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 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

AC10 

 Approving Jurisdiction:  

Board of Governors, with Senate advice 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

Provost and Vice President Academic 

 Effective Date: 

January 1, 2022 

 

Development and Change of Senate-Approved Programs 

Policy 
 

 

A. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 

KPU is a special purpose, teaching university under the University Act. The University Act (RSBC 1996), 
Chapter 468, section 35.2 (6) (b) and (6) (d) addresses the issue of program establishment, revision or 
suspension and prioritization as follows:  

“The senate of a special purpose, teaching university must advise the board, and the board must seek 
advice from the senate, on the development of educational policy for the following matters:  

(b) the establishment, revision or discontinuance of courses and programs at the special 
purpose teaching university;  

(d) the priorities for implementation of new programs and courses leading to certificates, 
diplomas or degrees;”  

B. SCOPE AND LIMITS 
 

This Policy and its related Procedures apply to proposals for new Senate-approved programs (program 
development) as well as the revision, suspension or discontinuance of all Senate-approved programs 
(program change). 

 

C. STATEMENT OF POLICY PRINCIPLES 
 

1. The University has strategic and academic plans against which program development and 
change should be evaluated. 

2. Program development and change should be undertaken by the governance system 
transparently and through meaningfully shared decision-making among stakeholders. 

3. The program development and change process is integrated, through the Office of the Provost 
and Vice President, Academic, with the University’s support services (such as Marketing, the 
Office of the Registrar, etc.) to enable not only timely passage of academic programming but 
also effective coordination with the service areas needed to make new and changed programs 
successful. 
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4. The Office of the Provost and Vice President Academic coordinates and empowers program 
development and, together with the Proponent, is jointly responsible for new program 
proposals. 

5. Development and change proposals should include consideration of the impact of the given 
proposal on students and the University community, and should provide plans solve or mitigate 
negative impacts. 

6. Development and change proposals may be brought forward by a Dean, Director, or the Provost 
and Vice President Academic, or by a Department, School, or Faculty (or a committee of one of 
these bodies), and will be submitted for consideration to the governing bodies as outlined in the 
procedures.  

7. Program development and change will be communicated to all interested stakeholders, 
including government as appropriate.  

8. Students enrolled in a discontinued program will be provided with every opportunity to 
complete the program per the timelines outlined in Policy AR16 Requirements for Graduation. 

9. Proposals for program change should be approved by Senate concurrently with all needed 
changes to the implicated courses. 

D. DEFINITIONS  

Refer to Section A of AC10 Development and Change of Senate-Approved Programs Procedure for a list 
of definitions in support of this Policy.  

E. RELATED POLICIES & LEGISLATION 
 

AC3 Program Review 
AC14 KPU Credential Framework 
AR16 Requirements for Graduation 
GV9 Establishment and/or Discontinuance of Faculties and Departments  
University Act [RSBC 1996], Chapter 468, section 35.2 (6) (b), (6) (d)  
 

F. RELATED PROCEDURES 
 
Refer to the AC10 Development and Change of Senate-Approved Programs Procedure 
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 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

AC10 

 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Board of Governors, with Senate advice 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

Provost and Vice-President, Academic 

 Effective Date: 

January 1, 2022 

 

Development and Change of Senate-Approved Programs 

Procedure 
 

 

A. DEFINITIONS 
 

1.  Department: An educational administrative sub-unit of a Faculty and/or 
School within a university dealing with a particular field of 
knowledge.  

2.  Faculty: An educational administrative division constituted by the Board 
of the University. 

3.  Intake Cancellation: Closing a program to registration for a single program intake 
cycle. Intake cancellation is an emergency action subject to 
regulation in AC10’s procedures. 

4.  Program: A defined set of courses of instruction that lead to a credential 
approved by KPU Senate. A program or units of study also 
consists of a) a unit of study, under the governance of Senate, 
that results in the granting of a degree or a non-degree 
credential or b) a unit of study that constitutes the designation 
of major or minor, or c) a unit of study that constitutes a 
department (see Policy AC3, Program Review). 

5.  Program Discontinuance: Permanent closure of a program which includes removal from 
future academic calendars and cessation of admission or 
declaration to the designated program.  

6.  Program Suspension: A temporary cessation of a program whereby students will not 
be admitted to or declare into a program for a defined period of 
time. 

7.  Revision: Any changes to a program that require re-approval by Senate. 

8.  School: An educational administrative division that may be constituted 
by the Board of the University to function in the full capacity of a 
Faculty. Alternatively, a School may be an educational 
administrative unit which functions within a Faculty, similar to a 
Department.  



 
 
 

 
 
 
Page 2 of 4  Procedure No. AC10 

B. PROCEDURES 

1. Proposing New Programs 
a. A proponent and their Dean propose development of a new program to the Provost [or 

designate] with a Concept Paper. 

b. The Provost, after consulting with other senior leaders and services areas as the Provost 
deems necessary, determines whether development of the new program should 
proceed. If so, the Provost will name a designate to coordinate the program 
development process and will authorize the Office of Planning and Accountability to 
produce a Feasibility Report to be included in the Concept Paper. 

c. The Provost determines, on receipt of the Feasibility Report, whether the proposal is 
viable. 

i. For new degrees: if the program is judged to be viable the proponent and 
Provost’s designate together author, if required by the Ministry, a Stage 1 
Review. The Concept Paper and Stage 1 Review may, if authorized by the 
Provost, proceed concurrently with the Full Program Proposal. 

ii. For new non-degrees: if a program is judged to be viable the process proceeds 
to step d. 

iii. For new minor degrees or honours degrees, in fields of study for which KPU 
already has a major program: the Provost will, if the program is deemed viable, 
indicate whether the program should be proposed through a Program Revision 
or Full Program Proposal (step f). 

d. The proponent and Provost’s designate seek the approval of the Concept Paper by the 
relevant Faculty Council and Senate (on the advice of the Senate Standing Committee on 
Academic Planning and Priorities and, if the program is at the graduate level, the Senate 
Standing Committee on Research and Graduate Studies). 

e. The Senate forwards endorsed Concept Paper (and, if applicable, Stage 1 Review) to the 
Board of Governors for approval. Stage 1 Reviews are also submitted to the Ministry for 
approval to proceed to the Full Program Proposal Stage. 

f. The Proponent drafts the Full Program Proposal and requests Curriculum Consultation 
Forms from other academic areas. 

g. The Provost (or designate) consults with relevant service areas and collects impact 
assessments. The procedure for the collection of service area feedback and support can 
be determined by the Provost and is outside the scope of Senate policy. 

h. The Provost and Proponent jointly seek the approval of the Full Program Proposal from 
the relevant Faculty Council, which forwards the endorsed proposal to Senate for 
approval. 

i. Senate’s standing committees on Curriculum and University Budget review the Full 
Program Proposal and provide advice to Senate. If the program is at the graduate level, 
the SSC Research and Graduate Studies also provides advice. 

j. The Senate forwards endorsed program proposals to the Board of Governors for 
approval, and to the Ministry for ministerial consent. 
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k. The Proponent, Dean and Provost (or designate) continue to collaborate in the 
preparing the program for implementation. 

2. Revising Programs 

a. Program revisions at KPU begin either 1) as actions arising from an approved Quality 
Assurance Plan developed through the program review process or 2) in response to 
specific issue whose solution cannot be delayed until a Program Review. 

b. A Proponent acting in response to either (1) or (2) consults with the Office of the 
Provost to determine what documents and processes will be required by the Ministry of 
Advanced Education, Skills and Training. The timeline for approval may vary based on 
the approval process requested by the Ministry. 

c. In addition to the processes required by the Ministry, the proponent prepares a 
program change form. 

d. The Proponent seeks approval from their respective Faculty Council, which then 
forwards the proposal to the Senate Standing Committee on Curriculum. If the program 
is at the graduate level, the SSC Research and Graduate Studies also provides advice. 

e.  The Senate Standing Committee on Curriculum reviews the proposal and forwards to 
Senate for approval. 

 
3. Cancelling Intakes, Suspending Programs, and Discontinuing Programs 

a. Cancelling Intakes 

i. A Dean, in consultation with the Provost, may cancel intakes for up to a full 
academic year if: 

1) the number students applying for the intake is too small to meet the 
program’s learning outcomes or to maintain financial viability, or 

2) access to key learning activities or resources has unexpectedly been 
compromised, or 

3) funding on which the program relies has unexpectedly been lost. 

ii. Any further cancellation of intakes requires the approval of Senate on the 
advice of the Senate Standing Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities. 

b. Suspending and Discontinuing Programs 

i. A Department, Faculty, Dean or Provost may propose that a program be 
suspended for a defined period of time, or that it be permanently discontinued. 
Such proposals must include the information included in Appendix A and will be 
adjudicated through the following approval process: 

1) The Proponent sends the proposal to the relevant Faculty Council 
which, if it endorses the proposal, forwards it to the Senate Standing 
Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities [SSC APP] and Senate 
Standing Committee on the University Budget [SSC UB]. 

2) The above-named committees (including the Faculty Council) provide 
their advice to Senate, which considers either approval (for 
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suspensions) or recommendation to the Board of Governors for 
approval (for discontinuances). 

3) A proposal that discontinues the only program in a Department or 
Faculty may concurrently discontinue the given Department or Faculty if 
this consequence is explicitly stated the in approved proposal. 
 

 
 

 

C. RELATED POLICY 
AC3 Program Review 
AC14 KPU Credential Framework 
AR16 Requirements for Graduation 
GV9 Establishment and/or Discontinuance of Faculties and Departments  
University Act [RSBC 1996], Chapter 468, section 35.2 (6) (b), (6) (d)  
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Appendix A – Requirements for Proposals for Suspension or Discontinuance 
 

A proposal to suspend a program must include the following information:  

i. All impacted credentials and specific discipline or field of study;  

ii. Location(s) of the program;  

iii. Faculty, Department, or School offering the program;  

iv. Proposed date for suspension, a notification period for students, faculty and staff, and a 
date for review of the suspension;  

v. Reasons for suspension, such as:  

1) Insufficient resources  

2) Lack of enrolment demand  

3) Curricular issues  

4) Inability to provide appropriate institutional support   

vi. Plan for suspension, including:  

1) Proposed review date to reinstate or discontinue the suspended program  

2) Steps that will be taken to consult with faculty and staff  

3) Steps that will be taken to consult with students  

4) Steps that will be taken to ensure students in the program have the opportunity 
to complete the program  

5) Steps that will be taken to ensure consultation with other impacted departments, 

Faculties, and units;  

6) Steps to compensate for damage to medium term enrolment (particularly for 
limited intake and cohort programs) 

vii. Draft Calendar entry detailing suspension of admissions / declaration to the program;  

viii. Name, title, phone number and email address of the institutional contact in case more 

information is required (normally, the Dean of the Faculty in which the program is 
housed);  

ix. Endorsement by the Provost.  

 

A proposal to discontinue a program must include the following:  

i. All impacted credentials and specific discipline or field of study;  

ii. Location(s) of the program;  

iii. Faculty, Department, or School offering the program;  

iv. Anticipated final date of discontinuance;  

 v.  Reasons for discontinuance of the program, such as:  
1) Insufficient financial resources  

2) Lack of enrolment demand  

3) Curricular issues relating to the decline in quality or the inability to meet required 
program outcomes  

4) Inability to provide appropriate institutional support  
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vi.  Plan for phasing-out of program, including:  

1) Steps taken to consult with faculty and staff regarding phasing out  

2) Steps taken to consult with students regarding phasing out  

3) Steps taken to ensure students in the program have the opportunity to complete 
the program  

4) Steps taken to consult with other impacted departments, Faculties, and units;  

5) Impact on and/or reorganization of curriculum in cognate disciplines  

6) Timeline of activities  

 

vii.  Name, title, phone number and email address of the institutional contact person in case 

more information is required (normally, the Dean of the Faculty in which the program is 
housed).  

viii. Potential legal implications as a result of the program discontinuance;  

ix. Endorsement by the Provost.  
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Stress Testing Thought Experiments 
AC10 Policy and Procedure 

EACH OF THE FOLLOWING CASES IS A CARICATURE OR EXAGGERATION INTENDED TO TEST THE WAYS IN WHICH THE PROPOSED POLICY AND 

PROCEDURES WOULD REACT TO EXTREME CASES. 

 

Case 1 – Manufactured enrolment crisis 
A Dean/Provost decides that a particular program needs to be discontinued but does not wish to face 
the arguments for and against that proposal. This person, instead, wishes to cause the program to be 
empty by cancelling the intakes each term and then, years later, pretending the program was failing to 
fill its classes. 
 

Under the proposed policy and procedures, this Dean would be limited to cancelling one 
academic year’s intakes and then would be forced either to initiate formal protocols of 

suspension or discontinuance (in which case they would be obliged to publicly state their arguments as 
required under procedure 3.b) or to request further cancellations (obliging public argument under 
3.a.ii). 
 

Case 2 – Not facing facts 
A program is disinterested in addressing the problems it faces in its program and so refuses to engage 
seriously with efforts to either reform program quality or bring program cost into a viable range. 
 

Under the proposed policy and procedures, this program could have a suspension or 
discontinuance proposed by its Faculty Council (as is also the case in the existing policy). This act 

would, if the proposal stated so explicitly, also close the Department itself if the program was the only 
program in the Department (as per procedure 3.b.i.4)). A more automatic version of this language was 
included in the previous policy. The Senate receives the decisions of the Faculty Council and standing 
committees as advice and so the policy does not prevent Senate from enacting a decision that conflicted 
with the decision of the Faculty Council in question. 
 

Case 3 – Program by ambush 
A program is proposed by a proponent who does not seek to collect feedback from other areas of the 
University community and instead develops their proposal in isolation. 
 

In addition to the normal requirement for the collection of curriculum consultation (which is 
submitted to Senate as part of the proposal) the proposed policy and procedure also requires 

participation by the Provost’s office at the beginning of the process. The Provost or, more likely, a 
designate of the Provost, will be responsible for the early expansion of consultation to all relevant 
service areas. The way in which this consultation is constructed is intentionally left to the Provost to 
determine so that administrative bodies – such as Academic Council – may be employed to create and 
sustain administrative processes to operate in tandem with the general Senate approval process. 
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Case 4 – I have the power 
A new senior executive claims to have the authority, through some loophole observed in policy, to fast-
track discontinuance. 
 

The proposed policy and procedures have reduced dramatically the language used to describe the 
suspension and discontinuance processes (procedure 3.b). This will reduce the scope for the 

assertion of extreme interpretations of policies. Standing committees clearly provide advice to Senate, 
and Senate either approves a suspension or recommends a discontinuance to the Board. 
 

Case 5 – Government want that program yesterday 
A new government indicates that KPU is the most appropriate institution for a new and urgently needed 
program. How long will it take? 
 

The new policy and procedures reduce time it takes to approve a program by replacing linear 
approval steps with concurrent approval steps and, in particular, by allowing a program already 

supported by government to be approved dramatically faster than is currently the case. In cases 
deemed appropriate under Ministry regulation, as indicated by the Provost, the two phases (Concept 
and Full Program) can occur at the same time. 
 

Case 6 – I have a doomed but time-intensive idea 
A faculty member has an academically valuable idea for a program that won’t work – either because 
government won’t support it or because KPU can’t fund the cost associated with it. 

 
Under the proposed policy and procedure this idea would be reviewed for viability by the Provost 
early in the process, both as a concept (at the first stage) and then after the Feasibility Report. If, 

by chance, the Dean and Provost fail to see that this proposal won’t, in full form, be supportable, this 
should arise in the broader administrative consultations undertaken early in the proposed process. 
 

Case 7 – Early warning for faculty 
A program is running at a cost, or at a size, unsustainable for the University but no one will tell the 
faculty in the program. 
 

The proposed policy will not address this issue. AC10 can only address what happens when the 
governance system is triggered by a proposal. The only remedy to this lack of information and 

clarity is the provision of information and clarity, bidirectionally, between Deans / Provost and faculty. 
This is a day-to-day culture of conversation that can be fostered only in committees of the Faculty 
Councils and Departments. 
 

Case 8 – Check and balances 
A group of faculty feel like the University has it out for them and that the decision to close their program 
down was made secretly long ago and that the Senate won’t stand up to protect them when the 
proposal is finally public. They feel like there is no check on these kinds of decisions. 
 

The proposed policy is clearer about the ways in which a program can experience cancellation, 
suspension or discontinuance, but the check and balance on proposals has always been, and will 
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continue to be, the body politic itself. No policy can prevent people from taking easy votes, failing to 
critique proposals, or asking tough questions. The only remedy to the feeling that the system doesn’t 
have the right checks on proposals is to run for Senate and become one of those checks. 
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Draft Policy and Procedure AC10 
Consultation Feedback (Fall 2020) 

 
Date Stakeholder Feedback (Governance/Policy) Responses from Dr. Burns Feedback 

(Operational/Procedural) 
Responses from Dr. Burns 

September 
22, 2020 

Dr. Lori 
McElroy 

 There needs to be clarity 
around which committee 
needs to approve what. E.g. 
Concept for SSCAPP, but not 
SSCC, but full PPP goes to 
SSCC, but not SSCAPP 

 

After discussion with Dr. 
McElroy, we have settled on 
a concept stage that can, if 
Government agrees, 
proceeed concurrently with 
FPP. 

 

 Do not agree with 
removing the concept 
paper requirement for 
any proposals. The 
concept is required in 
order to assess the 
proposed program’s 
feasibility and fit with 
KPU. 

 Point 5 in the memo: Do 
note that the Ministry’s 
Stage 1 document could 
change at any time. We 
had designed the entire 
process and then Stage 
1 was introduced. What 
happens if they change 
Stage 1 (or omit it)? 

2nd bullet: Excellent point – Stage 
1 is now explicitly listed as a side-
process rather than as a linear 
step in our internal process. 

September 
22, 2020 

Zena Mitchell  Point 7 in the memo: 
regarding “cancellation of 
intake, suspension of program, 
and discontinuance of 
program”, these all need 
better definitions as well. 
People are constantly asking, 
“What exactly is the difference 
between the three?” 

o When a program is 
discontinued, the 
necessary steps to 
ensure it is “fully” 
discontinued are not 
carried. Case in point -

Not all three were previously 
defined (they are now), and 
all three are in the main 
body of a more concise 
procedure – which I expect 
will encourage 
understanding of the 
difference. 

 Since the Senate has no 
administrative power (it 
merely decides things) I 
think we need to flag 
this for follow up by the 
Office of the Provost. 

 

 Add another priority 
statement that ensures 
operational 
considerations are taken 
into account and 
properly outlined. 
Effective dates matter. 
Particularly when it 
comes to being able to 
articulate the impact for 
students.  

 Add another priority 
statement that ensures 
the ripple effects of 
establishment / 

 For sure – I have added 
principle 3. 

 Sub-bullet re: relevant steps 
involved in ‘launching a 
program’ - I assume this 
document that these things 
will always change (admin is 
complex and fluid). The role 
of the Provost’s office in 
being a co-proponent is 
meant to address this by 
building admin. leadership 
early. This shouldn’t be up 
to Senate to decide 
(marketing, for instance). 
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Date Stakeholder Feedback (Governance/Policy) Responses from Dr. Burns Feedback 
(Operational/Procedural) 

Responses from Dr. Burns 

- we have credentials 
languishing in the 
University calendar 
that have not been 
offered / awarded in 
years.  

 
 
 
 

 

discontinuance are 
identified. For example,  
o when a new program 

is approved, I 
regularly hear 
“What’s next?” and 
people are uncertain 
how to go about 
marketing the 
program, recruiting 
for the first intake, 
opening applications 
for admission, pulling 
Marketing and other 
relevant services 
areas into the fold to 
assist with 
promotion. Perhaps 
the Procedures could 
provide relevant 
steps involved in 
‘launching a 
program’. Either that 
or the guide for 
program 
development and 
program change 
needs to be included 
as an appendix / 
annex to the 
procedures so they 
are deliberately 
linked (and reviewed 
/ updated whenever 
the 
Policy/Procedures 
are up for review).  



AC10 Consultation Feedback – Fall 2020 (Updated: Feb 24 2021)                                                                                          Page 3 of 17 

Date Stakeholder Feedback (Governance/Policy) Responses from Dr. Burns Feedback 
(Operational/Procedural) 

Responses from Dr. Burns 

September 
22, 2020 

Terri 
Chanyungco 

   Over the years, Space 
Admin has been asked 
to provide input to the 
curriculum consultation 
process for DESN, HUC, 
and ECON between 
August 2016 to fall 
2019. The amount of 
information provided 
has varied significantly. 
HUC submitted only a 
Program Revision form, 
but did provide a 
response to a request 
for addition 
information. ECON and 
DESN provided more 
information, some of 
which was the same, ie. 
Concept Papers, and 
some of which was 
different, ie. Feasibility 
Assessment (ECON), 
Overview (DESN) and 
AVED Stage 1 Review 
(DESN).   

 A problem with the 
information provided is 
that there is no specific 
section for incremental 
space requirements. As 
a consequence, Space 
Admin has to either 
infer space needs from 
the information 
provided (which isn’t 
always possible) or 

The proposed policy has the 
Provost [or designate] taking 
over a bit more of this kind of 
coordination so that the 
administration can own and 
coordinate this without having to 
return to Senate to update forms. 
Put simply, the administration 
should be empowered to simply 
create protocol for this as an 
interaction between the Provo 
and the Space Admin team. 
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Date Stakeholder Feedback (Governance/Policy) Responses from Dr. Burns Feedback 
(Operational/Procedural) 

Responses from Dr. Burns 

request more 
information from the 
proponent (which we 
probably shouldn’t do 
because it is a 
modification to the 
approved Curriculum 
Consultation process). A 
further consequence is 
that Space Admin has 
had to modify the 
Curriculum Consultation 
form to create a new 
category, Additional 
Information Required.   

 It would be very helpful 
if there was a section in 
the Curriculum 
Consultation documents 
that specifically asks the 
proponent for the space 
requirements of the 
new 
major/minor/program 
and whether they can 
be accommodated 
within a Faculty’s 
existing space. If not, 
what sort of renovations 
to current space will be 
required, or how much 
incremental space, with 
what physical attributes 
will be required.   

September 
30, 2020 

SSC Policy  Differentiate and distinguish 
the operational aspect and 
governance aspect in the 

 This is one of the 
motivating comments in 
the rewrite. I took this 

  



AC10 Consultation Feedback – Fall 2020 (Updated: Feb 24 2021)                                                                                          Page 5 of 17 

Date Stakeholder Feedback (Governance/Policy) Responses from Dr. Burns Feedback 
(Operational/Procedural) 

Responses from Dr. Burns 

Policy (see Zena’s comment 
above from Sept 22, 2020). 

 There is a desire to separate 
AC10 into two separate 
policies: 1) 
establishment/revision, 2) 
suspension/discontinuance.  

 What are other PSIs doing in 
terms of expediting the new 
program development 
process? (i.e. drawing best 
practices, technology). 

point very seriously. The 
academic content 
process (Senate) and the 
academic support 
process (Provo/Admin) 
are now more clearly 
separated. 

 Taking the “include this 
in the proposal” section 
cut so much out of the 
document that I was 
able to keep both 
components in the 
policy whilst making it 
shorter and clearer. 

 One of the key savings I 
saw was reducing the 
linearity of our process. 
We had, for instance, 
committee A coming 
before committee B 
when there was no 
reason the two couldn’t 
occur at the same time. 

October 1, 
2020 

FSH 
Curriculum 
Committee 

 Separating into two policies is 
a good idea (one for 
establishment/revision, and 
another for 
suspension/discontinuance)  

 Clarify the role of PUE – PUE 
should not be approving 
curriculum. Rather, this should 
reside with the Provost.  

 Current step 5 of the AC10 
flowchart: SSCC does not see 
the curriculum component of 
the FPP until very late in the 
process (well beyond concept 
stage, Faculty 

 The policy, substantially 
reduced and made 
concise, shouldn’t 
require division 
anymore. 

 The new policy asks the 
Provost to consult 
executive/admin bodies 
as needed, not PUE as a 
body of non-public 
approval. 

 This is a tough one – we 
can’t do this whilst also 
making it all shorter. It 
may help to note that 
SSCC never permanently 
defeats programs – it 

 Some D-forms seem 
repetitive – can they be 
streamlined and further 
clarified? 

 Flowchart is 
overwhelming – can 
some of the 
administrative steps be 
streamlined? What 
about a higher-level 
flowchart and then have 
the operational steps be 
outlined separately? 

 Is there a way to 
identify who owns each 

 This isn’t in the policy itself, 
but I have conducted and 
attached an analysis of the 
backend form structure. The 
new Concept Template is 
going to combine the 
concept paper and Feasibility 
Report Request, among 
other things. 

 The flowchart is gone. 

 The Proponent and Provost 
are given specific roles. 
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Date Stakeholder Feedback (Governance/Policy) Responses from Dr. Burns Feedback 
(Operational/Procedural) 

Responses from Dr. Burns 

Council/CurrCom). Sometimes 
SSCC catches critical curricular 
issues too late. Could SSCC be 
looking at the concept as well? 

only asks for curricular 
revisions. If you must 
have a committee at the 
end of a process (which 
we have to) you want it 
to be the one that 
doesn’t say, “no and 
never” like APP 
conceivably might when 
it determines if a 
program is in the 
mandate of KPU. 

step of the process? 
Who to contact and who 
will be responsible to 
completing each step?  
 

October 2, 
2020 

SSC on 
University 
Budget 

 What does the “early warning 
mechanism” look like? 

 The Provost is included, 
and asked to consult, at 
the first step.  

  

October 5, 
2020 

School of 
Business 
Curriculum 
Committee 

 What happens to when there 
is a sudden decision making 
change in a key point during 
the process? How can we best 
anticipate this early on in the 
process so we are not 
“surprised” by the time we hit 
the critical points of the 
process?  

 Why are we having to do the 
exact process twice? (concept 
and FPP)? Are we over-
consulting here?  

 The faculty and 
administration are 
partners from step 1 in 
this process (rather than 
having faculty drive until 
midway through the 
process). 

 The reason this happens 
is that Government 
require it. If Government 
(through the Provo) 
doesn’t require it, these 
two can now be done 
concurrently. 

 Current process is too 
lengthy. Can some of 
our internal process be 
streamlined? 

 Opportunity to consult 
with advisors 
somewhere in the 
process? 

 How much of this 
process is linear? From a 
project planning view, 
we should be able to do 
certain things 
concurrently. There are 
lots of steps that can be 
streamlined via 
concurrent approval 
processes.   

 Can we compress any 
forms because they 
seem to be duplicated in 
many ways? 

 Some of the forms are being 
combined, linear approvals 
at committee are now 
concurrent, and the Concept 
and FPP stages can be 
combined if Government 
permits. 

 This could be added to the 
service consult the Provost is 
free to structure under the 
proposed policy. 

 It was entirely linear. The 
boxes have been collapsed 
and made mostly concurrent 
until the voting starts. Even 
then, SSCC and APP aren’t 
one after the other anymore. 
All standing committees 
deliberate at the same time. 

 The forms aren’t part of the 
policy, strictly speaking, but I 
have reviewed that backend 
structure of our form system 
and am working on 
combining forms. The 
concept and feasibility 
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report request are a good 
example of this. 

October 5, 
2020 

School of 
Design 
Faculty 
Council 

 When programs are being put 
through the cancellation 
process, often times faculty 
feel like they don’t get 
“warned” early enough and by 
the time they see it, there is a 
chance it is too late. The early 
warning mechanism can also 
be a pipeline of 
communication for faculty 
(rather than just purely an 
administrative mechanism). 
What details of this “early 
warning mechanism” are 
available to faculty? How do 
we have less people feeling 
“surprised” by the time it hits 
our governance process?   

 What about an “early warning 
mechanism” for cancellation 
of intakes, program 
suspension and 
discontinuance?   

 Is there a mechanism (similar 
to the early warning 
mechanism) where faculty can 
be part of the exploration of a 
solution, before a program is 
being proposed for the 
cancellation of intakes, 
program suspension, or 
discontinuance? Is there an 
opportunity for faculty to be 
engaged in that early warning 
process?   

Because this is a governance 
policy it won’t change how 
the process works prior to 
governance being involved. 
That having been said, the 
intake cancellation 
mechanism is now limited so 
that the conversation about 
structural change is forced 
after cancellation has been 
used for 1 academic year. 
 
That having been said, the 
solution to this lies in how 
well the faculty and 
administration share 
information on an ongoing 
basis as part of our daily 
work. Further action in some 
other context? 

 Appendix A – The 
process can be 
streamlined by 
shortening the steps or 
making the steps 
concurrent.   

 What constitutes a 
substantive change? 
That needs to be further 
clarified.   
 

 I have done so. 

 Because the Government 
doesn’t tell us what this 
means all we can do in the 
context of this policy is ask 
that the Provo check early in 
the process with 
Government. 
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 Our process actually 
discourages faculty from 
wanting to make program 
revisions because “it takes too 
long to take them through”. 
This is problematic as we need 
to ensure the quality of our 
programs by making necessary 
program revisions.   

October 9, 
2020 

Josephine 
Chan 

 What about an institutional 
dashboard (as suggested by 
Ministry in the past, so they 
can get a sense of new 
programs being developed at 
each PSIs).  

 Often, we hear from 
curriculum developers much 
later on asking if the proposed 
changes will trigger Ministry's 
review (after months of work 
that have already been done). 
Should the question be raised 
much earlier on?  Would it 
help curriculum developers if 
they know what the 
parameters are early on so 
they don't make unnecessarily 
drastic curriculum revisions 
that may trigger Ministry's 
involvement? Do we have a 
set of "institutional agreed 
upon" set of criteria, aligning 
with Ministry's guidelines, that 
help determine what are 
minor/substantive curricular 
changes?  

 Under the new 
procedure the Provost’s 
office will be involved in 
each and every new 
program so that they 
will know, for a fact, 
which programs are at 
what stage of 
development. This could 
be posted widely easily 
if we looped the Provo 
in as proposed. 

 Yes, the proposed 
process would give the 
Provost’s office enough 
information early on to 
conduct Ministry 
consultations far earlier 
in the process. 

 The committees and 
consultations are far 
more concurrent in the 
proposed policy, and the 
Concept/FPP stages can 
be concurrent if 
Government permits. 

 I have added a principle 
to require this. 

 Can we define more 
concrete criteria as to 
what are "substantive 
changes"?  

 Currently in the 
flowchart, it doesn't 
clearly outline the 
process for changing 
credential name for 
non-degrees (this is 
silent).  

 Should we map out the 
process for proposing a 
tuition level change 
(with program 
changes)? Proponents 
need to determine who 
to go to for this 
question (Finance).  

 Early consult on 
program changes – if 
they may include 
substantive changes, 
should the proponent 
have a discussion 
together with the 
Provost, OREG and 
governance as a first 

 Because the Government 
doesn’t tell us what this 
means all we can do in the 
context of this policy is ask 
that the Provo check early in 
the process with 
Government. 
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 How can we make our 
governance process not so 
"linear"?  

 Clarify the process between 
course and program (e.g. 
when to discontinue courses if 
a program is being proposed 
for discontinuance? And when 
should courses be approved if 
a new program is being 
proposed?)  

 AC13 Minimum faculty 
qualifications – new proposals 
(including new minors and 
significant revisions of a 
program) should include 
minimum faculty 
qualifications. Indicate how 
the Faculty resources will 
meet those needs and what 
hiring is required to ensure 
that personnel needs are met. 
Once a program is approved 
for implementation, the 
qualifications can be sent to 
FC and Senate for approval as 
per AC13.  

 This should be flagged 
for addition to the FPP 
form. 

step? This is to avoid 
having the proponent 
"run around" for 
feedback and not having 
everyone on the "same 
page".  Alternatively, if 
they are not meant to 
be substantive changes 
(altering program 
objectives, etc.), that 
should be 
communicated early on 
before work is being 
done to make the 
program revisions.  
 

October 
14, 2020 

SSC on 
Curriculum 

 Why are program suspension 
proposals going to Senate only 
as an FYI, but program 
discontinuance goes to Senate 
for recommendation to the 
Board for approval? 

 Clarify roles of SSCs as they 
pertain to the AC10 workflow  

 Excellent point – both 
now go to Senate for the 
same process. 

 I have indicated that the 
SSCs provide advice to 
Senate (none approves, 
none is more 
responsible than the 
other). 

 Curriculum process – 
TLC support and 
expertise  
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 To establish guidelines for 
program approvals 
(committee mandate)  

 After AC10 passage this 
guide will be revised and 
will come to SSCC. 

October 
19, 2020 

School of 
Business 
Faculty 
Council 

 Conveyed general support for 
the points offered in the 
memo. 

 GV9 should also be reviewed 
and clarified. 

 What is the role/responsibility 
of PUE in the AC10 process?  

 Non-actionable 

 Yes, out of scope for this 
context. 

 It should have a role in 
advising the President 
and executive, not 
voting on approval. This 
is reflected in the 
proposed language. 

 There is a need for 
better coordination in 
the AC10 process. 

 Coordination begins 
immediately in the proposed 
policy. 

October 
21, 2020 

Dr. Sandy 
Vanderburgh, 
Dr. Lori 
McElroy, Dr. 
David 
Florkowski 

 There are concerns about the 
removal of the concept 
document (as it also relates to 
Stage 1 of the process).   

 Agreed with the feasibility 
assessment at the concept 
stage, and emphasized that 
the concept stage should stay 
on (and perhaps looking at 
how to streamline 
documentation and what is 
required in submissions 
internally).   

 Could SSCAPP and PUE just 
approve the concept 
document?   

 Currently some groups see 
everything twice (e.g. PUE, 
SSCUB if there are changes 
from concept) 

 Concept --> Feasibility Study --
> University internal approval -
-> Stage 1 and possibly FPP?  

 How do we ensure due 
diligence? How do we ensure 

 This is addressed above, 
but a new Concept Stage 
has been included. 

 As indicated above, a 
combined Concept + 
Feasibility Request will 
save time but preserve 
detail. 

 SSCAPP is involved in the 
proposed concept stage, 
but PUE is categorized 
under the Provost’s 
consultations (rather 
than explicitly named in 
the policy). 

 PUE no longer needs to 
see both, and SSCUB is 
only listed at FPP. 

 Address above with the 
new Concept stage. 

 This is cogent. This is a 
responsibility of the 
body politic and its 
culture, though. We can 
only force this with a 
heavy handed policy 
that takes longer. Each 
committee needs to be 

 We need to expedite 
the process in some 
ways, but not over-
simplify it.   

 In the FPP – should 
include the program 
learning outcomes, 
course learning 
outcomes, and career 
outcomes.   

 Creating a structure of 
the office/unit that 
supports curriculum 
development (support 
for faculty)  

 The "Provost's 
checkbox" - details 
within it can be included 
in separate procedures. 

 Separate appendix of 
administrative 
requirements not 
related to Senate 
approval. 

 The proposed system 
provides increased 
consultation and 
coordination, and allows for 
potentially accelerated 
approval under the right 
conditions (primarily support 
from Government). 

 Flag for follow up in forms 
post-approval. My initial 
assessment is that the Stage 
1 + OPA form covers these 
datapoints. 

 The proposed policy doesn’t 
assume this, but would 
benefit from it. 

 Yes, the Provost should be 
able to form whatever 
support process is needed 
without returning for Senate 
to revise forms. 
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that what OPA does trigger an 
important decision 
making?  The work needs to 
be meaningful.   

 OPA has to be able to talk to 
faculty in the feasibility 
assessment, and be able to 
obtain information to produce 
what needs to be done to help 
inform decision making.   

 What is the role of PUE? This 
should be replaced by 
President/Provost.  

willing to say “no” or the 
incentive to do this 
won’t be sustained. 

 Yes, this has been left in 
the column of things 
faculty need to do. 

 The Provost is the 
centerpiece of the 
admin side of the policy. 
PUE advises in the 
background but is not a 
governing body. 

Admin requirements are all 
under Provost’s consult and 
support authority in the 
proposed version. 

October 
22, 2020 

SSC on 
Research and 
Graduate 
Studies  

 Is there a possibility of linking 
the committee into graduate 
studies approval in AC10? 

 SSC RGS is listed as one 
of the standing 
committees to consult 
for a grad program. 

  

November 
17, 2020 

Marlyn 
Graziano 

 Discussion about meaningful 
consultation and how they will 
take place.  

 We need to have a candid, 
authentic conversation before 
we do anything --> what 
problems are we trying to 
solve? Who are our 
audience?   

 KPU has to be market 
responsive when we look into 
program development. Market 
needs is crucial and we need 
to include this in our 
policy/process.   

 We need to give that decision 
making to someone (e.g. 
Provost) who can make the 
determination early on before 

This convening, consulting 
and coordinating role for the 
Provost’s office is central to 
the policy, and much space is 
left for these admin 
processes to be developed 
by admin. 

 If there are 
administrative places 
that need to be filled 
out and approved – 
marketing needs to be 
aware early on so they 
can include this in their 
project plan.   

 Accurate reporting to 
departments about the 
scarcity of their 
resources. 

 Flowchart – click-able 
diagram on a website? 

 Supplementary 
docs/examples that 
outlines the possible diff 
scenarios and choke 
points.  

 This should be considered by 
the Provo [or designate] in 
the stages prior to Senate 
approval being sought, under 
the new proposal. 

 This is part of the early 
warning for discontinuance 
the SoD brought up earlier – 
a good point, but one for 
action elsewhere. 

 With the reduction in policy 
complexity this is hopefully 
much less necessary, but a 
website can always follow 
the approval of the policy. 

 These are attached. 
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people become deeply 
invested into the 
development.   

 Provost's office is the 
"accountant" - ensures 
accountability and resource 
allocation  

 This should be about mapping 
out successes and sticking to 
the plan.  

 There is policy, and then there 
is project management. 
Scenario planning. 

 Program discontinuances – 
making sure we are all aware 
of the intent and purpose of 
"consultation".  

 

November 
19, 2020 

Deans 
Council 

 No surprises – this needs to be 
infused in the process. (early 
warning from senior execs)  

 Provost should be 
checking in the first 2 
steps. 

 It is an onerous process 
– need guidance in 
walking through each 
step/scenario. 

 Further support for the 
earlier argument that 
curriculum support 
resources are needed – but 
the proposed policy is also 
much simpler. 

November 
23, 2020 

Dr. Deepak 
Gupta 

 A set of general guidelines on 
the definition, degree level 
standard of a Master’s Degree 
from page 17 to 18 (or page 
21-22 of 60 in PDF) in the 
Ministry’s Degree Program 
Review Criteria and 
Guidelines. The same 
document has degree 
standards.     

 

 Applicable to the 
credential framework, 
rather than this policy. 

 Many of the 
competencies in the 
Ministry’s guidelines are 
related to research. 
How do we currently 
track our program 
proposals against these 
standards? These should 
also inform the 
redevelopment of AC10.   

 We also have standards 
from the feds specific to 
research – Responsible 
Conduct of Research  

 Applicable to credential 

framework. 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/education/post-secondary-education/institution-resources-administration/degree-authorization/degree-program-criteria.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/education/post-secondary-education/institution-resources-administration/degree-authorization/degree-program-criteria.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/education/post-secondary-education/institution-resources-administration/degree-authorization/degree-program-criteria.pdf
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(https://rcr.ethics.gc.ca/
eng/framework-
cadre.html). 

December 
16, 2020 

Faculty of 
Trades and 
Technology 
Faculty 
Council 

 Independence of a Faculty to 
be able to make decisions.   

 The current Policy is used to 
facilitate or help inform the 
decision making (e.g. lack of 
enrolment). Where are the 
checks and balances that 
contribute to the proposal for 
suspension/discontinuance?   

 Currently, the cancellation of 
the intake (no check and 
balance – act as an emergency 
power) can be used 
indefinitely. (Procedure: can 
we bring in the good will 
here?)  

 We need some checks and 
balances in place before a 
proposal gets to the next step 
(e.g. 
suspension/discontinuance)  

 With Covid – there needs to 
be a leniency when it comes to 
low enrolment. There needs to 
be a level of understanding 
given whatever context that 
we are in.  

 Cohort and open registration 
programs – there are 
implications and more 
profound effects than 
semester-based 
courses/programs.   

 The proposed policy 
reflects a shared 
decision-making 
emphasis, rather than 
independence either for 
faculty or executive 
administration. 

 The intake cancellation 
power is now more 
limited, but the 
responsibility to ensure 
rigor in the process 
belongs to the body 
politic and university 
culture. 

 Now limited, with 
clearer possible reasons 
listed. 

 The policy is clearer, and 
there are fewer 
ambiguities to exploit as 
a result of that, but the 
check on proposals will 
always be votes. 

 A concern for voters on 
the committees. 

 This is one of the 
reasons that the intake 
cancellation power 
needs to be clearly 
limited, but at the same 
time we need to 
emphasize this in the 
appendix on what is 
included in a proposal. I 
have done so as follows:  

 Looking at the effects of 
how this policy has been 
used in the past. Steps 
of process have been 
problematic.  
 

 Process is more clear, and 
the intake cancellation 
power is limited. 

https://rcr.ethics.gc.ca/eng/framework-cadre.html
https://rcr.ethics.gc.ca/eng/framework-cadre.html
https://rcr.ethics.gc.ca/eng/framework-cadre.html


AC10 Consultation Feedback – Fall 2020 (Updated: Feb 24 2021)                                                                                          Page 14 of 17 

Date Stakeholder Feedback (Governance/Policy) Responses from Dr. Burns Feedback 
(Operational/Procedural) 

Responses from Dr. Burns 

Steps to compensate for 

damage to medium term 

enrolment (particularly 

for limited intake and 

cohort programs) 

January 
12, 2021 

Dr. Deepak 
Gupta 

 Policies, procedures, 
guidelines, and processes are 
means to an end: to enable a 
high-quality academic 
experience for our students, 
and set them for success in 
their careers and their lives  

 AC10 aims to enable many 
goals (some are noted below) 
even as we continue to be an 
access institution:  

o Innovative and 
relevant 
programming: being 
agile, 
differentiated/original, 
career-relevant, and 
nimble, certainty of an 
attractive livelihood, a 
distinctive KPU 
experience (e.g. AC9 
on essential skills, WIL, 
other things relevant 
to a polytechnic 
university brand 
promise etc.)  

o Financial 
sustainability: attract 
applicants (we are not 
their only option, and 
they will gravitate to a 
quality and reputable 
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education option 
delivered in the 
fastest time, for the 
lowest cost), student 
retention, employers, 
enrolment and tuition 
revenues, 
considerations of all 
indirect and indirect 
costs of programming  

o Academic quality and 
excellence: through 
DQAB standards, 
portability and 
articulation standards 
(Washington accord, 
WCDGS agreement for 
grad studies), process 
and quality assurances 
(e.g. QAPA), 
accreditation 
requirements, 
research, innovation, 
scholarship, employer 
expectations (e.g. 
surveys of our 
graduates done by the 
province)  

 Gathering up an inventory of 
all elements that need to be 
addressed and the 
corresponding responsible 
departments (whether they 
exist or need to be built) could 
be useful.  

 A big-picture framework needs 
to be sketched out to show 
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how all of the above elements 
are captured before drafting 
happens are built out.  

 Consider the role of the 
Senate, its committees, and 
various departments across 
KPU in elevating academic 
quality and standards.  

 Consider how continuous 
improvement is built into 
program life cycle processes: 
e.g. through appropriate 
structures, annual and 
comprehensive (once in five-
years) program reviews and 
advice through PACs, and 
employers.  

 Consider how entrepreneurs 
de-risk new ventures in a 
competitive setting: e.g. lean 
canvas, business model canvas 
before we even get to detailed 
business plans.  

 Role of metrics:   
o e.g. one common 

measure of innovation 
adapted is “what 
percentage of your 
revenues are from 
programs created or 
substantially improved 
in the last five years?    

o Time taken to develop 
a new program – from 
idea to launch  

o Net promoter score: 
e.g. “how likely are 
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you to recommend 
your program to 
others?”   

 Force the power of habit by 
using processes and workflow 
effectively to foster excellence 
and track metrics.  

 Consider how we could have a 
program lifecycle dashboard: 
the province was interested in 
a dashboard from us.   
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Step(s) Action(s) Date(s) Submission 
Deadline 

1.  Solicit feedback from 
stakeholder group(s) 
on draft policy and 
procedure. 
Finalize draft policy 
and procedure. 

Review best practices, consult with stakeholder groups, draft 
Policy and Procedures 

 Senate Standing Committees, Faculty Councils, Faculty 
Curriculum Committees, Deans Council, Research and 
Graduate Studies, Office of the Provost, Office of 
Planning and Accountability, Office of External Affairs. 

 
 

 September 2020 – 
January 2021 (Round 
1) 

 March 1 – April 21, 
2021(Round 2) 

 
 
 

2.  Provost For approval to proceed to PUE. April 22 - May 6, 2021  

3.  PUE 
 

For approval to proceed to public posting. May 13, 2021 May 7, 2021 

4.  KPU Policy Blog (6-
week public posting) 

6-week public posting period on KPU Policy Blog.  May 14 – June 25, 2021  

 SSC Policy 

 SSCAPP 

 SSCC 

June 2, 2021 
June 4, 2021 
June 16, 2021 

May 21, 2021 
May 21, 2021 
June 2, 2021 

5.  Finalize draft policy 
and procedure. 

Respond to blog comment(s), if any. Finalize draft Policy and 
Procedure and incorporate feedback where appropriate. 

June – July 2021  

6.  Provost (Sponsor) For approval to proceed to PUE. August 2021  

7.  PUE  
 

For approval to proceed to final approval process. August 2021  

8.  Final Approval 
Process (Senate) 

 SSC Policy 

 SSCC 

 SSCAPP 

 Senate (for approval and recommendation to the 
Board for approval) 

September 8, 2021 
September 15, 2021 
September 24, 2021 
September 27, 2021 
 

August 30, 2021 
September 1, 2021 
September 10, 2021 
September 17, 2021 

9.  Final Approval 
Process (Board) 

 Board Governance Committee 

 Board of Governors (for approval) 

November 10, 2021 
December 1, 2021 

October 29, 2021 
November 19, 2021 
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