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 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

AC4 

 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Senate 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

Provost and Vice President Academic 

 Effective Date: 

 

 

Student Evaluation and Grading 

Policy 
 

 

A. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 

Kwantlen Polytechnic University (KPU) is a special purpose, teaching university under the University Act. 
The University Act states that the senate of a special purpose, teaching university has the power and 
duty to “set policies concerning examinations and evaluation of student performance” (35.2 (5) (e)), and 
“set criteria for academic standing, academic standards and the grading system” (35.2 (5) (h)). 

The purpose of this policy is to uphold principles that support student learning by ensuring appropriate 
evaluation of student course standing and establishing meaningful grading categories and systems for 
recording and reporting student grades.  

 

B. SCOPE AND LIMITS 
 

This policy applies to KPU’s Senate-approved curriculum at all academic levels. This policy does not apply 
to instructional activities outside the authority of Senate (for example, Continuing and Professional 
Studies). 

 

C. STATEMENT OF POLICY PRINCIPLES 
 

1. The University process of formal evaluation will provide students timely assessment 
feedback, enabling them to determine their current achievement status in each course and 
program. It will also enable the University to make consistent decisions regarding students' 
progress in relation to established program standards. The translation of evaluation 
measures into University-defined grades formalizes the students' status in both course and 
program. 

2. KPU recognizes the importance of evaluation practices producing grades and transcripts 
that are (a) valid (b) reliable and (c) verifiable representations of each student’s capabilities 
in relation to clearly articulated learning objectives. 

3. KPU is committed to ensuring evaluation practices that are (d) fair, and that can (e) 
determine current course status. 
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4. The intent of principles [a] through [e] is to support student learning.  These principles should be 
upheld across different programs and across different grading scales. 

5. University instructional activities offered under the authority of the University Senate will 
adhere to KPU’s established grading systems to ensure the academic integrity of student 
records, the academic transcript, and to maximize opportunities for student mobility and 
formal recognition of KPU credit. 

 

D. DEFINITIONS  
 
Refer to Section A of AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading Procedure for a list of definitions in support of 
this Policy. 
 

E. RELATED POLICIES & LEGISLATION 
 
University Act Sections 35.2(5)(e) and 35.2(5)(h) 
ST3 Grade Appeals 
ST6 Minimum Academic Standards for Programs in Which Letter Grades Are Assigned 
 

 
 

 

https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/ST6%20Minimum%20Academic%20Standards%20for%20Programs%20in%20Which%20Letter%20Grades%20Are%20Assigned%20Policy.pdf


 
 
 

Page 1 of 8  Procedure No. AC4 

 

 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

AC4 

 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Senate 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

Provost and Vice President Academic 

 Effective Date: 

 

 

Student Evaluation and Grading 

Procedure 
 

 

A. DEFINITIONS 
 

1.  Academic Level: KPU has four academic levels:  

a. Graduate: post-secondary education beyond the 
baccalaureate or post-baccalaureate level. Graduate studies 
require more specialized knowledge and intellectual 
autonomy than undergraduate studies. 

b. Undergraduate: post-secondary education at the university 
or college level that includes either baccalaureate or post-
baccalaureate course work. 

c. Vocational: applied education, usually in a program of study 
of less than two years, that leads to a credential specific to a 
trade or profession. 

d. Preparatory: pre-undergraduate education designed to 
upgrade or enhance academic skills in preparation for 
undergraduate studies. 

2.  Course Outline: The official description of a course taught at KPU. Each active course 
must have an up-to-date, Senate-approved course outline. Course 
outlines serve four purposes:   

a. They contain the learning outcomes, content, learning 
activities, assessment methods, and other curricular 
information that ensures consistency among instructors. 

b. They are used for establishing transfer credit articulation 
agreements with other institutions. 

c. They represent an agreement that the instructor, as a 
representative of the University, will provide students with a 
particular learning experience. 

d. They outline the conditions for enrolment and academic 
credit.  
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3.  Course Syllabus: A document provided to each student by the instructor specifying 
elements of the course such as, but not limited to: course 
requirements, dates, assignments, assessment methods, deadlines, 
textbook(s), grading policy, office hours and contact information.  

4.  Evaluation: The determination of student learning outcome achievement based 
on the sum of all assessment activity. 

5.  Grading: The translation of evaluation into a concise signal of achievement [a 
grade] using a specified grading scale or system. 

6.  Valid Evaluation: Evaluation  that reflects the curriculum and learning experiences 
presented to students during the course of instruction. 

7.  Reliable Evaluation: Evaluation  that accurately reflects student performance. 

8.  Verifiable Evaluation: Evaluation based on assessment evidence that can be confirmed. 

9.  Fair Evaluation: Evaluation derived from assessment activity supported by pre-
activity communication of assessment expectations and post-activity 
provision of assessment feedback. 

10.  Current Status 
Evaluation: 

Evaluation provided in a timely manner, enabling periodic in-term 
determination of current course standing and the potential for 
improvement in student learning outcome attainment. 

11.  Prerequisite Grade: A prerequisite course must be completed with a minimum grade of C 
unless otherwise stated. Pre-requisite requirements can be found in 
the Course Description within the University Calendar. 

12.  Instructional Terms: The periods during which instructional activities occur. There are 
two types of instructional terms at KPU:  

a. Standard Term: Standard terms are defined at KPU as Fall 
(September-December), Spring (January-April) and Summer 
(May- August). Standard terms also include intersessions. 
Each intersession is half the length of the full standard term.  

b. Fixed Term: Fixed term instructional activities have a fixed 
start date and end date that are typically different from 
standard term-based dates. 

 
B. PROCEDURES 

 
1. ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION 

a. Normally a final grade in any given course is based on continuous evaluation of the 
achievement of course objectives and learning outcomes. 

b. The way achievement is to be evaluated will be stated in the course syllabus provided to all 
students registered in the course. 

c. The following evaluation information must be provided to students within the course syllabus: 

i. the grading system used to provide the course evaluation.  
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ii. the elements that contribute to the grade and the proportion each represents (e.g.  
tests, assignments, lab/studio work, performance, attendance, etc.) 

iii. an appropriate schedule of assessments and/or due dates.  

d. Students' final grades should normally be based on at least four separate evaluations. 

e. The number of evaluations required will be pro-rated for courses less than a standard term in 
length.  

f. Normally no single evaluation shall be worth more than 30% of the final grade, but an evaluation 
or final exam may be worth up to 50% if it is appropriate to the course objectives. 

g. Normally two evaluations cumulatively representing at least 20% of the sum of all assignments, 
tests or examinations should be graded and returned to the student by the time the duration of 
the course is 50% complete. 

h. The sum of all assignments, tests or examinations cannot normally be worth more than 10% of 
the final grade, if administered in class during the last two classes of the instructional term.  

i. In-term student assessment feedback must be provided in a timely manner so as to support 
student achievement of learning outcomes. 

j. All student assessments and assessment feedback must normally be available for student review 
by the final grade submission deadline. 

k. All student assessments should determine student achievement on outcomes primarily 
attributable to individual achievement. 

l. Not all of the above necessarily apply to students in courses using a competency grading system. 

 
2. GRADING SYSTEMS  

KPU has a standard grading system and a two competency-based grading systems. 

a. Standard Grading System  
 
The following standard grading system is used to describe the achievement level attained within 
a particular course.   

 

Grade  Grade Points  Definition  
Percent 

Equivalent  

A+ 4.33  Exceptional Achievement  90 - 100  

A 4.00  Outstanding Achievement  85 - 89  

A- 3.67  Excellent Achievement  80 - 84  

B+ 3.33  Very Good Achievement  76 - 79  

B 3.00  Good Achievement  72 - 75  

B- 2.67  Good Achievement  68 - 71  

C+ 2.33  Satisfactory Achievement  64 - 67  

C 2.00  Satisfactory Achievement  60 - 63  
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C- 1.67 Marginal Achievement  56 - 59  

D 1.00 Minimal Achievement  50-55  

F  0.00 Unsatisfactory Achievement - Student did not 
meet minimum course requirements.  

<50  

W GPA Neutral Voluntary course withdrawal.  

WE GPA Neutral Course withdrawal based on extenuating 
circumstances.  

 

AEG  GPA Neutral Aegrotat - A pass standing based on satisfactory 
demonstration of course learning outcomes, 
assigned where disabling illness or other 
extenuating circumstances prevented completion of 
all course assessments. 

  

AUD GPA Neutral Audit - Student attended class but was not 
evaluated. 

 

TRF  GPA Neutral Transfer credit - Student granted transfer credit 
based on successful completion of equivalent 
course at another institution.   

  

PLA GPA Neutral  Credit - Student granted credit based on 
successful Prior Learning Assessment and 
Recognition (PLAR) assessment.   

 

NA GPA Neutral Student registered but did not attend and did not 
officially withdraw. 

 

 
 

b. Competency Based Grading Systems 
 
The following grading systems are used to describe whether a standard level of proficiency has 
been reached for a particular course.  

i. Mastery 

A competency-based grading system given to courses that demand a clearly defined 
high standard of performance, in which the student must demonstrate mastery of all 
knowledge and/or performance requirements. 

 

MAS GPA Neutral Mastery – Student has met and mastered a clearly 
defined body of skills and performances to required 
standard.  

  

NCG GPA Neutral No credit granted. Student has not met the 
required standard for the course and/or has not 
participated to the required level in course 
activities.  

<50   
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W GPA Neutral Voluntary course withdrawal.   

WE GPA Neutral Course withdrawal based on extenuating 
circumstances. 

 

AEG  GPA Neutral Aegrotat - A pass standing based on satisfactory 
demonstration of course learning outcomes, 
assigned where disabling illness or other extenuating 
circumstances prevented completion of all course 
assessments. 

  

AUD GPA Neutral Audit - Student attended class but was not 
evaluated. 

 

TRF  GPA Neutral Transfer credit - Student granted transfer credit 
based on successful completion of equivalent 
course at another institution.   

  

PLA GPA Neutral  Credit - Student granted credit based on successful 
Prior Learning Assessment and Recognition (PLAR) 
assessment.   

 

NA GPA Neutral Student registered but did not attend and did not 
officially withdraw. 

 

 

 

ii. Experience  

A competency-based grading system given to courses in which an appropriate learning 
environment has been provided, but only the students can assess and decide the 
particular value(s) the course has yielded. Such courses demand student participation 
and, provided students participate, credit will be granted. 

 

EXP GPA Neutral Experience - Student has participated at the 
required level in course activities. 

 

NCG GPA Neutral No credit granted. Student has not met the 
required standard for the course and/or has not 
participated to the required level in course 
activities.  

<50   

W GPA Neutral Voluntary course withdrawal.   

WE GPA Neutral Course withdrawal based on extenuating 
circumstances. 

 

AEG  GPA Neutral Aegrotat - A pass standing based on satisfactory 
demonstration of course learning outcomes, 
assigned where disabling illness or other extenuating 
circumstances prevented completion of all course 
assessments. 

  

AUD GPA Neutral Audit - Student attended class but was not 
evaluated. 
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TRF  GPA Neutral Transfer credit - Student granted transfer credit 
based on successful completion of equivalent 
course at another institution.   

  

PLA GPA Neutral  Credit - Student granted credit based on 
successful Prior Learning Assessment and 
Recognition (PLAR) assessment.   

 

NA GPA Neutral Student registered but did not attend and did not 
officially withdraw. 

 

 
3. GRADES 

a. Passing Grade in a Course  

i. The minimum passing grade in a course using KPU’s standard grading system is a  
D grade.  

ii. The minimum passing grades in a course using KPU’s competency-based grading 
systems are MAS or EXP.  

iii. Courses in which a passing grade has been achieved may be used to satisfy program 
requirements for graduation, unless otherwise specified by the program requirements 
in the University Calendar.   

b. Temporary Grades 
 
The following are used as temporary grades applicable to all grading systems at KPU: 

I N/A Incomplete – Course requirements incomplete at 
the grade submission deadline and to be 
completed and a grade submitted before a 
specific deadline date. 

CIP N/A Course In Progress 

DEF N/A Deferred – the course duration does not 
correspond to the usual term duration. A final 
grade will be assigned within a year.  

 
c. Incomplete Grade (I Grade) Contracts   

 
The temporary I Grade is intended to assist a student in completing course requirements when 
circumstances prevent them from doing so during and by the end of the term. Temporary I 
Grade assignment is normally initiated by the instructor after consultation with a student. 
Students assigned a temporary I Grade must enter into an I Grade Contract, normally after 
consultation with the instructor. Once an I Grade Contract has been entered into a student will 
not normally be permitted to request a withdrawal under extenuating circumstances (WE). The 
following criteria are to be used by instructors in deciding whether to agree to an I Grade 
Contract:  
 

i. Previous work in the course should have been at a satisfactory or passing level.  
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ii. The student must have been prevented from completing requirements by some 
abnormal circumstance or juxtaposition of other responsibilities, such as  

1) embarking on a project whose completion, as later affirmed by the instructor, turns 
out to be more time-consuming than contemplated.  

2) an emergency situation such as illness or accident has prevented the student from 
completing one or more of the course requirements.  

iii. Satisfying the conditions of an I Grade Contract should be achievable within a maximum 
of eight weeks after the grade submission deadline Therefore, I Grade Contract 
deadlines should typically not be more than eight weeks in length and should never 
extend beyond the subsequent term for which they are applicable.  

iv. An I Grade and accompanying I Grade Contract may also be issued when an active 
academic integrity investigation has not concluded before the grade submission 
deadline for the term.  

v. There is no limit to the number of I Grade Contracts that a student may carry or enter 
into.  

vi. The final grade for a student who has been assigned an I Grade must be submitted on a 
Grade Reporting Form. 

e. Aegrotat 

An Aegrotat grade (AEG) may be awarded by the Registrar in extenuating circumstances for an 
incomplete course, acting on the recommendation of the instructor and supported by the Dean 
or designate. AEG grades are awarded as a pass standing based on satisfactory demonstration of 
course learning outcomes. AEG grades will be substantiated by written evidence submitted to 
the Registrar by the grade submission deadline for the term. Courses for which an AEG grade is 
awarded serve as a pass for prerequisite and graduation purposes and are not included in the 
GPA calculation. 

d. Minimum Prerequisite Grade(s) required  

To register in a course for which there is a prerequisite course (or courses), a student must have 
achieved a minimum grade of C (or AEG, TRF or PLA) in the prerequisite course(s). 

e. Grades for Repeated Courses  
All grades are recorded on the student's transcript. If a course is repeated to replace a failed or 
lower grade, the higher grade will be used to compute grade point averages and to determine 
academic standing. Normally, a course may not be repeated more than once.   

f. Grade changes  
A non-temporary grade change must be approved by the course instructor and the appropriate 
Dean or designate. The grade change must be submitted to the Office of the Registrar no later 
than four weeks after the end of the term.  

g. Grade Appeals  
Students wishing to file a grade appeal should refer to KPU’s Grade Appeals Policy (ST 3) and 
follow the associated grade appeal procedures. 
 

4.  GRADE REPORTING  

https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/ST3%20Grade%20Appeals%20Policy.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/ST3%20Grade%20Appeals%20Procedure.pdf
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a. Final grades for each section must be submitted by the final grade submission deadline for the 
instructional term.    

b. Grades are submitted through Faculty Online Self-Service. Instructors are expected to verify the 
student’s final grades in all sections by logging into Faculty Online Self-Service the day following 
the original entry.  

c. If the instructor has made an error in entering final grades or needs to change a final grade 
subsequent to the original online submission, Faculty Online Self-Service will allow a grade 
change on the same day, otherwise a Grade Reporting form must be submitted to the Office of 
the Registrar.    

d. For confidentiality reasons instructors are not to post final grade lists.  

 
5. GRADE POINT AVERAGES 

The grade point average (GPA) is a method of expressing the academic performance of a student in a set 
of courses as a numerical weighted average.  

a. GPA is calculated by multiplying the grade points for a course by the number of semester credit 
hours assigned to that course, adding those values for a set of courses, and dividing the result by 
the total number of semester credit hours for those courses.  

b. Grades designated as GPA-neutral are not included in GPA calculations.  

c. For repeated courses, only the higher grade achieved is used in the GPA calculations.  

d. KPU recognizes the following GPAs: 

i. Institutional Cumulative Grade Point Average (Institutional CGPA): the GPA calculated 
for all courses taken at KPU. 

ii. Program Grade Point Average (Program GPA): the GPA calculated for all courses 
applicable towards graduation with a specific credential. 

iii. Term Grade Point Average (Term GPA): the GPA calculated for all courses taken at KPU 
in a specific term. 

iv. Transfer Grade Point Average (Transfer GPA): the GPA calculated for all transfer and 
PLAR courses. 

v. Overall Grade Point Average (Overall GPA): the GPA calculated for all courses. 

e. A GPA is calculated for each academic level that includes only courses designated at that 
academic level. The transcript will reflect each level separately if appropriate. 

 

C. RELATED POLICY 
 
Policy AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading.   
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Draft Policy and Procedure  
AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading 

Consultation Feedback (May – July 2021) 
  

Date Stakeholder Feedback Responses (from Policy Developers) 

May 21, 2021 Faculty of 
Academic & 
Career 
Preparation 
Faculty Council 

The language in this set of drafts is much clearer.  

This is a very big policy. Was there a consideration 
to restructure/reorganize this policy into smaller 
components?  

We thought about splitting AC4 into two 
separate policies – one for student evaluation, 
and one for grading. However, we also 
appreciate the many components in both 
areas that complement one another.  As we 
continue our consultation, we will see whether 
there is a desire from the university 
community to split  the policy, or leaving it as 
one. 

Procedure B.1.g.iii and iv. – instructors most often 
have a tentative plan for assessments. However, it 
sometimes requires changes due to unforeseeable 
circumstances. Does this policy allow for the 
tentative nature of the timeline (with the use of 
“appropriate”)? Or will it lead to student complaints 
if an instructor decided to change some aspects of 
the syllabus during the course (e.g. due date)?  

The draft indicates that the syllabus should 
include appropriate timelines (the use of 
“appropriate” is intended to support the 
notion of “tentativeness”). The current 
language should not preclude the instructor 
from being able to make minor adjustments to 
due dates, for example, where needed.  

 

The language has been in our current AC4 
Policy since 2007, and there has not been any 
appeals that came forward in past years 
relating to this aspect of the Policy. 

Procedure B.1.h. – does this include the final exam? 
Final exams are “closed” and students don’t 
normally get feedback. 

The intention here is that if a student wants a 
chance to receive or look at feedback on their 
final exam, there is a mechanism for it. This is 
presented as an option should a student 
request for that opportunity. 

In the Procedure B.2.a under “Grading Systems – 
Standard Grading System”. What happens if a 
student registered in a course but does not show up 

The NGR grade was discussed throughout our 

consultations and the working group has 

agreed that instead of the NGR grade we will 
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Draft Policy and Procedure  
AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading 

Consultation Feedback (May – July 2021) 
 

Date Stakeholder Feedback Responses (from Policy Developers) 

or do anything in the course, and ends up with a F 
grade? There are concerns that the grade is not 
actually reflective of their performance (or lack of).  

This is particularly true as the trend seems to be 
that students are taking multiple sections of our 
courses in one term. 

The F also skews the statistics.  

As instructors, there is a preference over NGR grade 
because if we have reservations, we can always 
convert NGR to a F. However, with NGR, there is 
paper work involved and it is additional workload 
for faculty.  

It would be helpful to determine how we can 
address the DWF rate if we know how many of 
those Fs are actually NGRs. 

introduce a grade of NA (never attended). 

Faculty will have the ability to input this grade 

online via the standard online self-service 

grade submission process. This will ensure out 

data distinguishes between true F grades 

versus F grades assigned for students who 

never attend.   

What if a student attended once or twice, 
disappeared but never withdrew from the course? Is 
that an NA or an F? 

If the student attends, they should be graded 
on the work (or lack of work) submitted. A 
grade of never attended should be assigned 
for students who truly never attend.  

May 28, 2021 Faculty of Arts 
Faculty Council 

It is great to see a separate Procedure document for 
this Policy. 

 

Procedure B.1.d: Can there be exceptions here? We 
have seen course presentations that stipulate 
beyond what is proposed in the Procedure. Does the 
word “normally” capture these exceptions? How do 
we clarify the notion of “exceptions” without being 
too descriptive? 

Yes, “normally” captures the exceptions.  
When exceptions seem inappropriate, the 
matter can be referred to the relevant Dean’s 
Office for  consideration [for example,  in the 
case of an instructional complaint]. 

Procedure B.4.d.v: What is the difference between 
IGPA and OGPA? Which one includes transfer 

As noted in the definitions, the institutional 
GPA includes the GPA calculated for all courses 
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Draft Policy and Procedure  
AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading 

Consultation Feedback (May – July 2021) 
 

Date Stakeholder Feedback Responses (from Policy Developers) 

credits? It would be nice to add more clarity to help 
differentiate between these two definitions.   

taken at KPU whereas the Overall GPA is the 
GPA calculated for all courses . 

Procedure B.1.f: Over the past year during the 
pandemic, many faculty members have tried to 
build flexible assignments, which leads to students 
doing more assignments in the second half of the 
semester. What about revising wording to support 
the flexibility in this aspect?  

E.g. “Normally students should be presented with 
the option with at least 20 %....”  

Agreed.  The inclusion of “normally” has been 
added.  

Procedure B.1.d: Particularly for upper level courses, 
why does this not include assignments? Some upper 
level courses don’t have final exams, and there are 
courses with capstone projects that do not have a 
final exam. We also need to consider Honours 
Thesis Projects. 

What about “A single evaluation or a final exam may 
be worth more than 50% of the final mark if it is 
appropriate to the course objectives.”  

Agreed –  wording has been changed to: 
 
“Normally no single evaluation shall be worth 
more than 30% of the final mark, but an 
evaluation or final exam may be worth up to 
50% if it is appropriate to the course 
objectives.” 
 

Has there been discussion around courses without 
specific letter grades? Even though there are 
competency based grades, they are “GPA Neutral” 
and do not count in GPA calculations.  

The policy allows courses to adopt either the 
standard letter grading system, or the 
competency based grading system – whatever 
is most appropriate for the assessment of 
learning outcomes.  

Most of the assignments in our courses are written-
based. Are there options to include “oral-based” 
assignments/assessments?  

The policy is not prescriptive in this matter and 
allows for alternative forms of assessment. 

For lower level courses, are there plans on doing 
away with grades (e.g. mastery)? 

 The policy allows course-deployment of s 
either the standard letter grading system, or 
the competency based grading system – 
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Draft Policy and Procedure  
AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading 

Consultation Feedback (May – July 2021) 
 

Date Stakeholder Feedback Responses (from Policy Developers) 

whatever is most appropriate for the 
assessment of learning outcomes. 

Should the (I) contract language incorporate some 
mention of extension procedures (ex. a 2-week I 
contract that is reasonable at time of signing but 
that subsequently requires extension by a further 
week)? 

If the I-contract is not resolved within the 8 weeks 
and the student cannot request for WE (withdrawal 
under extenuating circumstance), it seems rather 
punitive. Can there be more clarity around this in 
the Procedure? 

“I” contract language [Section 3.c.iii] has been 
altered to state: 
 
“Satisfying the conditions of an Incomplete 
Grade Contract should be achievable within a 
maximum of eight weeks after the grade 
submission deadline. Therefore, Incomplete 
Grade Contract deadlines should typically not 
be more than eight weeks in length and should 
never extend beyond the subsequent term for 
which they are applicable.” 
 
Identifying the grade submission deadline as 
the start of the 8-week period, and the 
provision of 8 weeks, should provide sufficient 
clarity and timelines for “I” contract 
completion. 
 
The possibility for a WE determination does 
exist within an I-contract.  Policy wording 
[Section 3.c] states that a WE will “not 
normally” be permitted.  However, if sufficient 
rationale is provided by the instructor and/or 
student, the Dean or designate can determine 
that abnormal circumstances warrant a WE.  
  

Are people generally aware that the period in 
incomplete contracts can be extended? I 
unfortunately had to look into this for a class last 
year during the pandemic and the instructor was 

Adjustment and thereby increased clarity of “I” 
contract language should provide sufficient 
awareness within the policy procedures.  
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Consultation Feedback (May – July 2021) 
 

Date Stakeholder Feedback Responses (from Policy Developers) 

not aware of this I think, so I ended up having to 
withdraw and retake the class the next semester. 

June 7, 2021 Wilson School 
of Design 
Faculty Council 

Procedure B.1.d: In Design, students at the senior 
level are often doing cumulative work (e.g. capstone 
courses). Some of our courses also do not have a 
final exam so this poses as a limitation in our 
context.   

We have used “normally” to provide flexibility 
in this clause. We have also included 
“assessment” along with “final exam”  in this 
bullet. 

Appreciated the added clarity in Procedure B.1. 
(assessment and evaluation). Specifically, B.1.f is no 
longer attached to withdrawal date (as in our 
current policy) and this is very helpful.  

 

I-contract (page 6 of 7 in Procedure)  

(Procedure B.3.c.ii.1) what’s the qualifier here to 
grant an I-contract? What does this mean and how 
may this be interpreted by faculty? Can we ensure 
we have clearer or stronger language to stipulate 
what those qualifiers/buffers may be? 

A balance needs to be maintained between 
procedure flexibility and prescriptiveness.  
 
However, the example noted in B.3.c.ii.1 has 
been clarified via inclusion of the following 
language: 
 
“Embarking on a project whose completion, as 
later affirmed by the instructor, turns out to be 
more time consuming than contemplated.”  

Do we need a citation in the Procedure document? 
Is this standard practice to have citations/footnotes 
in our Policies/Procedures? 

While several definitions [i.e. “valid 
evaluation” and “reliable evaluation”] are 
based on relevant literature consideration [i. e. 
Arasian, P. W., Engemann, J. F., & Gallagher, T. 
L. (2012). Classroom Assessments: Concepts 
and Applications. McGraw-Hill Ryerson], the 
working group has decided to remove 
references from the Procedure document. 

June 15, 2021 Will this policy attempt to address the notion of 
“grade inflation”?  

We want to respect the autonomy of faculty 
members, providing guidelines/parameters. 
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Date Stakeholder Feedback Responses (from Policy Developers) 

Science and 
Horticulture 
Faculty Council  

We do not want to be overly prescriptive when 
it comes to grade determination by faculty 
members.  

Can we be consistent in the use of course 
presentation/syllabus?  

The policy and procedure documents have 
been adjusted to ensure consistency. 

In the definitions, A1, why is “graduate” listed first? 
Should they go in the order of what we do the 
most? Or alphabetical order? Or start with 
preparatory? 

We have listed KPU’s various academic levels 

in a way that is consistent with other policy 

documents.   

Policy AR6 (C.1.d) – should this piece be ported over 
to AC4? 

Is lab a class in this clause?  Does this apply to 
condensed courses/intersessions? 

"or the last one (1) week prior to 
the formal final examination period for a session.".. 
what about semester papers or capstone project 
reports? 

This needs to be cleaned up and clarified further.  

Agreed, we have ported over C.1.d, and 
anticipate the remainder of AR6 procedures 
will be incorporated into relevant policies, 
resulting in the eventual elimination of AR6. 
When porting over C.1.d we have amended 
the language in the AC4 Procedure document 
[Section B.1.g] to address labs, intersessions 
and semester papers/capstones as follows: 
 
“The sum of all assignments, tests or 

examinations cannot normally be worth more 

than 10% of the final grade, if administered in 

class during the last two classes of the 

instructional cycle.” 

 
 

Policy C.3.e – what does it mean by “current”? How 
current is “current”? 

The AC4 Procedures document [Section A.10] 
defines “current” as “periodic in-term 
determination.” 
 
The thought here is to support the goal of 
providing in-term student feedback [which 
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Date Stakeholder Feedback Responses (from Policy Developers) 

reflects the policy “fairness” principle [Section 
A.9]] without being overly prescriptive as to 
turn-around times for the provision of 
assessment feedback. 

With biology labs, students are often given 
summative labs (lab reports) 2 weeks to 
write/complete. And the lab exams often fall within 
the last 2 weeks of the course. We need to clarify 
this for lab courses. 

Within AC4 Procedures, use of the word 
“normally” within Section B.1.g will provide for 
justified exceptions  
 

If we need 20% of grade assessed by halfway point, 
we need to get a midterm in by week 6 or 7. 

15% might be better (e.g. quizzes).  

20% seemed appropriate in most faculty 
council consultations. 

Can we include something about instructors 
consulting with one another to ensure they are not 
all giving their exams on the same day? This may be 
particularly helpful for students in cohort-based 
programs.  

This approach may be helpful, but is 
prescriptive and therefore beyond the purview 
of the review. 

June 16, 2021 Trades and 
Technology 
Faculty Council 

Why is “vocational” academic level the only 
definition that has a timeline attached? 

The definitions are pulled from AC14 KPU 
Credential Framework. This is also in alignment 
with the Ministry’s definitions.  

Our apprentices (who are meeting a very high 
threshold/standard in a short amount of time) 
should be receiving some level of dual 
credit/recognition from ITA and KPU. Perhaps 
Mastery? 

Addressing this matter lies beyond the purview 

of the review. As noted in the Policy’s Scope 

and Limits, “This policy applies to KPU’s 

Senate-approved curriculum.” 

Our apprenticeship programs are coded in Banner 
as “vocational”. Are we creating a disconnect in this 
policy? 

There is no intention to convert/change 
vocational programs to anything different. 
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June 21, 2021 School of 
Business Faculty 
Council 

Is the intent not to mix the two types of grading 
systems within a course?  

At the course level, the grading system should 
be distinct (either standard or competency-
based). However, at the program level, there 
can be a mix of courses with standard and 
competency-based courses.  

Group work should be evaluated on an individual 
basis. What could we expect in terms of how we 
should approach group work if this policy will be 
approved as is? 

For group work, the contribution to a student’s 
final grade should be based on a 
determination of the individual student’s 
contribution to the group’s output.  Teaching 
and Learning can advise on how this can be 
accomplished. 

Mention of “reliable” under Policy C.2: 

Would it be better to say “accurate” as opposed to 
“reliable”?  

“Reliable” is defined in the procedure 
document [see Section A.7] and therefore has 
clear meaning. 

June 25, 2021 Faculty of 
Health Faculty 
Council 

Clinicals often uses Mastery vs. Non-Mastery grades. 
This can feel quite subjective especially with many 
faculty member teaching different sections. How do 
we approach this? 

Faculty are encouraged to establish 
consistency and standardization by having 
discussions with faculty on how they 
define/view as mastery vs. non-mastery, 
followed by establishing clear rubrics. This is 
outside the scope of this policy.  

Procedure B.1.f: Can we clarify whether it is 
combined 20%, or 20% per evaluation? 

We have revised the wording to provide more 
clarity by adding:  
“Normally two evaluations cumulatively 
representing at least 20%....” 

The use of “normally” – it does not give sufficient 
context in what is outside of “normally”.  

In cohort programs where a grade has extremely 
high stakes and impact on program continuation, 
the use of “normally” seems ambiguous and may be 
challenging for both faculty and students, 

The intent is to build in flexibility and allow for 
dialogue (outside of the “norm”) to take place.  
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particularly from an appeal perspective. Can we 
provide more clarity? 

Can we put “what use to be course presentation” 
(or something to that effect) in parentheses under 
the definition for “course syllabus”, for the purpose 
of transition?  

The working group feels the corresponding 
definition of “course syllabus” makes clear that 
what was formerly called a “course 
presentation” is being referenced. 

July 20, 2021 KSA (John 
O’Brian, Lesli 
Sangha) 

Readability of current AC4 can be improved. The 
section on “Incomplete Contracts” could be 
improved with greater clarity.  

The working group has revised the AC4 
Procedures section regarding “I” contracts 
[Section 3.c] to provide greater clarity. 

Can we include a policy principle that a student has 
the right to be able to receive grades/feedback in a 
timely manner? 

Not being able to get timely feedback from 
instructors has been challenging, especially when 
students are working with peers/tutors on 
ongoing/future assignments.   

The updated policy and procedures now 

identify principles that support student receipt 

of timely feedback.   See the “fairness “ and 

“current status” principles [Policy Section C.3, 

Procedures Sections A.9 and A.10]. 

Section on Incomplete Contract in current AC4: can 
this be re-written so that it starts with the student 
and instructor, and clarify what the Dean is 
reviewing? 

The working group has revised wording in the 
AC4 Procedures [Section 3.c] to clarify actions 
by the instructor and student. 
 
The Dean or designate is required to sign-off 
on “I” contracts, ensuring that 
policy/procedure has been followed. 

In current AC4, Section D.1.b.i. can be written in a 
more positive tone/phrasing (e.g. as opposed to 
“….encourage students to procrastinate.”)   

This clause has been removed.  

Can students have access to exams/assessments? Section B.1 now includes the following,  
“All student assessments and assessment 
feedback should be available for student 
review by the final grade submission deadline” 
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Can grades be provided by midterm and by the final 
exam?  

New language has been added as follows: 
 
“Normally two evaluations cumulatively 

representing at least 20% of course standing 

should be graded and returned by the time 

course is 50% complete.” 

 

As well as: 

 

“All student assessments and assessment 
feedback should be available for student 
review by the final grade submission deadline.” 
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Policy Development and Approval Timeline 

AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading 

 

Policy Sponsor:   Provost and Vice President Academic 
Approving Jurisdiction:  Senate 
Policy Developers:  Dr. Greg Millard, Dean Pro Tem, Faculty of Arts  

  Zena Mitchell, AVP Enrolment Services and Registrar 
Donald Reddick, Associate Dean, Melville School of Business 

 

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, draft Policy and Procedures, 
consult with stakeholder groups. 

 Provost & AVP Academic  

 Deans Council 

 Faculty Councils 

 KSA 

April – July 2021  

2.  Provost(Sponsor) For approval to proceed to PUE. September 23 – October 5, 2021  

3.  PUE 
 

For approval to proceed to public posting. October 13, 2021 October 6, 2021 

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

6-week public posting period on KPU Policy Blog.  October 19 – November 29, 
2021 

 

 SSC Policy November 3, 2021 October 25, 2021 

5.  Finalize draft policy 
and procedure. 

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

November 30 – December 10, 
2021 

 

6.  Provost (Sponsor) For approval to proceed to PUE. December 13 – December 23, 
2021 

 

7.  PUE  
 

For approval to proceed to final approval process. January 12, 2022 January 5, 2022 

8.  Final Approval 
(Senate) 

 SSC Policy 

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

February 2, 2022 
February 28, 2022 

January 24, 2022 
February 18, 2022 

 



SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON POLICY  
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 Policy History 
 Policy No. 

GV2 
 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Board of Governors, with Senate’s advice 
 Administrative Responsibility: 

President 
 Effective Date:  

September 1, 2022 

 

Protocol for the Development of University Policies 
Policy 

 
 

A. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 
Kwantlen Polytechnic University’s (“KPU”) Policy GV2 (“Policy Protocol”) and corresponding procedures 
provides the University Community, Board of Governors, Senate and President with a consistent process 
for developing, amending and eliminating Policy. This process assists in ensuring compliance with 
legislation and other regulatory requirements, managing risk, achieving the University’s mission, 
enhancing operational efficiencies and setting appropriate standards, restraints and expected 
behaviours.  

 

B. SCOPE AND LIMITS 
1. This Policy Protocol governs the development of all policies, relating to the operation of the 

University, under the jurisdiction of the Board, Senate and the President. 

2. All members of the KPU Community must abide by KPU Policy and Procedure.  

3. This Policy Protocol does not apply to Bylaws or policies developed by the Board of Governors 
nor Senate in relation to their own governance. 

4. This Policy Protocol does not apply to practices developed by individual departments to guide 
the management of issues within their particular jurisdiction and control. If a departmental 
practice contradicts University policies, University policy will prevail. 

5. If any provision in this Policy or related Procedures is inconsistent with a Collective Agreement, 
the applicable Collective Agreement language will prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.  

 

C. STATEMENT OF POLICY PRINCIPLES 
1. Policies are congruent with the mission, vision and goals of the University and consistent with 

legislative and internal powers of the Board, Senate and President of the University. 

2. The development and approval of Policies is an open and inclusive process which provides for 
input from current KPU Employees and Students. 

3. Policy development and maintenance is coordinated through the Policy Coordination Office.  
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4. Policies focus on principles and those principles address broad, long-term issues and values. 
Procedures ensure clarity around actions to support the Policies and will be directly linked to the 
Policies they support. The processes necessary to amend Procedures are less stringent in order 
to recognize organizational, regulatory or other issues without, in most cases, the need to 
review the principles imbedded in the Policy statement itself.  

5. The Policy development process and the Policies themselves are readily accessible to the 
University community, electronically, and linked to the related Procedures that support the 
Policies.  

6. Policies and Procedures are reviewed regularly, every 4 years, to ensure they continue to be 
relevant, accurate and current. 

7. The Board of Governors may direct Internal Audit to conduct audits of KPU Policies to ensure 
that Policies are being followed, are being correctly interpreted and are being applied 
consistently. 

8. KPU is committed to providing a learning and working environment that is inclusive and 
equitable to all members within its diverse community. This commitment should be recognized 
and considered in the development of all Policies.  

 

D. DEFINITIONS  
 
Refer to Section A of GV2 Protocol for the Development of University Policies Procedure for a list of 
definitions in support of this Policy. 
 

E. RELATED POLICIES & LEGISLATION 
 
University Act 
 

F. RELATED PROCEDURES 
 
GV2 Protocol for the Development of University Policies Procedure 
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 Policy History 
 Policy No. 

GV2 
 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Board of Governors, with Senate’s advice 
 Administrative Responsibility: 

President 
 Effective Date:  

September 1, 2022 

 

Protocol for the Development of University Policies 
Procedure 

 
 

A. DEFINITIONS 
 

1.  All Applicable Law: All applicable federal, provincial and municipal law including 
statutes, regulations, bylaws, directives, guidelines and public 
sector reporting requirements and any contractual or other 
legal obligations. 

2.  Clerical Change: A change that does not alter the scope or nature of a Policy or 
Procedure. Such changes typically include, nomenclature 
changes, the correction of typographical errors and language 
clarifications that do not alter requirements or responsibilities 
or updates to external links, titles or references. This includes 
changes to the Policy Sponsor or classification due to 
organizational changes. 

3.  Develop/Amend/Eliminate: The creation of a new KPU Policy or Procedure, the revision of 
an existing KPU Policy or Procedure, the removal of a KPU 
Policy or Procedure. 

4.  Effective Date: Date on which the Policy or Procedure is approved or deemed 
current by the Policy Sponsor or approving governing body. 

5.  Policy: A concise, formal statement of principles that directs how the 
University will act in a particular area of operation. Policies 
focus on principles and those principles address broad, long-
term issues and values which should serve the University over 
an extended period of time without the need for frequent 
review of change. Policies are approved by the Board, Senate 
or President and are binding on all members of the University 
Community. 

6.  KPU Policy Blog An online forum for KPU employees and students to comment 
on draft Policy and Procedure during Phase One and Phase Two 
postings and contact a Policy Developer to opt in to 
consultations. 
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7.  Policy Coordination Office: Inclusive of the University Secretary, with a reporting 
relationship to the Board of Governors, and administrators 
responsible for supporting the Board of Governors, Senate and 
Policy. 

8.  Policy Developer: An individual assigned by a Policy Sponsor to develop, amend 
or eliminate Policy or Procedure in line with this Procedure. 

9.  Policy Sponsors: The President and Vice Presidents. 

10.  Procedure: Define the manner in which a policy is to be implemented. 
Procedures communicate acceptable practice, set boundaries 
and establish who is responsible for any required action. 
Procedures ensure clarity around actions to support the 
Policies and will be directly linked to the Policies they support. 
Procedures, by their nature, must reflect current organizational 
structure and regulatory framework of the University. The 
processes necessary to amend Procedures are less stringent in 
order to recognize organizational, regulatory or other issues 
without, in most cases, the need to review the principles 
imbedded in the Policy statement itself. 

11.  Substantive Change: A significant modification or expansion of the nature and scope 
of a Policy and/or Procedure. 

12.  University: Kwantlen Polytechnic University (KPU). 

13.  University Community: Employees current and former, including those hired on casual 
service and other contracts, all current and prospective 
students, members of the Board of Governors, volunteers, 
visitors, contractors who provide services to KPU, alumni, 
members of the Foundation Board, suppliers, post-doctoral 
fellows, visiting academics, professors, emeriti and any other 
persons on KPU premises and at KPU sponsored and 
sanctioned activities and events, both domestic and abroad. 

 

B. PROCEDURES 
 
1. Policy Coordination Office: 

a. maintains the master, official record of all Policies. Each official Policy will be posted 
online and there will be only one online version. In the case of discrepancy, the publicly 
posted online version will be deemed the official Policy and/or Procedure; 

b. acts as the University’s official Policy holder. All new Policies and Procedures, and 
changes to existing Policies and Procedures will be managed through this office; 

c. acts as the designated office to receive “Request for New Policy or Modifications to 
Existing Policy” document; 

d. provides advice regarding the determination of Policy classification between the 
jurisdictions of the Board, Senate and President; 
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e. maintains a log to determine the status of Policy development/modification and 
monitors timelines to ensure that Policy issues are being handled expeditiously; 

f. brings information about delays or non-action to the attention of the person with 
administrative responsibility for the Policy within each of the jurisdictions for their 
follow-up; 

g. arranges distribution of draft Policies through the official approval process; 

h. ensures that all new and revised Policies have followed the required processes including 
appropriate approvals and signatures within each of the respective jurisdictions; 

i. maintains an online policy register of existing Policies and their review dates, and 
monitors the review process to ensure that action is taken in a timely manner; 

j. may attend Senate and Senate Standing Committee meetings where policy 
development matters are discussed; 

k. approves Clerical changes and reports them to the appropriate Policy Sponsor.  

l. Prepares annually, normally in June, a report for the President to present to SSC Policy 
and Board Governance committee summarizing the status of all KPU Policies, including 
approvals, revisions and eliminations, and all Clerical changes during the past 12 
months.  

2. Policy Authority and Jurisdiction 
 
Policies will be classified into one of three jurisdictions, based on the role of each jurisdiction as 
determined by the University Act and other pertinent legislation: 

a. Board of Governors 
b. Senate 
c. President 

 
The Policy Coordination office will provide advice regarding the determination of Policy jurisdiction. 
Legal advice may be sought to clarify the appropriate classification through the Office of General 
Counsel. 

See Section 11. 

Policies may be classified into categories on the KPU website to assist readers in locating them.  

3. Policy Sponsors 
 
The President and Vice Presidents are Policy Sponsors at KPU. 

Policy Sponsors are determined by the Policy Coordination Office based on alignment between 
Policy scope and KPU’s organizational structure. The appropriate Policy Sponsor can be changed as 
required to better align with changes to KPU’s organizational structure. Policy Sponsors:  

a. Review Policy and Procedure development requests for merit. 
b. Assign a Policy Developer to Policies and/or Procedures. 
c. Approve draft Policies and Procedures as outlined in this Procedure. 
d. Determine, in consultation with the Policy Coordination Office, if proposed changes to a 

Policy or Procedure are Substantive or Clerical. 
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4. Policy Developers 

 Policy Developers are assigned by a Policy Sponsor to: 

a. Develop KPU Policy and Procedures, including new policy, amendments and 
eliminations. 

b. Conduct research in the course of developing Policy and Procedure. 

c. Conduct consultations for the purpose of developing Policy and Procedure.  

d. Respond to and, if appropriate, incorporate feedback from consultations and comments 
on the KPU Policy Blog.  

e. Consult with Risk and the Office of General Counsel as required in the development of 
Policy and Procedure. 

f. Develop and consult on how new, amended or eliminated Policy or Procedure will be 
implemented into practice at KPU. 

5. Requesting a Policy or Procedure Review 

a. Individuals, bodies, or groups who perceive the need for the amendment of a policy or 
procedure outside the regular 4-year review cycle must submit a formal request to the 
Policy Coordination Office using the form on the KPU website. The Policy Sponsor will 
review requests to determine merit. 

b. If there is merit to the request, the Policy Sponsor will identify an appropriate Policy 
Developer to assume full responsibility for the amendment of the policy or procedure. 
Unapproved request(s) will be logged and archived and included in the Policy Status 
report presented annually by the President to SSC Policy and Board Governance 
committee.  

6. Developing a New KPU Policy and Procedure 

a. The Policy Coordination Office receives a request to develop a new KPU Policy and/or 
Procedure. 

b. The Policy Coordination Office submits the request to a Policy Sponsor, based on best 
alignment with the Policy scope, KPU’s current organizational structure and the nature 
of the request. 

c. The Policy Sponsor reviews the request for merit and if in agreement, approves the 
requests and assigns a Policy Developer. 

d. The Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 

i. Rationale for the Policy and/or Procedure development. 

ii. Proposed Policy jurisdiction. 

iii. Proposed scope and content of the Policy and/or Procedure. 

iv. List of proposed consultations with individuals and groups. 

v. Contact information for consultation requests. 



 
 
 

 
 
 
Page 5 of 13  Procedure No. GV2 

e. The proposal with the above information is posted on the KPU Policy Blog for 3 weeks 
“Phase One Posting” 

i. KPU Employees and Students can comment on the proposal and request to be 
included in consultations during development. 

f. During the Phase One 3-week posting, a cover sheet is prepared and sent to the next 
Senate Subcommittee on Policy (SSC Policy) and Board Governance Committee 
meetings. 

i. SSC Policy and Board Governance committee may request that additional 
group(s) or individuals be added to the proposed consultation list and/or raise 
relevant governance questions. 

g. Following the conclusion of the Phase One 3-week posting, the Policy Developer will 
begin consultations and drafting. All individuals and groups who were initially identified 
by the Policy Developer, opted in through the Policy Blog and were added by SSC Policy 
or Board Governance committee, must be consulted.  

h. The Policy Developer will conduct research, including but not limited to: All Applicable 
Law, best practices, Collective Agreements and other relevant information and data. 

i. Where appropriate, the Policy Developer will consult with the Office of General Counsel 
and Risk for review and advice on the draft being developed; 

i. General Counsel will determine if a review by external counsel is warranted due 
to subject matter expertise. 

j. The draft policy and/or procedure is submitted by the Policy Developer to the Policy 
Sponsor for approval to post on the KPU Policy Blog. 

k. The draft policy and/or procedure is posted on the KPU Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase 
Two Posting”.  

l. The Policy Developer will respond to comments posted on the Policy Blog and make 
changes deemed appropriate to the draft. 

i. Clerical Changes or other non-substantive changes can be made and the draft 
proceed to the next stage in development. 

ii. If Substantive Changes are made as a result of the KPU Policy Blog feedback, the 
Policy Developer may need to hold additional consultations on the revised draft 
and will be required to post the revised draft for an additional 3 weeks  
“Phase Two Posting”.  

m. Following the completion of the Phase Two 3 week posting with no Substantive 
Changes, the Policy Developer submits the draft to the Policy Sponsor for approval. 

n. Following approval from the Policy Sponsor, the draft is submitted to the Polytechnic 
University Executive (PUE) for advice. 

o. Following advice from the PUE, the draft is submitted to the appropriate governing 
committees for advice based on the draft’s Policy Jurisdiction (see Sections 2 and 11). 
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p. Following advice from the governing committees, if required, the draft is submitted to 
the final approving jurisdiction (President, Board of Governors, Senate) based on its 
Policy Classification.  

q. If during steps “m” or “n” the draft undergoes Substantive Changes, the Policy 
Developer may need to hold additional consultations on the revised draft and will be 
required to post the revised draft for an additional 3 weeks and restart the development 
process from that step.  

r. Following approval from the President, Senate or Board of Governors, the draft is 
deemed final and posted on the KPU Policy Website.  

s. Policy Sponsors are required to ensure the new Policy and/or Procedure is implemented 
into KPU Practice and that individuals and departments are provided with training and 
awareness as needed and/or requested.  

7. Amending a KPU Policy  

Significant Change 

a. The Policy Coordination Office receives a request to amend an existing KPU Policy. 

b. The Policy Coordination Office submits the request to the Policy Sponsor. 

c. The Policy Sponsor reviews the request for merit and determines if the scope of changes 
will be Significant or Clerical in nature.  

i. If the changes will be Significant, a Policy Developer is assigned. 

ii. If the changes are Clerical, see Clerical Chance below. 

d. The Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 

i. Rationale for the Policy Amendment. 

ii. Proposed scope and content of the Policy Amendment. 

iii. List of proposed consultations with individuals and groups. 

iv. Contact information for consultation requests. 

e. The rationale with the above information is posted on the KPU Policy Blog for 3 weeks 
“Phase One Posting” 

i. KPU Employees and Students can comment on the rationale and request to be 
included in consultations during development. 

f. During the Phase One 3week posting, a cover sheet is prepared and sent to the next 
Senate Subcommittee on Policy (SSC Policy) and Board Governance Committee 
meetings. 

i. SSC Policy and Board Governance committee may request that additional 
group(s) or individuals be added to the proposed consultation list and/or raise 
relevant governance questions. 

g. Following the conclusion of the Phase One 3 week posting, the Policy Developer will 
begin consultations and amendments. All individuals and groups who were initially 
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identified by the Policy Developer, opted in through the Policy Blog and were added by 
SSC Policy or Board Governance committee, must be consulted.  

h. The Policy Developer will conduct research, including but not limited to: All Applicable 
Law, best practices, Collective Agreements and other relevant information and data. 

i. The Policy Developer will connect with the Office of General Counsel and Risk 
for review and advice on the draft being developed; 

1) General Counsel will determine if a review by external counsel is 
warranted due to subject matter expertise. 

j. The revised draft Policy is submitted by the Policy Developer to the Policy Sponsor for 
approval to post on the KPU Policy Blog. 

k. The draft policy is posted on the Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase Two Posting”.  

l. The Policy Developer will respond to comments posted on the Policy Blog and make 
changes deemed appropriate to the draft. 

i. Clerical Changes or other non-substantive changes can be made and the draft 
proceed to the next stage in development. 

ii. If Substantive Changes are made as a result of the Policy Blog feedback, the 
Policy Developer may need to hold additional consultations on the revised draft 
and will be required to post the revised draft for an additional 3 weeks.  

m. Following the completion of the Phase Two 3 week posting with no Substantive 
Changes, the Policy Developer submits the draft to the Policy Sponsor for approval. 

n. Following approval from the Policy Sponsor, the draft is submitted to the Polytechnic 
University Executive (PUE) for advice. 

o. Following advice from the PUE, the draft is submitted to the appropriate governing 
committees for advice based on the draft’s Policy Classification (see Section X). 

p. Following advice from the governing committees, if required, the draft is submitted to 
the final approving jurisdiction (President, Board of Governors, Senate) based on its 
Policy Classification.  

q. If during steps m or n the draft undergoes Substantive Changes, the Policy Developer 
may need to hold additional consultations on the revised draft and will be required to 
post the revised draft for an additional 3 weeks and restart the development process 
from that step.  

r. Following approval from the President, Senate or Board, the draft is deemed final and 
posted on the KPU Policy Website.  

s. Policy Sponsors are required to ensure the new Policy and/or Procedure is implemented 
into KPU Practice and that individuals and departments are provided with training and 
awareness as needed and/or requested.  

Clerical Change 

These steps will be followed if step 7.C.ii. above determines that the changes to the KPU Policy 
are Clerical: 
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a. The Policy Developer determines the full list of Clerical changes required for the KPU 
Policy and submits it to the Policy Sponsor. 

b. If the Policy Sponsor approves the changes, they are submitted to the Policy 
Coordination Office, which will update the Policy documents and website accordingly. 

c. The Policy Coordination Office will include the changes in the annual report to SSC Policy 
and Board Governance committee.  

8. Amending a KPU Procedure 

Significant Change 

a. The Policy Coordination Office receives a request to amend an existing KPU Procedure. 

b. The Policy Coordination Office submits the request to the Policy Sponsor. 

c. The Policy Sponsor reviews the request for merit and determines if the scope of changes 
will be Significant or Clerical in nature.  

i. If the changes will be Significant, a Policy Developer is assigned. 

ii. If the changes are Clerical, see “Clerical Change”, below. 

d. The Policy Developer will conduct consultations and research and draft the revised 
Procedure.  

e. The revised draft is submitted to the Policy Sponsor for approval to be posted on the 
KPU Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase One Posting”.  

f. The Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 

i. Rationale for the Procedure Amendment. 

ii. Summary of changes that have been made. 

iii. Contact information for the Policy Developer. 

g. The rationale with the above information is posted on the KPU Policy Blog for 3 weeks 
“Phase One Posting” 

i. KPU Employees and Students can comment on the rationale and summary of 
changes. 

h. Following the conclusion of the Phase One 3 week posting, the Policy Developer will 
respond to the feedback on the KPU Policy Blog and, in consultation with the Policy 
Coordination Office, determine whether the draft can proceed to approval or if further 
consultations are needed. If further consultations are needed and significant changes to 
the draft made as a result, then the revised draft will be posted for an additional 3 
weeks.  

i. Following the completion of a 3 week posting with no Substantive Changes, the Policy 
Developer submits the draft to the Policy Sponsor for approval. 

j. Once approved by the Policy Sponsor, the draft is deemed final and posted on the KPU 
Policy Website.  
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k. Policy Sponsors are required to ensure the revised Procedure is implemented into KPU 
Practice and that individuals and departments are provided with training and awareness 
as needed and/or requested.  

Clerical Change 

These steps will be followed if step 8.C.ii above determines that the changes to the KPU 
Procedure are Clerical 

l. The Policy Developer determines the full list of Clerical changes required for the KPU 
Procedure and submits it to the Policy Sponsor. 

m. If the Policy Sponsor approves the changes, they are submitted to the Policy 
Coordination Office, who will update the Procedure documents and website 
accordingly. 

n. The Policy Coordination Office will include the changes in the annual report to SSC Policy 
and Board Governance committee.  

9. Eliminating a KPU Policy and Procedure 

a. The Policy Coordination Office receives a request to eliminate an existing KPU Policy and 
corresponding Procedure. 

b. The Policy Coordination Office submits the request to the Policy Sponsor. 

c. The Policy Sponsor reviews the request for merit and, if in agreement, assigns a Policy 
Developer.  

d. The Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 

i. Rationale for the Policy Elimination. 

ii. Proposed impact and mitigating strategy following the Policy elimination. 

iii. Contact information for Policy Developer. 

e. The rationale with the above information is posted on the KPU Policy Blog for 3 weeks 
“Phase One Posting” 

i. KPU Employees and Students can comment on the rationale. 

f. The Policy Developer will respond to comment on the Policy Blog. 

g. Following the conclusion of the Phase One 3 week posting, the Policy Developer will 
summarize the feedback received on the Policy Blog and make a recommendation to the 
Policy Sponsor on the elimination of the Policy. 

h. Following approval from the Policy Sponsor, the draft is submitted to the Polytechnic 
University Executive (PUE) for advice. 

i. Following advice from the PUE, the draft is submitted to the appropriate governing 
committees for advice based on the draft’s Policy Classification (see Section X). 

j. Following advice from the governing committees, if required, the draft is submitted to 
the final approving jurisdiction (President, Board of Governors, Senate) based on its 
Policy Classification.  
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k. Following approval from the President, Senate or Board of Governors, the elimination is 
deemed final and the Policy and Procedure removed from the KPU website.  

l. Policy Sponsors are required to ensure the Policy Elimination is implemented into KPU 
Practice and that individuals and departments are provided with training and awareness 
as needed and/or requested.  

 
10. Public Posting/Blog 

a. The Policy Blog will be on hiatus in July and August. Policies and Procedures posted 
during July and August will not have that time counted towards their 3 week postings. 

b. Policies and Procedures are posted in 3 week segments: 

i. 3 weeks means 15 working days, not including weekends, statutory holidays or 
other times KPU is officially closed. 

c. In the case of unexpected campus closures due to incidents including but not limited to: 
power outage, inclement weather or other unforeseen circumstances, the Policy 
Coordination Office will work with the Policy Sponsors to determine if the closure merits 
extending the KPU Policy Blog posting period of Policies and Procedures. Typically, 
closures less than 8 hours will not merit an extension. 

11. Role of the Board of Governors, Senate, PUE and governing Committees 

a. KPU Policies will be assigned a jurisdiction per Section 2 of this Procedure. 

b. Approval versus Advice 

i. If the University Act requires that the Board of Governors or Senate approve a 
KPU Policy, then the governing body must approve the draft Policy for it to be 
deemed final and posted on the KPU Website. 

ii. If the University Act requires that the Board of Governors or Senate provide 
advice on a KPU Policy, then that advice must be sought, received and 
considered before the Policy can be approved, deemed final and posted on the 
KPU Website. 

c. Role of Governing Committees and PUE 

i. KPU Policies that are classified under the Board of Governors for approval or 
advice, will be reviewed by the Board Governance Committee and other Board 
Committees if appropriate. 

ii. KPU Policies that are classified under the Senate for approval or advice, will be 
reviewed by the Senate Standing Committee on Policy Review and other Senate 
Committees if appropriate. 

iii. All KPU Policies will be submitted to PUE for advice.  

iv. All governing committees are reviewing draft Procedures for the purpose of 
providing advice to Senate or the Board of Governors.  

1) Drafts can proceed to the Board of Governors and/or Senate for approval, 
even if one or more governing committees are not supportive of the draft. 
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2) The decision to move a draft forward against the advice of a governing 
committee or PUE will be made by the Policy Developer in consultation with 
the Policy Sponsor.  

d. Policy Classification Dispute 

i. KPU Policies will be classified per Section 2 of this Procedure. 

ii. The Policy Classification will be included on all posts on the KPU Policy Blog. 

iii. Members of the KPU Community can raise questions or concerns regarding a 
Policy Classification by: posting on the KPU Policy Blog, contacting the Policy 
Developer and/or contacting the Policy Coordination Office.  

iv. The Policy Coordination Office may seek advice from the Office of General 
Counsel on Policy Classifications. 

v. If a concern persists regarding a Policy Classification, the following steps may be 
taken by a member of the KPU Community in concert with the Policy 
Coordination Office: 

1) Written rationale for the Policy Classification, including the proposed 
alternate classification, link to the University Act, explanation given by the 
Policy Developer for current Classification and any advice from the Office of 
General Counsel sought. 

2) The written rationale is provided to the Chair of the Senate Standing 
Committee on Policy Review and/or the Chair of the Board Governance 
committee if the existing and/or proposed Classification includes the Senate 
and/or Board of Governors. 

3) The Chair reviews the rationale for merit and, if in agreement, brings the 
discussion forward to the next scheduled governance meeting.  

4) The Committee(s) will review the rationale and either confirm the current 
Policy Classification or approve a recommendation to change the Policy 
Classification to the Board of Governors and/or Senate. 

5) The final decision on a Policy Classification will rest with Senate and the 
Board of Governors.  

12. Policy and Procedure Review 

a. Policies and Procedures are reviewed regularly, at least every 4 years, to ensure they 
continue to be relevant, accurate and current. 

b. The review will be coordinated through the Office of Policy Coordination, which will 
provide notice to the Policy Sponsor six months before the 4-year review deadline 
approaches.  

c. The Policy Sponsor will have six months (until the review deadline) to provide a 
response to the Policy Coordination Office inclusive of: 

i. A review of new data, all applicable law, KPU Policy changes, KPU organizational 
changes, and any other applicable information. 

ii. A determination of whether changes are required to the Policy or Procedures 
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d. The Policy Sponsor may assign a Policy Developer to complete the review.  

e. If the Policy or Procedure is deemed current, the Effective Date will be updated and the 
review logged by the Policy Coordination Office.  

f. If the Policy or Procedure is deemed to need updating, the Policy Sponsor will assign a 
Policy Developer if they have not already done so. 

g. The Policy Developer will have 3 months following the review deadline to submit to the 
Policy Coordination Office: 

i. Formal request for Policy or Procedure Review. 

ii. Rationale for Review which will be included on the Policy Blog. 

iii. List of consultations to be included on the Policy Blog. 

iv. Contact information for the Policy Developer to be included on the Policy Blog. 

h. Following the formal request for review, the Policy Developer will follow the 
appropriate review steps as outlined in this Procedure. 

i. The Policy Coordination Office will post a schedule of Policy and Procedure reviews t on 
the KPU website, which will indicate the status of the review and contact information 
for the Policy Developer.  

j. The President will report annually to the Board of Governors and the Senate on 
University Policies developed and reviewed during the year and the action taken or 
recommended. 

13. Appendices 

a. Appendices, including flow charts, diagrams or other data, should only be included if 
needed to assist the reader and if they are specifically mentioned in the Policy or 
Procedure. 

b. Appendices, which are approved with a Procedure and posted with the Procedure on 
the KPU Policy Website, will be subject to the same development requirements as 
outlined in GV2 Policy and Procedure. 

c. Materials that are referenced by name or URL in a KPU Policy or Procedure but are not 
included on the KPU Policy Website (i.e. external websites, reports or data) may be 
updated in accordance with the Clerical Changes section of this Procedure.  

 

C. RELATED POLICY 
 
Refer to Policy GV2 Protocol for the Development of University Policies 
 

D. Appendices 
 

Flowcharts (new, amendment, elimination) 
Policy template 
Procedure template 
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Developing a New KPU Policy and/or Procedure 

 1. Policy Coordination Office receives request for New KPU Policy and: 
a. Identifies Policy Jurisdiction and Policy Sponsor 

2. Policy Sponsor reviews request for merit (if no merit, request is logged by Policy Coordination 
Office) 

3. Policy Sponsor assigns Policy Developer. 
4.  Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 

• Rationale for the Policy and/or Procedure development 
• Proposed scope and content of the Policy and/or Procedure, including proposed Jurisdiction 
• List of proposed consultations with individuals and groups 
• Contact information for consultation requests 

 
5. Policy proposal with above information is posted on Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase One” 

6. KPU Employees and Students provide feedback and/or opt into consultations 
7. Information note is sent to SSC Policy and Board Governance 

8. Policy Developer responds to feedback on blog 

9. Policy Developer conducts consultations and research while drafting Policy 
10. Office of General Counsel and Risk is consulted for review and advice 

14. Policy Developer submits draft for approval to Policy Sponsor. 
15. Policy Developer submits draft for advice from PUE. 

  

If Senate approval or advice required: 

(order of committee consultations can be 
concurrent or successive, as deemed 
appropriate by Vice Chair of Senate) 

Senate Standing 
Committee on 
Policy Review 

Other Senate 
Standing 

Committees 
deemed 

appropriate 

If Board approval or advice required: 

(order of committee consultations can 
be concurrent or successive, as deemed 

appropriate by University Secretary) 

Board 
Governance 
Committee 

Board Finance, 
Board Audit, Board 
Human Resources, 

if appropriate 

Draft submitted to President for approval 

Draft submitted to Senate for advice or approval, if required 

Draft submitted to Board of Governors for advice or approval, if required 

Approved Policy posted on KPU Website 

11. Draft Policy is posted on Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase Two” 
12. KPU Employees and Students provide feedback 

13. Policy Developer responds to feedback on blog and makes appropriate changes to draft 

If Substantive 
Changes made 

Policies 
under the 
President’s 
Jurisdictio
n do not 
go to 
Senate or 
Board 
committee
s 



Amending a KPU Policy  

 1. Policy Coordination Office receives request to amend KPU Policy. 
2. Policy Coordination Office submits request to Policy Sponsor 

3. Policy Sponsor determines if changes are significant (see Flowchart B) 
4. Policy Sponsor identifies Policy Developer. 

5. The Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 
• Rationale for the Policy amendment 

• Policy Jurisdiction, noting if a change is being proposed 
• Proposed scope and content of the Policy amendment 

• List of proposed consultations with individuals and groups 
• Contact information for consultation requests 

 1. Policy proposal with above information is posted on Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase 1” 
2. KPU Employees and Students provide feedback and/or opt into consultations 

3. Information note is sent to SSC Policy and Board Governance committee 
4. Policy Developer responds to feedback on blog 

1. Policy Developer conducts consultations and research while amending Policy 
2. Office of General Counsel and Risk is consulted for review and advice 

1. Policy Developer submits draft for approval to Policy Sponsor. 
2. Policy Developer submits draft for advice from PUE. 

  

If Senate approval or advice required: 

(order of committee consultations can be 
concurrent or successive, as deemed 
appropriate by Vice Chair of Senate) 

Senate Standing 
Committee on 
Policy Review 

Other Senate 
Standing 

Committees 
deemed 

appropriate 

If Board approval or advice required: 

(order of committee consultations can 
be concurrent or successive, as deemed 

appropriate by University Secretary) 

Board 
Governance 
Committee 

Board Finance, 
Board Audit, Board 
Human Resources, 

if appropriate 

Draft submitted to President for approval 

Draft submitted to Senate for advice or approval, if required 

Draft submitted to Board of Governors for advice or approval, if required 

Approved Policy posted on KPU Website 

1. Draft Policy is posted on Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase 2” 
2. KPU Employees and Students provide feedback 

3. Policy Developer responds to feedback on blog and makes appropriate changes to draft 

If Substantive 
Changes made 

Policies 
under the 
President’s 
Jurisdictio
n do not 
go to 
Senate or 
Board 
committee
s 



Amending a KPU Procedure 

 1. Policy Coordination Office receives request to amend KPU Procedure 
2. Policy Coordination Office submits request to Policy Sponsor 

3. Policy Sponsor determines if changes are significant (see Flowchart B) 
4. Policy Sponsor identifies Policy Developer 

 

1. The Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 
• Rationale for the Procedure amendment 
• Summary of changes that have been made 

• Contact information for consultation requests 
2. Policy proposal with above information is posted on Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase 1” 

3. KPU Employees and Students provide feedback and/or opt into consultations 

 

1. Policy Developer submits draft for approval to Policy Sponsor. 

 

Approved Procedure posted on KPU Website 

If Substantive 
Changes made 

Policy Developer: 
1. Conducts consultations and research 
2. Revises draft Procedure 
3. Submits revised draft to Policy Sponsor for approval to post on KPU Policy Blog for 3 weeks 

“Phase 1” 

 

Policy Developer responds to feedback on KPU Policy Blog. 

In consultation with the Policy Coordination Office, determines whether the draft 
can proceed to approval or if further consultations are needed.  

If further consultations are needed and significant changes to the draft made as a 
result, then the revised draft will be posted for an additional 3 weeks.  

 

 



Eliminating a KPU Policy and Procedure 

 1. Policy Coordination Office receives request to eliminate KPU Policy and Procedure 
1. Policy Coordination Office submits request to Policy Sponsor 

2. Policy Sponsor reviews request for merit 
3. Policy Sponsor identifies Policy Developer 

 
1. The Policy Developer prepares the following to be posted on the KPU Policy Blog: 

• Rationale for the Policy Elimination 
• Proposed impact and mitigating strategy following the Policy elimination  

• Contact information for Policy Developer 
2. Policy rationale with above information is posted on Policy Blog for 3 weeks “Phase 1” 

3. KPU Employees and Students provide feedback  

 

Policy Developer submits recommendation on elimination for approval to Policy Sponsor. 

 

Policy and Procedure is removed from KPU Website 

Policy Developer: 
1. Responds to comments on the blog 
2. Summarizes feedback and makes a recommendation to Policy Sponsor 

 
 

 Policy Developer submits recommendation on elimination for advice from PUE 

 
If Senate approval or advice required: 

(order of committee consultations can be 
concurrent or successive, as deemed 
appropriate by Vice Chair of Senate) 

Senate Standing 
Committee on 
Policy Review 

Other Senate 
Standing 

Committees 
deemed 

appropriate 

If Board approval or advice required: 

(order of committee consultations can 
be concurrent or successive, as deemed 

appropriate by University Secretary) 

Board 
Governance 
Committee 

Board Finance, 
Board Audit, Board 
Human Resources, 

if appropriate 

Recommendation submitted to President for approval 

Recommendation submitted to Senate for advice or approval, if required 

Recommendation submitted to Board of Governors for advice or approval, if 
 



SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON POLICY  

The Policy and Procedure GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and 
Amendment were last reviewed in 2016, and are now due for the next review. 

These documents were written in the aftermath of the Vision 2018 strategic 
planning process, and informed the development of Vision 2023. In addition to 
a new vision statement for KPU, the mission was re-written and shortened. 

At the time that Vision 2023 was developed, the Values statements from 
Vision 2018 were deemed to be still valid and they were not updated. Some 
work is underway now to consider a re-statement of KPU’s Values, which will 
involve wide consultation. 

Given that GV10 seems to be a solid basis for planning, and to allow for mid-
cycle initiatives such as reviewing the Values statement, some minor changes 
to the documents are proposed. 

With the approval of the Polytechnic University Executive, these minor 
changes to GV10 are available for comment on the policy blog. 

1. The amended draft Policy and Procedure are posted on the KPU Policy 
Blog for a 6-week public commenting period from October 13, 2021 to 
November 24, 2021 at 11:59pm PST. 

2. Policy and Procedure GV10 are to be approved by KPU Board of 
Governors, with advice from Senate. 

 

 Polytechnic University Executive 

 

https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/GV10%20Mission%20Vision%20and%20Values%20Development%20and%20Amendment%20Policy.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/GV10%20Mission%20Vision%20and%20Values%20Development%20and%20Amendment%20Procedure.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/downloads/strategic-plan-vision-201826051.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/president/strategicplanning
https://blogs.kpu.ca/policies/?p=877
https://blogs.kpu.ca/policies/?p=877


1. Draft Policy GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and 
Amendment 

2. Draft Procedure GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and 
Amendment 

3. Policy Timeline GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and 
Amendment 

 

Dr. Alan Davis 

President and Vice Chancellor 

October 25, 2021 
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 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

GV10 

 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Board of Governors, with Senate advice 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

President 

 Effective Date: 

 

 

Mission, Vision and Values Development and Amendment 
Policy 

 

 

A. CONTEXT AND PURPOSE 
 

1. Kwantlen Polytechnic University (KPU) received its charter from the BC provincial government in 
2008, and receives an annual mandate letter from the Government of British Columbia which 
provides specific expectations for that year. 

 
2. Each public post-secondary institution periodically interprets its charter and mandate in the 

context of its mission, vision and values and through a process of stakeholder engagement so as 
to align with the changing needs of society (, especially in the region it serves), and with the 
evolution of higher education, the nature of work, and emerging social, economic and cultural 
issues.  

 
3. This policy clarifies the process by which these periodic reviews are undertaken. Normally this 

would occur about every five years in the context of strategic planning, but other pressures or 
opportunities may prompt such a review at any time. 

 

4. The University Act, Section 47(1) states that the University mandate from the Government of 
British Columbia includes the following statutory provisions: 
 
“A special purpose, teaching university must do all of the following:  
 

(a) … provide adult basic education, career, technical, trade and academic programs 
leading to certificates, diplomas and baccalaureate and masters degrees, subject to 
and in accordance with regulations under section 71 (3) (c) (i); 

(b) … provide applied and professional programs leading to baccalaureate and masters 
degrees, subject to and in accordance with regulations under section 71 (3) (c) (ii); 

(c) provide, in addition to post-secondary programs referred to in paragraph (a) or (b), 
post-secondary programs specified in regulations under section 71 (3) (c) (iii); 

(d) so far as and to the extent that its resources from time to time permit, undertake 
and maintain applied research and scholarly activities to support the programs of 
the special purpose, teaching university”. 
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5. Section 35.2(6) of the University Act states that “the senate ……must advise the board, and 
board must seek advice from the senate, on the development of educational policy for the 
following matters:  

 
(e) the mission statement and the educational goals, objectives, strategies and 

priorities of the special purpose, teaching university”. 
 

6. The University Act, Section 62(2), also informs the accomplishment of the University’s mission 
and the achievement of its vision through the process of setting the annual budget. 
 

 

B. SCOPE AND LIMITS 
 

1. This policy applies to all members of the KPU community – including, but not limited to 
students, faculty, staff, administrators, Board of Governors’ representatives, and members of 
the communities the University we serves who are asked to contribute to the discussion of 
KPU’s mission, vision and values and to the setting of annual priorities and the University’s 
budget. 

 
C. STATEMENT OF POLICY PRINCIPLES 
 

1. Kwantlen Polytechnic University will periodically undertake a review of its mission, vision and 
values statements in order to reflect its changing mandate from government and the current 
and future needs of students and communities in the region it serves. 

 
2. Furthermore, within the terms of the mission, vision and values statements in effect, the annual 

process of setting priorities and establishing the university budget is guided by KPU’s PRINCIPLES 
TO GUIDE BICAMERAL GOVERNANCE AT KWANTLEN POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY. 

 
3. This Policy will be reviewed in conjunction with the University’s strategic plan.  

 
 

D. DEFINITIONS 
Refer to the related Procedures document for definitions which will enhance the reader’s interpretation 
of this Policy. 
 

E. RELATED POLICIES & LEGISLATION 
 
University Act 
VISION 202318 Strategic Plan 
Academic Plan 202318 
Board Governance Manual 
Senate Standing Committee on University Budget Mandate 
Senate Standing Committee on Academic Planning & Priorities Mandate 
Principles To Guide Bi-cameral Governance at Kwantlen Polytechnic University 
 

http://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/downloads/guiding_principles_bicameral_201223724.pdf
http://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/downloads/guiding_principles_bicameral_201223724.pdf
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F. RELATED PROCEDURES 
 
Please see the GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and Amendment Procedure. 
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 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

GV10 

 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Board of Governors, with Senate advice 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

President 

 Effective Date: 

 

 

Mission, Vision and Values Development and Amendment 
Procedure 

 

 

 

A. DEFINITIONS 
 

1. Mandate: “An official order or commission to do something” (Oxford Dictionaries online). 
 

2. Mission:  A clear statement of KPU’s core purpose: what it strives to achieve, for whom, and 
how. 

 

3. Values: The statement of KPU’s values guides all decision making and activities of the university, 
both individually and collectively. 
 

4. Vision: The vision describes a future for KPU within a specified time frame. It thus sets a 
direction for the University that informs planning at all levels, and includes explicit strategic 
goals. Planning is then organized around these goals: the academic plan and resource allocation, 
as well as plans developed by each faculty and department. 

 

B. PROCEDURES 
 
1. The need for a review  of the mission, vision and values (in whole or in part) can originate from 

anyone internal or external to KPU through communication to the Board Chair, the Chancellor or 
the President, along with sufficient documentation that supports the proposal. 

 
2. The request will be shared with the Board and the Senate, and each governance body will use its 

own processes to determine if the request should or should not be accepted. 
 

3. The Senate will provide advice to the Board on the need for such a review. The Board will 
consider that advice and instruct the President accordingly. 

 
4. If a review is approved, the President will provide to the Board and to the Senate a detailed plan 

for undertaking the review, including stakeholder involvement. 
 

5. If a review is not approved, the President will report this to the Senate. 
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6. Senate will provide advice to the Board on the mission statement and the educational goals, 

objectives, strategies and priorities of the special purpose, teaching university (University Act 
Sec 35.2(6)(a)). 

 
7. The annual processes of setting priorities and the university budget that align with the approved 

Mission, Vision and Values will be undertaken in full consultation with the relevant Ssenate 
standing committees. 

 
8. The President must prepare and submit to the Board an annual budget in consultation with the 

appropriate standing committee of the Senate (University Act, Section 62(2)). 
 

 
 

C. RELATED POLICY 
 

Refer to GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Policy. 
 



 

Policy Development and Approval Timeline: GV10 
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Policy Development and Approval Timeline 

GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and Amendment 

 

Policy Sponsor:   President 
Approving Jurisdiction:  Board of Governors, with Senate advice 
Policy Developers:  Dr. Alan Davis, President and Vice Chancellor 

 

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 policy, procedure and incorporate changes. 
 

Fall 2021  

2.  President (Sponsor) For approval to proceed to PUE. October 2021  

3.  PUE 
 

For approval to proceed to public posting. October 13, 2021 October 6, 2021 

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

6-week public posting period on KPU Policy Blog.  October 13 – November 24, 2021  

 SSC Policy November 3, 2021 October 25, 2021 

5.  Finalize draft policy 
and procedure. 

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

November 25 – November 29, 2021  

6.  President (Sponsor) For approval to proceed to PUE. November 30 – December 1, 2021  

7.  PUE  
 

For approval to proceed to final approval process. December 8, 2021 December 1, 2021 

8.  Senate  SSC Policy 

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

February 2, 2022 
February 28, 2022 

January 24, 2022 
February 18, 2022 

9.  Final Approval 
(Board) 

 Board Governance Committee 

 Board of Governors 

March 23, 2021 
May 25, 2021 

March 11, 2021 
May 13, 2021 
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