuses.  Richmond was held 
earlier today, and upcoming dates are October 23 in Surrey, October 27 in Langley, and October 29 
in Cloverdale. 
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 There is no definition of ‘personal advantage’. 
 

The reference to Conflict of Commitment in “related policies” will be removed. 
 
10. Confidentiality Policy and Procedures 

There was a question about the wording of A 2, ‘damage to someone’s integrity’.  It was suggested 
to change ‘integrity’ to ‘wholeness’ or ‘perceived integrity’.  It was also suggested to add ‘breaches 
in confidentiality may damage the individual’. 
 
The numbers need to be removed from Definitions  
 
Student files are not included in the definition of ‘records’, and should clearly include all student 
information. 
 
Students are not referenced in the Scope and Limits.   It was noted that there already is a 
Confidentiality of Student Records/Files policy.  Harry Grey agreed to review the wording of the 
other policy.  Concern was raised about grey areas in this policy, such as students who deal with 
confidential information.  It was noted that such areas are covered under Student Conduct.  Harry 
Grey will review the Student Conduct Policy to ensure that it is aligned with the Confidentiality 
Policy and does not conflict with it.  It was suggestion that this policy only deal with Employees, and 
not Students. 
 

11. Use of University Property Policy and Procedures 
Some suggested wording changes were noted.   
The numbers need to be removed from Definitions. 
The definition of University Property does not include Human Resources.  It could happen that 
employees are asked to do inappropriate work.  This might be considered under Conflict of Interest, 
but Harry Grey agreed to look into it.   
Section 3C in the Procedures, “confirm” will be changed to “decide on”. 
It was noted that it is unclear what would happen if the President were misusing university 
property.   

 
12. Protected Disclosure Policy  and Procedures 

Harry Grey stated that this is sometimes called Whistle Blowing.   
B 1 and 2 mention students separately.  The reference to the Student Conduct Policy needs to be 
clearer or removed altogether from this policy. 
Conflict of Commitment is referenced in this policy, and will be removed. 
Under the definition of related person, ‘affectional relationship’ is unclear.   Also, a ‘personal 
relationship’ and ‘related person’ are not the same.  These will both be revised. 
 
Student files are not included in the definition of ‘records’, and should clearly include all student 
information. 
 

13. Items for Discussion 
None. 

 
14. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 6:02 pm. 


