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DRAFT MINUTES 

ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES COMMITTEE 
June 8, 2011 

9 am - Room A225/229 

 
Present:  Eric Davis (Chair), Wendy Burton, Shirley Hardman, Bill Cooke, Dea Freschi, Donna Alary, Diane 

Griffiths, Yvon Dandurand, Ora Steyn, Gerry Palmer, Sylvie Murray, Jackie Hogan, Mark Brosinski, 
Maria Bos-Chan, Kim Isaac, Gabrielle Kettner, Jason Brandenburg 

Regrets:  Vlad Dvoracek, Olav Lian, Samantha Pattridge 

Guest:  Ian McAskill 

Recorder: Deb Greenfield 

 

1. ITEMS FOR ADOPTION 
 

1.1 Agenda – 2011 05 11 

Addition to agenda (Bill Cooke):  

Item 2.2 Policies – re-allocation and APPC’s role 

MOTION:  
THAT APPC approve the 2011 05 11 agenda as amended. 

 G. Palmer/S. Murray 
 CARRIED 

 
1.2 Minutes – 2011 04 13 

MOTION: 
THAT APPC approve the 2011 04 13 minutes as presented. 
G. Palmer/O. Steyn 
CARRIED 

 
2. BUSINESS 

 
2.1 Developing Program Prioritization Principles 

2.1.1 New Program Priorities for 2011/15 Education Plan 

The following factors have been initially identified as some of the criteria that would be 
required to develop a unique UFV oriented New Program Priorities for the 2011/15 
Education Plan based on further review of the ten principles.  
 
Economic Viability  
Screening of new programs for economic viability should be based on the following: 



 
 

2011 05 11 Academic Planning and Priorities Minutes  pg. 2 

 The quality of programs, costs to run them, and job opportunities for students  

 Other items  to address would include justification for the program and the strategic 
planning implications 

 Economic significance in the community would be an additional factor to consider with 
regard to what is offered nearby and whether  the programs are necessary for our 
communities  

 
Accessibility 
Accessibility needs to be on the list as a high priority. Things to be considered are: 

 

 Structure of classes/courses, including when and where they are offered  

 Changing the mode of delivery to increase viability would provide wider access to new 
programs 

 Offering unique services needed by groups of students and the size of audience a 
program might be able to appeal to 

 Other factors such as part-time education requirements, pre-requisites, external 
demands and multi-disciplinarity demands (students who can take courses across 
depts/faculties).   

 
Program Review Process 
It was recommended that the role of the committee would be to look at economic 

viability and accessibility factors and other issues to help mitigate and advise the program 

of ways in which they might improve ranking ahead of time to improve viability of 

programs.   

External Demand 
There is a need to determine how to deal with community partners and whether UFV has 

the capacity to assist in the curriculum for particular learning groups and or the ability to 

adapt curriculum to a particular group.  Based on UFV’s prior experiences, things such as 

curriculum changes and extra work would need to be factored in.  It was noted that UFV 

would also need to retain autonomy regarding programming.  Most programs would meet 

some of the 10 principles; however they could be prioritized in order of importance to 

UFV.  

Program Outcomes  
All programs should have defined expectations of quality that meet the current standards 
of the university.  
 

 Additional resources may be needed to help ensure success in a program and this 
would need to be calculated into program costs.   

 Financial offers need to be considered in view of resources to teach the program such 
as permanent faculty or sessionals, buy-in from department, security factors and 
length of funding offers.   
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 When evaluating programs, we may need to adjust Program Outcomes to address 
community group access, while maintaining the program standards that are necessary.   

 Demonstrated understanding of concepts – there may be different ways to measure 
this outcome for International students, as an example (e.g., papers marked by an 
instructor in the first language).  May need to look at ways of accommodating the 
needs of other students with specific needs.  

Learning Outcomes 
Learning outcomes need to have a certain degree of flexibility for adjustment to particular 

client base (e.g. courses with high number of international students enrolled).  BBA to be 

offered in Richmond being tailored to meet specific needs based on funding– need to also 

look at other ways to tailor.  Instructors do adjust requirements to some extent.   If a 

program has professional instructors dedicated to the discipline, we trust they will ensure 

learning outcomes are met; upholding the quality of the program includes who will be 

delivering it.    

Program Inputs 
There are factors that need to be addressed for program inputs such as: 
 

 Identifying qualified faculty for some program areas  

 Evaluating student performance in terms of profession and the implications if students 
don’t meet all learning outcomes needs to be addressed as the university is certifying 
that graduates have acquired certain skills 

 It was suggested that the Ministry Outcomes Survey be used as a comparable measure 
to look at variables along with others.  This would require awareness of the difference 
between adjusting course learning outcomes versus graduation criteria, which should 
be standard. 

 Employability upon graduation has to factor in, but specific learning outcomes might be 
adjusted.  

 Also need to recognize the trend for university grads going on to complete additional 
college credentials (Globe & Mail). It is happening in the US now, and will impact UFV in 
a few years.  We would need to integrate college and university in order to have the 
edge – career-specific and academic skill sets. 
 

It was felt that the overall discussion led in a useful direction in terms of assessing and 

ranking of the ten principles.  A set of criteria and weighting of the criteria needs to be 

established.  Senate will need to be advised with regard to fully developed proposals, and 

the criteria will help with this. It was agreed that a sub-committee be established to 

review the ten points, adjust, prioritize and bring back to the full committee.  

MOTION: G. Palmer/M. Brosinski 
That the APPC establish a sub-committee to work on a set of criteria and weighting of 
criteria to be used in reviewing program proposals, with the aim of making 
recommendations to this committee by the next meeting date.  
CARRIED 
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Sub-committee members: 
Ora Steyn, Gabrielle Kettner, Gerry Palmer, Mark Brosinksi. 
Resource people: Cheryl Dahl, Ian McAskill, Donna Alary  
 
The sub-committee will be disbanded following this task. 
 

2.2 Policies, and APPC’s Role 

A request was put forward by the Senate Governance Committee that the APPC take on 

certain policies, specifically Transfer Credit. There are some issues around transferability, 

for example where courses are not exact matches, and most requests are undergrad 

transfer credit requests.   

A recommendation was made that the Undergraduate Education Committee take on 

aspects of the policy which used to be Academic Standards Committee (now disbanded).  

Some committee members felt these decisions are appropriately made at the department 

level.  

It was recommended that APPC ask Senate to approve the committee delegating the work 

of reviewing requests for Transfer Credit back to the departments.  However, Senate is 

not changing policies before review in Oct/Nov. and has committed not to make changes 

to policy at this point.  

MOTION: G. Palmer/O. Steyn 
That APPC recommend to Senate that all Transfer Credit requests go to departments for 
review and decision, for a term ending 31 December 2011, for individual student decisions 
only (no precedent setting decisions). 
CARRIED 
 

3. INFORMATION ITEMS 

3.1 Report from the Chair of Senate’s Graduate Studies Committee 

3.2 Report from the Chair of Senate’s Budget Committee 

3.3 Memo from Senate: graduate Student Vacancy 

3.4 Next meeting: June 8, 2011 (9 am, Room A225/229) 

Adjourned 11:00 a.m. (G. Palmer) 


