
 
 

SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON POLICY 
Regular Meeting 

Wednesday, February 2, 2022 
2:00 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. 

MS Teams Online 
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AGENDA 

1. Territorial Acknowledgement and Call to Order  ..................................................... Corrie Nichols 2:00 

2. Approval of Agenda 

3. Approval of Minutes, January 5, 2022 

4. Chair's Report .......................................................................................................................................................  2:10 

5. New Business 

5.1. AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading ............. Greg Millard, Zena Mitchell, Don Reddick 2:15 

5.2. AR2 Admission Procedure.......................................................................................... Zena Mitchell 2:30 

6. Report of Special Assistant to Provost on Policy and Academic Affairs ....... Josephine Chan 2:45 

7. Items for Discussion ............................................................................................................. Corrie Nichols 2:50 

8. Adjournment  



SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON POLICY 
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING 

Wednesday, January 5, 2022 
2:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 

MS Teams Online 
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Voting Member Quorum: 5 members  
Alan Davis 
Aimee Begalka 
Corrie Nichols - Chair 
Laurie Detwiler 
 

Melissa Krahn 
Steve Cardwell 
Suzanne Pearce 
 

 

Non-voting 
Amy Jeon 
Jennifer Jordan 
Josephine Chan 
Diane Purvey 
Zena Mitchell 

Regrets  Senate Office Guests  
Bob Davis 
Purru Sandhu 

Ruby Gupta 
Meredith Laird 

Keri van Gerven 
David Burns 

 
1. Territorial Acknowledgement and Call to Order 

Corrie Nichols, Chair, gave a territorial acknowledgement and called the meeting to order at 
2:00 p.m.  

2. Approval of Agenda 

Suzanne Pearce moved the agenda be confirmed as circulated.  

The motion carried. 

3. Approval of Minutes, November 3 and November 17, 2021 

Aimee Begalka moved the minutes of November 3, 2021 be approved as circulated. 

The motion carried. 

Steve Cardwell moved the minutes of November 17, 2021 be approved as circulated.  

The motion carried. 

4. Chair’s Report 

No report. 

4.1. Election of Committee Vice- Chair 

Amy Jeon, Vice-Chair of Senate, conducted the election.  She reminded members of the rules for 
the election and the term of office.  She called for nominations from the floor. 



 

2 / 3 

First call:  No nominations. 

Second call:  Aimee Begalka nominated herself. 

Third call: No nominations. 

Aimee Begalka was acclaimed Vice-Chair, Senate Standing Committee on Policy for the term 
February 1, 2022 to August 31, 2025. 

Aimee Begalka accepted the congratulations of the committee. 

5. New Business 

5.1. GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and Amendment  

Alan Davis, President and Vice-Chancellor, informed the committee that this policy is due for its 
regular review and update.  He noted that since its writing, Policy GV10 has been updated with 
minor changes, although the review of the University’s Mission, Vision, and Values did not 
undergo a thorough review at the time Vision 2023 was written. 

Corrie Nichols moved THAT the Senate Standing Committee on Policy recommend that Senate 
recommend that the Board of Governors approve Policy and Procedure GV10 Mission, Vision and 
Values Development and Amendment.  

The motion carried. 

5.2. GV2 Protocol for the Development of University Policies  

Keri van Gerven, University Secretary, reminded the committee that this policy has been under 
development and drafts brought to many groups for consultation over the past year.  She 
highlighted that it was now posted on the Policy Blog for comment and that further feedback 
and suggestions are welcome. 

The committee discussed whether the title of the policy itself may need to be updated, since it is 
not only development of policies that are captured within the procedures, maintenance and 
elimination are also covered. 

5.3. AC13 Minimum Qualifications for Faculty Members  

David Burns, AVP, Academic, Pro Tem, described the current governance process surrounding 
changes to minimum qualifications for faculty members, and shared a number of suggestions 
for revision already received during consultations, including that the process is time-consuming 
and may include steps that do not add value.  He also shared that the revisions are being 
planned to address how groups whose courses are not housed within a department will be 
addressed, and how it might better serve the University to support equity, diversity, and 
inclusivity in hiring processes. 

 

5.4. Academic Policies Consultation (Phase 1)  

David Burns provided context and background for the committee on 4 policies that will be 
undergoing revision shortly. He highlighted the desire to Indigenize policies as well as to 
expand and deepen consultations.  He described the Policy Consultation Engine and the new 
feedback sessions which are open to members of the University community and will be another 
means of consultation, in addition to the regular committee and group consultations. 
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The committee discussed how best to communicate the announcements of drop-in sessions. 

5.5. Mandate and Membership Review  

Amy Jeon, Vice-Chair of Senate, described the process for the review of the committee’s 
mandate and membership and shared the draft recommendations for discussion. 

 

The committee discussed the use of the term “professional support staff” and the desire to align 
the language with electoral processes and the University Act. 

 

Corrie Nichols moved THAT the Senate Standing committee on Policy recommend that the Senate 
Governance and Nominating Committee recommend that Senate approve the Mandate and 
Membership as attached.  

The motion carried. 

 

6. Report of Special Assistant to Provost and Vice-President, Academic 

Josephine Chan gave a territorial acknowledgement and provided an update on the progress of 
policies undergoing revisions.  She noted that changes had recently been made to the 
WordPress site to address recent technological threats, so members may find that links to 
posted policies may have changed since they were circulated.  She asked members to contact 
her if they experience any difficulties logging onto the new site. David Burns thanked Josephine 
Chan for her support and the additional efforts through the holidays, and informed committee 
members that a new position has been created to assist with policy drafting which has been 
posted and will hopefully be filled shortly. 

7. Items for discussion 

Amy Jeon shared with the committee that the Senate Office will be holding drop-in open office 
hours for all members University community.  The Teams links and schedule will be posted on 
the Contact Senate webpage. 

8. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 2:46 p.m. 



SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON POLICY 
Agenda Item: 5.1 

Meeting Date: February 2, 2022 
Presenter(s): Greg Millard, Zena Mitchell, Don Reddick 
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Agenda Item Draft Policy and Procedure AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading 
  

Action Requested Motion 

  

Recommended 
Resolution 

That the Senate Standing Committee on Policy recommend that Senate 
approve Policy and Procedure AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading, and 
the elimination of Policy AR6 Final Examinations and Grade Reporting for 
Courses, effective September 1, 2022. 

  

Committee Report For Secretariat Use Only   
  

Context & 
Background 

Current Policy AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading (effective January 
2007) has been reviewed and it was determined that a revision is 
required to provided added clarity, as well as reflect standardization, 
currency and consistency in adhering to principles that: 
 

1. ensure appropriate evaluation of student course standing. 
2. establish meaningful grading categories and systems for 

recording and reporting student grades. 
 

* In conjunction with this proposed policy revision, current Policy 
AR6 Final Examinations and Grade Reporting for Courses is also being 
proposed for elimination as it will be subsumed by the proposed draft 
Procedure AC4 (see Section 4, “Grade Reporting”) and current Policy 
AR17 Academic Schedule and Course Timetables / Procedure. 
 

  

Key Messages 

1. Draft AC4 Policy and Procedure were posted on the KPU Policy Blog for a 
6-week public commenting period from October 19 to November 29, 
2021. During this period, the Senate Standing Committee on Policy was 
consulted for feedback on November 3, 2021. 

2. A number of comments were received during the 6-week public 
commenting period. Responses to the comments have been posted on 
the KPU Policy Blog. As a result of the feedback received on the Policy 
Blog, a few minor revisions were made to the draft Procedure (see 
attached supporting documentation.) 

  

https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/AR6%20Final%20Examinations%20and%20Grade%20Reporting%20for%20Courses%20Policy.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/AR17%20Academic%20Schedule%20and%20Course%20Timetables%20Policy.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/AR17%20Academic%20Schedule%20and%20Course%20Timetables%20Procedure.pdf
https://wordpress.kpu.ca/policies/2021/10/19/ac4-student-evaluation-and-grading/
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Implications/Risks 

Lack of clarity, consistency and currency on the appropriate evaluation 
of student course standing, as well as an understanding on the 
standardization around grading categories and systems for recording 
and reporting student grades. 

  

Consultations 

• Provost and Vice President Academic 

• Polytechnic University Executive 

• Deans Council 

• Faculty Councils 

o Faculty of Academic & Career Preparation 

o Faculty of Arts 

o Faculty of Health 

o Faculty of Science and Horticulture 

o Faculty of Trades and Technology 

o Melville School of Business 

o Wilson School of Design 

• Representatives from Kwantlen Student Association 
  

Attachments Draft AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading Final Consolidated: 
  

Submitted by 
Josephine Chan 
Special Assistant to the Provost on Policy and Academic Affairs 

Date submitted January 12, 2022 
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 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

AC4 

 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Senate 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

Provost and Vice President Academic 

 Effective Date: 

September 1, 2022 

 

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
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 Policy History 

 Policy No. 

AC4 

 Approving Jurisdiction: 

Senate 

 Administrative Responsibility: 

Provost and Vice President Academic 

 Effective Date: 

September 1, 2022 

 

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

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

k.j. All student Student assessments should determine student achievement on outcomes primarily 
attributable to individual associated with group work should determine achievement of 
outcomes based on individual and group contributionsachievement. 

l.k. 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  
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C 2.00  Satisfactory Achievement  60 - 63  

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. 

d.    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. 

e.    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). 

f. 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.   

g. 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.  

h. 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. Final grades should not normally be entered before the voluntary withdrawal deadline. 

d.e. 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.   
Policy ST3 Grade Appeals 
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Rationale

In support of the policy review cycle and requirement in KPU’s Policy Protocol GV2 Protocol for the Development of
University Policies / Procedure, current Policy AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading (effective January 2007) has
been reviewed and it was determined that a revision is required to provided added clarity, as well as reflect
standardization, currency and consistency in adhering to principles that:

1. ensure appropriate evaluation of student course standing.
2. establish meaningful grading categories and systems for recording and reporting student grades.

* In conjunction with this proposed policy revision, current Policy AR6 Final Examinations and Grade Reporting for
Courses is also being proposed for elimination as it will be subsumed by the proposed draft Procedure AC4 (see
Section 4, “Grade Reporting”) and current Policy AR17 Academic Schedule and Course Timetables / Procedure.

Proposed Changes

The following outlines the proposed changes in draft AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading:

      POLICY

Section C: expanded principles that guide student evaluation practices (a to e in Principles 2-4) and grading
system/categories (Principle 5).

       PROCEDURE (NEW – Separate from Policy)

Section A: Expanded definitions for added clarity.
1.f and g: Revised timeline and new course-weight percentage associated with performance progress
reporting.
1.h: Revised elements required in course syllabus.
1.i and j: Included language that stipulates the timeline for when all student assessments must normally be
available for student review.
1.k: New requirement that assessments be based on outcomes primarily attributable to individual
student achievement
2: Expanded and clarified KPU’s two grading systems: a standard grading system and a competency-based
grading system.
3: Clarified the different types of grades.
3.c: Clarified the timeline and process for Incomplete (I) Grade Contracts.
3.e: Added the “Aegrotat” grade.
4: Included a section on “Grade Reporting” from Policy AR6 Final Examinations and Grade Reporting for
Courses.
5: Clarified the different types of GPAs and how they are calculated/defined.
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Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Health
Faculty of Science and Horticulture
Faculty of Trades and Technology
Melville School of Business
Wilson School of Design

Representatives from Kwantlen Student Association

———————————–

Comments are welcomed during this 6-week public posting period, and will close on November 29, 2021 at 11:59pm
PST. The Policy Developers will review all comments and provide responses on this post.

1. Draft AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading Policy Draft
2. Draft AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading Procedure Draft
3. AC4 Feedback and Responses May-July 2021
4. Policy Timeline AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading

Tags: Academic, Grading, Senate-Approved Programs, student, Student Evaluation

Edit this entry.

31 Responses

lkleis@kwt.priv says:
November 29, 2021 at 8:17 pm  (Edit)

I will start by offering my support for the prior question about assessing group work in B.1.k., and the question about
a possible deadline for returning final exams. The draft policy revision needs to address these.

Following that, my main concern is with part B.1.g., requiring at least 20% of the assessments to be graded and
returned by the time 50% of the course is complete. At first glance, the requirement seems reasonable—perhaps
moreso if we assume a student is enrolled from day 1. The reality is that, because of the apparently permanently
extended add/drop deadline, we cannot assume all students start a course on day 1, or even day 8. The effect of this
extension is to essentially prohibit all assessments in weeks 1-3, which in turn makes it challenging to comply with
B.1.g., and which I feel could lead to unintended negative consequences for student learning.

Before explaining my rationale, I’ll first note that I base my remarks on my experience in which a class meets weekly,
and therefore “duration of the course” means the number of days from the first day of class to the last day of class, or
the final exam, whichever comes later. In courses with a final exam in week 14 this duration is typically 92 days, so
the 50% deadline falls between week 7 and week 8 of the course. It would be better if the policy made this definition
clear, and if it was consistent across courses rather than changing arbitrarily with the exam schedule or holiday
conflicts.

In theory, I get it: a student (starting in the course on day 1) should receive a decent indication of their assessed
performance by the time it is half over. Doesn’t the typical midterm exam serve this purpose? Not anymore, since
under this policy, if it is scheduled in the middle of term (week 7) it will not be graded and returned in time–if we
acknowledge that most instructors require at least a week to grade a midterm. Following from this discovery, I started
working out how I could comply with B.1.g. It seems that, far from having half the semester for these assessments, I
would be compelled to schedule them in two specific weeks (4 and 5). This seems undesirable for both students and
faculty.

Why only weeks 4 and 5? First, I prefer to avoid conducting a significant assessment in week 6 if it has anything to do
with the midterm scheduled in week 7. From my experience, if a student asks about the feedback there is no time to
discuss it prior to the midterm. Second, at the front end, the extended add/drop deadline now appears to be a
permanent feature at KPU. Since its inception, a surprising number of my students have attended their first class in
week 3. KPU’s guidance to faculty is to accommodate these late enrolments by postponing assessments from weeks
2 and 3 into later weeks. Thus, I am now left with only weeks 4 and 5, into which I must shoehorn two assessments
worth 20% of the course grade, so they can be returned by week 6 (prior to a conventional midterm in week 7).

All this gets arbitrarily worse for courses in conflict with holidays. Both the fall and summer semesters lose one day in
the first month (Reconciliation Day and Victoria Day, respectively). For the affected sections, these holidays cancel
one of the precious first five classes. The 50% deadline of B.1.g. still applies, despite one less class for teaching, or
an in-class assessment, or to review feedback on a prior assessment. Simply put, my bad luck in being assigned to
such a section would mean I am almost forced into using a single week (either week 4 or week 5) to complete the two
assessments totaling 20%. Being arbitrary doesn’t seem like a good feature of this policy (and if “normally” is
intended to excuse such situations then please make this clearer).

Ultimately, I worry that by being so prescriptive, an unintended consequence of B.1.g could be to incentivize the use
of assessments of dubious merit (or at least simplistic grading) in the first few weeks of the course, simply to achieve
the 20% threshold. Do we want to adopt a policy that encourages a greater emphasis on multiple-choice machine-
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graded quizzes? Alternatively I could imagine a frivolous reflective writing assignment, worth 10% or more, on a topic
that gives no valid indication of a student’s preparation for the later assessments on the course’s learning objectives
(e.g., I could assign “what do you want to learn from this course”, even in week 1! It follows the letter of the law, but
not its spirit).

In conclusion, given the constraints of late enrolment, I would like to see this clause removed from the revised AC4
procedure. I believe B.1.a. already serves a similar purpose while provoking far less risk of these unintended
consequences.

Josephine Chan says:
December 3, 2021 at 8:58 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

The intention of B.1.g has been to ensure students obtain sufficient formative assessment and feedback so that
competency attainment and course standing can be determined prior to the late stages of a course. At the
same time, and upon consideration of the blog comments posted by Landon and Jacky,the Policy Review Team
recognizes that prescription in this matter is problematic.

The blog discussion and further reflection have helped the Team arrive at a way forward. The Team now
believes that the prescription presently found within B.1.g is not necessary because other Section B
requirements already ensure sufficient formative assessment and feedback that is timely relative to the duration
of the course. In particular:

• B.1.a requires a final grade in any given course is based on continuous evaluation 
• B.1.d requires students’ final grades should normally be based on at least four separate evaluations. 
• B.1.i requires in-term student assessment feedback to be provided in a timely manner 
• B.1.h requires no more than 10% of the final grade can administered in class during the last two classes

As a result, the intention of B.1.g is already attained without having to include it in the AC4 Procedures.
Therefore, the Review Team will remove B.1.g.

jacky@kwt.priv says:
November 29, 2021 at 2:15 pm  (Edit)

The proposed B.1.g. requires a redesign of some existing KPU courses. For example, given a course with one
midterm (30%), a final exam (30%), a project (20%), and assignments (20%), having 20% returned to students by the
halfway point is problematic, unless of course, students are given all 20% of the assignments by the halfway mark.
Similarly, a midterm given and returned by the halfway point would not cover enough material to meaningfully assess
the learning outcomes learned in the first half of the course. For example, let’s assume that the midterm should at
minimum cover the first five weeks of a course. Faculty gives an assignment on the material in week 6. The
assignment is graded and returned in week 7. Logically the higher stake assessment (midterm) should be in week 8.
Given the wording of B.1.g., the one midterm should be given and returned in week 6/7. Either faculty does not
provide and return a comprehensive smaller stake assessment or the exam covers fewer weeks of lectures. This ties
the hands of faculty in building a course and assessment plan that prepares students and assesses students to build
on prior knowledge to identify and analyze a case. The policy proposal for B.1.g. is prescriptive in how departments
design courses. These courses were designed to assess specific learning outcomes, particularly where knowledge is
formative.

I understand that the purpose of B.1.g. is to ensure that students receive regular feedback for improvement. Who’s to
say that the sum of these feedback opportunities at 20% is more beneficial? The idea of feedback is so students can
learn and learn from their mistakes. I hope that we all can agree that we can rely on the judgment and
professionalism of faculty to design and execute courses with the learning and assessments of students as being
paramount. For my courses, students receive feedback on multiple assessments before being given a higher stake
assessment. However, the sum of these lower stake assessments does not amount to 20% by the halfway point.

Josephine Chan says:
December 3, 2021 at 8:58 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

The intention of B.1.g has been to ensure students obtain sufficient formative assessment and feedback so that
competency attainment and course standing can be determined prior to the late stages of a course. At the
same time, and upon consideration of the blog comments posted by Landon and Jacky,the Policy Review Team
recognizes that prescription in this matter is problematic.

The blog discussion and further reflection have helped the Team arrive at a way forward. The Team now
believes that the prescription presently found within B.1.g is not necessary because other Section B
requirements already ensure sufficient formative assessment and feedback that is timely relative to the duration
of the course. In particular:

• B.1.a requires a final grade in any given course is based on continuous evaluation 
• B.1.d requires students’ final grades should normally be based on at least four separate evaluations. 
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• B.1.i requires in-term student assessment feedback to be provided in a timely manner 
• B.1.h requires no more than 10% of the final grade can administered in class during the last two classes

As a result, the intention of B.1.g is already attained without having to include it in the AC4 Procedures.
Therefore, the Review Team will remove B.1.g.

ecunnin@kwt.priv says:
November 29, 2021 at 11:54 am  (Edit)

I do not understand the intent of the Procedure language as stated under 1 (h) : “… if administered in class during the
last two classes of the instructional term.” Is the intent to prohibit scheduling the submission of assignments that are
worth more than 20% at this time ( which I would surely hope not!) Alternatively, is the intent to prohibit the
scheduling of summative on-the-spot-assessments worth more than 20% during the last two weeks? If the latter, why
not? Esp. if the faculty determined the summative assessment task was germane to the pedagogy and learning
outcomes. What is the problem this aspect of the Policy in intending to address?

Josephine Chan says:
December 3, 2021 at 9:02 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

B1(h) specifies assignments administered in class, not assignments submitted during the final two weeks per
se.

The long-standing “10%” principle, meanwhile (Procedures B1(h)) seems to have been intended primarily to
avoid final examinations, or equivalent summative assessments, being conducted during class time rather than
during the designated final examination period. There are at least two justifications for this. First, since there is
a designated final examination period, students should have access to different kinds of learning opportunities
during the last two weeks of class; and second, that faculty who host final examinations during the semester
create a situation which undermines learning in other courses, as students become consumed with the exams
being held during class time to the detriment of learning activities conducted in other courses. These seem
valid concerns. We would also note that the wording specifies that “normally” no evaluation-point of more than
10% should be conducted in class during the final two weeks of classes. This does give leeway for deviation
from the principle where there is a compelling rationale.

jrose@kwt.priv says:
November 23, 2021 at 2:27 pm  (Edit)

Echoing the comment below from KSA member jobrian, I’d likewise appreciate clarification about section B1j’s
implications for final exams.

We are given three days from the date of a final exam to submit that class’ final grades into the university.
Considering this, I don’t have the time to fill students’ final exam sheets with explanatory feedback, nor have I made it
my practice to return final exams to the student body as a whole in the absence of this contextual information.

If an individual student asks to see their final exam I will gladly provide that to them (with explanatory annotations
then added), but this is–thankfully, from a workload perspective–rare and, at any rate, generally comes after the final
grades have been submitted are available to to students.

If this revision to the student evaluation policy–mandating that students have all assessments/feedback in hand by
the final grade submission deadline–includes final exams then I foresee myself, to the detriment of the evaluation
process, significantly streamlining my final exam questions to expedite the process and minimize the potential for
mark haggling and 11th hour grade appeals.

I’m guessing–hoping?–that the policy revision doesn’t include final exams, but will welcome clarification in any
instance.

Josephine Chan says:
December 3, 2021 at 9:06 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

The intention of B.1.j is not a requirement that final exam assessments include feedback – rather that the
marked final exam be available for student review so as to assist them in an understanding of the
determination of their final grade. While final exam feedback is desirable, feedback is not a reasonable
expectation given assessment is administered during the final exam period and under the requirement to
provide final grades by the grade submission deadline. As such, and in light of B.1.i [i.e. the provision of timely
in-term feedback], it is appropriate to reword B.1.j as “All student assessments must normally be available for
student review by the final grade submission deadline.” This way, students have access to all assessment
results [including the final exam], and access to feedback on all in-term assessments, without a requirement for
faculty to provide feedback on final exams.
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jobrian@kwt.priv says:
November 19, 2021 at 11:50 am  (Edit)

Hi folks, comments from the KSA here. All of these comments ended up being about the procedure, although at the
end I think we’d suggest some stuff needs to be moved back in to policy.

A1: The use of “levels” is kind of loaded, and may imply things about trades and prep education that people may not
appreciate.

A2 and 3: The course outline isn’t really the important “agreement” in the classroom, since basically no students ever
actually see it. The agreement is the syllabus, that’s the definition where that word should appear.

B1h: At the previous senate policy committee, someone asked a question about how “last two classes of the
instructional term” would work for intersession courses. We’d like to add that this is also going to be a problem for
trades programs, and probably for B1g as well.

B1j: I hope I live to see this actually in practice, but I’m wondering about some of the detailed implications? Does this
mean everyone should have their final exams back, with feedback, before the grade deadline?

B2: About the addition of the “WE” for withdrawal under extenuating circumstances, We’ve heard that the goal here is
to include more information and to match what some other schools have done. However, we think this only opens up
students to possible uncomfortable or inappropriate conversations later on when applying for grad programs, for
instance. No one needs to know that that was the particular semester where a student had a serious personal crisis.
It’s easy to say that no one will look at it inappropriately, but we know that people still judge applicants who have
taken parental leave, for instance. We shouldn’t add more information that no one needs to have, and which can be
abused.

There’s a numbering problem under B.3., the items go abcedefg. There is an extra e.

B3c: The requirement that students have passing grades before being considered for WE is a problem. I get that
administrators don’t want to devote time to bad students, but these kinds of problems often stretch out across a
semester or more and can impact grades before the WE request starts. Students should have fewer rights based on
their grades.

B3e(fit the first): The process for the aegrotat grades seems out of line with the academic structure of the university.
A registrar should never be assigning grades. If they’re just rubber-stamping an academic decision made by the
dean, then the dean is deciding and you should say so.

B5d.iv: The TRF and PLA items are all listed as GPA neutral, what exactly are you calculating here?

B3e(fit the second): There is a process for taking a course a third time, there are forms and steps. It should be
described here.

I noticed one removal from the old policy we wanted to ask about. Previously, AC4 stated (incorrectly) that vocational
programs required a D to pass, when they mostly require 70%. Is this just not mentioned here because it’s in all of
the various course program outlines?

Overall, I’m concerned with the increasing number of “normally”s in this policy (from 6 up to 10). Obviously there’s a
lot of courses in a lot of areas that require a lot of flexibility. But the end result is that we have so many exceptions,
most with little or no reasoning provided here, that it’s hard to know that there is a rule. Right in this thread I see
instructors complaining that they’re held to the “rule” that they can’t have a single evaluation worth more than 30%,
however that isn’t actually a rule, it’s a “normally”. On the flip side, I hear from at least one student every semester
that their instructor is “breaking” this “rule”. It’s actually just a guideline. There isn’t even an explanation of who
decides that a given case isn’t “normal”. Does the course outline have to specify that a course can have an
evaluation worth >30%? A department head? A dean? The individual instructor? If I’m an instructor trying to decide
on this, I get the guidance that it should be “appropriate to the course objectives”, but I don’t know if that’s my
decision or someone else’s. For the other nine “normally”s, we’re guessing and inferring. For some we can infer it’s
the same, “appropriate to the course objectives”. But when should feedback not be available until after the grade
deadline, or when should 20% of the grade not be returned before the 50% mark? In these cases, isn’t this just
saying this should never happen, but there’s no real action or consequences when it does? It’s a failure state, but one
we don’t mind? 
In the I contract language, I don’t know what kind of I contract doesn’t involve the instructor, or how a student enters
in to one without the instructor. It’s probably some kind of worst-case situation where they’re suddenly unavailable for
some reason. But if I’m a student reading this, I might have asked my instructor for an I and been told it’s impossible
(say that there’s a group work requirement in the course outline). There’s nothing here that’s going to explain that
there’s no reason to go ask the dean for an exception. I have no way of knowing whether my situation is “normal” or
not, or what factors might exist to make it impossible to do an I contract. Arguably, you shouldn’t be talking about
“normal” in the section that describes an exceptional procedure at all. If you have normal exceptions (and presumably
other, abnormal exceptions), you’re just going to confuse everyone. An I contract is for a situation that is not normal,
the policy should lay out the principles and steps that guide people through it. 
It’s better to take the approach used in the appeal procedures and describe who does what, then clarify who can
make exceptions and why. In those policies, it’s for procedural fairness, here it can be course objectives and
abnormal circumstances.
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Josephine Chan says:
December 3, 2021 at 9:18 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

A1: The use of “levels” is kind of loaded, and may imply things about trades and prep education that people
may not appreciate. 
Academic Levels have distinct meaning for pedagogy, articulation and transcription which is why it is
important they are clearly identified and defined – so students and faculty are aware of what these
terms mean as part of the academic record.

A2 and 3: The course outline isn’t really the important “agreement” in the classroom, since basically no
students ever actually see it. The agreement is the syllabus, that’s the definition where that word should
appear. 
The ‘agreement’ in A2 refers to the course outline – an agreement between the instructor and the
university (not the instructor and the student). 
A3 refers to the agreement between the instructor and the student, so perhaps the addition of
‘agreement’ could create alignment here.

B1h: At the previous senate policy committee, someone asked a question about how “last two classes of the
instructional term” would work for intersession courses. We’d like to add that this is also going to be a problem
for trades programs, and probably for B1g as well. 
Regarding intercession courses, the B.1.h wording “the last two classes of the instructional term” is
properly viewed as the last two meetings/classes of the intercession course. Regarding trades
programs, the concern you express regarding B.1.h and B.1.g application was not expressed by the
Trades and Technology Faculty Council when consulted by the AC4 Policy Review Team on June 16,
2021.

B1j: I hope I live to see this actually in practice, but I’m wondering about some of the detailed implications?
Does this mean everyone should have their final exams back, with feedback, before the grade deadline? 
You ask a good question. Our response is that while the present wording of B.1.j may create this
impression, it is not the intention of B.1.j when it comes to final exams. 
As noted in the blog response to John Rose, the Policy Review Team acknowledges that while final
exam feedback is desirable, feedback is not a reasonable expectation given assessment is
administered during the final exam period and under the requirement to provide final grades by the
grade submission deadline. As such, and in light of B.1.i [i.e. the provision of timely in-term feedback],
the Policy Review Team feels it is appropriate to reword B.1.j as “All student assessments must
normally be available for student review by the final grade submission deadline.” This way, students
have access to all assessment results [including the final exam], and access to feedback on all in-term
assessments, without a requirement for faculty to provide feedback on final exams.

B2: About the addition of the “WE” for withdrawal under extenuating circumstances, We’ve heard that the goal
here is to include more information and to match what some other schools have done. However, we think this
only opens up students to possible uncomfortable or inappropriate conversations later on when applying for
grad programs, for instance. No one needs to know that that was the particular semester where a student had
a serious personal crisis. It’s easy to say that no one will look at it inappropriately, but we know that people still
judge applicants who have taken parental leave, for instance. We shouldn’t add more information that no one
needs to have, and which can be abused. 
Personal details / circumstances are not disclosed as part of WE grades – privacy is taken very
seriously. Students are able to voluntarily withdraw up until the last day of the term (under any
circumstances) and receive a W (not a WE).

There’s a numbering problem under B.3., the items go abcedefg. There is an extra e. 
Nice catch. We will amend this.

B3c: The requirement that students have passing grades before being considered for WE is a problem. I get
that administrators don’t want to devote time to bad students, but these kinds of problems often stretch out
across a semester or more and can impact grades before the WE request starts. Students should have fewer
rights based on their grades. 
The passing grade is in reference to consideration of an Incomplete Grade contract (not consideration
of a WE grade).

B3e(fit the first): The process for the aegrotat grades seems out of line with the academic structure of the
university. A registrar should never be assigning grades. If they’re just rubber-stamping an academic decision
made by the dean, then the dean is deciding and you should say so. 
The Registrar does assign grades – examples include TRF grades, WE grades and AUD grades.
Awarding an AEG is never a rubber stamp – these are considered on a case-by-case basis. In each
case the Registrar ensures compliance with this policy, as well as other related policies that could
factor into the decision of whether an AEG grade is most appropriate in a given situation.

B5d.iv: The TRF and PLA items are all listed as GPA neutral, what exactly are you calculating here? 
Not all courses awarded transfer credit receive a TRF grade and not all courses/credits awarded PLAR
receive a PLAR grade. In instances where letter grades are assigned for transfer credit or PLAR a GPA
calculation is required.
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B3e(fit the second): There is a process for taking a course a third time, there are forms and steps. It should be
described here. 
These AC4 procedures are for grading, not registration therefore it wouldn’t be appropriate to this here.
Instructions on how to make a request to register in a course for a third time are available in the online
registration guide.

I noticed one removal from the old policy we wanted to ask about. Previously, AC4 stated (incorrectly) that
vocational programs required a D to pass, when they mostly require 70%. Is this just not mentioned here
because it’s in all of the various course program outlines? 
AC4 is correct – a minimum grade of D is indeed required to pass a course in KPU’s vocational
programs. The 70% minimum is an ITA requirement, not a KPU requirement.

Overall, I’m concerned with the increasing number of “normally”s in this policy (from 6 up to 10). Obviously
there’s a lot of courses in a lot of areas that require a lot of flexibility. 
Correct – this is why “normally” is employed within the policy.

But the end result is that we have so many exceptions, most with little or no reasoning provided here, that it’s
hard to know that there is a rule. 
The rule is what is what the policy/procedure states to be true “normally.” Detailing all exceptions to
the rule is not appropriate in a policy/procedures document.

Right in this thread I see instructors complaining that they’re held to the “rule” that they can’t have a single
evaluation worth more than 30%, however that isn’t actually a rule, it’s a “normally” 
As noted, this is a rule – with exceptions allowed under appropriate circumstances, as determined by
the relevant Faculty Dean or representative upon the request of an instructor or a student.

On the flip side, I hear from at least one student every semester that their instructor is “breaking” this “rule”. It’s
actually just a guideline. 
This is an incorrect interpretation – it is a rule, with exceptions determined as noted above.

There isn’t even an explanation of who decides that a given case isn’t “normal”. 
Determination of an exception can be arrived at via consultation between an instructor or student and
the relevant Faculty Dean or representative.

Does the course outline have to specify that a course can have an evaluation worth >30%? A department
head? A dean? The individual instructor? If I’m an instructor trying to decide on this, I get the guidance that it
should be “appropriate to the course objectives”, but I don’t know if that’s my decision or someone else’s. 
See above for process explanation.

For the other nine “normally”s, we’re guessing and inferring. For some we can infer it’s the same, “appropriate
to the course objectives”. 
See above for process explanation.

But when should feedback not be available until after the grade deadline 
See the response to B1j, remembering that the role of policy/procedure is not to provide detailed
determination of all exceptions – a reasonable standard applies, or when should 20% of the grade not be
returned before the 50% mark? In these cases, isn’t this just saying this should never happen, but there’s no
real action or consequences when it does? This is an incorrect interpretation – the rule generally applies,
with exceptions determined via the appropriate process noted above. It’s a failure state, but one we don’t
mind?

In the I contract language, I don’t know what kind of I contract doesn’t involve the instructor, or how a student
enters in to one without the instructor. It’s probably some kind of worst-case situation where they’re suddenly
unavailable for some reason. 
This is a correct example of an exception.

But if I’m a student reading this, I might have asked my instructor for an I and been told it’s impossible (say that
there’s a group work requirement in the course outline). There’s nothing here that’s going to explain that there’s
no reason to go ask the dean for an exception. I have no way of knowing whether my situation is “normal” or
not, or what factors might exist to make it impossible to do an I contract. 
When students are uncertain regarding their rights or options, they should be aware they can reach out
to academic advisors, KSA support representatives, etc. who can provide appropriate guidance.
Specifying these avenues within a policy/procedures document is not to be expected.

Arguably, you shouldn’t be talking about “normal” in the section that describes an exceptional procedure at all.
If you have normal exceptions (and presumably other, abnormal exceptions), you’re just going to confuse
everyone. An I contract is for a situation that is not normal, the policy should lay out the principles and steps
that guide people through it. 
These comments are not clear. When conditions necessitate an I contract, there should be procedure
[the “normal”]. As in many cases of procedure, there may need to be an exception. The use of
“normal” in the I grade portion of the policy is consistent with the use of term throughout the
Procedures.

It’s better to take the approach used in the appeal procedures and describe who does what, then clarify who
can make exceptions and why. In those policies, it’s for procedural fairness, here it can be course objectives
and abnormal circumstances. 



Appeal in light of actions that fall under policy or procedures is always available to students via appeal
procedures found within related policies, as specified in AC4 Policy, Section E, and AC4 Procedures,
Section C.

Josephine Chan says:
November 12, 2021 at 4:12 pm  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of Leeann Waddington:

A team from the TL Commons has reviewed this policy and would like to offer the following observations for
consideration related to item K. “All student assessments should determine student achievement on outcomes
primarily attributable to individual achievement. ”

• perhaps the word “all” should be removed from “k” and then add qualifiers related to group work 
• We are concerned the current language suggests a de-valuing of group work 
• The current KPU Academic Plan states that we will prepare learners who: 
o are collaborators across different areas of expertise, and 
o are capable of dealing with diverse other learners, companies, clients and agencies 
This indicates that group work is a crucial part of teaching and learning at KPU. Additionally, group work outcomes
are included in multiple KPU programs and courses. Therefore, the ability to work effectively in a group/team should
be assessed.

• The use of “primarily” is a concern; assessing group work primarily via individual contribution violates the essential
nature of a collaborative assignment, which should not be a compendium of individual contributions, but a true shared
product. Many well-designed group assignments will allocate the greater portion of the grade to the product, while
also grading individual contributions to the group (product and/or process)

Recommendations:

We suggest wording such as : “…Student assessments should determine achievement on outcomes including
individual and group contributions to group/collaborative assignments/work, OR The process and product of student
achievement of learning outcomes may include the assessment of individual and group learning.

The rationale for this suggestion is that:

• The assessment of group work should reflect course learning outcomes, proportionally reflecting both process and
product components as relevant to stated outcomes 
• In assessing teamwork, incorporate a procedure to grade the final product (the outcome of teamwork- e.g., project
reports, presentations, team portfolios, media-based productions etc.) and the process (individual contributions to
team work). Therefore, the final grade awarded to the individual student in the team is a weighted average of the
product and the process portions of team and individual work.

Josephine Chan says:
December 3, 2021 at 9:06 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

The Policy Review Team agrees with this recommendation and associated rationale. So as to ensure
appropriate assessment of group work – i.e. to ensure assessment of both the product and process portions of
group work – the Team proposes the following new specification of B.1.k: “Student assessments associated
with group work should determine achievement of outcomes based on individual and group contributions.”

upaschen@kwt.priv says:
October 28, 2021 at 9:20 am  (Edit)

There is a subtle reference in 1h to ‘syllabus’. Would this replace the current ‘course presentation’ terminology? That
would be very welcome!

gmillard@kwt.priv says:
October 28, 2021 at 9:48 am  (Edit)

Thank you for sharing this observation. Yes, that is the intention. The use of ‘syllabus’ will align KPU with
standard post-secondary terminology.

mchampag@kwt.priv says:
October 19, 2021 at 1:13 pm  (Edit)

Hello there,
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Thank you for trying to improve the existing policy. In the same constructive spirit, here are two thoughts:

First, looking at 1i, it might be worthwhile to quantify (as a bracket, say) what counts as “timely,” since it precisely to
such Policy documents that students, instructors, and administrators turn when adjudicating disputes.

Second, what does the proposition at 1k even mean, and why is it needed? The proposition at hand might be
sensible and warranted, but at the moment one is unable to judge.

Thank you!

Best,

Marc

Josephine Chan says:
October 25, 2021 at 11:48 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

The policy review team loves constructive spirit – thank you for your query, Marc!

Regarding your first point:

B.1.i states “In-term student assessment feedback must be provided in a timely manner so as to support
student achievement of learning outcomes.” The intention of this requirement is to support student learning by
ensuring in-term assessment feedback is provided within a timeframe that creates opportunity for student
learning outcome improvement. The policy review team believes the diverse nature of in-term assessments
across Faculties makes it difficult to quantify a specific time period in all cases. Therefore, in cases where a
concern is raised regarding expectations relating to timely feedback, guidance to policy adjudicators is provided
by the general requirement that timeliness means “so as to [reasonably] support student achievement of
learning outcomes.” Note that “reasonably” will be considered by the policy review team as an improvement in
policy wording. This general guidance to adjudicators is believed to strike the balance between the need for
flexibility to accommodate differing assessment circumstances and a desire to protect the injunction to uphold
student learning.

Regarding your second point: 
Please see our response to Deirdre Maultsaid below.

shickinb@kwt.priv says:
October 19, 2021 at 11:38 am  (Edit)

When I came to KPU from teaching at other universities, I was surprised by two things: 1. That no assignment could
be made worth more than 30% and 2. That no assignment can be worth more than 10% in the last two weeks of
classes. At that time I was told it was because KPU was generally a transfer institution focused only on first and
second year courses. That seemed reasonable. Now it seems less so. It is not uncommon for 4th year courses at
other universities to have major assignments worked on through the semester worth as much as 50% to even 100%
of the grade; and am not arguing that should be the case, but that it is common in upper division courses to have a
major, serious piece of work. Moreover, many courses have presentations in the last two weeks of classes that
students have worked on throughout the entire term. In speaking with others I have got the sense that faculty engage
in all sorts of gymnastics in trying to accommodate these two points and often this makes more work for students
unnecessarily and sometimes is not in line with what feels most appropriate for the course or subject matter. I
wonder: 1. if others find this problematic, 2.what the rationale is for these two points, and 3. if other options might be
worth exploring? Thank you for inviting feedback.

kdunster@kwt.priv says:
October 25, 2021 at 8:54 am  (Edit)

I teach mostly upper level degree students (7 of 8 courses, including a capstone research project) The
capstone project is essentially 100% of the course grade, but because of this ridiculous policy, I have to break it
down into draft 1, draft 2, final written, and an oral. In experiential learning, assessment is continuous and
evidence-based.

KPU needs to take a page from K-12 evaluations that no longer involved letter grades.

gmillard@kwt.priv says:
October 27, 2021 at 7:52 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Review Team:

Regarding the claim that “KPU needs to take a page from K-12 evaluations that no longer involved letter
grades,” note – per the reply to rlaird@kwt.priv below – the Mastery designation represents a grading
system which does not involve letter grades and is readily available to course developers and programs.

https://blogs.kpu.ca/policies/wp-admin/comment.php?action=editcomment&c=1038
https://blogs.kpu.ca/policies/wp-admin/comment.php?action=editcomment&c=1033
https://blogs.kpu.ca/policies/wp-admin/comment.php?action=editcomment&c=1035
https://blogs.kpu.ca/policies/wp-admin/comment.php?action=editcomment&c=1040
mailto:rlaird@kwt.priv


gmillard@kwt.priv says:
October 27, 2021 at 7:57 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Review Team:

Thanks for sharing this valuable feedback. The 30% principle is in Procedures B1(f) and reads as follows:
“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.” The rationale for this is that student
learning is best served via laddered assignments and formative feedback which offer students a chance to
respond to feedback and improve over the course of a semester. This seems a sound principle, but note that
the clause is phrased in such a way as to allow evaluations of up to 50% in value if these are appropriate to
course objectives. So rather than perform “gymnastics” to cram each assignment under 30%, it might be
preferable, where larger assignments are pedagogically required, to implement them, while being prepared to
share a sound rationale for the practice.

The long-standing “10%” principle, meanwhile (Procedures B1(f)) seems to have been intended primarily to
avoid final examinations, or equivalent summative assessments, being conducted during class time rather than
during the designated final examination period. There are at least two justifications for this. First, since there is
a designated final examination period, students should have access to different kinds of learning opportunities
during the last two weeks of class; and second, that faculty who host final examinations during the semester
create a situation which undermines learning in other courses, as students become consumed with the exams
being held during class time to the detriment of learning activities conducted in other courses. These seem
valid concerns. We would also note that the wording specifies that “normally” no evaluation-point of more than
10% should be conducted in class during the final two weeks of classes. This does give leeway for deviation
from the principle where there is a compelling rationale.

That said, it may be helpful to refine the wording further, e.g., specifying examinations only. The policy review
team is open to considering this.

dtones@kwt.priv says:
October 28, 2021 at 2:57 pm  (Edit)

If this review process is an opportunity to suggest significant changes to KPU’s evaluation and
assessment practices, I suggest we do away with the “10%” principle in B1(f) altogether.

As it’s currently worded, B1(f) implies a preference for final exams in KPU’s courses. It promotes final
exams during the official final examination period as a de facto model instead of supporting greater
innovation and diversity in course assessment and design.

Explicitly allowing courses to include assessments worth more than 10% in the final two weeks of the
semester could create a richer teaching and learning environment. It would present greater opportunities
for learners to demonstrate an acquisition of knowledge and a mastery of its application at any point
within the semester.

Furthermore, this change would provide the possibility for a learner’s aggregate of major assessments to
be spread over a longer period of time. In my view, the benefits of this design outweigh the concern that
learning activities in courses with final exams might be adversely affected in the last weeks of the
semester.

There’s room for more than one approach, and AC4 should reflect that — not as an exception to the rule,
but as the rule itself.

shickinb@kwt.priv says:
November 18, 2021 at 6:12 am  (Edit)

Thanks Greg. I really appreciate your response here. I would never have know these things from the way
that the policy is worded and I am glad to hear that this is the case. I would suggest a rewording that
makes this crystal clear. Perhaps saying explicitly, “A sound pedagogical rationale is required for
assignments worth more than 30%” (though I would think a sound rationale should be provided for all
assignments). Or maybe it needs to be highlighted that assignments can be worth up to 50% (as it reads,
it is easy to miss this and see it as exams can be worth this much).

shickinb@kwt.priv says:
November 18, 2021 at 6:13 am  (Edit)

The purpose of the no 10% in last two weeks principle makes sense. I agree with you that this
should specify exams given that is what the policy is aiming to avoid, so that it does not seem as if
it is barring other in-class assignments, such as final presentations, that would be worth more.
Many, many thanks.
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rlaird@kwt.priv says:
October 19, 2021 at 11:24 am  (Edit)

If the principles of the Grading Policy are intended to “support student learning” at a special purpose teaching
university, then is there a place in this policy for evidence-based approaches to support student learning? The limits
and problems of traditional grading systems are well-known; a policy such as this could provide meaningful pathways
toward more effective evaluation methods for those who wish to implement them.

gmillard@kwt.priv says:
October 27, 2021 at 7:48 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

Thank you for this feedback. Under the draft Student Evaluation and Grading Procedure, there are two Grading
Systems: (a) Standard Grading System and (b) Competency Based Grading System. While the former is the
familiar (“traditional”) latter grading structure, the latter entails a GPA-neutral Mastery designation, along with a
No Credit Granted alternative, and a range of further options. This may represent an attractive alternative to
those who feel that option (a) insufficiently supports student learning. Course developers and programs have
the choice of adopting either (a) or (b) for any particular course (or, indeed, program as a whole).

rlaird@kwt.priv says:
October 27, 2021 at 9:21 am  (Edit)

Thanks for the reply. 
I recognize that I am rolling a stone uphill here and that traditional academic grading will prevail at KPU
as it prevails at all public universities in Canada. Because of the ubiquity of the grading system in our
national post-secondary environment, we tend to ignore the avalanche of research showing that grades
are corrosive to learning. So, if we wanted to be more evidence-based and focused on the special
purpose of teaching, we could think about this. There are many ways to apply non-grading systems to
credit (and GPS, if needed), and we could begin to explore those methods if we just made room for them.

rlaird@kwt.priv says:
October 27, 2021 at 11:09 am  (Edit)

One further note, just so it’s clear that I’m encouraging a broader conversation: the connection
between credit, GPA, and grades is the knotty part. If a Mastery or Experience designation earns
credit but cannot be bridged to GPA (or GPA equivalent), then academic courses will continue to
choose grading because that’s what everyone uses and understands (at KPU and at the other
institutions our students transfer to and apply to for further study). What I’m suggesting involves
some consideration of how we might build a bridge between non-grading approaches, credit, and
GPA so that learners would not be disadvantaged if they pursued further studies in institutions
where GPA is foundational. It’s this bridging bit that requires a deeper conversation and perhaps
some creative thinking.

dmaultsa@kwt.priv says:
October 19, 2021 at 11:09 am  (Edit)

Hello: 
I would be grateful if some clever person explained what problem this requirement is trying to solve and how it would
look in practice: 
“New requirement that assessments be based on outcomes primarily attributable to individual student performance.”

It is a common and worthy pedagogical practice for upper level students in groups to collaborate on a project that is
not divisible into individual parts. They are collaborating. Then, students do peer assessment that, while ultimately
vetted by the instructor and under guidelines from the instructor, may reflect a student assessment of others. Does
anything about this current pedagogical practice change under this guideline? 
Let’s not inadvertently undermine great learning and teaching…Thank you.

Josephine Chan says:
October 25, 2021 at 11:46 am  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

Thank you for this question. The intention of the requirement is to address observed cases where group
assessments do not attempt to distinguish individual contribution, leading to “free-rider” concerns. The policy
review team acknowledges that alternative wording may better address this concern without eliminating the
possibility of collaborate assessment in cases where contribution may not be divisible into individual parts. We
will re-consider and seek to provide better wording.
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upaschen@kwt.priv says:
October 28, 2021 at 9:19 am  (Edit)

This proposed policy seems to contradict an effort that various departments at the School of Business
are currently undertaking, which is to focus not solely on outcome-based assessment, but also introduce
process-based assessments. The Learning Outcomes being assessed tend to focus on the development
of skills necessary for effective and efficient group work. Would this still be supported by the new policy?

Josephine Chan says:
October 28, 2021 at 12:49 pm  (Edit)

Posted on behalf of the Policy Working Group:

Thank you for your request for clarification.

The word “outcomes” in the requirement is intended to refer to “learning outcomes,” that is,
“competencies demonstrated by a student.” “Outcomes” as used in the requirement is not intended
mean “the final product of student[s] effort.” In other words, the requirement is inclusive of process-
based assessments [e.g. did a student demonstrate sufficient listening, reflecting, and feed-back
provision skills, and/or evidence appropriate values of inclusion, during the creation of the final
product associated with group work?] and final-product-based assessments [e.g. in relation to the
final result, did the student demonstrate sufficient conceptual contribution, writing, and/or
presentation skills?].

The spirit of the requirement is that, at whatever point assessment occurs, it seek to account for
individual contribution. As noted in the policy working group response to Deirdre Maultsaid above
(dmaultsa@kwt.priv), alternative wording of the requirement will be considered so as to not
eliminate the possibility of collaborative assessment in cases where contribution may not be
divisible into individual parts.
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Action Requested Discussion 
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Committee Report For Secretariat Use Only   
  

Context & 
Background 

Rationale 
 
Revisions to Procedure AR2 Admission are required: 
 

• to align KPU’s published admission procedures with previously 
approved admission requirements related to graduate studies,  

• to support the Employment and Community Studies (EACS) 
program that was recently approved by Senate, and  

• to provide added clarity to existing business processes.   

These edits do not introduce changes to KPU’s Admission Procedures, 
they are reflective of current practices, or of governance decisions KPU 
has previously made (e.g. Senate approved program approvals and/or 
program changes that necessitate inclusion in AR2). Changes to the 
Policy itself are not being proposed at this time, nor are changes to 
current Admission practices. 
 
Proposed Updates 
 
The following summarizes the necessary amendments to draft AR2 
Procedure: 

• Included graduate admission in the list of existing admission 
categories   

• Provided added clarity to “Other Documents” to align with 
current practice 

• Provided added clarity to “Confirming Acceptance of Admission” 
to align with current practice 

• Aligned instructional-cycle language with other AR policies 
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• Removed references to “continuous intake” as KPU no longer 
offers CI programs 

• Added “Applicant Selection” section to make current practice 
more transparent 

• Included current practice for Trades in “Admission Waitlisting” 
section  

• Amended definitions to align with current policies and practices 
  

Key Messages 

1. The proposed draft Procedure is posted on the KPU Policy Blog for a 
6-week public commenting period from January 13 to February 23, 
2022 at 11:59pm PST. 

2. Comments / feedback provided during the public commenting period 
related to areas other than the currently proposed changes will be 
collected for consideration as part of the next full review of AR2.  

  
  

Implications/Risks 
Revisions are required to reflect current practices as well as governance 
decisions that KPU has previously made.  
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• Provost and Vice President Academic 

• Associate Registrar, Recruitment, Admissions and Enrolment 
Services  

• Admissions Coordinators 

• Credential Evaluation Coordinator 

• Director, International Recruitment, Admission and Articulation 

• Manager, International Recruitment and Admission  

• Dean, Academic and Career Preparation  

• Graduate Studies Working Group 
  

Attachments AR2 Admission Procedure Consolidated 
  

Submitted by 
Josephine Chan 
Special Assistant to the Provost on Policy and Academic Affairs 

Date submitted January 20, 2022 
 

https://wordpress.kpu.ca/policies/2022/01/13/ar2-admission-procedure/
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Policy History  

Policy No.  

AR2  

Approving Jurisdiction: 

Senate  

Administrative Responsibility:  

Vice President Students  

Effective Date: May 26, 

2014September 1, 2022  

  

Admission   

Procedure  

  
  

Refer to Section GF of this document for a list of definitions in support of the Admission Policy and the 

Procedures in Support of the Admission Policy.   
  

A. ASSESSING ADMISSION   
1. Guiding principles   

a. All applicants to KPU will be assessed for English language proficiency. The level of 

English proficiency required will differ depending on whether an applicant applies to the 

graduate, undergraduate, vocational or preparatory level of studies. KPU’s English 

proficiency equivalencies will be endorsed by the appropriate Senate committee.   
  

b. The mechanisms used and criteria established for determining admission equivalencies, 

admission GPAs and associated grading conversion methodologies will be under the 

authority of the Office of the Registrar.   

  

c. Faculties will establish transparent criteria for assessment of interviews, auditions and 

portfolio reviews. To ensure quality assurance, a record of established criteria will be 

approved by the appropriate Faculty Council, maintained in the Office of the Registrar 

and published online.  

  

d. Offers of admission may be rescinded if any aspect of the application or submitted 

documentation is deemed to have been falsified.    

  

e. The University reserves the right to limit enrolments the intake size as necessary. These 

limits will be based on published criteria.   
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2. Admission categories  

a. Graduate Admission 

i. The admission type used to identify post-secondary studies at the graduate level. 
At KPU such credit is awarded on the graduate-level of the academic transcript. 
Admission criteria for graduate admission is determined by the Faculty, and 
approved by Senate. 
 

a.b. Undergraduate Admission  

i. The admission type used to identify the post-secondary undergraduate-level of 

studies up to a master’s degree. At KPU such credit is awarded on the 

undergraduate-level of the academic transcript. Admission criteria for 

undergraduate admission is determined by the Faculty, and approved by Senate.   

  

b.c. Vocational Admission   

i. The admission type used to identify post-secondary educational training that 

provides practical experience, skills and knowledge for a particular occupational 

field, at the vocational level. At KPU such credit is awarded on the vocational-level 

of the academic transcript. Admission criteria for vocational admission are 

determined by the Faculty, and approved by Senate.   

 

c.d. Preparatory Admission  

i. The admission type used to identify post-secondary studies at the preparatory 
level. There are two types of preparatory learning at KPU:   

1. Upgrading: post-secondary learning that prepares students for 

vocational or undergraduate studies (e.g. Academic and Career 

Preparation)  

2. Access Programs resulting in a preparatory credential (e.g. Citation in  

Work Exploration)    

ii. At KPU such credit is awarded on the preparatory-level of the academic transcript. 

Admission criteria for preparatory admission is determined by the Faculty, and 

approved by Senate.   
  

3. Required documents  

a. Official Transcripts and Credentials  

i. As part of the admission process at KPU, applicants are required to arrange for 

official transcripts and/or grade information from all previously attended 

secondary and post-secondary institutions to be sent directly to the Office of the 

Registrar or designate at KPU.   
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ii. A transcript is considered to be official only when it is sent directly to KPU from 

the originating institution or issuing body. Hard copy transcripts and credentials 

must be received in the original sealed envelope signed by the institution or 

bearing an official stamp or seal or they will be deemed unofficial. Exceptions may 

be made when it is not possible for a transcript to be sent directly to KPU, 

provided the Office of the Registrar can reasonably determine the document’s 

authenticity.    

 

iii. In reviewing secondary transcripts for English 12 and all other provincially 

examinable courses, KPU will accept the blended grade (classroom grade + 

provincial examination grade) OR the classroom grade — whichever is higher — 

for the purposes of admission.    

 

b. Other documents 

i. As part of the admissions process at KPU, some programs may also require 

additional documentation to be submitted to KPU.  These documents will be 

published within the admission requirements in the University Calendar. 

Applicants will be asked to provide these requirements as applicable once they 

have applied.      

 

i.ii. All documents submitted to KPU become the property of Kwantlen Polytechnic 

University. Neither the original document nor copies will be released to the 

applicant or anyone outside of the institution. Applicants who do not attend and 

wish to re-apply later may be required to submit a new set of documents.  

  
B. CONFIRMING ACCEPTANCE OF ADMISSION  

1. Qualified applicants who receive an offer of admission will confirm acceptance of the offer 
through payment of a confirmation deposit. 

2. Admission to standard term studies is valid only for the intake indicated in the admission 
offer letter.  

3. Applicants who accept an offer of admission and do not register on or before the specified 
deadline without notifying Admissions prior to the deadline will have their admission 
offer rescinded and will forfeit the confirmation deposit. 

The University will send out offers of admission as follows:  

Open intakes  

Qualified applicants will receive an offer of admission and will signal acceptance of the offer 

through payment of a confirmation deposit.   

Limited intakes  

Qualified applicants for whom there is space in a limited intake program will receive an offer of 

admission and will signal acceptance of the offer through payment of a confirmation deposit.   
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C. APPLICATION TIMELINES   
1. Semester-based instructional cycleStandard term  

a. Applications may be accepted as early as 101 months prior to the start of a program.  

b. Application deadlines are posted in the online admissions guide.  

  

2. Fixed-term instructional cycle  

a. Applications may be accepted as early as 24 months prior to the start of the program.  

b. Application deadlines are posted in the online admissions guide.  

  

3. Continuous instructional cycle  

c. Applications may be accepted as early as 12 months prior to the start of a program.  

d. There are no application deadlines for applicants: admission is granted on a continuous 

basis as space becomes available.   

  

D. APPLICANT SELECTION   
1. Qualified candidates are selected for admission on a first-qualified, first-admitted basis, 

except where established admission requirements require a competitive assessment of 
applicants within the pool of qualified candidates. Applicant selection for programs with 
competitive admission is based on rank order. Programs will establish transparent criteria 
for ranking candidates and a selection-ranking rubric to support selection decisions. 

 

E. ADMISSION WAITLISTING  
1. Limited Standard Term intakes  

a. When there are more qualified applicants than the intake size,  qualified applicants may 
be waitlisted and offered admission to the Faculty or their second choice 
program.Faculties will establish transparent criteria for ranking waitlisted candidates. To 
ensure quality assurance a record of established criteria will be approved by the 
appropriate Faculty Council, maintained in the Office of the Registrar and published 
online.  

b. If there is no space in a limited intake program qualified applicants may be waitlisted 

and offered admission to the Faculty.   

b. Applicants on the admission waitlist who are offered admission must respond to an 
admission offer within the time specified by Admissions by way of payment of the 
confirmation deposit.   
 

2. Fixed Term Intakes 

a. Qualified applicants are placed on a waitlist and offers are released on an ongoing basis 
as seats become available for each intake. Applicants who have been offered admission 
to an intake will be permitted one refusal without losing their place on the waitlist and 
will be offered a seat in the next available intake. A second refusal will result in removal 
from the waitlist and re‐application is required 
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Applicants who have accepted an offer of admission but who fail to register on or before the 

specified deadline without notifying Admissions prior to the deadline will be removed from the 

waitlist and will forfeit the confirmation deposit 

F. DEFERRAL / RE-APPLICATION  
1. Deferral   

a. KPU will grant deferral requests in exceptional circumstances, on a case-by-case basis as 
approved by the office of the registrar or designate and deferral deadlines will be posted 
online. Attendance at another postsecondary institution will invalidate an approved 
deferral.  
  

2. Semester-basedOpen Intakes Studies  

a. Admission to semester-based studies is only valid for the intake indicated in the 

admission offer letter. Students who do not register in classes for the semester in which 

they are admitted forfeit their confirmation deposit. A deferral of admission may be 

requested by the posted deadline for up to one year;  in exceptional circumstances; 

however, deferrals may only be requested once and will be assessed on a case-by-case 

basis. Exceptional circumstances are those as defined as being beyond the student’s 

control.  

b. Deferral requests will not normally be accepted for semester-based limited intake 

programs.   
  

3. Fixed-term and Continuous Studies  

a. Applicants to fixed-term and continuous intake studies may state a preferred start-date 

at the time of application only. If the preferred start date is full, applicants will be placed 

on a waitlist for admission. Applicants who have been offered admission to the intake 

coinciding with their preferred start-date will be permitted one refusal without losing 

his/her place on the waitlist and will be made the next available offer. A second refusal 

will result in removal from the waitlist and re-application is required.   

  

4.3. Re-application  

a. Students are required to re-apply for admission if any of the following apply:  

i. They voluntarily withdraw from their first semester of study before / during the 

withdrawal period.   

i. They were initially admitted as a General Interest student.   

ii. They were initially admitted as a Concurrent or Dual Credit Student. 

iii. They do not register in courses for the semester term to which they were 

admitted, up to the end of the add/drop period for the standard term.   

iii.iv. They do not accept their offer of admission. 

iv.v. They are no longer classified as a current KPU student.   
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G. DEFINITIONS  
1. Intake types  

a. Open Intakes   

i. An application cycle for an intake in which a limit HAS NOT been set on the number 

of students admitted.   

b. Limited Intakes  

i. An application cycle for an intake in which a limit HAS been set on the number of 

students admitted.  

  

1. Instructional Cycles Terms 

c.a. Semester-BasedStandard Term  

i. 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 termInstruction delivered during 

a traditional semester. At KPU traditional semesters are defined as Fall (September 

start), Spring (January start) and Summer (May start).  

 

d.b. Fixed-Term  

i. Fixed term instructional activities have a fixed start date and end date that are 

typically different from standard term-based datesPrograms with a fixed start and 

end date that is typically off-semester.  c. Continuous   

i.  Instructional offerings that utilize rolling admission whereby each student starts 

and ends courses on an individual basis. Continuous instructional cycle offerings 

have a limited number of seats that are continuously filled as space becomes 

available.   

  

2. Applicant Categories  

a. The following categories are used to classify all applicants for admission to KPU on the 

basis of their educational historyhow they are qualified. These categories are 

comparable to classification systems at other BC universities. Applicants in all 

categories are subject to the published, Senate approved admission requirements.    

i.  High School Graduate   

a. An applicant who is a graduate, or will be graduating from, of a BC Secondary 

school prior to the start of the standard term of admission (in any program, or 

the equivalent from another school system in Canada or another country) may 

be admitted as a High School graduate.   

b. Applicants who have completed home-schooling may be considered on a case-

by case basis and may require supplementary evidence of academic abilityHome 

Schooled applicants will be evaluated as equivalent to BC Grade 12 graduates, 

provided they have written and passed the BC Provincial English examination. 

Students under 22 years of age who have not written the BC Provincial English 

examination will be required to satisfy KPU’s English proficiency requirement for 
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admission through one of the University’s established English proficiency 

equivalencies, or may be admitted under the General Interest Admission 

category. For applicants who have completed the BC Adult Graduation Diploma 

program, provincial exams are not required.  

c. Applicants who have completed less than 24 post-secondary credits above the 

preparatory level will be classified as a high school applicant.  

 

ii. Transfer   

a. An applicant who has successfully completed 24 9 or more credits above the 

preparatory level and has a cumulative grade point average of 2.0 or greater 

from the sending institution(s) may be admitted as a transfer studentfrom a 

recognized post-secondary institution.   

 

iii. Mature   

a. An applicant who will be 19 years of age or older on the first day of classes who 

is not a secondary school graduate (or equivalent), and has attempted fewer 

than 24 credits above the preparatory level may be admitted as a mature 

student, or at the discretion of the Registrarthe standard term of admission.   

 

iv. Aboriginal   

a. An Aboriginal applicant may be considered on an individual basis through an 

assessment of educational background, cultural knowledge, life experience, 

academic goals and personal achievements.   

b. Each applicant under the Aboriginal admission category will be evaluated by the 

Aboriginal Admissions Committee composed of one Aboriginal faculty member, 

one representative of the Faculty to which the candidate is applying, one 

designated member of the KPU Aboriginal Advisory Committee and one 

representative from Admissions. The committee will have the authority to 

recommend to the Registrar students for admission and determine if specific 

conditions are required for enrolment.  

c. Aboriginal peoples refers to First Nations, Métis, and Inuit peoples of Canada. 

Candidates seeking admission consideration under this category must self-

identify as an Aboriginal applicant.  Aboriginal applicants include status and non-

status First Nations, Métis, or Inuit.  Documentation of Aboriginal heritage can 

include, but is not limited to a First nations, Inuit, or Métis status card.  It can 

also include official letters from Aboriginal organizations, or written or oral 

statements from Elders, or other relevant information identified by the 

applicant.  

 

v. Access 

c.a. An applicant pursuing programming offered through KPU’s Access programs 

department who is 18 years of age or older and has received The School 

Completion (“Evergreen”) Certificate, may be admitted as an access student. 
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4. Other Applicant Classifications   

a. General Interest   

i. The General Interest applicant category is for non-credential-seeking students. 

Students may complete enroll in up to a maximum of 12-credits before being 

required to satisfy admission requirements. Students must achieve a passing grade 

(as defined in Policy C.20) in every course in order to continue in their studies as a 

student in the General Interest category. Students who successfully complete 12 

credits with a cumulative GPA of 2.0 and who satisfy the English proficiency 

requirement may re-apply to KPU under the Special Entry category. Students 

admitted under the General Interest category may not earn a credential.       

ii. Special Entry  

a. Students in the General Interest category who have successfully completed 12 credits 

with a CGPA of 2.0 and who have demonstrated they satisfy KPU’s English proficiency 

requirement are eligible for admission under KPU’s Special Entry admission category.    

 

b. Concurrent  

i. An applicant enrolled in a BC secondary school who wishes to register in courses at 

KPU may be admitted as a concurrent student. The University reserves the right to 

limit the number of seats available to Concurrent students (in total and per 

section). The applicant must have the written consent of the parent or legal 

guardian, a high school transcript, and letter of support from the secondary school 

principal.  if under the legal age of majority on the opening day of classes. 

Continued registration as a concurrent student in subsequent semester(s) is 

contingent on the continued support of the secondary school principal and the 

student maintaining good academic standing. Once a student has graduated high 

school they will be required to re-apply to KPU under the applicable admission 

category.  

ii. Partnership programs with specific high schools or school districts may allow 

concurrent students to be admitted under different circumstances, as negotiated 

between the parties. Criteria for concurrent admission and enrolment will be 

clearly articulated and promoted.  

ii. In all circumstances the primary home of students admitted in the concurrent 

admissions category is understood to be the high school and school district to 

which they belong.  

 

c. Dual Credit 

iii. High school students enrolled in a BC High School with whom KPU has a 

partnership agreement may be permitted to take a limited number of 

undergraduate courses at KPU.  Continued registration as a dual credit student in 

subsequent semester(s) is contingent on the continued support of the secondary 

school principal and the student maintaining good academic standing. 

Formatted: Indent: Left:  0.75", Hanging:  0.25"
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iv. In all circumstances the primary home institution of students admitted under the 

dual credit applicant category is understood to be the high school and school 

district to which they belong. 

 

c. Exchange   

i.  An exchange student is someone from one of KPU’s approved partner institutions 

who has been nominated by their institution to come on an exchange to KPU. 

Exchange students may be of domestic or international status and pay tuition and 

fees to their home institution and not KPU.   

 

d. Visiting  

i.  A visiting student may be of domestic or international status and is someone who is 

attending a home institution and wishes to spend a period of time up to one year 

studying at KPU with the intent of taking credit earned at KPU back to the home 

institution.  (without earning a credential from KPU). Visiting students must have 

provide a Letter of Permission from their home institution.   
  

5. Residency Classifications  

a. Canadian Citizens  

i.  A Canadian citizen is a person who is Canadian by birth or who has applied for 
Canadian citizenship through Citizenship and Immigration Canada and has received 
a citizenship certificate.  
 

b. Permanent Residents  

i.  A permanent resident is someone who has been given permanent resident status 

by immigrating to Canada, but is not a Canadian citizen. Permanent residents are 

citizens of other countries. Permanent residents confirm permanent resident status 

under Canadian immigration regulations.   

 

c. International  

i.  International applicants are defined as those who do not possess Canadian 

citizenship or permanent resident status under Canadian immigration regulations. 

All international undergraduate and vocational-level applicants are required to 

demonstrate the appropriate level of English language proficiency prior to an offer 

of admission being made to KPU.   

 

d. Work Permit / Visitor’s Visa  

i.  Applicants who possess a work permit or a visitor’s visa are eligible to apply for 
admission and are assessed in the same manner as an international applicant.  
 

e. Convention Refugees  

i.  Upon presentation of documentation that confirms the applicant as a “protected 

person” by the Immigration and Refugee Board of Canada, applicants with 

http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/immigrate/index.asp
http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/citizenship/index.asp
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convention refugee status will be assessed for admission tuition and fees in the 

same manner as a Canadian citizen / permanent resident.   

 

f. Refugee Claimant  

i.  Refugee Claimants will be assessed for admission, tuition and fees in the same 

manner as an International applicants. Applicants with a Refugee Claimant 

document must discuss their situation with an International Advisor prior to 

applying.  

 

g. Diplomatic Status  

i.  For those countries with diplomatic representation in Canada, applicants to KPU of 

diplomatic status (or those who are a dependent of a person of diplomatic status) 

are eligible to apply for admission and will be assessed for tuition and fees in the 
same manner as a Canadian citizen / permanent resident.applicant.      

  
G. RELATED POLICIES & LEGISLATION  
Refer to Bylaw 4, Fees.  

Refer to Policy AR2, Admission Policy.  

Refer to Policy AC4, Student Evaluation and Grading Policy.  

Refer to Policy AC6, Recognition of Prior Learning  
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Policy Development and Approval Timeline 

AR2 Admission (Procedure) 

 

Policy Sponsor:   Vice President Students 
Approving Jurisdiction:  Senate 
Policy Developers:  Zena Mitchell, AVP Enrolment Services and Registrar 

 

Step(s) Action(s) Date(s) Submission 
Deadline 

1.  Solicit feedback from 
members of the 
University community 
on draft procedure. 
Finalize draft 
procedure. 

Review current practices, amend procedure to reflect 
current practices, consult with key partners: 

 Office of the Registrar 

 KPU International 

 Faculty of ACP 

 Vice President Students 

 Provost and Vice President Academic 

December 2021  

2.  Vice President 
Students (Sponsor) 

For approval to proceed to PUE. January 7, 2022  

3.  PUE 
 

For approval to proceed to public posting. January 12, 2022 January 7, 2022 

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

6-week public posting period on KPU Policy Blog.  January 13 – February 23, 2022  

 SSC Policy February 2, 2022 January 24, 2022 

5.  Finalize draft policy 
and procedure. 

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

February 23 – February 25, 2022  

6.  Vice President 
Students (Sponsor) 

For approval to proceed to PUE. February 25, 2022  

7.  PUE  
 

For approval to proceed to final approval process. March 2, 2022 February 25, 2022 

8.  Final Approval 
(Senate) 

 SSC Policy 

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

March 30, 2022 
April 25, 2022 

March 21, 2022 
April 15, 2022 
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KPU Policies and Procedures – Report to SSC Policy (February 2, 2022) 

Revised Policy and Procedure Pending Approval 
 

The final draft Policy and Procedure GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and Amendment 
will be presented to Senate on January 24, 2022 for recommendation to the Board of Governors for 
final approval on March 30, 2022. 
 
Following a 6-week public commenting period on the KPU Policy Blog, draft Policy and Procedure 
AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading (and the proposal to subsume and eliminate Policy AR6 Final 
Examinations and Grade Reporting for Courses) will be submitted to the Senate Standing Committee 
on Policy on February 2, 2022 for recommendation to Senate for final approval. 
 

Policy Elimination 
 

Following a 2-week public commenting period on the KPU Policy Blog, Policies FM4 Fees for a Co-
Operative Work Term/Semester and ER7 Communication with the Provincial Government were 
approved for elimination by the President on January 12, 2022. 
 
The proposal to eliminate Policy GV7 Advisory Boards (Non-Program) will be presented to the Board 
Governance Committee on March 23, 2022 for recommendation to the Board of Governors for final 
approval on March 30, 2022. 

 
Policy and Procedure Available for Comments 
 

The following draft Policies and Procedures are currently posted on the KPU Policy Blog for a 6-week 
public commenting period: 
 

Policy #/Name New/Revision
/Elimination 

Posting Period Link to Blog 
Post 

GV2 Protocol for the 
Development of University 
Policies 

Revision January 4 to February 14, 2022 
at 11:59pm PST  

Link 

AR2 Admission (Procedure) Revision January 13 to February 23, 2022 
at 11:59pm PST 

Link 

 
Policy Consultation 
 

The following Policies are currently under review: 
 

AC9 Essential Skills 
ST16 Practicum Placements (Work Experience, Community Agency Visits) 
ER6 Principles of External Alliance 

https://wordpress.kpu.ca/policies/2021/10/19/ac4-student-evaluation-and-grading/
https://wordpress.kpu.ca/policies/
https://wordpress.kpu.ca/policies/2022/01/04/gv2-protocol-for-the-development-of-university-policies/
https://wordpress.kpu.ca/policies/2022/01/13/ar2-admission-procedure/
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/AC9%20Essential%20Skills%20Policy.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/ST16%20Practicum%20Placements%20%28Work%20Experiences%2C%20Community%20Agency%20Visits%29%20Policy.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/ER6%20Principles%20of%20External%20Alliances%20Policy.pdf
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GV9 Establishment and/or Discontinuance of Faculties and Departments / Procedure 
 
From December 2021 to January 2022, Dr. David Burns, Associate Vice President Academic Pro Tem 
and Josephine Chan visited various Senate Standing Committees and Faculty Councils to solicit ideas 
and feedback on the Policies indicated above.  In addition, the University community was invited to 
attend a series of drop-in policy consultation sessions in order to provide ideas, feedback and 
suggestions to help guide the overarching direction, identify major goals, existing barriers, and 
opportunities for improvement.  The University community is welcomed to provide their ideas on 
the Policy Consultation Engine before February 1, 2022. The policy working groups will reconvene 
in February to review the feedback received as well as initiate the drafting phase.  
 
Draft Policy and Procedure AC13 Minimum Qualifications for Faculty Members will soon complete its 
Phase 2 consultation (November 2021 – January 2022) through visits to various Senate Standing 
Committees, Faculty Councils by invite, as well as via the Policy Consultation Engine. It is anticipated 
that the drafts will be posted for a 6-week public commenting period on the KPU Policy Blog in 
February 2022.  

 
Graduate Studies Policy Working Group 
 

The Graduate Studies Policy Working Group consists of the following members: 
 

• Dr. Deepak Gupta, Associate Vice President for Research, Innovation, and Graduate Studies 
• Dr. David Burns, Associate Vice President Academic Pro Tem 
• Zena Mitchell, Associate Vice President, Enrolment Services and Registrar 
• Dr. Greg Millard, Dean Pro Tem, Faculty of Arts 
• Dr. Paul Adams, faculty, Biology 
• Josephine Chan, Special Assistant to the Provost on Policy and Academic Affairs 

  
Over the next few months, the working group will consult with the University community on a 
number of high-level governance related questions that will help prioritize, guide and support 
graduate studies policy work at KPU.  Further details and communication from the working group 
will be forthcoming.  

 

https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/GV9%20Establishment%20andor%20Discontinuance%20of%20Faculties%20and%20Departments%20Policy.pdf
https://www.kpu.ca/sites/default/files/Policies/GV9%20Establishment%20andor%20Discontinuance%20of%20Faculties%20and%20Departments%20Procedure.pdf
https://wordpress.kpu.ca/policyconsult/

	2 2022 02 02 SSCP Agenda
	3 2022 01 05 SSCP Minutes - Draft Reviewed
	1. Territorial Acknowledgement and Call to Order
	2. Approval of Agenda
	3. Approval of Minutes, November 3 and November 17, 2021
	4. Chair’s Report
	4.1. Election of Committee Vice- Chair

	5. New Business
	5.1. GV10 Mission, Vision and Values Development and Amendment
	5.2. GV2 Protocol for the Development of University Policies
	5.3. AC13 Minimum Qualifications for Faculty Members
	5.4. Academic Policies Consultation (Phase 1)
	5.5. Mandate and Membership Review

	6. Report of Special Assistant to Provost and Vice-President, Academic
	7. Items for discussion
	8. Adjournment

	5.1.0 SSCP Cover -  AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading
	5.1.1 Draft AC4 Student Evaluation and Grading Final Consolidated
	5.2.0 SSCP Cover - AR2 Admission Procedure
	5.2.1 AR2 Admission Procedure Consolidated
	AR2 Admission Procedure Updates_January 2022_PUE endorsed
	Policy Timeline AR2 Admission

	6 Special Advisor to Provost Report Feb 2022

