
 
GFC GENERAL FACULTIES COUNCIL 

MOTION AND FINAL DOCUMENT SUMMARY 
 

 
The following Motions and Documents were considered by the General Faculties Council at its Monday, 
February 28, 2022 meeting: 
 
 

Agenda Title: New Members of GFC 
 
CARRIED MOTION: 
TO APPOINT: 
The following graduate student representative at-large to serve on GFC for a term commencing February 28, 
2022 and ending April 30, 2022: 
• Shing Kit Lao, Science 
 
FINAL Item 4 
 
Agenda Title: Approval of the Proposed Residence Community Standards Policy Suite and Rescission 
of the Current University of Alberta Residence Community Standards Policy 
 
CARRIED MOTION: 
THAT the General Faculties Council recommend that the Board of Governors approve the proposed UAPPOL 
Residence Community Standards policy suite, as set forth in Attachments 2 and 3, and the rescission of the 
current Residence Community Standards Policy, as set forth in Attachment 5, all to take effect August 1, 2022. 
 
FINAL Item 5 
 
Agenda Title: Approval of the Teaching, Learning and Evaluation Policy Suite and Rescission of GFC 
Policy Manual Section 111: Teaching and Learning and Teaching Evaluation 
 
DEFEATED MOTION: 
THAT consideration of the motions be postponed until the following events have occurred: 

1. GFC has received the questions that have been “piloted” for the proposed new Student Perspectives 
on Teaching surveys, and has had the opportunity to discuss and approve the questions. 

and 
2. GFC has been provided with supporting rationale for the proposition that the new policy and procedure 

will mitigate the bias inherent in student opinion surveys. As GFC’s motion of 30 May 2016 declared 
that the “ultimate objective” of a “review of the University of Alberta’s existing Universal Student Ratings 
of Instructions (USRIs) and their use for assessment and evaluation of teaching” will be to provide tools 
that use “qualitative and quantitative criteria that are fair, equitable, non-discriminatory and meaningful 
across disciplines.” 

 
CARRIED MOTION: 
THAT the General Faculties Council, as recommended by the GFC Committee on the Learning Environment, 
recommend that the Board of Governors approve the proposed UAPPOL Teaching, Learning and Evaluation 
Policy Suite, as set forth in Attachments 1, 2 and 3, as amended, to take effect July 1, 2022. 
 
CARRIED MOTION: 
THAT the General Faculties Council, as recommended by the GFC Committee on the Learning Environment, 
rescind GFC Policy 111 pending final approval of the UAPPOL Teaching, Learning and Evaluation Policy suite, 
and to take effect July 1, 2022. 
 
FINAL Item 6 
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Agenda Title: Faculty of Education Restructuring 
 
CARRIED MOTION: 
THAT the General Faculties Council recommend that the Board of Governors approve the proposal for a non-
departmentalized structure for the Faculty of Education, to take effect July 1, 2022. 
 
FINAL Item 7 
 
Agenda Title: Notice of Motion – Changes to Composition of General Faculties Council (GFC) and to the 
Reapportionment Procedure 
 
CARRIED MOTION: 
Proposed amendment to add an additional 2 non-academic staff members, elected by the Non-Academic Staff 
Association (NASA), to the composition of GFC. 
 
DEFEATED MOTION: 
THAT the General Faculties Council approve changes to the GFC composition as set out in attachment 1, as 
amended, effective April 1, 2022. 
 
Item 8 (documents not included) 
 
 



FINAL Item No. 4 

GENERAL FACULTIES COUNCIL 
For the Meeting of February 28, 2022 

New Members of GFC 

MOTION I: TO APPOINT: 

The following graduate student representative at-large to serve on GFC for a term commencing February 
28, 2022 and ending April 30, 2022: 

• Shing Kit Lao  Science 



GENERAL FACULTIES COUNCIL 
For the meeting of February 28, 2022 

FINAL Item No. 5 
Governance Executive Summary 

Action Item 

Agenda Title Approval of the Proposed Residence Community Standards Policy 
Suite and Rescission of the Current University of Alberta 
Residence Community Standards Policy 

Motion 
THAT the General Faculties Council recommend that the Board of Governors approve the proposed 
UAPPOL Residence Community Standards policy suite, as set forth in Attachments 2 and 3, and the 
rescission of the current Residence Community Standards Policy, as set forth in Attachment 5, all to take 
effect August 1, 2022. 

Item 
Action Requested ☐ Approval   ☒ Recommendation 
Proposed by Helen Vallianatos, Acting Vice-Provost and Dean of Students 
Presenter(s) Janice Johnson, Assistant Dean of Students, Residences 

Alison Exner, Supervisor, Residence Life- Community Support 

Details 
Office of Administrative 
Responsibility 

Provost & Vice-President (Academic) 

The Purpose of the Proposal is 
(please be specific) 

The proposal is to request approval of the Residence Community 
Standards policy suite in University of Alberta Policies and Procedures 
Online (UAPPOL) and rescission of the current Residence Community 
Standards Policy. 

Executive Summary 
(outline the specific item – and 
remember your audience)  

Overview 
The Residence Community Standards Policy outlines expectations for 
community living in University of Alberta residences. All residents are 
subject to this policy, which also provides procedures for addressing 
behaviour that impacts the community in residence through a 
Restorative Justice process.  Restorative Justice has been used 
successfully in University of Alberta residence since 2011. Since that 
time the culture in residence has evolved and there is a better 
understanding of Restorative Justice by Residence Services, residence 
students and residence associations.   
Policy Review and Proposal 
A policy review with extensive consultation has been undertaken 
between October 2020 and July 2021. This process has led to a 
proposal for both editorial and substantial changes to the existing policy 
including moving information into the policy templates for UAPPOL. 
Changes include: 

● Creating separate policy, procedure, and information documents
as set out in the UAPPOL Policy Framework

● Revising resident rights and responsibilities and Residence
Services responsibilities to add clauses that support diversity,
inclusion, wellness, and positive communal living in residence

● Revising procedures to provide flexibility to create a restorative
practice that fits the situation and address bottlenecks that
impact timeliness.



GENERAL FACULTIES COUNCIL 
For the meeting of February 28, 2022 

Item No. 5 
● Updating policy for clarity/transparency, appropriate language 

choice, and alignment with other campus policies and 
documents. 

 
Feedback from discussion at SCPC and GFC has been integrated into 
the proposal, including edits to language about confidentiality and, 
clarification of how the procedures interact with the Sexual Violence 
policy and associated procedures.  Red text identifies changes to the 
proposal since November 25, 2021 when last discussed with the SCPC. 

Supplementary Notes and 
context 

<This section is for use by University Governance only to outline 
governance process.> 

 
Engagement and Routing (Include proposed plan) 

Consultation and Stakeholder 
Participation  
(parties who have seen the 
proposal and in what capacity) 

Those who are actively participating: 
● Residence Life 
● Residence Associations 
● Residence Life student staff 

 
Those who have been consulted: 

● Residence Advisory Council 
● Council of Residence Associations 
● University of Alberta Students Union, VP Student Life 
● Graduate Students’ Association of the University of Alberta, 

President and VP External 
● Residents at large 
● Augustana residents at large and student staff 
● Office of the Student Ombuds  
● International Student Services 
● First People’s House 
● The Landing 
● Student Conduct and Accountability 
● University of Alberta Protective Services 
● Restorative Justice Training Team (RJTT) 
● Residence Life professional staff  
● Augustana Student Life 
● Office of General Counsel 
● Information and Privacy Office 
● UAPPOL Team 
● Dean of Students Office 

 
Those who have been informed: 

● Campus Services leadership 
Approval Route (Governance) 
(including meeting dates)  

● GFC Student Conduct Policy Committee for recommendation - 
January 20, 2022 

● GFC Executive Committee for placement on GFC agenda - 
February 14, 2022 

● General Faculties Council for recommendation -  February 28, 
2022 

● Board Learning , Research, and Student Experience Committee 
for recommendation - March 11, 2022 

● Board of Governors for approval - March 25, 2022 
 



GENERAL FACULTIES COUNCIL 
For the meeting of February 28, 2022 

Item No. 5 
Strategic Alignment 

Alignment with For the Public 
Good 

19. OBJECTIVE  
Prioritize and sustain student, faculty, and staff health, wellness, and 
safety by delivering proactive, relevant, responsive, and accessible 
services and initiatives.  
21. OBJECTIVE  
Encourage continuous improvement in administrative, governance, 
planning and stewardship systems, procedures, and policies that enable 
students, faculty, staff, and the institution as a whole to achieve shared 
strategic goals. 

Alignment with Core Risk Area Please note below the specific institutional risk(s) this proposal is 
addressing. 
☐ Enrolment Management 
☐ Faculty and Staff 
☐ Funding and Resource Management 
☐ IT Services, Software and Hardware 
☐ Leadership and Change 
☐ Physical Infrastructure 

☐ Relationship with Stakeholders 
☒ Reputation 
☐ Research Enterprise 
☒ Safety 
☒ Student Success 

Legislative Compliance and 
jurisdiction  

Post-secondary Learning Act (PSLA)  
GFC COSA Terms of Reference 
GFC Student Conduct Policy Committee Terms of Reference  
GFC Executive Committee Terms of Reference  
GFC Terms of Reference 

 
Attachments:  
1. Briefing Note on Residence Community Standards Policy 
2. Proposed Residence Community Standards Policy 
3. Proposed Residence Community Standards Procedure 
4. Proposed Example Confidentiality Agreement Information Document 
5. Current University of Alberta Residence Community Standards Policy 

 
 
Prepared by: Alison Exner, Supervisor, Residence Life- Community Support, exner@ualberta.ca 



RESIDENCE SERVICES

Residence Community
Standards Policy Update

Briefing Note



Executive Summary
The Residence Community Standards Policy outlines expectations for community living in
University of Alberta residences. All residents are subject to this policy, which also provides
procedures for addressing behaviour that impacts the community in residence through a
Restorative Justice process.

A thorough consultation and review of the Residence Community Standards Policy was
undertaken from October 2020 to July 2021, resulting in a proposal to:

● Create separate policy, procedure, and information documents to be housed in UAPPOL
● Revise resident rights and responsibilities and Residence Services responsibilities to add

clauses that support diversity, inclusion, wellness, and positive communal living in
residence

● Revise procedures to provide flexibility to create a restorative practice that fits the
situation and address bottlenecks that impact timeliness.

● Update policy for clarity/transparency, appropriate language choice, and alignment with
other campus policies and documents.

Document Contents
1. Overview

2. Policy Review and Environmental Scan

3. Substantial Changes

4. Vetting & Consultation

Appendix A: Relevant Links

1. Overview
Accountability

● Office of Accountability: Provost and Vice-President (Academic)
● Office of Administrative Responsibility: Vice-Provost and Dean of Students
● Development Sponsor: Janice Johnson, Assistant Dean of Students, Residences
● Development Lead: Alison Exner, Supervisor, Residence Life - Special Projects
● Policy Approver: Board of Governors
● Procedures Approver: General Faculties Council Student Conduct Policy Committee

Approval Path
UAPPOL Development Path

● Stakeholder Vetting Complete - July 2021
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● Final Draft Reviewed by UAPPOL Team - July 2021
● Vice-Provost and Dean of Students Office - July 2021
● Provost and Vice-President (Academic) Office- Late Summer/ Early Fall 2021

Discussion Path
● Council on Student Affairs (COSA) - September 9, 2021
● Student Conduct Policy Committee (SCPC) - September 23, 2021
● Board Learning, Research, and Student Experience Committee (BLRSEC) - October 1,

2021
● General Faculties Council (GFC) Executive Committee - October 4, 2021
● General Faculties Council (GFC) - October 25, 2021
● General Faculties Council (GFC) Executive Committee - November 15, 2021
● Student Conduct Policy Committee (SCPC) - November 25, 2021
● General Faculties Council (GFC) - November 29, 2021

Approval Path
● Student Conduct Policy Committee (SCPC) for Recommendation - January 20, 2022
● GFC Executive Committee - February 14, 2022
● General Faculties Council (GFC) - February 28, 2022
● Board Learning, Research, and Student Experience Committee (BLRSEC) - March 11,

2022
● Board of Governors - March 25, 2022

Final Steps
● Revised policy and procedure takes effect August 1, 2022
● Recission of prior policy for the same date
● Content manager uploads to UAPPOL
● Residence Services informs residents and campus stakeholders of changes using

communication strategy below

Consultation Overview
Students and Student Associations

● Residence Advisory Council
● Council of Residence Associations
● University of Alberta Students’ Union
● Graduate Students’ Association of the University of Alberta
● Residents at large
● Residence Life student staff
● Augustana residents at large and student staff

Campus Partners
● Student Conduct and Accountability
● Office of the Student Ombuds
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● International Student Services
● First Peoples’ House
● The Landing
● University of Alberta Protective Services
● Restorative Justice Training Team (RJTT)
● Residence Life Professional Staff
● Augustana Student Life
● Office of General Counsel
● Information and Privacy Office
● UAPPOL Team
● Office of the Dean of Students, Student Life Team

Detailed list from consultation and vetting in section 4.

Communication strategy for updated policy and procedure
● Residents - communicated through website, orientation, ongoing education and

programming (supported by creation of a new Community Management Intern student
staff role).

● Resident Associations - discussion at regular standing meetings. Have been kept updated
throughout the review process.

● Students’ Union - discussion at regular standing meetings.
● Graduate Students Association- discussion at regular standing meetings
● Residence Services staff and student staff - departmental meetings, email, updated

training, and website.
● Augustana residence staff, student staff, and residents - collaborative plan with

Augustana residence staff on communication including website updates, training, and
programming.

● University of Alberta Protective Services - through Community Liaison Officer.
● Office of the Dean of Students, Student Life Team - communicated via email with optional

meeting to discuss
● Office of the Student Ombuds - communicated via email with optional meeting to discuss
● Helping Individuals at Risk - communicated via email with optional meeting to discuss.
● First Peoples’ House - communicated via email with optional meeting to discuss.
● Student Accountability and Conduct - discussion at regular standing meetings. Have been

working closely with this office throughout the process.

2. Policy Review and Environmental Scan
Policy Issue
This is an update to the existing Residence Community Standards Policy and moving it into the
UAPPOL system as a policy and related procedure. The existing policy provides expectations for
residents through a list of resident rights and responsibilities and outlines procedures for
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Residence Services to address violations of the policy through a Restorative Justice process
and refers to the external breach of Residence Agreement or Code of Student Behaviour process
for violations not addressed using Restorative Justice. The review is overdue as the last updates
were approved in 2013. Our goal was to propose both editorial and substantial changes to the
policy after consultation with stakeholders.

Restorative Justice in Residence
In the last decade, Residence Services and the University of Alberta has become a respected
leader in Restorative Justice practices in higher education. We provide all Residence Life
frontline coordinators with comprehensive Restorative Justice training - built specifically to
prepare staff to use the policy. We also do ongoing training with staff on other restorative
practices such as peacemaking circles. Student staff receive training on doing Community
Resolutions, where a situation is resolved in the moment through a restorative conversation. As
we have gotten better at using and understanding Restorative Justice and restorative practices,
we have outgrown some wording in the policy and procedures (including our definition of
restorative justice).

Current Policy
The current version of the Residence Community Standards Policy was first approved in
February 2011 for implementation beginning September 1, 2011. This policy proposed a
Restorative Justice model to address behavioural incidents in residence for the first time at the
University of Alberta. Updates to the policy were approved in 2013. The policy is housed as a
governance document on the University website, but is not formatted in a style congruent with
other University policies missing information on the effective date, approvers, or even a
University of Alberta logo.

Reporting in respect to this policy occurs annually in accordance with the GFC Student Conduct
Policy Committee Terms of Reference in conjunction with the Dean of Student’s Portfolio annual
report of student conduct responses.

Linkages/Interactions with other Documents/Policies
This policy links to the Residence Agreement (contractual lease agreement) and the Residence
House Rules (community-specific, day-to-day living expectations).  The Residence Agreement
outlines that a resident will obey the Residence Community Standards Policy and House Rules.
The policy also affirms the expectations of students under the following University policies:

● the Code of Student Behaviour;
● the Sexual Violence Policy; Discrimination,
● the Harassment and Duty to Accommodate Policy; and
● the Information Technology Use and Management Policy.
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Canadian Post Secondary Residence Programs and Restorative Justice
The University of Alberta is one of few Canadian institutions using a structured Restorative
Justice approach to address resident misconduct.  University of Guelph is an example of
another institution using a restorative approach in residence, but their staff report that it isn’t a
fully Restorative Justice model.  Many institutions train their residence staff on restorative
practices for roommate disagreements or other informal use, even if their policies aren’t written
to include Restorative Justice processes.  Outside of residence, Restorative Justice and
restorative practices are being used and explored by many Canadian institutions, including for
use in cases of sexual or gender-based violence.  Dalhousie University’s use of Restorative
Justice in response to a high profile incident in their dental program in 2014-15 was publicized
widely in Canadian national media.

3. Substantial Changes
Why are we wanting to move to UAPPOL?
Currently information about the Community Standards policy and processes are housed on the
governance website without the policy template or other information that students and staff
expect from an official university policy. In fact, the PDF doesn’t even have a university logo on it.
The move to UAPPOL protects students by ensuring any changes in the policy or procedure go
through appropriate approvals and ensures the policy is available, providing transparency for
anyone who lives or works in residence. Moving to UAPPOL also allows us to separate the policy
from the procedures to address violations of the policy.  As a comparison, the Sexual Violence
Policy is found in UAPPOL.

Substantial Changes
● “Restorative Justice” procedures are replaced with more flexible “Restorative Practices”

allowing us to create a practice that suits the situation based on restorative principles.
These principles are outlined in the procedures and allow us to create practices that
address the complex nature of conflict and human issues.  The move away from the
term Restorative Justice also creates a distinction between our process and Restorative
Justice that occurs as part of the criminal justice system.

● A harmed party is no longer required to be involved in order to move forward with
restorative practices. Asynchronous opportunities for restorative practices are available
if a harmed party does not want a synchronous practice.

● The time limit for internal investigations is increased to 15 business days from 14
calendar days (3 weeks instead of 2).  This longer period provides more flexibility for
involved parties to set meetings with residence staff during busy academic periods, as
residents were already frequently asking for extensions to meet with residence staff.

● In cases where harmed parties want to be involved in an immediate restorative practice,
student staff could facilitate a restorative practice in the moment to address a situation
and document it as a Community Resolution.
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● House Rules can be updated/changed by Residence Services with involvement of
students and Residence Student Associations as outlined in the University of Alberta
Student Participation Process Handbook

● Clear indication that no action under the code will preclude action under the Residence
Community Standards Policy or vice versa, although to the extent possible only one
process will be used. Residents can be held accountable through both processes, as the
processes address separate matters. One addresses a resident's status in the residence
community and the other addresses student conduct and status on campus as a whole,
and the process sanctions/outcomes are separate purposes (similar to a criminal case
not precluding a civil case or a criminal case for theft not precluding an employer from
firing the employee charged with theft).

● Restorative practices may occur in addition to outcomes through the Residence
Agreement. The Residence Agreement outcome is to be applied before the restorative
practice to ensure residents know the other consequences they are facing when
proceeding with a restorative practice. This ensures responsible parties have all relevant
info before choosing to be part of a restorative practice.

● Decisions on process and outcomes are no longer required to go through a Residence
Supervisor, removing red tape from the process and hopefully making investigations,
restorative practices, and outcomes happen in a more timely manner.  The current
restructure in residence to have one staff member work on policy violations provides the
consistency that Supervisor decisions was trying to create. We look forward to less
bottlenecks in the process.

● Additions/revisions to the resident rights and responsibilities to add clauses that
support diversity, inclusion, wellness, and positive communal living in residence as well
as  providing corresponding rights for resident responsibilities and vice versa.

Other Edits of Interest
● Removal of terms used in policing and the judicial system: ie “impact statement”,

“respondent”
● Policy points to Sexual Violence Policy, the Code of Student Behaviour, the Discrimination,

Harassment, and Duty to Accomodate Policy, and the Information Technology Use and
Management Policy

● Removal of specific job titles in the policy, allowing for updates to job titles without
requiring changes to the policy.

What will the student experience be like in the future?
● Continue to use Community Resolutions to address violations that can be resolved in the

moment.
● Harmed parties will receive opportunities to be involved in a restorative process

asynchronously or synchronously. If the harmed party says no or no harmed party can be
identified, a revised restorative practice may still be available to the responsible party
(providing the requirements for a restorative practice can be fulfilled).
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● Restorative practices will be created with the needs of the situation in mind, to ensure
they are appropriate for the situation (not one size fits all).

● Decisions on routing (ie. routing to a restorative practice or breach of Residence
Agreement) can be made at the coordinator level rather than waiting on a supervisor
(speeding the process).

● Cases that cannot be resolved restoratively will be addressed through the residence
agreement.

What does an eviction look like under this policy?
The Residence Community Standards Policy does not currently identify the process for eviction
in residence. The eviction process is defined by contract law (the Residence Agreement), and
not by the Residence Community Standards Policy.  Evictions occur when there has been a
substantial breach of the Residence Agreement and the landlord decides to cancel the
Residence Agreement. The current Residence Community Standards Policy states that the
process outlined in that policy does not apply in circumstances where the university acts as
landlord. (section III. 1).  The revised policy and procedures maintain the distinction.

4. Vetting & Consultation

Stakeholders Format of consultation, date, and outcome.

Residents at Large ● Survey January 26 to February 10, 2021
● Focus Groups

○ February 16, 2021 - Augustana Residents
○ February 23, 2021 - North Campus

Residents

Details of consultation found in the next section of this
document.

Residence Advisory Council
(RAC)

● Discussion March 18 meeting
● Draft Shared May 13, 2021
● Discussion at RAC Meeting May 20, 2021

No concerns brought forward by RAC members

Council of Residence
Associations (CORA)

● Discussion at June 18, 2021 meeting

No feedback from CORA
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University of Alberta Students’
Union

● Discussion with SU VP of Student Life 2020-21,
Katie Kidd April 22, 2021

● Discussion with SU VP of Student Life 2021-22,
Talia Dixon- May 26, 2021

● Draft Shared May 13, 2021

Supported move to UAPPOL, gave feedback on terms
needing definition and residence services responsibilities.

Graduate Student Association
(GSA)

● Discussion with GSA president Anas Fassih and VP
External Mohd Tahsin Bin Mostafa -  Friday, April
16, 2021

Supported move to UAPPOL, and requested clear
information for cases that may move through both the
code and community standards for the same behaviour.

Student Conduct and
Accountability

● Discussions with Deb Eerkes on October 5, 2020,
March 11, 2021, and April 7, 2021.

● Drafts shared March 23, 2021, May 11, 2021, June
23, 2021, and July 5, 2021.

Supported move to UAPPOL, helped update language,
helped craft asynchronous practice procedures, and
provided valuable overall feedback.

Office of the Student Ombuds ● Drafts shared May 2021
● Discussion at May 25, 2021 meeting

Supported move to UAPPOL, gave feedback on word
choice and clarity, support for many of the changes, and
requested quality education for residents on how the
documents work together.

International Student Services ● Discussion with Nora Lambrecht May 5, 2021

Supported move to UAPPOL, support use of asynchronous
practices as they can be more culturally appropriate, and
appreciated definitions as well as clear headings to find
the section you need.

First Peoples’ House ● Discussion and shared drafts with Jessie Letendre
at May 7, 2021 meeting

Page 8



Provided valuable suggestions for additions under rights/
responsibilities and procedures.

The Landing ● Discussion with Em Matheson May 28, 2021
● Draft shared May 2021

Provided valuable feedback and detailed edits for more
inclusive wording and revision of phrasing. Supportive of
restorative practices.

University of Alberta Protective
Services

● Discussion with Ken Chan Community Liaison
Officer on Feb 26, 2021

● Draft shared May 11, 2021 for feedback

Restorative Justice Training
Team (RJTT)

● Discussed at RJTT meetings throughout 2020-2021
● Drafts shared May 11, 2021 for feedback

Support from team on using term “restorative practices”
and move to UAPPOL.

Residence Life
Professional Staff and Student
Interns

● Initial request for feedback: Nov 19, 2020
● Discussion with Residence Coordinators: December

15, 2020
● Discussion with Residence Leadership: February

26, 2021
● Draft 2 sent out March 23, 2021
● Draft 3 sent out week of May 10, 2021

Support for move to UAPPOL and valuable feedback on
rights and responsibilities as well as language choice

Residence Life Student Staff ● Focus Group Feb 2021
● Draft shared with interns for feedback week of May

10, 2021

Detailed feedback on resident rights and responsibilities,
clarity of procedures, and language choice.

Augustana Student Life and
Residence Life Staff

● Discussion meeting with Rob Ford January 11,
2021

● Draft Shared May 26, 2021
● Discussion meeting with Randal Nickel June 18,
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2021

Support for all updates and changes.

Office of General Counsel ● Meeting with Jax Oltean June 4, 2021 for guidance
on interaction with Code of Student Behaviour and
confidentiality.

Information and Privacy Office ● Meeting with Mary Golab June 4, 2021 for guidance
on confidentiality agreements

Student Conduct Policy
Committee Working Group

● Initial Discussion on November 12, 2020

Support for moving forward with review

UAPPOL Team ● Draft and development plan shared with Andrew
Leitch June 25, 2021

Approved development plan and proposed documents

Office of Administrative
Accountability: Vice- Provost
and Dean of Students

● Meeting with André Constopoulos July 15, 2021

Office of Accountability: Provost
and Vice-President (Academic)

● Late Summer/ Early Fall 2021

Resident Consultation
Residents at Large Student Engagement Survey

● Survey built by Student Engagement working group made up of Residence Association
members and student staff along with community management staff. Survey was open
from January 26 to February 10, 2021 with 340 respondents. 209 respondents chose to
disclose demographic information, with 50% having lived in residence one year or less
and 68% being domestic students.

● Goals of Survey (created with working group):
○ Gather information on perceived effectiveness of current procedures (RJ and

BORA) and proposed changes
○ Gather information on perceived trust in the policy
○ Provide a space for students to share all concerns with how conduct is handled

in Residence

Quantitative Results
● 80% believe they have some or high understanding of what Restorative Justice is.
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● 74.9% believe Restorative Justice is effective in addressing behaviour that breaks the
rules or impacts others in residence more often than not.

● 70% were somewhat or very likely to decide to be part of a Restorative Justice process if
they were a harmed party.

● 75% believe the Breach of Residence Agreement process is effective in addressing
behaviour that breaks the rules or impacts others in residence more often than not.

● 30% believe educational sanctions would be effective in addressing behaviour that
breaks the rules or impacts others in residence more often than not.

● 82% trust the conduct process in residence to be fair and confidential (“yes,
completely”or “yes, somewhat”)

● 70%  trust that at the end of the conduct process that the community, including reporters
and the responsible party, will not be worse off than when they began (“yes,
completely”or “yes, somewhat”)

Qualitative Themes
● Rules/expectations perceived not to be applied fairly
● Concern about efficacy of educational sanctions
● Lack of confidentiality
● Judgement/Social impacts for Harmed/Reporting Parties
● Student staff accountability
● Concern about sexual violence cases

Resident Focus Groups
● Three focus groups conducted virtually on Zoom in February 2021. Participants were

compensated for their time with $10 ONEcard cash (North campus student staff were
paid their normal hourly rate for their time instead of ONEcard cash).

○ February 16, 2021 7-8pm - Augustana Residents (3 participants)
○ February 23, 2021 4-5pm- North Campus Residents  (5 participants)
○ February 24, 2021 4-5pm- North campus student staff (3 participants)

● The goals of these focus groups were to:
○ To evaluate current understanding and student attitudes of the residence

conduct system and to explore possible updates to the policy
○ Explore themes identified in the survey and hear student suggestions to address

issues.

Qualitative Themes
● Unclear/unknown expectations, especially for new move ins
● Some confusion about what RJ is and how it is used in residence, some disagreement

on if it is effective or not.
● Student staff bias perceived as favouritism for their friends, perhaps a bias against

student leaders in Lister, and being more likely to document a concern at the beginning
of the year
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● Concern at Augustana about perception of RJ and overall lack of understanding of
conduct system from student staff and students

● Harmed parties are hesitant to report behaviour that impacts them for fear of social
reprisals/impacts.

● Comfortable having restorative practices without the harmed party present.
● Finding a balance of  residents not taking expectations seriously with residents who are

overly anxious of being documented or have strong emotional reactions when
documented for the first time

● Confidentiality is not respected by responsible parties who turn the situation into a story
later, some student staff are keeping incidents confidential and some aren’t.

● Perception that RAs don’t follow expectations themselves, which is aggravated when
students don’t see the RA go through the conduct process or repair harms with the
community generally.

● Concern about addressing serious incidents as soon as possible (perception that it
takes 3-5 business days)

Appendix A: Relevant Links
Residence Community Standards Policy

● Direct Link to Current Policy
Residence Community Standards Policy Webpage

● Current Webpage where policy is found, hosted under Governance
Residence Community Expectations

● Residence Services landing page with information on policies relevant to residents,
including the Residence Community Standards Policy
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RESIDENCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS POLICY

Office of Accountability: Provost and Vice-President (Academic)

Office of Administrative Responsibility: Vice-Provost and Dean of Students

Approver: Board of Governors

Scope: Compliance with this University policy extends to anyone
living or working in a University of Alberta Residence.

1. Overview

a. The primary objective of all University of Alberta Residences is to support the successful pursuit of academic
studies. Living in residence provides many personal and social benefits; correspondingly, all residents are jointly
responsible for a comfortable, safe, and secure living environment conducive to academic study and learning.

b. The relationship between the University of Alberta (“the University”) and residents is contractual, governed by the
Residence Agreement, which is administered by Residence Services and signed by the resident. The Residence
Community Standards Policy forms one aspect of that relationship. It in no way restricts the University from
enforcing the Residence Agreement, which may include eviction or other consequences.

c. The Board of Governors derives authority to approve policy on student behaviour from the Post-Secondary
Learning Act.

2. Purpose

a. This policy outlines expectations for community living in an academic environment.  It applies to every resident in
any University residence facility while on residence premises (as defined in the Residence Agreement), whether it
is their home residence or one in which they are a guest. This policy strives to balance interests of residents with
the needs of the residence community, a community which is made up of individuals from diverse backgrounds,
with a wide range of beliefs, opinions and values. This policy has five main objectives:

i. To promote behaviour among residents and their guests that creates an environment supportive to
academic study and learning.

ii. To protect residents’ well-being

iii. To protect residents’ property, as well as that of the University.
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iv. To encourage residents to participate in the betterment of their community by resolving issues together in
a responsible manner, with the goal of repairing harm and rebuilding the community.

v. To foster growth, self-discipline, and accountability by helping residents to understand how their actions
and behaviours, both in real life and virtual environments, impact others so that they can make choices
that consider both themselves and their community.

b. This policy fits within a network of interconnected documents, policies and procedures related to residences,
including (but not limited to):

i. The Residence Agreement (electronically signed and provided to each resident);

ii. House Rules, which are rules specific for each residence community (located on the Residence Services
website),

iii. The Application for Residence;

iv. The Residence Services acceptance letter and package.

c. Residents are also members of the University community and are therefore also expected to adhere to the Code
of Student Behaviour; the Sexual Violence Policy; Discrimination, Harssment and Duty to Accomodate Policy; and
the Information Technology Use and Management Policy at all times.

d. Residence Services will report annually with respect to this policy to the General Faculties Council Student
Conduct Policy Committee (SCPC) in accordance with the GFC Student Conduct Policy Committee Terms of
Reference. A formal review of the policy and procedure will occur periodically as required by SCPC. The review
will be conducted by a group of key stakeholders, including students and staff.

e. Updates and changes to the House Rules will be made in consultation with residents and Residence Students’
Associations of impacted buildings as outlined in the University of Alberta Student Participation Process
Handbook.  Updates and changes are not required to be approved by GFC or the Board of Governors.

3.  POLICY

a. Residents living in University residences have rights and responsibilities under this policy and violations will be
addressed by the University under this policy and associated procedures.

b. Any University community member may report an incident where a resident’s rights or responsibilities have been
violated under this policy.

c. Retaliation or reprisals against any person involved in reporting a policy violation of this policy (including
witnesses) is prohibited. Where it has jurisdiction, the University will investigate all reports of retaliation in
accordance with the appropriate complaints processes.

d. Residence Services values the principles of Restorative Justice, and uses restorative practices (as outlined in
the procedures associated with this policy) to address harms caused by violations of this policy.

4. RESIDENT RIGHTS

Students living in residence at the University have the right to:

a. Be treated with dignity and respect;

b. A safe, secure environment, whether in private, shared, common or public space;
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c. Pursue their academic goals, in accordance with the University’s academic mission;

d. A living environment free from threats, fear, intimidation, discrimination, bullying, harassment or abuse;

e. Learn, study, and express beliefs, opinions and values, while respecting the safety, security, and dignity of other
community members;

f. To celebrate their intersecting identities and expressions, such as cultural, gender, sexual, and religious identity
and expression;

g. Access support staff and services available from Residence Services and the University of Alberta designed to
support physical and/or mental health and wellness;

h. Communicate concerns to their peers, neighbours, roommates, Residence Life staff, or other University officials;

i. Enjoy the social benefits of living in a residence community and equal access to common areas and their
contents;

j. Reasonable privacy and control of their private living space, within the limits of the Residence Agreement;

k. Have their personal property and possessions respected;

l. Be free from pressure to do anything unsafe, or anything that violates this policy, including their own rights and the
rights of another;

m. An environment with noise levels conducive to academic pursuits, according to the guidelines established for each
University residence community;

n. A living space that is clean and kept in good condition;

5. RESIDENT RESPONSIBILITIES

Students living in residence at the University have the responsibility to:

a. Treat other residents and staff members with dignity and respect, including in virtual environments;

b. Follow all safety procedures and contribute to maintaining a safe environment, and reporting any unsafe
behaviour or conditions;

c. Foster a community in which all residents are free to pursue their academic goals, in accordance with the
University’s academic mission;

d. Work together toward an inclusive environment that acknowledges the existence of and harms caused by racism,
sexism, classism, homophobia, transphobia, xenophobia, ableism or any other form of oppression, and an
environment in which all members of the residence community are able to participate meaningfully in social,
academic, and other activities;

e. Respect the rights of others to their beliefs, values and opinions;

f. Foster a community where diversity is respected and valued;

g. Manage their health and wellness and contribute to an environment that supports health and wellness;

h. Be respectful when communicating concerns to peers, neighbours, roommates, and staff, and participate
constructively when engaging in conflict resolution;
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i. Respect and abide by any formal or informal agreements made with other residents, Residence Life staff or
student staff;

j. Share common spaces with other residents and refrain from monopolizing a communal space;

k. Take necessary means to maintain the security of the Residence community including upholding the integrity of
entry points to their residence, securing their valuables, and reporting suspicious activity promptly to the
appropriate authorities;

l. Respect the property of other residents and of the University;

m. Refrain from acting in a way that pressures others to be present with or take part in any acts that may make them
uncomfortable, feel unsafe, or violate their rights under this policy;

n. Abide by the House Rules for their community (for example, French Language at Résidence Saint-Jean,, the
Global Education program at International House, cohort and theme communities, noise designations, or
cleanliness expectations);

o. Only use alcohol and other substances in a manner consistent with legislation, University policies, and the health
and safety of themselves and others;

p. Assist in the upkeep of common areas by promptly cleaning up, using appropriate organics, recycling and waste
receptacles, and by reporting facilities or equipment that are broken or dirty. Keep all private living spaces clean
and in good condition;

In addition, residents are responsible for ensuring that their guests are informed of the above rights and responsibilities
and behave accordingly. Residents will be held accountable for the actions of their guests, should those actions cause
harm to an individual and/or the residence community.

Students who anticipate or observe a violation of this policy are encouraged to act to discourage or prevent the
violation, to remove themselves from participation and bring the matter to the attention of Residence Life staff or
student staff.  These positive actions prevent or limit harm to the community.

6. RESIDENCE SERVICES RESPONSIBILITIES

Residence Services has responsibility to:

a. Foster a safe, secure and healthy environment conducive to academic success;

b. Strive to provide an environment attentive to, and that addresses, barriers to inclusion, access, and success;

c. Work together with residents towards an inclusive environment that acknowledges the existence of and harms
caused by racism, sexism, classism, homophobia, transphobia, xenophobia, ableism or any other form of
oppression, and an environment in which all members of the residence community are able to participate
meaningfully in social, academic, and other activities

d. Provide students with information and resources on restorative practices, residence policies, and University
resources;

e. Initiate the procedures associated with this policy;

f. Uphold the Residence Agreement signed by the resident;

g. Investigate allegations of behaviour violating this policy, the House Rules, or Residence Agreement in conjunction
with University of Alberta Protective Services, where appropriate; and
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h. Initiate charges under the Code of Student Behaviour or refer to University of Alberta Protective Services for
charges under the Code of Student Behaviour where appropriate.

DEFINITIONS

Any definitions listed in the following table apply to this document only with no implied or intended institution-wide use.

University Residence Any student housing facility owned and operated by the University of Alberta. A
comprehensive list of University residences is found on the Residence Services
website.

Resident A student who has signed a Residence Agreement with the University and who lives in
residence.

Residence Agreement The document signed by the resident and the University which defines the tenancy
relationship.

University Community Includes those who are employed by the University, who are officially associated with
the University, and those who are students, former students, or alumni of the University.

Harm The negative consequences that are caused by the actions of an individual or group of
individuals. Harms can impact a person, their property and/or reputation, relationships,
or the residence community.

House Rules Document outlining day to day living expectations for residents living in specific
residence communities.

Residence Student
Associations

An organized body of elected student representatives from a residence community
which facilitates opportunities for involvement and represents student interests in
various University processes.

Restorative Justice A framework of thinking about misconduct that focuses on the harms misconduct has
on the community and its members. It involves all relevant parties, to the extent
possible, in a restorative practice to collectively identify the harm(s) and work towards
remedying said harm(s) while restoring trust between parties and within the community.

Restorative Practices A method of engaging with individuals and the community that use restorative
principles, often to facilitate a synchronous or asynchronous interaction. Examples
include (but are not limited to) circles, talking circles, peacemaking circles, restorative
meetings, and restorative conferences.

Residence Life Staff Professional student affairs staff employed by Residence Services
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Formal Agreement A voluntary arrangement created between two or more parties where there is a
commitment to an action or behavioural change and all parties have written
documentation of the arrangement or when such an arrangement is created as part of a
University or Residence Services process.  Examples may include community
resolutions, restorative agreements and roommate agreements.

Informal Agreement A voluntary arrangement, often verbal in nature, created between two or more parties
where the arrangement is not created within a University or Residence Services
process and documentation is not provided to all parties. Examples may include where
a neighbour agrees to turn down their music in the future, or a group of students commit
to leaving a lounge by a certain time so another group can use the space.

Student Staff Staff employed by Residence Services who are also University of Alberta students and
often are residents. See the Residence Services website for residence-specific
information about student staff.

RELATED LINKS

Should a link fail, please contact uappol@ualberta.ca. [▲Top]

Code of Student Behaviour
Discrimination, Harassment and Duty to Accomodate Policy
Information Technology Use and Management Policy
Office of Safe Disclosure and Human Rights
Office of the Student Ombuds
Residence Services Website for Current Residents
Sexual Violence Information and Resources
Sexual Violence Policy
University of Alberta Protective Services
University of Alberta Strategic Plan for Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion
University of Alberta Student Participation Process Handbook

PUBLISHED PROCEDURES OF THIS POLICY
Residence Community Standards Procedure
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RESIDENCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS PROCEDURE

Office of Administrative Responsibility: Vice-Provost and Dean of Students

Approver: GFC (Student Conduct Policy Committee)

Scope: Compliance with this University policy extends to anyone
living or working in a University of Alberta Residence.

1. Purpose
This procedure establishes a fair and transparent process available for use to address cases of behaviour in violation of
the Residence Community Standards Policy and based in part on the principles of Restorative Justice.

2. PROCEDURE
a. Upon becoming aware of an incident where a resident’s rights or responsibilities under the Residence

Community Standards Policy have been violated, Residence Services will act to address the behaviour and the
harm to the community.

b. INTERACTION WITH BREACH OF RESIDENCE AGREEMENT

i. In all applicable circumstances the University may choose to act as landlord to address a breach of the
Residence Agreement.  Examples of these circumstances may include non-payment of funds, or issues
of safety and security, including but not limited to disruptive, threatening or violent conduct. Further
information is found in the Residence Agreement and online, and are not included in this document.

ii. In incidents where cases are addressed as a breach of the Residence Agreement, restorative practices
may also be considered to address harm and rebuild trust when appropriate. In such a case, the breach
of Residence Agreement decision by the landlord must be made and communicated to the responsible
party before the restorative practice occurs. This sequence safeguards responsible parties from being
part of a restorative practice in good faith and being surprised by additional consequences as a breach of
the Residence Agreement afterwards.

c. INTERACTION WITH CODE OF STUDENT BEHAVIOUR

i. Incidents that are reported as violation of this policy that also describe a violation of the Code of Student
Behaviour may be addressed both through the Code of Student Behaviour in accordance with the
procedures established in the Code of Student Behaviour and this procedure.
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ii. To the extent possible, a single process will be used to address incidents that are violations of both the
Residence Community Standards Policy and the Code of Student Behaviour. There will be exceptions,
and in those cases action under the Code of Student Behaviour will not preclude action under the
Residence Community Standards Policy or Residence Agreement and vice versa.

d. INTERACTION WITH SEXUAL VIOLENCE POLICY

i. The Sexual Violence Policy and associated procedures always apply in situations involving a violation of
the Sexual Violence Policy. Residence Life Staff will act in accordance with those procedures when a
disclosure of sexual violence is received.

ii. Violations of the Sexual Violence Policy may also be a breach of the Residence Agreement.

3. PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING
a. Upon becoming aware of an incident, a Residence Life staff or student staff member will initiate the appropriate

Residence Life reporting process.

b. Community Resolution Process:

i. If an incident is assessed to be resolvable through a restorative discussion with the resident(s) who
caused the incident, a community resolution may be developed with the resident(s).

ii. In the case where a community (floor, unit, stairwell, etc) has engaged in behaviour contrary to the
Residence Community Standards Policy a Residence Life staff or student staff may hold a restorative
discussion with the group in order to develop a community resolution.

iii. Community resolutions will be documented and provided to the residents involved.  A community
resolution should:address the harms and include an agreement of repairs. In order to be binding,
community resolutions can only include residents who are reasonably able to make an agreement ( in a
small enough group to be included in the discussion agreement, not intoxicated,

iv. If an incident is assessed to be resolvable in that moment through a restorative practice that includes the
harmed party and responsible party, a Residence Life staff or student staff member may facilitate an
immediate restorative practice. The resulting restorative agreement will be documented in a community
resolution and provided to all involved parties.

c. Incidents that are not resolved in a community resolution, must be documented in an incident report. An incident
report may describe a single incident, multiple incidents that had not previously been documented, or refer to a
situation where previous community resolutions have not resolved the issue.

d. Upon receiving an incident report, Residence Life Staff will make an assessment as follows:

i. If the incident report details an incident that could be addressed either through restorative practices or as
a breach of the Residence Agreement, an internal investigation will be initiated, as needed.

ii. If the incident report details an incident that is a serious and substantial breach of the Residence
Agreement, the incident will be forwarded to the landlord or designate for a decision under a breach of
Residence Agreement.

iii. If the incident report describes a violation of the Code of Student Behaviour, the matter may be handled in
accordance with the procedures established in the Code of Student Behaviour.

iv. If the incident report describes a violation of the Sexual Violence Policy, the matter will be handled in
accordance with the procedures established in the Sexual Violence Policy.

e. Repeated Behaviour
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i. In cases where residents have developed multiple community resolutions with Residence Life staff about
similar behaviour, further behaviour of the same nature may be addressed through other restorative
practices or as a breach of the Residence Agreement.

4. PROCEDURES FOR INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS

a. Internal investigators may be Residence Life staff, student staff or University of Alberta Protective Services. The
original author of the incident report must not be the individual conducting the investigation.

b. The investigator will conduct a procedurally fair investigation, gathering available relevant information about the
incident, which may include collecting witness statements and documenting physical evidence. The investigator
will document a written summary of their investigation, including any discussions with the resident who is the
subject of the incident report, the author of the incident report, and other individuals involved. If the identity of the
responsible party(ies) is unknown, the investigation will begin by attempting to establish the identity of the
person(s) who caused the harm.

c. If at any point during the investigation it becomes apparent that the incident is of a more serious or complex
nature, the investigator will return the matter to the landlord or designate to be addressed as a breach of the
Residence Agreement or for investigation under the Code of Student Behaviour.

d. Internal investigations will normally be completed within 15 business days. In extenuating circumstances,
discretion to allow more time shall lie with designated Residence Life staff.

e. Where the incident report requires no further investigation and/or the parties agree to the facts of the case,
Residence Life staff may forgo further investigation and proceed to make a decision on which process will be
used to resolve the issue.

5. PROCEDURES FOR ROUTING

a. Restorative practices are used to address incidents within University residences. An incident qualifies for a
restorative practice if it meets all of the following criteria:

i. The identity of the responsible party is known;

ii. The responsible party is willing to participate in a restorative practice;

iii. Harm to an individual, the community, or to property can be identified; and

iv. The nature of the incident is appropriate for use of restorative practices (see section 6.e.  “Limits on
Restorative Practices”)

b. The designated Residence Life staff member may make a determination to route a matter to be addressed as a
breach of the Residence Agreement when:

i. The criteria for restorative practices are not met;

ii. One or more of the parties withdraw from the restorative practice;

iii. The parties are unable to come to a restorative agreement;

iv. The responsible party fails to fulfill the restorative agreement; and/or

v. The nature of the incident is better suited to be addressed under the Residence Agreement.

c. The designated Residence Life staff member's decision as to which process will be followed is not subject to
reconsideration.

6. RESTORATIVE PRACTICES
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a. Restorative Justice and restorative practices are rooted in Indigenous ways of knowing, being, doing, and relating.
Residence Services is committed to continuous learning and incorporation of Indigenous perspectives, values,
and cultural understandings in restorative practices and the training of restorative facilitators.

b. Restorative practices are available for use in residence to:

i. Build community relationships, generate respectful dialogue, and develop empathy prior to any violation
of policy

ii. Address unacceptable behaviour, resolve issues, and provide repairs in a positive and constructive way

iii. Provide community rebuilding and healing after an incident of any type in residence.

c. Restorative practices are a framework, not a rigid procedure. Restorative practices by design take into account
the situation and individuals involved. Restorative practices are guided by these principles:

i. Involving those with a legitimate stake in the situation, which may include harmed parties, responsible
parties, and community members

ii. Respect for all parties

iii. Voluntary involvement for all parties

iv. Providing all parties a chance to tell their story (storytelling/truth-telling)

v. Participatory decision making

vi. Valuing the relationships between individuals

d. When a restorative practice occurs as response to an incident where harm occurred it is guided by these
additional principles:

i. Providing an opportunity for dialogue, which can be direct or indirect, between responsible parties and
harmed parties as desired by all parties (voluntary involvement)

ii. Focus on the harms (and consequent needs) of harmed parties first of all, but also the needs of the
community and those who are causing or who caused harm.

iii. Aims for mutually agreed upon outcomes that put things right to the extent possible and rebuilding trust
lost as a result of the harm

iv. Promotes responsibility, reparation, and healing for all parties.

e. Limits on restorative practices under these procedures:

i. Some incidents may not be appropriate for response through restorative practices, where the possibility of
additional harm is deemed to be prohibitively high. The merits of restorative justice in cases of significant
harm are well recognized and this procedure supports healing through restorative practices should
appropriately trained facilitators be available.

f. Where all of the principles of restorative practices do not apply, Residence Life staff may proceed with addressing
the harm and impact on the community, using as many of the restorative principles as possible.

7. PROCEDURES FOR RESTORATIVE PRACTICES

a. Trained restorative facilitator(s) will design a restorative practice appropriate for the situation and individuals,
guided by the principles of restorative practices and their training. Examples of a restorative practice may include
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(but are not limited to) a restorative meeting, restorative conference, and asynchronous letter exchange.
Possible components of a restorative practice are outlined below.

b. Participants in a restorative practice may include:

i. One or more restorative facilitators depending on the needs of the situation;

ii. Responsible party(ies);

iii. Harmed party(ies);

iv. One support person for the responsible party(ies) and the harmed party(ies), where appropriate and
applicable; and

v. Community members, when appropriate.

c. Restorative practices may take place synchronously with a facilitated encounter or asynchronously (options for
asynchronous participation may include letter, voice message, or video exchanges between parties through a
facilitator).

d. The restorative practice will provide parties the opportunity to recount their experience and share their
perspective.

e. After each party is satisfied that their perspective has been heard, the facilitators will facilitate a discussion or
exchange in which the participants will collectively seek to identify the harms in need of repair, both to individuals
and to the community.

f. When the list of harms is complete to the satisfaction of all parties, the participants will work together to generate
options for restorative repairs. A repair must function to remedy an identified harm and/or rebuild trust, and be:

i. Appropriate, relevant, and commensurate to the harm caused;

ii. Fair and agreeable to all parties;

iii. Realistic and achievable; and

iv. Specific and objective enough to be measurable.

g. When all parties agree to repair(s) that will satisfactorily address the harms and/or rebuild trust, a facilitator will
write the agreed upon repair(s) into a restorative agreement. The restorative agreement will include, at minimum:

i. A list of the participants and their roles in the restorative practice;

ii. A list of agreed repairs to remedy the harm done;

iii. A required completion date; and

iv. Where appropriate, the name of the Residence Life staff or student staff mentoring and/or following up on
the agreed actions.

h. The participating facilitator(s), responsible party(ies), harmed party(ies), and community members (where
appropriate) will sign the restorative agreement. The restorative agreement will become the official document of
this process. Copies of the restorative agreement will be provided to:

i. The responsible party(ies);

ii. The harmed party(ies); and

iii. Residence Services.

i. In cases where the restorative agreement is not feasible, or where it is in conflict with University policies or
municipal, provincial, or federal law, the facilitator will reconvene the group to change the repairs.
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j. Designated Residence Life staff or student staff will follow up with the responsible party(ies) to ensure the terms
of the restorative agreement are fulfilled. If a responsible party fails to complete the agreed repairs listed on the
restorative agreement by the date specified, the matter will be considered a breach of the Residence Agreement
and addressed as such.

k. If at any point during the restorative practice, it becomes apparent that the criteria as listed in section 5. a. are no
longer being met or if no restorative agreement can be reached, the facilitators will adjourn the restorative
practice and the matter will be returned to the designated Residence Life staff to make a decision regarding the
process according to section 5 of this procedure.

8. CONFIDENTIALITY AND RECORDS
a. Residence Life staff and student staff have a responsibility to conduct themselves in accordance with the

principles of privacy set out in provincial legislation and their employment confidentiality agreement.

b. The intention of the confidentiality agreement is to allow both parties to share freely in a restorative practice,
without fear of reprisal or embarrassment. This information shared in a restorative practice and through the
actions of the restorative agreement will not be used in other University disciplinary processes.

c. Confidentiality agreements are only required in the case of a voluntary restorative meeting or restorative
conference, prepared and facilitated by trained RJ facilitators so that participants may feel safe discussing
potentially personal impacts and contexts.

d. Participants in a restorative practice will be required to sign a confidentiality agreement before the practice begins
and are required to uphold that agreement. Violations of confidentiality may harm the involved parties, and will be
addressed as a violation of the Residence Community Standards Policy and addressed through these procedures
and/or addressed under the Code of Student Behaviour.

e. Records created in the execution of these procedures will be managed in accordance with the University Records
Management Policy and the Alberta Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and Regulations.

DEFINITIONS

Any definitions listed in the following table apply to this document only with no implied or intended institution-wide use.

Restorative Justice A framework of thinking about wrongdoing that frames offences as a harm and uses
restorative practices to  involve, to the extent possible, those who have a stake in a
specific offence or harm to collectively identify and address harms in order to heal and
put things as right as possible.

Resident A student who has signed a Residence Agreement with the University and who lives in
residence.

University Community Includes those who are employed by the University, who are officially associated with
the University, and those who are students, former students, or alumni of the University.

Residence Agreement The document signed by the resident and the University which defines the tenancy
relationship.
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Landlord An official who acts on behalf of the University of Alberta in enforcing the terms of the
Residence Agreement

Restorative Practices A method of engaging with individuals and the community that use restorative
principles, often to facilitate a synchronous or asynchronous interaction.  There is a
determined purpose for a restorative practice.  Examples include (but are not limited to)
circles, talking circles, peacemaking circles, restorative meetings, and restorative
conferences.

Harm The negative consequences that are caused by the actions of an individual or group of
individuals. Harms can impact a person, their property and/or reputation, relationships,
or the residence community.

Responsible Party A resident whose actions or behaviours have harmed another person, the community,
or the institution and/or have violated the rights and responsibilities of residents
(Sections 4 & 5 of this policy)

Residence Life Staff Professional student affairs staff employed by Residence Services

Student Staff Staff employed by Residence Services who are also University of Alberta students and
often are residents.See the Residence Services website for residence-specific
information about student staff.

Community Resolution A restorative practice used to address community issues in situations where residents
take responsibility and voluntarily take part in a restorative discussion that leads to a
resolution of the issue. Community resolutions result in an agreement for immediate
and future behaviour that resolves the issue and are expected to be upheld by all
parties.  It may be:

a. The outcome of a discussion based on restorative principles between
Residence Life Staff or student staff and an individual resident or group of
residents concerning an incident or behaviour. A written notification serves as
confirmation of the discussion and resulting agreement; or

b. The outcome of a discussion based on restorative principles between
Residence Life Staff or student staff and a residence community (e.g. floor,
unit, stairwell) concerning a pattern of behaviour. A written summary serves as
confirmation of the discussion and resulting agreement.

Repairs A response or remedy to harm, with a goal to put things right. Can be concrete and/or
symbolic. Repairs are decided with voluntary agreement of the responsible party.
Repairs may also include actions of the community or Residence Services that are
needed to address the harms. While repairs might be difficult, they should not be
intended to harm.

Harmed Party A person who was either harmed directly or is representative of a community to which
harm was done.
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Restorative Agreement An agreement created through a restorative practice which outlines the actions the
respondent(s) will take to restore the community and/or rebuild trust, either by
concrete repairs or symbolic action. The agreement must be agreed upon by the
facilitator(s), the respondent(s) and the harmed party(ies) participating in the
restorative practice.

Incident Report A written record of an incident. Not all incident reports need to refer to violations of the
Residence Community Standards Policy. Incident reports can also be used to
document a resident emergency (such as first aid treatment) or health and safety
concerns.

University Residence Any student housing facility owned and operated by the University of Alberta. A
comprehensive list of University residences is found on the Residence Services
website.

Restorative Facilitator Any university staff member or student staff trained in facilitation of restorative practices
and/or restorative justice.

Restorative Meeting A restorative practice which involves a facilitator, a harmed party and a responsible
party, with the aim to come to a restorative agreement created and signed by the
parties. A restorative meeting may be spontaneous or planned, and may occur before
or after documentation (such as an incident report) is filed.

Restorative Conference A restorative practice which involves up to two facilitators, and may involve multiple
responsible party(s) and/or harmed party(ies), and support person(s), with the aim to
come to a restorative agreement created and signed by the parties.

FORMS

Should a link fail, please contact uappol@ualberta.ca. [▲Top]

No Forms for this Procedure

RELATED LINKS

Records Management Policy

Example Confidentiality Agreement Information Doc
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Proposal

Example Restorative Practice Confidentiality Agreement
Information Document

Restorative Practices Confidentiality Agreement
For a restorative practice to be effective it is necessary and fundamental that confidentiality be protected
and preserved, including as provided for under Alberta's Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy (FOIPP) legislation. The intention of the confidentiality agreement is to allow both parties to share
freely in a restorative practice, without fear of reprisal or embarrassment. This information shared in a
restorative practice and through the actions of the restorative agreement will not be used in other
University disciplinary processes.

Participants may not disclose to anyone confidential information gained during the course of a restorative
practice except to the extent required or permitted by law.  Processes for resident violations of this
confidentiality agreement are outlined in Section 8.b. of the Residence Community Standards
Procedures:  “Violations of confidentiality may harm the involved parties, and will be addressed as a
violation of the Residence Community Standards Policy and addressed through these procedures  and/or
addressed under the Code of Student Behaviour.”

Records of restorative practices are the property of the University and shall be retained and disposed of in
accordance with the University Records Management Policy and The Alberta Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act and Regulations. The university is permitted to disclose confidential information
in cases where the non-disclosure of the information would present a risk to an individual, the public, or
the University community.  Disclosures of information from a restorative practice by the university are rare
and only in accordance with sections 39 and 40 of The Alberta Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act.

By signing below, you agree that your participation in the restorative practice will be governed by
this agreement and that you have the responsibility to maintain confidentiality.

DATED THIS DAY OF 20__

Printed Name Signature

Printed Name Signature

Printed Name Signature

Protection of Privacy - Personal information provided is collected in accordance with Section 33(c) of the Alberta Freedom of
Information and Protection of Privacy Act (the FOIP Act) and will be protected under Part 2 of that Act. It will be used for the purpose
of ensuring confidentiality under the Residence Community Standards Policy and Procedure. Should you require further information
about collection, use and disclosure of personal information, please contact: Manager of Residence Life and Education, Lister
Centre 11605-87 Avenue NW Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2H6, 780-492-3345.

University of Alberta Policies and Procedures Online (UAPPOL) Document
Last Update: February 2, 2022
Office of Administrative Responsibility: Vice-Provost and Dean of Students
Parent Document: Residence Community Standards Policy
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UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA RESIDENCE COMMUNITY 
STANDARDS POLICY 
 

I. PREAMBLE 
The primary objective of all University of Alberta Residences is to support the successful pursuit of 
academic studies. Living in residence provides many personal and social benefits; correspondingly, 
all Residents are jointly responsible for a comfortable, safe, and secure living environment conducive 
to academic study and learning. 
The tenancy relationship between the University of Alberta (“the University”) and Residents is 
contractual, governed by the Residence Agreement, which is administered by Residence Services 
and signed by the Resident. This policy forms one aspect of that tenancy relationship. It in no way 
restricts the University from enforcing the Residence Agreement, which may include eviction or other 
consequences. 

 
A. PRINCIPLES 

 
This policy outlines expectations for community living in an academic environment. It is based on four 
principles: 

a) It affirms the freedoms recognized in the Code of Student Behaviour, Section 30.1; 
in particular, the freedom to create, learn, study, associate, speak and write, and the 
associated obligations to respect these freedoms exercised by others; 
b) Every individual is equal in worth and dignity and possesses the same rights and 
opportunities, free from discrimination and harassment; 
c) Residence Services exists to support the academic mission of the University, allowing all 
students the living environment necessary to work toward their academic goals; and 
d) Residents can expect a fair and transparent process, regardless of the route taken, and 
have the right to seek external advice and support to affirm these processes. 

 
B. PURPOSE 

 
This policy assists in outlining expectations for appropriate behaviour for students living in the 
University Residences in order to maintain a high standard of cooperative living in an academic 
setting. All University Residences are subject to this policy. It applies to every Resident in any 
University Residence facility, whether it is their home residence or one in which they are a guest. 
This policy strives to balance interests of the Residents with the needs of the residence community, a 
community which is made up of individuals from diverse backgrounds, with a wide range of beliefs, 
opinions and values. It comprises four main objectives: 

 
a) To promote behaviour among Residents and their guests that creates an environment 
supportive to academic study and learning. 
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b) To protect Residents’ well-being and property, as well as that of the University. 
c) To encourage Residents to participate in the betterment of their community by resolving 
issues together in a responsible manner, with the goal of repairing harm and rebuilding the 
community. 
d) To foster growth, self-discipline, and accountability by helping Residents to understand how 
their actions and behaviours, both in real life and virtual environments, affect others so that 
they can make better decisions in the future. 

 
 
C. PROCESS 
1. This policy establishes a fair and transparent process based in part on the principles of Restorative 
Justice. The Restorative Justice process is available for use in cases of negative, disruptive, or 
inappropriate behaviour where the conditions laid out in this policy are met. 
This policy provides a framework to: 

a. Recognize and prevent unacceptable behaviour in the Residence Community, and 
b. Resolve issues and provide remedies in a positive and constructive way for behaviour that 
harms the Residence Community or individual(s) within the Community. 

2. This policy fits within a network of interconnected documents, policies and procedures related to 
Residences, including: 

a. The Residence Agreement (see “Information for Students on the Residence Agreement”, 
located on the Residence Services website); 
b. Residence-specific rules on the Residence Services website, jointly approved by the 
University and the Residence Students’ Associations; 
c. The Code of Student Behaviour, available online; 
d. The Application for Residence; 
e. The Residence Services acceptance letter and package; 
f. The Housing Telephone Service Agreement, where applicable; 
g. The Residence Internet Service Agreement, where applicable; and 
h. Various other policies, rules and regulations adopted by the University, including as 
Landlord, from time to time. 

3. Residents are also members of the University Community and are therefore also subject to the 
Code of Student Behaviour at all times. 
4. Residence Services will report annually with respect to this policy to the GFC Campus Law 
Review Committee (CLRC) in accordance with the CLRC Terms of Reference. A formal review of the 
policy and procedure will occur after the first and second years of operation and periodically 
thereafter as required by CLRC. The review will be conducted by a group of key stakeholders, 
including students and staff. 
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II. RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
A. RESIDENT RIGHTS 
Students living in residence at the University have the right to: 

a. Be treated with dignity and respect; 
b. A safe, secure environment, whether in private, shared, common or public space; 
c. A living environment free from threats, fear, intimidation, harassment or abuse; 
d. Learn, study, and express beliefs, opinions and values, while respecting the safety, 
security, and dignity of other community members; 
e. Communicate concerns to their peers, neighbours, roommates, Residence Life staff, or 
other University officials; 
f. Enjoy the social benefits of living in a residence community and equal access to common 
areas and their contents; 
g. Privacy and control of their private living space, within the limits of the Residence 
Agreement; 
h. Have their personal property respected; 
i. An environment with noise levels conducive to academic pursuits, according to the 
guidelines established for each University Residence community; and 
j. Be free from pressure to do anything unsafe, or anything that compromises their dignity or 
that of another. 

 
B. RESIDENT RESPONSIBILITIES 

 
Students living in residence at the University have the responsibility to: 

a) Treat other Residents and staff members with dignity and respect, including in virtual 
environments; 
b) Respect the property of other residents and of the University; 
c) Respect the rights of others to their beliefs, values and opinions, whether or not they agree; 
d) Foster a community in which all Residents are free to pursue their academic goals, in 
accordance with the University’s academic mission; 
e) Be respectful when communicating concerns to peers, neighbours, roommates, and staff, 
and participate constructively when engaging in conflict resolution; 
f) Comply with all safety procedures and contribute to maintaining a safe environment; 
g) Respect and abide by any formal or informal agreements made with other residents, 
Residence Life staff or Student Staff; 
h) Only use alcohol or other drugs in a manner consistent with legislation, University policies, 
their own health and safety, and the health and safety of others; 
i) Act in a way that conforms to the Residence specific rules (for example, French Language at 
Residence Saint-Jean, the alcohol-free environment at Augustana, the Global Education 
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program at International House, cohort and theme communities, noise designations, 
cleanliness expectations and other rules as outlined on the Residence Services website); 
j) Contribute to an inclusive environment in which all members of the Residence 
Community are allowed to participate in social, academic, and other activities. 

In addition, Residents are responsible for ensuring that their guests are informed of the above rights 
and responsibilities and behave accordingly. Residents will be held accountable for the actions of 
their guests, should those actions cause Harm to an individual and/or the residence community. 

 
C. RESIDENCE SERVICES RESPONSIBILITIES 
Residence Services has responsibility to: 

a) Foster a safe, secure and healthy environment conducive to academic success; 
 

b) Provide students with information and resources on Restorative Justice and the processes 
employed, and University resources; 
c) Initiate the Restorative Justice process under this policy; 
d) Enforce the Residence Agreement signed by the Resident; 
e) Investigate allegations of negative, inappropriate, or disruptive behaviour in conjunction with 
University of Alberta Protective Services, where appropriate; and 
f) Initiate charges under the Code of Student Behaviour where appropriate. 

 
 

III. PROCEDURES FOR INSTANCES IN WHICH COMMUNITY STANDARDS 
HAVE NOT BEEN MET 

A. PROCEDURE FOR REPORTING AND ROUTING AN INCIDENT TO THE APPROPRIATE 
PROCESS 

1) These procedures do not apply in circumstances where the University acting as Landlord 
addresses a breach of the Residence Agreement relating to non-payment of funds, or to 
issues of safety and security, including but not limited to disruptive, threatening or violent 
conduct. 
2) Upon becoming aware of an incident, a Residence Life or Student Staff member will initiate 
the Residence Life reporting process. 
3) Minor Incidents: If an incident is assessed by either a Student Staff Member or a Residence 
Life Staff member to be of a Minor nature, that staff member may simply resolve the situation 
through a discussion with the Resident; that is, develop a Community Resolution. 
4) In the case where a community (floor, unit, stairwell, etc) is engaging in behaviour contrary 
to the Community Standards, a Residence Life staff member may hold a restorative discussion 
with the group in order to develop a Community Resolution. 
5) Incidents that are not considered Minor, or that have not already been resolved in a 
Restorative Meeting, must be documented in an Incident Report. An Incident Report may 
describe a single incident or refer to multiple Community Resolutions with a Resident which 
have not solved the issue. 
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6) Upon receiving an Incident Report, the Residence Area Coordinator will make an 
assessment as follows: 

i) If the Incident Report details an incident that could be addressed either through the 
Restorative Justice process or as a breach of the Residence Agreement, an internal 
investigation will be initiated as needed. 
ii) ) If the Incident Report describes a violation of the Code of Student Behaviour, and 
the criteria for the Restorative process as identified in this policy are not met, the matter 
will be handled in accordance with the procedures established in the Code. 

 
B. PROCEDURES FOR INTERNAL INVESTIGATIONS 

1) Each University Residence is required to establish and communicate a means of appointing 
internal investigators. They may be Residence Life Staff, Student Staff or University of Alberta 
Protective Services. The original author of the Incident Report must not be the individual 
conducting the investigation. 
2) Investigations will be conducted according to the principles of natural justice. The investigator 
will gather available relevant information about the incident, including collecting witness 
statements and documenting physical evidence. The investigator will provide a written summary of 
discussions with the Resident who is the subject of the Incident Report, the author of the Incident 
Report, and other individuals involved. If the identity of the Resident is unknown, the investigation 
will begin by attempting to establish the identity of the person(s) who caused the Harm. 
3) If at any point during the investigation it becomes apparent that the incident is of a more serious 
or complex nature, the investigator will return the matter to the Residence Area Coordinator, who 
will make a decision regarding process according to Item III B.7) of this policy. 
4) Internal investigations will normally be completed within 14 calendar days. In extenuating 
circumstances, discretion to allow more time shall lie with the Residence Area Coordinator. Once 
completed, the investigation report will be submitted to the Residence Area Coordinator. 
5) Where the Incident Report requires no further investigation and/or the parties agree to the facts 
of the case, the Residence Area Coordinator may forego further investigation and proceed to 
make a decision on which process will be used to resolve the issue. 
6) The Restorative Justice process will be the preferred process for incidents within University 
Residences. An incident qualifies for a Restorative Meeting or Restorative Conference if it meets 
all of the following criteria: 

a) The identity of the Resident who committed the infraction is known (hereafter referred to as 
the Respondent); 
b) That Resident is willing to participate in a Restorative Justice process; 
c) The Harmed Party(ies) is/are willing to participate either in person, by providing an Impact 
Statement or by designating a representative; 
d) Harm to an individual, the community or property can be identified; and 
e) The nature of the incident is appropriate to the Restorative Justice process. 

7) In cases where the criteria for the Restorative Justice Process, as outlined above, are not met, 
the Residence Area Coordinator make a final determination as to process. Incidents not 
addressed under the Restorative Justice process will be: 
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a) Forwarded to the Landlord for consideration, if the incident is a breach of the Residence 
Agreement, or 
b) Handled in accordance with the procedures established in the Code of Student Behaviour, if 
the incident details a violation of the Code. 

The Residence Area Coordinator’s decision as to which process will be followed is not subject to 
appeal. 

 
 
C. PROCEDURES FOR RESTORATIVE JUSTICE PROCESSES 
1) In all cases where the criteria for Restorative Justice are met, it shall be preferred over other 
processes. 
2) The following procedures will be followed at the Restorative Conference (see Appendix B for 
further guidelines on facilitating the Restorative Conference.) 

i) The Conference will be co-facilitated. Participants in the process will include two Facilitators, 
the Harmed Party(ies), either in person or by Impact Statement, and the Respondent(s). 
ii) The Respondent(s) and the Harmed Party(ies), where applicable, may each bring one 
support person. The support person will be allowed to participate in the discussions but is not a 
signatory to the Restorative Agreement. 
iii) If at any point during the Conference, it becomes apparent that the criteria as listed in Item 
III B. 6) are no longer being met, the Facilitators will adjourn the Conference and the matter will 
be returned to the Residence Area Coordinator, who will make a decision regarding process 
according to Item III B.7) of this policy. 
iv) After each party is satisfied that his or her perspective has been heard, the Facilitators will 
facilitate a discussion in which the participants will collectively seek to identify the Harms in 
need of remedy, both to individuals and to the community. 
v) When the list of Harms is complete to the satisfaction of the participants, the group will work 
together to generate options for restorative remedies (see Appendix D for examples of 
possible restorative remedies). A remedy must function to repair an identified Harm and/or 
rebuild trust, and be: 

a. Appropriate, relevant, and commensurate to the harm caused; 
b. Fair and agreeable to all parties; 
c. Realistic and achievable; and 
d. Specific and objective enough to be measurable. 

vi) When all parties agree to remedy(ies) that will satisfactorily address the Harms and/or 
rebuild trust, a Facilitator will write the agreed upon remedy(ies) into a Restorative Agreement 
(see Appendix E for an example Restorative Agreement). The Restorative Agreement will 
include, at a minimum: 

a. A list of the participants and their roles in the Restorative Conference; 
b. A list of agreed remedies to repair the Harm done; and 
c. A required completion date. 

vii) The Facilitators, the Respondent(s) and the Harmed Party(ies) will sign the Restorative 
Agreement. Where a Harmed Party has participated by Impact Statement, a Facilitator will sign 
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on behalf of the Harmed Party. The Restorative Agreement will become the official document 
of this process; all other notes generated during the meeting will be destroyed. Copies of the 
Restorative Agreement will be provided to: 

a. The Respondent(s); 
b. The Harmed Party(ies); and 
c. Residence Services. 

viii) In cases where the Restorative Agreement is not feasible, or where it is in conflict with 
University policies or municipal, provincial or federal law, the Residence Area Coordinator will 
contact the Coordinator to reconvene the group and change the remedies. 
ix) Residence Life Staff or Student Staff will follow up with the Respondent(s) to ensure the 
terms of the Restorative Agreement are fulfilled. If a Respondent fails to complete the agreed 
remedies listed on the Restorative Agreement by the date specified, the matter will be 
considered a breach of the Residence Agreement and the Residence Area Coordinator will 
forward it to the Landlord. 

i) If no agreement can be reached, the Facilitators will return the matter to the 
Residence Area Coordinator, who will make a decision regarding process according to 
Item III B.7) of this policy. 

 
 

IV. LINKS 
 

Residence Services Web for Current Residents  
 https://www.residence.ualberta.ca/current-residents 

Residence Specific Information including: Community Standards, Residence Agreement, etc.  
 https://www.residence.ualberta.ca/current-residents/community-standards 

Code of Student Behaviour  

http://www.governance.ualberta.ca/CodesofConductandResidenceCommunityStandards/ 

Student OmbudService  

http://www.ombudservice.ualberta.ca/ 
 

IV. DEFINITIONS 
 
1) Community Resolution – A Restorative Justice process for Minor Incidents or community issues. It 
may be: 
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a. The outcome of a discussion between Residence Life Staff or Student Staff and an 
individual Resident concerning a Minor Incident. A written notification serves as confirmation of 
the discussion; or 
b. The outcome of a discussion between Residence Life Staff or Student Staff and a residence 
community (e.g. floor, unit, stairwell) concerning a pattern of behaviour. A written summary 
serves as confirmation of the discussion. 

2) Facilitator - A member of Residence Life staff or Student Staff that facilitates a Restorative Justice 
process within Residence. Normally, Community Resolutions are facilitated by Resident Assistants 
(RAs), Restorative Meetings are facilitated by Senior Resident Assistants (SRAs) or Residence 
Coordinators (RCs), and Restorative Conferences are co-facilitated by two Residence Coordinators 
(RCs) or a Residence Coordinator (RC) and a Senior Resident Assistant (SRA). 

3) Harm – Any action which negatively affects a person, their property and/or reputation, or the 
Residence community for which concrete or symbolic reparation can be made. 
4) Harmed Party – A person who was either harmed directly or is representative of a community to 
which harm was done. 
5) Incident Report – A written record of an incident. Not all Incident Reports need to refer to 
contraventions of the Community Standards. An Incident Report can also document a series of lower 
level interventions which have not changed a behaviour, or document the need for a repair, for 
example. 
6) Impact Statement – A written description of the effect or harm caused by a particular behaviour or 
pattern of behaviours, submitted by a Harmed Party in lieu of participating in a Restorative 
Conference in person. 
7) Landlord – An official who acts on behalf of the University of Alberta in enforcing the terms of the 
Residence Agreement. 
8) Minor Incidents – Incidents in which the Harm is to the community in general, and which can be 
resolved with a Community Resolution, or incidents in which an individual Harmed Party agrees that a 
Community Resolution is appropriate and he or she does not need to be involved in the outcome. 
Examples may include, but are not limited to, occasional noise complaints, cleaning issues, garbage 
disposal, etc. 

9) Residence Agreement – The document signed by the Resident and the University which defines 
the tenancy relationship. 

10) Residence Area Coordinator – The individual who oversees the implementation of the restorative 
process and makes the decision as to which policy will be applied when an incident occurs. 

11) Residence Life Staff - Professional student affairs staff employed by Residence Services, 
including but not limited to: Residence Coordinators (RCs), Residence Administrators, Residence 
Area Coordinators (RACs), and the Assistant Dean of Students -Residence Life. 

12) Residence Students’ Association – An organized body of student representatives in each 
residence community which facilitates opportunities for involvement and represents student interests 
in various University processes. An umbrella organization, the Residence Halls Association (RHA), 
provides a unified voice on behalf of University residents. The RHA (or delegated group) may stand in 
for any University Residence which does not have a students’ association. 
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13) Resident – A student who has signed a Residence Contract with the University and who lives in 
Residence. 

14) Respondent – A participant in the Restorative Justice process whose actions or behaviours have 
harmed another person, the community or the institution. 

15) Restorative Agreement – An agreement between Facilitator(s), Respondent(s) and Harmed 
Party(ies), which outlines the actions the Respondent(s) will take to restore the community and/or 
rebuild trust, either by concrete remedies or symbolic action. The Agreement must be agreed upon by 
the Facilitator(s), the Respondent(s) and the Harmed Party(ies). 
16) Restorative Conference – A Restorative Justice process which involves two Facilitators, and may 
involve multiple Respondent(s) and/or Harmed Party(ies), and support person(s). A successful 
Restorative Conference results in a Restorative Agreement created and signed by the parties. 
17) Restorative Justice – A voluntary process that emphasizes repairing the Harm caused to 
individuals or the community and rebuilding trust lost as a result of the Harm caused. It entails the 
participation of both the person(s) who caused the Harm and the Harmed Party(ies) in a facilitated 
process in which all parties generate and agree to the resolution. 

18) Restorative Meeting – a Restorative Justice process which involves a Facilitator, a Harmed Party 
and a Respondent. A Restorative Meeting may be spontaneous or planned, and may occur before or 
after an Incident Report is filed. A successful Restorative Meeting results in a Restorative Agreement 
created by the parties. 
19) Student staff –Staff employed by Residence Services who are also students and Residents, 
including but not limited to: Resident Assistants (RAs) and Senior Resident Assistants (SRAs) and 
Residence Interns. See the Residence Services website for residence-specific information about 
student staff. 
20) University Community - Includes those who are employed by the University, who are officially 
associated with the University, and those who are Students, former Students, or alumni of the 
University. 

21) University Residence – Any student housing facility owned and operated by the University of 
Alberta. A comprehensive list of University Residences is found on the Residence Services website. 
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APPENDIX A – Example Documentation for Community Resolutions 
 
A Community Resolution can take many forms, but the outcome must be documented using an 
approved Residence Services system. The student must also be informed of the Community 
Resolution in writing. Below are several suggestions on how documentation can be composed. 

 
 
Subject: Community Resolution (CR) 
Hi [student], (copied to RC) 

Just following up on the conversation we had yesterday: I wanted to thank you for agreeing to wash 
your dishes, and also for your willingness to consider the rest of unit, and your effect on them. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me for any reason. 
For more information on Restorative Justice please visit the Residence Services website. 
Here are some additional resources: 

Student OmbudService 
Office of Safe Disclosure and Human Rights 
Sincerely, 

[name] 
****** 

 
 
Subject: Community Resolution (CR) 
Hi RC, (copied to student) 

I had a very productive chat with [student, unit #] last night in which she agreed to wash her dishes 
within two hours of cooking from now on. 
***** 

 
 
Floor or Unit Community Resolution (CR) 
Thanks, everyone, for meeting with me last night. As a recap of our discussion, we all agreed that 
Sundays will be our cleaning day, and we will divide up the duties as follows: … 

 
 
For more information on Restorative Justice please visit the Residence Services website. 
Here are some additional resources: 
Student OmbudService 
Office of Safe Disclosure and Human Rights 

 
 

***** 
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Hi [student], (copied to RC) 
Just following up on our conversation from this morning – I understand you did not intend to disturb 
your neighbour by playing your stereo last night and that you feel that the complaint was 
unreasonable. I remind you that quiet hours are from 11pm to 7am, but it is clear that people don’t 
always agree on the level of noise acceptability. If you’d like, I could sit down with the two of you and 
try to help you come to a compromise that works for both of you. 
Let me know what I can do to help! 
For more information on Restorative Justice please visit the Residence Services website. 
Here are some additional resources: 
Student OmbudService 
Office of Safe Disclosure and Human Rights 

 
 

[Note: this is not a CR, but an offer to facilitate an agreement between two students.] 
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APPENDIX B – Suggested Guidelines for Chairing Restorative Conferences 
In addition to the procedures outlined in the Community Standards Policy, this document 
provides guidelines for ensuring that a Restorative Conference is effective and productive for 
participants. 

1) The co-Facilitators will divide up the duties below as they see fit. 
2) A Facilitator will review the process to ensure everyone understands how it will work, and will 
confirm with all parties that they are acceptable as facilitators of the discussions and Restorative 
Agreement. 
3) A Facilitator will lead the participants in establishing ground rules for the meeting. Ground rules 
the participants agree on might include, but are not limited to: 
● Participants will refrain from interrupting when a participant is speaking: 
● Participants will not to discuss the matter during breaks in the meeting; 
● Participants will agree to seek clarification from a Facilitator when they do not understand a 

statement or procedure. 
4) A Facilitator will confirm with all parties that their attendance is voluntary, that they have signed the 
Confidentiality Agreement, and that they understand and are willing to participate in the restorative 
process in good faith and under the guidelines agreed upon. If at any point a participant no longer 
wishes to participate in the process for any reason, he or she must inform a Facilitator. The Facilitator 
will adjourn the meeting and return the matter to the Residence Area Coordinator, who will make a 
decision regarding process according to Item III B.7) of this policy. 
5) A Facilitator will either read aloud or summarize the Investigation Report or Incident Report for 

participants. 
6) Once the incident is understood, the Harmed Party(ies) will be invited, one at a time, to describe 
the impact of the incident on them, their community, their property, or any other Harm. If a Harmed 
Party opts to participate by submitting an Impact Statement, a Facilitator will read that statement 
aloud to the other participants. 
7) Participants can pose questions and ask for clarifications. No questions in relation to an Impact 
Statement should be entertained, since the author is not present. 
8) The Respondent(s) are invited, one at a time, to provide an oral statement in which they 
acknowledge the impact of the Harm they caused. 
9) Participants can pose questions and ask for clarifications. 
The Facilitators will lead a discussion in which all participants suggest possible remedies to address 
the Harms identified. This list is negotiated among the participants until the signatories to the 
Agreement agree that it is complete and conforms to the criteria set out in this policy. 
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APPENDIX C – Example Confidentiality Agreement 
 
Restorative Conference Confidentiality 
For the Restorative Justice process to be effective it is necessary and fundamental that confidentiality 
be protected and preserved, including as provided for under Alberta's Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy (FOIPP) legislation. 
Participants may not disclose to anyone confidential information1 gained during the course of 
Restorative Conference except in accordance with the accompanying Procedures or to the extent 
required or permitted by law or University policy. 
Records and reports of Restorative Conferences are the property of the University and shall be 
retained and disposed of in accordance with the retention and disposition schedule held by 
Residence Services. 
By signing below, you agree that your participation in the Restorative Conference process will 
be governed by this Agreement and that you have the responsibility to maintain 
confidentiality. 

 
 
DATED THIS DAY OF 20   

 
 

Printed                                         Name    
Printed Name    
Printed Name     
Printed Name    
Printed Name    
Printed Name    
Printed Name    

Signature    
Signature    
Signature    
Signature    
Signature    
Signature    
Signature    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

1	Confidential information does not include information that is in the public domain; information that is already, 
or is subsequently, disclosed or obtained without obligation of confidentiality; or information, the non-disclosure 
of which would present a risk to the public or the University community. 

1	
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APPENDIX D – Examples of Restorative Remedies [No changes] 
 
Harm can be physical, emotional, reputational or other. 
The type of harm done should guide the type of remedy used to make remedies for that harm. 
Sometimes harm can be repaired through concrete remedies when harm is measurable and 
repairable. Other harms may be more difficult to measure and may not be immediately obvious. In 
these cases, symbolic remedies can be used to show good faith and begin to rebuild trust in the 
community. 
Concrete Remedies: 
When harm is measurable and repairable, remedies should be designed to restore the community, as 
far as possible, to its state before the harm was caused. Examples include, but are not limited to: 
● Replace an item that has been lost or broken. 
● Arrange and pay for repair of a damaged item that belongs to another resident. 
● Pay for repairs of any damage caused to the University. 
● Remove offensive postings, posters, websites, etc. or post corrections and/or apologies. 

Symbolic Remedies: 
When the harm is to a person’s emotions or reputation and is less quantifiable, remedies should be 
designed to enable the Harmed party(ies) to feel better about the situation and move forward and 
should enable the Respondent to rebuild trust and reintegrate into the community. Examples include, 
but are not limited to: 
● Write an apology to the Harmed Party(ies) in an attempt to rebuild trust. 
● Post a correction to websites, social networking pages, etc, to set the record straight. 
● Write an essay on the impact of a certain behaviour on a community.2 

● Create a poster, video, presentation, or other media project on the impact of behaviour on a 
community.2 

● Refrain from drinking alcohol/pledge to drink only in moderation as an act of good faith. 
● Become an active volunteer of some kind in the Residence and/or University community. 
● Perform some action “in kind” to attempt to make up for the harms caused. 

 
 
Restorative remedies are context-specific; the remedies will reflect the identified Harms and the 
attempt to repair those Harms rather than focussing on the incident itself. In other words, similar 
incidents may result in different remedies, depending on the Harms identified. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

2	May be collected into a resource library (names and personal identifiers removed). 



15		

Residence Restorative Agreement 
Date: 

Participants: Name 

Facilitator 	

Facilitator 	

Respondent 	

Respondent 	

Harmed Party 	

Harmed Party 	

Harmed Party 	

Support Person 	

Support Person 	

Support Person 	

As a result of having participated in a Restorative Process, we agree that the following actions will be 
taken no later than [DATE]: 

NAME will [write an apology to…] 
NAME will [pay for damages] 
NAME will [etc.] 

Failure to fulfil the conditions listed here will constitute a breach of the Residence Agreement. 
Signatures: 

Facilitator: 
 

 

Signature 
 

Respondent: 
 

 

Signature 
 

Harmed party: 
 

 

Signature 
 

(add more spaces as needed) 



GENERAL FACULTIES COUNCIL 
For the Meeting of February 28, 2022 

FINAL Item No. 6 

Governance Executive Summary 
Action Item 

Agenda Title Approval of the Teaching, Learning and Evaluation Policy Suite and 
Rescission of GFC Policy Manual Section 111: Teaching and Learning 
and Teaching Evaluation 

  Motion I 
THAT the General Faculties Council, as recommended by the GFC Committee on the Learning Environment, 
recommend that the Board of Governors approve the proposed UAPPOL Teaching, Learning and Evaluation 
Policy Suite, as set forth in Attachments 1, 2 and 3, as amended, to take effect July 1, 2022. 

Motion II 
THAT the General Faculties Council, as recommended by the GFC Committee on the Learning 
Environment, rescind GFC Policy 111 pending final approval of the UAPPOL Teaching, Learning and 
Evaluation Policy suite, and to take effect July 1, 2022. 

  Item 
Action Requested ☒ Approval ☒ Recommendation 
Proposed by Wendy Rodgers (Deputy Provost) and  

John Nychka (Vice-Provost (Learning Initiatives) and Chair, GFC CLE) 
Presenter(s) Wendy Rodgers (Deputy Provost) and  

John Nychka (Vice-Provost (Learning Initiatives) and Chair, GFC CLE) 

  Details 
Office of Administrative 
Responsibility 

Office of the Provost and Vice-President (Academic) 

The Purpose of the Proposal is 
(please be specific) 

The proposal is before the committee to seek approval of the Teaching, 
Learning, and Evaluation Policy Suite and concurrent rescission of GFC 
Policy 111. 

Executive Summary 
(outline the specific item – and 
remember your audience) 

The establishment of the new Teaching, Learning, and Evaluation Policy 
Suite in UAPPOL and the concurrent rescission of Section 111 of the 
GFC Policy Manual is intended to update the institutional approach 
towards teaching and learning at the University of Alberta in alignment 
with For the Public Good and other strategic initiatives; incorporate the 
principles of the Effective Teaching Framework and communication of 
expectations into one central policy suite; house clear processes 
related to student input on the evaluation and/or experience of teaching 
within the Policy’s procedures; include revised student input questions; 
and allow for the future provision of guidelines on multi-faceted 
evaluation. 

Initial consultation with key stakeholders began in Winter 2021. 
Consultation continued April through June, including town-hall style 
meetings with various campus student groups as well as a consultation 
meeting with instructors in June 2021. In July 2021, a Working Group 
composed of various faculty members and representation from the 
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Students’ Union and Graduate Students’ Association was tasked with 
developing new student input (USRI) questions reflecting best 
practices. The AASUA has also recently provided Administration with 
helpful commentary. 

Some of the key considerations raised through consultation to date 
includes: 

● the initiative has value to all vested parties with overall
beneficial outcomes for the institution:  positive teaching
informs a positive student learning experience which can lead to
positive recognition for instructors for their teaching expertise;

● there is need for revised student input questions and refining the
way that students written comments are collected; feedback
should be timely, specific, and actionable;

● the fact that student completion of USRIs is not mandatory may
result in courses not receiving a statistically significant sample
of results, which has been a longstanding problem, particularly
with the adoption of the on-line survey format. The CLE
Taskforce on Student Experience of Teaching and Learning
(SETL) has looked at the mandatory aspect; including
discussion as to whether written comments are necessary;

● address the contextual nature of the learning experience and the
feedback instrument; ensure the instrument is at a level that
allows for the ability to address different teaching contexts;
relevance is a key component to the survey;

● there are important EDI considerations, including addressing the
bias that exists within USRI evaluation; educate students
completing the evaluations beforehand and provide feedback on
how the data is used from their evaluations (including annual
instructor evaluations, course improvement, etc.); and,

● students have a desire to understand how the data collected
is/will be used.

The attached Policy and Procedure incorporate the feedback raised 
through the initial rounds of consultation conducted earlier this year, 
and builds upon GFC 111 as well as existing work-to-date (Effective 
Framework for Teaching). The drafters have also taken into 
consideration feedback that was gathered through earlier efforts to 
modify the USRI process. 

Changes proposed in the Procedure since the initial round of 
consultation include, but are not limited to, the following: 

● change of working title of the survey to Student Perspectives of
Teaching (SPOT); 

● moving from the concept of student evaluation to student
perspectives and experiences; 

● focused commentary for each question;
● inclusion of the ability to create an instructor optional midterm

feedback survey and other surveys (already available through
TSQS);
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● updating and emphasis of the possibility of biases;
● encouragement to allow class time for completion;
● surveys open for 2 weeks instead of one (inclusive of the

withdrawal date);
● ability to isolate the results of surveys of withdrawn students;
● table to better illustrate who receives what parts of the report

when;
● hot links to existing information on the University website.

The attached Appendix A reflects the current USRI questions modeled 
onto a new template demonstrating the preamble and the shift to 
individual comment fields for each question. Following piloting and 
validation, the new SPOT questions will eventually replace the USRI 
questions detailed here.  

Supplementary Notes and 
context 

At their January 26 meeting, CLE recommended approval of the policy 
suite with an editorial change accepted as a friendly amendment to the 
Policy section 2(a) which was revised as follows: 

to provide formative data used by instructors to identify teaching 
strengths and weaknesses and, in doing so, giving guidance for 
the improvement or refinement of teaching skills, expertise, and 
scholarship, and to improve the students’ learning experience 



GENERAL FACULTIES COUNCIL 
For the Meeting of February 28, 2022 

Item No. 6 

  Strategic Alignment 

  Engagement and Routing 
(Include meeting dates) 
Consultation and Stakeholder 
Participation  
(parties who have seen the 
proposal and in what capacity) 

<For information on the 
protocol see the Governance 
Resources section Student 
Participation Protocol> 

Those who are actively participating and who have been consulted: 
● GFC CLE (December 2, 2020)
● Statutory Deans’ Council (March 3, 2021)
● GFC CLE (March 3, 2021)
● GFC EXEC (March 8, 2021)
● AASUA (March 10, 2021; initial consultation meeting)
● Chairs’ Council (March 16, 2021)
● GFC COSA (March 18, 2021)
● GFC (March 22, 2021)
● Students’ Union (April 14, 2021)
● Graduate Students’ Association (April 16, 2021)
● Centre for Teaching and Learning (CTL) (April 28, 2021)
● GFC CLE (April 28, 2021)
● Deans Only Deans’ Council (May 19, 2021)
● Student Groups Town Hall (May 19, 2021)
● Instructor Town Hall (June 2, 2021)
● GFC COSA (September 9, 2021)
● GFC EXEC (September 13, 2021)
● Deans Only Deans’ Council (September 15, 2021)
● Vice-Provosts’ Council (September 20, 2021)
● GFC (September 20, 2021)
● BHRCC (September 28, 2021)
● GFC CLE (September 29, 2021)
● BLRSEC (October 1, 2021)
● Student Town Hall (October 18, 2021)
● Student Town Hall (October 19, 2021)
● Chairs’ Council (October 19, 2021)
● GFC CLE (October 27, 2021)
● Instructor Town Hall (October 27, 2021)
● Instructor Town Hall (November 4, 2021)
● GFC EXEC (November 15, 2021)
● GFC CLE (December 1, 2021)
● GFC (November 29, 2021) (December 6, 2021)
● GFC COSA (January 13, 2022)

Approval Route (Governance) 
(including meeting dates) 

1. GFC CLE | Action: For Recommendation (January 26, 2022)
2. GFC EXEC | Placement on the GFC Agenda (February 14, 2022)
3. GFC | Action: For Recommendation and for Approval (February

28, 2022)
4. BHRCC | Action: For Recommendation l (March 8, 2022)
5. BLRSEC | Action: For Recommendation (March 11, 2022)
6. BoG | Action: For Approval (March 25, 2022)

https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/resources/guides-handbooks
https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/resources/guides-handbooks
https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/resources/guides-handbooks
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Alignment with For the Public 
Good 

MISSION: Within a vibrant and supportive learning environment, the 
University of Alberta discovers, disseminates, and applies new 
knowledge for the benefit of society through teaching and learning, 
research and creative activity, community involvement, and partnerships. 

VALUES: We value excellence in teaching, research, and creative activity 
that enriches learning experiences, advances knowledge, inspires 
engaged citizenship, and promotes the public good. 

For the Public Good 
EXCEL as individuals, and together, sustain a culture that fosters and 
champions distinction and distinctiveness in teaching, learning, 
research, and service. 

Alignment with Core Risk Area Please note below the specific institutional risk(s) this proposal is 
addressing. 
☐ Enrolment Management 
☑ Faculty and Staff 
☐ Funding and Resource Management 
☐ IT Services, Software and Hardware 
☑ Leadership and Change 
☐ Physical Infrastructure 

☐ Relationship with Stakeholders 
☑ Reputation 
☐ Research Enterprise 
☐ Safety 
☑ Student Success 

Legislative Compliance and 
jurisdiction 

Post-Secondary Learning Act, Section 26(1)o 
GFC CLE Terms of Reference 
GFC Policy 111 
BLRSEC Terms of Reference 
BHRCC Terms of Reference 

Attachments: 

1. Attachment 1 - UAPPOL Teaching, Learning and Evaluation Policy (Final Jan 2022)
2. Amended Attachment 2 - UAPPOL Student Input to the Evaluation of Teaching and Learning Procedure 

(Final Amended Feb 2022) 
3. Amended Attachment 3 - UAPPOL Appendix A_ Current USRI Questions (GFC Policy Manual Section 

111.3.E) (Amended Feb 2022) 
4. Attachment 4 - GFC Policy Manual Section 111. Teaching and Learning and Teaching Evaluation _

University Governance 
5. Attachment 5 - REFERENCES _ Advancing a Teaching, Learning and Evaluation Policy September 2021

Prepared by: John Nychka, Donna Herman, Tyler Kuhnert, Carley Roth 
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 Teaching, Learning and Evaluation Policy 
 

Office of Accountability: Provost and Vice-President (Academic)  

Office of Administrative Responsibility: Provost and Vice-President (Academic) 

Approver: General Faculties Council and Board of Governors 

Scope: Compliance with this University policy extends to all 
Academic Staff and Colleagues and Support Staff as 
outlined and defined in Recruitment Policy (Appendix A 
and Appendix B: Definitions and Categories) in addition to 
visiting speakers, professor emeriti, and undergraduate 
and graduate students.  

Overview 
A university has at its heart two goals: the creation of knowledge and the dissemination and preservation of 
knowledge. Researchers who create knowledge through exploration and discovery represent, in its broadest sense, 
the learning component of university life. The dissemination,  and preservation of that knowledge is the teaching 
component. Within a university, what is taught and how it is taught depends upon researchers, and the impact of their 
research depends upon its communication by instructors. This interdependence and integration of research and 
teaching is what distinguishes a university from other educational institutions. Although the balance between these 
activities may vary, all members of the university, whether researchers or students, are learners who extend the 
range of their knowledge through exploration and discovery.  
 
As a research-intensive institution, the University of Alberta emphasizes the seamless relationship of research and 
teaching. More than simply recognizing that what we teach flows from the work of researchers, we are convinced that 
undergraduate and graduate curriculum development and delivery are best accomplished by dedicated instructors 
engaged in both teaching and research. We are committed to providing the best and most appropriate environments 
for student-instructor and student-student interactions. 
 
Within this context, graduate students serve a multifaceted role during their studies: as students, instructors, 
researchers, mentors, and grant or scholarship holders. The need to strike an appropriate balance among their 
responsibilities gives graduate students a unique perspective in the university community, especially with respect to 
teaching. 

At the University of Alberta, a wide range of disciplines is professed, various research models followed, and 
numerous types of teaching are required across its campuses. There is no one teaching model and no one answer to 
serve all disciplines. Development of new teaching models should emphasize appropriate use, should be derived 
from within the discipline concerned, and the final arbiter should always be academic excellence. 
 

Purpose 
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The purpose of this policy is to set out the overarching principles that will apply to teaching and learning and to the 
evaluation of teaching and learning at the University. 
 
POLICY 

A. Framework for Effective Teaching 

1. Expertise, Content and Outcomes - what students are expected to learn as well as the expertise that 
instructors require to facilitate this learning: 

a. the rigour, breadth and depth of content, knowledge, skills, and attitudes that students are 
expected to learn during a course or learning situation; and, 

b. the breadth and depth of an instructor’s discipline and/or field of knowledge as well as 
pedagogical knowledge relevant to the subject matter. 
 

2. Course Design - constructive organization of course objectives, resources, assignments, and 
assessments: 

a. coherent design of instruction demonstrated through course objectives, syllabus, appropriate 
pace, and organization; 

b. constructive assessment strategies demonstrated through the alignment of assessments with 
course objectives; and, 

c. meaningful learning resources and materials that support learning relevant to course goals 
and are as cost-effective as possible. 
 

3. Instructional Practices - teaching preparation, methods, and approaches to facilitate learning: 

a. facilitation of course delivery demonstrated through instructor preparation, communication of 
expectations, and provision of feedback; 

b. student-centered instruction and learning activities through the facilitation of instructor-
student and student-student interactions; 

c. feedback, mentorship, and supervision practices demonstrated through the suitability and 
timeliness of feedback, helpful mentorship practices, and constructive student interactions; 
and, 

d. approaches to facilitating a productive and supportive climate for learning through the use of 
intentional strategies to create a respectful, equitable, diverse, and inclusive learning 
environment. 
 

4. Learning Environment - physical and virtual support systems: 

a. suitability of physical and virtual environments and use of education technology; 
b. availability of teaching assistants, accessibility accommodations, and other supports; and, 
c. scheduling of course meeting times and/or online module availability. 

 
5. Reflection, Growth and Leadership: 

a. the extent to which instructors reflect on and improve their own teaching; 
b. seeking of opportunities for development; and, 
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c. contributing to the growth of the broader teaching community. 
 

B. Students’ Contributions and Expected Outcomes 

1. To fully participate in and benefit from the teaching programs at the University, entering students are 
expected to arrive with a set of attitudes and skills that prepares them for academic study. These will 
expand and grow through participation in the University community. These attributes/skills include: 

a. motivation to participate in an active learning community that challenges and stimulates 
intellectual, scholarly, personal, and interpersonal growth; 

b. a willingness to take a major responsibility for one's own learning; 
c. curiosity about the discipline of specialization and the integration of specialized knowledge 

with other disciplines and in society; 
d. tolerance and appreciation for diversity and multiple viewpoints; 
e. a sense of responsibility and respect for self and other members of the University community; 
f. oral and written competency in English or French, mathematical and reasoning skills, 

competent use of appropriate information, and communication technologies; and, 
g. respect and adherence to the ethical standards of scholarship including abhorrence of 

plagiarism, false representation, and cheating. 

2. The generic outcomes that should be expected from a program of study at the University are: 

a. critical thinking skills; 
b. communication skills including oral, written, and group work skills; 
c. the ability to learn independently; 
d. an appreciation of potential biases and an understanding of stereotypes about particular 

identities and groups of people; 
e. the motivation and ability to use personal, creative, and entrepreneurial talents; and, 
f. an informed understanding of, and a desire to participate in, the intellectual, cultural, social, 

and political life of local, national, and global communities. 

3. Specialized outcomes that should be expected from a program of study at the University include: 

a. the ability to synthesize the core content in a disciplinary or professional field of study; 
b. knowledge of some of the "big questions" in the field; 
c. the skills to effectively find, synthesize and apply information in the relevant literature; 
d. knowledge of and the ability to use the investigative and observational methods of the field; 
e. interest in and an excitement for some aspect of the specialized field of study; and, 
f. understanding of the relevance and application of the specialized field of study to everyday 

life.  

C. Principles and Purpose for the Evaluation of Teaching 

1. The evaluation of teaching at the University will: 

a. reflect institutional priorities around teaching and learning; 
b. be multifaceted and diverse; 
c. be flexible enough to apply to diverse teaching contexts; 
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d. be fair, equitable, and transparent in the collection, use, and interpretation of data; 
e. allow for both summative and formative feedback on teaching; and, 
f. provide meaningful data across disciplines to instructors, students, and administrators. 

2. At the University, evaluation of teaching may serve several purposes: 

a. to provide formative data used by instructors to identify teaching strengths and weaknesses 
and, in doing so, giving guidance for the improvement or refinement of teaching skills, 
expertise, and scholarship, and to improve the students’ learning experience; 

b. to provide summative evaluation as a review and overview of an instructor’s teaching that is 
an essential element in merit, promotion, and tenure decisions; 

c. to provide information on courses and teaching to students; and, 
d. to provide information for review of programs and curricula. 

D. Multifaceted Evaluation of Teaching and Learning 

1. Evidence to support a multifaceted approach to the evaluation of teaching will include feedback from 
students about their perspectives on their experience of teaching through surveys and commentary; 

2. The evaluation of teaching will take into account factors such as: 

a. size, scheduling and delivery mode of the class; 
b. the Faculty and program in which the course is developed; 
c. whether the course is within a program with accreditation requirements; 
d. whether the course is required versus optional in relation to the student’s program; 
e. whether the course is academically demanding; i.e. difficult and/or heavy content; 
f. whether the course includes laboratory, practicum and/or clinical contexts; and 
g. student GPA and grade expectations. 

3. Factors, which are outside of an instructor’s control and will not be considered in the evaluation of 
teaching include, but are not limited to:    

a. age of both students and instructors; and, 
b. perceived race, gender, religion, ability, sexual orientation, and/or ethnicity of the instructor.  

4. Further evidence to support a multi-faceted approach to the evaluation of teaching and learning may 
include, but is not limited to: 

a. instructor self assessment, captured in a teaching dossier or portfolio; 
b. the use of available survey tools including, but not limited to, instructors assessing students, 

instructors assessing peers, instructors assessing themselves, and/or students assessing 
themselves; 

c. instructor development through courses/conferences, and scholarly and service activities; 
d. trained peer or expert assessment; and, 
e. teaching awards and honours. 

DEFINITIONS 

Any definitions listed in the following table apply to this document only with no implied or intended 
institution-wide use.  [▲Top] 
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Researchers  Includes all members of the University who are involved, directly or 
indirectly, to any extent whatsoever, in research and other scholarly and 
creative activities. 

Students All learners including undergraduate and graduate students in full-time 
and part-time degree programs; students in open studies, fresh start 
program, transition year; international visiting and exchange and study 
abroad students; postgraduate medical/dental education students; and 
PDF trainees. 

Instructors Includes Academic Faculty, Faculty Service Officers, Librarians, 
Academic Teaching Staff and Excluded Academic Administrators. When 
their responsibilities include teaching, also includes Academic 
Colleagues, Postdoctoral Fellows and Graduate Students. 

Course Includes undergraduate and graduate courses, laboratory courses, non-
degree courses, seminars, clinical supervision courses, and reading or 
directed study courses. 

  

RELATED LINKS 

Should a link fail, please contact uappol@ualberta.ca. [▲Top] 

FGSR Adjunct Academic Appointment and Graduate Student Supervision Policy  

 

PUBLISHED PROCEDURES OF THIS POLICY 
Student Input to the Evaluation of Teaching and Learning Procedure 

Appendix A - Student Perspectives of Teaching (SPOT) Questions 

 

mailto:uappol@ualberta.ca
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Student Input to the Evaluation of Teaching and Learning Procedure 
 

Office of Administrative Responsibility: Provost and Vice-President (Academic) 

Approver: Provost and Vice-President (Academic) and GFC 
Committee on the Learning Environment (CLE) 

Scope: Compliance with this University policy extends to all 
Academic Staff and Colleagues and Support Staff as 
outlined and defined in Recruitment Policy (Appendix A 
and Appendix B: Definitions and Categories) in addition to 
visiting speakers, professor emeriti, and undergraduate 
and graduate students.  

Overview 

Evaluation of teaching and learning at the University of Alberta will be multifaceted. Evidence to support a 
multifaceted approach to the evaluation of teaching and learning will include input from students on courses, 
instructors, and the learning environment through surveys and commentary. 

Student input will be received through a standardized University survey approved by General Faculties Council that  
will be designed to obtain the students’ perspectives on their experiences of teaching. Additional input may be 
received through customized surveys designed by the University, individual instructors, Departments,and/ or 
Faculties. 

Purpose 
The following  establishes the procedures for the collection and appropriate dissemination of student input to the 
multifaceted evaluation of teaching and learning at the University. 

 

PROCEDURE 
1. Student contributions to the evaluation of teaching and learning at the University will be obtained through the 

following systems administered electronically by the University’s Test Scoring & Questionnaire Services unit 
(TSQS): 

a. The University course survey system, known as the Student Perspectives of Teaching (SPOT), that 
will be comprised of: 

i. A set of standard questions as determined by the Committee on the Learning Environment 
and published in the Teaching and Learning Evaluation Policy (Appendix A) SPOT 
Questions; and, 

ii. For each standard question, a text field to allow students to provide focused, written 
comments to explain their selection. 

https://www.ualberta.ca/information-services-and-technology/services/test-scoring-questionnaire-services/index.html
https://www.ualberta.ca/information-services-and-technology/services/test-scoring-questionnaire-services/universal-student-ratings-instruction.html
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b. Within the SPOT system, there will be a set of standard questions as determined by the Committee 
on the Learning Environment to obtain input from those students who have withdrawn from the 
course.  

c. Within the SPOT system, Instructors, Departments and/or Faculties are strongly encouraged to 
supplement these standard questions with customized questions of their own choosing. 

d. Utilizing the systems administered by TSQS, Instructors, Departments and/or Faculties may 
supplement the SPOT survey with additional surveys using questions designed or chosen from 
available TSQS option: 

i. Midterm Course and Instruction Feedback Survey (midterm survey) that allows for 
customized forms seeking midterm course and instructional feedback from students; and/or, 

ii. Additional customized surveys as appropriate. 

2. The SPOT survey will use the following 5 response categories: 

a. I strongly disagree (SD); 
b. I disagree (D); 
c. I neither agree nor disagree (N); 
d. I agree (A); and 
e. I strongly agree (SA). 

3. The SPOT survey will be used each time that a course is offered, but will be modified in the following 
circumstances: 

a. When there are multiple instructors; 
b. When there are fewer than 10 registered students; or, 
c. When there is an individual/independent nature such as independent study courses, special research 

projects, the culminating exercise for a program, music studios, etc. 

4. Courses with multiple instructors will use a modified set of SPOT survey questions that will include: 

a. One set of questions related to course design and instructional practice for the entire course; and, 
b. One set of questions related to each instructor who has taught the equivalent of 20% or more of the 

course. If no instructor is responsible for at least 20% of the course, only entire course-related 
questions will be used on the survey. 

5. Methods of obtaining student input for courses with fewer than 10 registered students may include, but are 
not limited to: 

a. The use of surveys with non-scored questions, such as: 
i. Which aspects of the course do you like the best? 
ii. Which aspects of the course do you like the least? 
iii. How can I (the instructor) improve the teaching of this course? 

b. Combinations of several courses with fewer than 10 registered students taught by the same instructor 
and/or courses in one classroom but with multiple section numbers taught by the same instructor; 

c. Interviews of students by the Chair or delegate; and, 
d. Interviews of the instructor by the Chair or a delegate. 

6. Subject to section 8 below, the anonymity of student responses in the SPOT survey is of fundamental 
importance in maintaining student confidentiality and encouraging the free expression of views in accordance 
with the University’s Statement on Freedom of Expression. 

7. In order to maintain anonymity, TSQS ensures that: 

a. Students cannot be identified through the survey methods unless they self-identify; 
b. ID/usernames are not included on the survey results; and, 
c. Students must log in for verification that they have taken, partially taken or not taken some or all of 

the survey, and answers are completely separate from this verification. 

https://www.ualberta.ca/information-services-and-technology/services/test-scoring-questionnaire-services/questionnaires.html
https://www.ualberta.ca/provost/policies-and-procedures/freedom-of-expression/statement-on-freedom-of-expression.html
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8. Under normal circumstances, the anonymity of students will be protected. The SPOT and optional midterm 
and other surveys offer avenues of feedback, including that which may be critical of instructors. A potential 
feature of criticism may be comments that could be perceived as offensive and/or unjustified. Such comments 
would not justify a departure from the normal rules pertaining to confidentiality and anonymity. 
 
However, the University has a parallel duty to protect the safety (physical or mental) of members of the 
University community. If a Department Chair, or Associate Dean, has concerns for the safety of instructors, 
staff or students, arising from statements that are part of SPOT or the optional survey responses, they will 
consult with the Dean of the Faculty. If the Dean believes that there is a valid concern for safety, they may 
recommend to the Provost and Vice-President (Academic) that the identity of the author of the statements be 
sought out and disclosed to the appropriate University officials. At any time during this process, the Chair or 
Dean may invoke: 
 

- Procedures within the Code of Student Behaviour (the Code) and/or, 
- The Protocol for Urgent Cases of Disruptive, Threatening or Violent Conduct.(the Protocol)  

On receiving such a request from a Dean, the Provost will follow the terms of the Code and/or the Protocol in 
determining whether there is: i.) reasonable cause to believe that the safety or security (including significant 
psychological harm) of persons may be threatened and ii.) that under existing University policies, the 
statements are grounds for disciplinary action and hence whether the confidentiality of SPOT or the optional 
survey responses should be breached and the provisions of the Code and/or the Protocol invoked.  

If the identity of the author is disclosed, the Provost will notify the author of the statements. The Provost will 
also notify any individuals mentioned in the statements. Timelines will be determined following the 
assessment of the nature of the statements and the potential threat, immediate or otherwise, to the 
individuals involved.  

9. Communications to inform and encourage completion of the SPOT, withdrawn students, and optional surveys 
will include statements as illustrated below: 

 

1. YOUR VOICE MATTERS - For this survey to be as comprehensive as possible, the 
University of Alberta would appreciate receiving your input. The results are used as one 
component of a multi-faceted approach to the evaluation of teaching and learning, therefore, 
they contribute to your instructor’s self-reflection and evaluation. They also help initiate 
change in curriculum and instruction. 

2. CIVILITY AND RESPECT - These are shared norms in our work and learning environment 
and we encourage a healthy exchange of ideas and perspectives. Feedback should be 
provided in a manner that reflects our commitment to collegiality and inclusivity, while 
acknowledging that we all have unique and particular needs within this environment. 

3. BIAS AWARENESS - Please be aware of biases that you may hold and make an effort to 
resist stereotypes about particular identities and groups of people (related to perceived race, 
gender, age, religion, ability, sexual orientation, and/or ethnicity of the instructor).  

4. WHAT WE WANT TO HEAR - Please provide specific feedback on your experience in the 
comment section as appropriate for each question. The most helpful feedback is actionable, 
thoughtful, and concrete. Focus on your experiences with assignments, textbooks, and other 
instructional materials and not on personal characteristics such as the course instructor’s 
appearance or speaking style. 

5. ANONYMITY - The survey will be accessible only by CCID and students’ anonymity will be 
protected. Summary results will be made available to instructors only after grades are 
finalized. If you are concerned about the anonymity of any typwritten comments, those may 
be provided directly to the Chair, Director or Dean noting the course number, section and 
name of the instructor. Please be aware, however, that the University may be required to 
intervene based upon assessment of potentially threatening or harmful comments. 

https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/media-library/documents/resources/policies-standards-and-codes-of-conduct/cosb-updated-july-1-2020.pdf
https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/resources/policies-standards-and-codes-of-conduct/gfc-policy-manual/91-protocol-for-urgent-cases-of-disruptive-threatening-or-violent-conduct.html
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6. ABOUT THE RESULTS - The numerical SPOT Report for the standard questions listed 
below will be available to you as well as the Students' Union and the Graduate Students' 
Association for the sole purpose of providing information for future course selections. 

7. QUESTIONS - Should be addressed to students@ualberta.ca. 

10. Access to the SPOT survey and the withdrawn students survey, along with any supplemental instructor 
and/or Department/Faculty questions will normally be available beginning two weeks prior to the last day of 
classes until 2 days past the last day of classes providing there are no final examinations scheduled in this 2-
day period. 

11. The instructor will provide at least 15 minutes of class time for completion of the SPOT survey during the 2-
week period prior to the last day of classes, and: 

 .a. Will not be present during the provided class time.   

12. Methods to increase the response rates of the SPOT survey may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. Internal communications from Deans and Chairs to Instructors and Students in addition to the 
University communications; 

b. Instructors may Include the completion of the SPOT survey as a course activity or objective; 
c. Instructors may inform students of the formative nature of their perspectives on teaching by: 

i. Discussing the importance of student input; and by 
ii. Providing examples to students of how they have responded to previous student input. 

13. SPOT survey results are compiled using Tukey’s box-and-whisker plot analysis (John W. Tukey, Exploratory 
Data Analysis, Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc. 1977) and statistical treatments are chosen to 
achieve two main objectives: 

a. To summarize skewed distributions of data; and, 
b. To identify outliers from the general population, if they exist. 

14. The SPOT Survey Report consists of one page generated for each course from which students' surveys have 
been collected and contains: 

a. The text of each question; 
b. For each question, the number of student responses in each of the 5 categories, presented in a table 

and graphical format; 
c. The median of the responses to one decimal point for the question; and, 
d. Numerical values (reference data) from Tukey's box-and-whisker statistics to describe the distribution 

of scores in the Faculty/Department, including the: 
i. lower cut-off for outlier scores; 
ii. lower hinge (25th percentile); 
iii. median; and, 
iv. upper hinge (75th percentile). 

15. Distribution of the SPOT Survey Results: 

Who Receives(1) ⇒ 
 
 
 
 
What/When 
Received 
 ⇓   
 

Dean & 
Director or Chair 
(and delegates) 

Instructor (2) Students 
Registered in the 
Course 
Students’ Union (3) 

Graduate 
Students’ 
Association (2) 

Faculty 
Evaluation 
Committee, 
Academic 
Teaching Staff 
Evaluation 
Committee & 
GFC Secretary 

SPOT Survey Report yes yes yes yes 

mailto:students@ualberta.ca
mailto:students@ualberta.ca
https://www.ualberta.ca/information-services-and-technology/services/test-scoring-questionnaire-services/universal-student-ratings-instruction.html#Question-9USRI%20Reference%20Data
https://tsqs.srv.ualberta.ca/cgi-bin/usri/usri.pl
https://uofaprod.service-now.com/sp?id=kb_article&sys_id=d51706214f880a008a3b00fe9310c7a6
https://uofaprod.service-now.com/sp?id=kb_article&sys_id=e04c20684fc20200b1ec2f9ca310c70b
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and Withdrawn 
Students Survey 
Report 

Within 20 working 
days of course 
completion 

Within 20 working 
days of course 
completion, once 
the Dean, Director 
or Chair has signed 
the grade sheet 

At least 10 days 
after the date that 
the instructor has 
received 

In accordance with 
Faculty FEC 
timelines and upon 
request by GFC 
Secretary 

SPOT Survey 
Comments 

yes yes no yes 

Supplemental 
Department/Faculty 
Questions & 
Comments 

yes yes no no 

Supplemental 
Instructor Questions 
& Comments 

no, unless provided 
by instructor 

yes no no, unless provided 
by instructor 

Midterm Instructor 
Questions & 
Comments 

no, unless provided 
by instructor 

yes no no, unless provided 
by instructor 

 

(1) Survey Results are included for all courses taught by the Instructor, whether the course was taught 
within the home Faculty or in another Faculty or Department. 

(2) Instructors may check the response rate during the 2-week SPOT survey period, by logging into the 
SPOT system and their homepage will provide a status overview and the current response rates for 
their courses. 

(3) Access to online SPOT survey data is provided to the SU and the GSA only for the purpose of 
assisting with the selection of courses. Neither the SU or the GSA will undertake analysis of SPOT 
data available to members of those organizations. 

17. The SPOT survey results will include the following statement: 

Student surveys are an important part of providing feedback about their perspectives of teaching, but 
cannot be taken in isolation as a complete evaluation of a course or instructor. Factors outside of an 
instructor’s control may influence the results. These factors include, but are not limited to:    

a. completion rate of the survey; 
b. class size, class level, the Faculty and program in which the course is developed, timing of 

the class, delivery mode, required versus optional course, accredited program requirements, 
practicum or clinical contexts, grade expectations, student GPA, age of both students and 
instructors; and, 

c. perceived race, gender, age, religion, ability, sexual orientation, and/or ethnicity of the 
instructor.  

Small differences in results should not be considered meaningful. Results will be interpreted using the 
defined scale: 1=Strongly Disagree (SD); 2=Disagree (D); 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree (N); 
4=Agree (A); and, 5=Strongly Agree (SA). 

DEFINITIONS 
Definitions should be listed in the sequence they occur in the document (i.e. not alphabetical). 

Any definitions listed in the following table apply to this document only with no implied or intended 
institution-wide use.  [▲Top] 

https://usri.srv.ualberta.ca/etw/ets/et.asp?nxappid=WCQ&nxmid=start
https://usri.srv.ualberta.ca/etw/ets/et.asp?nxappid=WCQ&nxmid=start
https://usri.srv.ualberta.ca/etw/ets/et.asp?nxappid=WCQ&nxmid=start
https://usri.srv.ualberta.ca/etw/ets/et.asp?nxappid=WCQ&nxmid=start
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Instructors Includes Academic Faculty, Faculty Service Officers, Academic 
Teaching Staff and Excluded Academic Administrators. When their 
responsibilities include teaching, also includes Academic Colleagues, 
Postdoctoral Fellows and Graduate Students. 

Course Includes undergraduate and graduate courses, laboratory courses, non-
degree courses, seminars, clinical supervision courses, and reading or 
directed study courses. 

Learning Environment Physical and virtual support systems: 
a. suitability of physical and virtual environments and use of 

education technology; 
b. availability of teaching assistants, accessibility accommodations 

and other supports; and, 
c. scheduling of course meeting times and/or online module 

availability. 

FORMS 

Should a link fail, please contact uappol@ualberta.ca. [▲Top] 

No Forms for this Procedure. 

If this section is used, list hyperlinks to all forms for this procedure in alphabetical order. 

RELATED LINKS 

Should a link fail, please contact uappol@ualberta.ca. [▲Top] 

List any related links in alphabetical order. Try to link to lead sites that will remain current (eg: the Government of 
Alberta’s Queen’s Printer main page).   

Related Links for this Procedure are within the document. 

mailto:uappol@ualberta.ca
mailto:uappol@ualberta.ca
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NOTE: THIS IS A TRANSITORY VERSION UTILIZING THE APPROVED AND IN USE GFC POLICY MANUAL 
SECTION 111.3, USRI QUESTIONS WITH UPDATED RESPONSES AND COMMENT SECTIONS. THESE WILL BE 
REPLACED BY A VALIDATED SURVEY INSTRUMENT LATER IN THE 2022 CALENDAR YEAR.  
 
YOUR VOICE MATTERS - For this survey to be as comprehensive as possible, the University of Alberta would appreciate 
receiving your input. The results are used as one component of a multi-faceted approach to the evaluation of teaching and 
learning, therefore, they contribute to your instructor’s self-reflection and evaluation. They also help initiate change in curriculum 
and instruction. 

CIVILITY AND RESPECT - These are shared norms in our work and learning environment and we encourage a healthy exchange 
of ideas and perspectives. Feedback should be provided in a manner that reflects our commitment to collegiality and inclusivity, 
while acknowledging that we all have unique and particular needs within this environment. 

BIAS AWARENESS - Please be aware of biases that you may hold and make an effort to resist stereotypes about particular 
identities and groups of people (related to perceived race, gender, age, religion, ability, sexual orientation, and/or ethnicity of the 
instructor).  

WHAT WE WANT TO HEAR - Please provide specific feedback on your experience in the comment section as appropriate for 
each question. The most helpful feedback is actionable, thoughtful, and concrete. Focus on your experiences with term work, 
course resources, and other instructional materials and not on personal characteristics such as the course instructor’s appearance 
or speaking style. 

ANONYMITY - The survey will be accessible only by CCID and students’ anonymity will be protected. Summary results will be 
made available to instructors only after grades are finalized. If you are concerned about the anonymity of any typwritten comments, 
those may be provided directly to the Chair, Director or Dean noting the course number, section and name of the instructor. Please 
be aware, however, that the University may be required to intervene based upon assessment of potentially threatening or harmful 
comments. 

ABOUT THE RESULTS - The numerical SPOT Report for the standard questions listed below will be available to you as well as 
the Students' Union and the Graduate Students' Association for the sole purpose of providing information for future course 
selections. 
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QUESTIONS - Should be addressed to students@ualberta.ca.
 

1) The goals and objectives of the course were clear. 
● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
2) In-class time was used effectively. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
3) I am motivated to learn more about these subject areas. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
4) I increased my knowledge of the subject areas in this course. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
5) Overall the quality of the course content was excellent. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
6) The instructor spoke clearly. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
7) The instructor was well prepared. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
8) The instructor treated the students with respect. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 

mailto:students@ualberta.ca
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● I strongly agree (SA) 
Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
9) The instructor provided constructive feedback throughout this course. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 
10) Overall, this instructor was excellent. 

● I strongly disagree (SD) 
● I disagree (D) 
● I neither agree nor disagree (N) 
● I agree (A) 
● I strongly agree (SA) 

Explanatory Comment (optional): [character max] 
 

DEFINITIONS 

Any definitions listed in the following table apply to this document only with no implied or intended 
institution-wide use.  [▲Top] 

Students All learners including undergraduate and graduate students in full-time 
and part-time degree programs; students in open studies, fresh start 
program, transition year; international visiting and exchange and study 
abroad students; postgraduate medical/dental education students; and 
PDF trainees. 

Instructors Includes Academic Faculty, Faculty Service Officers, Librarians, 
Academic Teaching Staff and Excluded Academic Administrators. When 
their responsibilities include teaching, also includes Academic 
Colleagues, Postdoctoral Fellows and Graduate Students. 

Course Includes undergraduate and graduate courses, laboratory courses, non-
degree courses, seminars, clinical supervision courses, and reading or 
directed study courses. 

RELATED LINKS 

Should a link fail, please contact uappol@ualberta.ca. [▲Top] 

 

 

 

 

mailto:uappol@ualberta.ca


111. Teaching and Learning and Teaching Evaluation
Note from the University Secretariat: The Post-Secondary Learning Act gives General Faculties Council
(GFC) responsibility, subject to the authority of the Board of Governors, over "academic affairs" (section 26(1)).
GFC has thus established a Teaching and Learning and Teaching Evaluation policy as set out below

The complete wording of the section(s) of the Post-Secondary Learning Act, as referred to above, and any other
related sections, should be checked in any instance where formal jurisdiction or delegation needs to be
determined.

111.1 Teaching and Learning

Preamble

A university has at its heart two goals: the creation of knowledge, and the dissemination and preservation of
knowledge. Research -- the creation of knowledge through exploration and discovery -- represents in its
broadest sense the learning component of university life. The dissemination and preservation of that knowledge
is the teaching component. Within a university, what is taught and how it is taught depends upon research, and
the impact of research depends upon its communication. This interdependence and integration of research and
teaching is what distinguishes a university from other educational institutions. Although the balance between
these activities may vary, all members of the university, whether scholars or students, are learners who extend
the range of their knowledge through exploration and discovery, and they are teachers who communicate that
knowledge to others. (EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

The context of teaching and learning at the University of Alberta

The University of Alberta is a large research-intensive university. Research and teaching, and the important
bond between them, are central to our mission, and they are carried out in a multitude of disciplines. This
context has significant implications for any discussion of support for teaching and learning.(EXEC 01 MAY
2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

As a research-intensive institution, the University of Alberta emphasizes the seamless relationship of scholarly
activities. More than simply recognizing that what we teach flows from the work of scholars, we are convinced
that post-secondary and graduate curriculum development and delivery are best accomplished by dedicated
researcher-teachers and scholar-teachers. We are committed to providing the best and most appropriate
environments for student-instructor and student-student interaction.(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY
2000)

Within this context, graduate students serve a multifaceted role during their studies: as students, teachers,
researchers, mentors and grant or scholarship holders. The need to strike an appropriate balance among their
responsibilities gives graduate students a unique perspective in the university community, especially with
respect to teaching. (EXEC 14 JAN 2002) (GFC 28 JAN 2002)

To be deleted and replaced with the Teaching, Learning and Evaluation Policy and associated Procedure(s)



The University of Alberta is committed to developing the teaching expertise of graduate students. The
involvement of graduate students in the educational process is a vital and important resource for education and
they make a significant contribution to the University?s mandate. The University recognizes the importance of
the teaching of its graduate students, in terms of participation in curriculum design and course development,
didactic teaching, laboratory instruction, class discussions, the provision of ongoing feedback, the preparation
and assessment of assignments and examinations and the evaluation of courses and instruction. (EXEC 14 JAN
2002)  
(GFC 28 JAN 2002)

The University of Alberta is a multiversity. A wide range of disciplines is professed, various research models
followed, and numerous types of teaching are required within its walls. There is no one teaching model, no one
answer to serve all disciplines. Development of new teaching models should emphasize appropriate use, should
be derived from within the discipline concerned and the final arbiter should always be academic excellence.
(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

The principles of good teaching/learning

Our primary teaching roles are to educate students to the baccalaureate level, and to educate and mentor
graduate students and post-doctoral scholars. The University of Alberta is also an intellectual resource for the
general and professional community, and we make our faculty and courses available to that community.(EXEC
01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

Most major University of Alberta documents of recent years discuss teaching from two points of view: strong
affirmation of the University?s commitment to the importance and centrality of good teaching, and varying
approaches to quality assurance in teaching. These two themes are consistent throughout the corpus of the staff
agreement, strategic planning documents, reports of student and faculty surveys, and official documents of
various faculties. Interestingly enough, between these two poles of, on the one hand, asserting the importance of
excellent teaching in the University and, on the other, explicating a range of questions, opinions and policies
about how to ensure teaching excellence, there is a large and evident gap which only becomes clearly visible
when the documents are scanned as a group: nowhere, in any document, is there a clear and complete statement
of what constitutes excellent teaching. It is taken for granted that we all know.(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29
MAY 2000)

The principles of good teaching that underlie all successful learning are applicable to all fields of study whether
the arts or the sciences, whether pure or applied. They apply equally for all modes of instruction whether
didactic or self directed approaches are used and whether a blackboard and chalk, hands-on demonstration or
the most sophisticated technologies support instruction. They apply for all students whether undergraduate or
graduate, whether on-campus or at a distance. Four such principles are intrinsic to effective teaching and
learning.(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

I. The teacher is a scholar who has, and can share with the student, a rich knowledge of the discipline and its
place in the larger intellectual community. In his 1990 book Scholarship Reconsidered, Ernest Boyer
characterizes four sorts of scholarship: teaching, integration, application and discovery. The scholarship of
teaching means a professor is widely read, intellectually engaged, and has the ability to transmit, transform and
extend knowledge. The scholarship of integration means that a professor can interpret and draw together
insights within and between disciplines and fit those insights into larger intellectual patterns. The scholarship of



application enriches teaching and intellectual understanding through the very act of application. The
scholarship of discovery, which includes creative work in the visual, literary and performing arts, may engage
the professor and student together in increasing the stock of human knowledge and adding to the intellectual
climate of the institution. The sort of intellectual engagement implied by these scholarships is essential to good
university teaching. It leads the student well beyond the acquisition of a body of knowledge and into the domain
of active learning, curiosity, and insight.(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

Moreover, teachers actively reflect upon, measure and innovate in their teaching practice. Teaching is both an
art and a science. As an art, it progresses through critical review, study of masters, public documentation and
celebration and continuous innovation. Like other sciences, teaching advances through development of theory,
careful measurement and research design, continuing reflection and peer review and replication of findings.
(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

II. The teacher engages the mind of the student. This is perhaps the most difficult of the principles of
teaching/learning to characterize. What is it that engages the student?s mind with the topic, the instructor, and
the process of learning? Is it the passion of the instructor for the field of study, and his/her evident enjoyment in
sharing it with the student? Is it the stimulus of curiosity cleverly awakened? Is it the glimpse through the mind
of the scholar/teacher of the importance of the topic of study to that wider intellectual community? Is it the
sense of accomplishment -- of the self empowered --gained by responding successfully to and beyond a teacher?
s expectations? However it happens, it is rooted in the relationship between the teacher and the student, and it
is essential to effective learning. (EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

III. The teacher respects the student and the student respects the teacher. We expect students will respect their
teachers; it is surely a given. As teachers, we try to earn that respect by the way we conduct ourselves. But it is
just as important, and perhaps not as much of a given, that teachers should respect their students. We must
respect the state of their knowledge when they come to us. We must respect their goals for their study with us,
even as we try to widen them. We must respect the circumstances of their lives -- work, other courses, family
responsibilities. We must respect the fact they learn in different ways, at different rates, and eventually, to
different levels. We must respect their ideas, their aspirations, their beliefs. We must make it evident we respect
and value them as individuals if we are to be successful in engaging their minds.(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29
MAY 2000)

IV. The teacher ensures a good climate for learning. A good climate for learning starts with the institutional
provision for the basic physical comfort of good lighting, heating, and ventilation, and the assurance all students
can hear and see what they need to hear and see. It extends to such other organizational matters as having
learning materials available on time, as needed, and without frustration; schedules announced and kept;
appropriate assessment, and efficient and effective feedback. But above and beyond these matters, a good
climate for learning is a climate in which the student is at ease with the teacher and with others in the class, and
can risk questions and ideas safe in the knowledge that they will be welcomed, respected, and answered. In such
a climate, the student can feel like a contributor rather than a consumer. In such a climate, engagement of the
mind and intellectual growth can occur. (EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

What must students bring to the University teaching and learning environment?

To fully participate in and benefit from the teaching and learning programs at the University of Alberta, entering
students are expected to arrive with a set of attitudes and skills that prepares them for academic study. These



will be expanded and grow through participation in University community.(EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY
2000)

These attributes/skills include:

motivation to participate in an active learning community that challenges and stimulates intellectual,
scholarly, personal and interpersonal growth
a willingness to take a major responsibility for one's own learning
curiosity about the discipline of specialization and the integration of specialized knowledge with other
disciplines and in society
tolerance and appreciation for diversity and multiple viewpoints
a sense of responsibility and respect for self and other members of the university community
oral and written competency in English or French, mathematical and reasoning skills, competent use of
appropriate information and communication technologies
respect and adherence to the ethical standards of scholarship including abhorrence of plagiarism, false
representation and cheating (EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)
What outcomes should be expected from a program of undergraduate study at the University of Alberta?

Generic outcomes include:

critical thinking skills
communication skills including oral, written and group work skills
the ability to learn independently
the motivation and ability to use personal, creative and entrepreneurial talents
an informed understanding of and a desire to participate in the intellectual, cultural, social and political
life of local, national and global communities

Specialized outcomes include:

the ability to synthesize the core content in a disciplinary or professional field of study
knowledge of some of the "big questions" in the field
the skills to effectively find, synthesize and apply information in the relevant literature
knowledge of and the ability to use the investigative and observational methods of the field
interest in and an excitement for some aspect of the specialized field of study
understanding of the relevance and application of the specialized field of study to every day life. (EXEC 01
MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

If we are successful in helping students develop these attributes and skills we will have both disseminated and
preserved the products of our scholarship and prepared them to apply the knowledge of their field in
employment or to extend that knowledge through professional programs, graduate studies or continuing
education. (EXEC 01 MAY 2000) (GFC 29 MAY 2000)

111.2 Teaching Evaluation
1. Evaluation of teaching at the University of Alberta serves two purposes:



a. Summative - Evaluation provides a review and overview of an instructor's teaching that is an essential
element in promotion and tenure decisions. In its summative form, teaching evaluation forms a basis for
rewarding excellence, as well as the basis for withholding reward. (GFC 24 NOV 1997)

b. Formative - Evaluation provides helpful feedback to teachers by identifying teaching strengths and
weaknesses and, in so doing, giving guidance for the improvement or refinement of teaching skills. (GFC 24
NOV 1997)

2. Evaluation of teaching shall be multifaceted. Multifaceted evaluation shall include the Universal Student
Ratings of Instruction set out in Section 111.3 and other methods of assessing teaching designed within the
individual Faculties to respond to the particular conditions of that Faculty. Such assessments shall include one
or more of the following: input from administrators, peers, self, undergraduate and graduate students, and
alumni. (GFC 09 JUN 1995) (GFC 24 NOV 1997)

3. Recognizing that the evaluation of teaching at the University shall be multifaceted, Faculty Evaluation
Committee (FEC) decisions concerning tenure, promotion or unsatisfactory teaching performance must be
based on more than one indicator of the adequacy of teaching. (GFC 24 NOV 1997)

4. Assessment of teaching involving input from administrators, peers, self, alumni, or undergraduate and
graduate students in addition to the Universal Student Ratings of Instruction should occur annually prior to
tenure. For continuing faculty (ie, Categories A1.1, A1.5 and A1.6), such assessment will occur at least triennially.
(GFC 24 NOV 1997)

5. The University shall continue to support University Teaching Services in its education programming which is
focused on the development and improvement of teaching and learning and its efforts to enhance research in
university teaching. (GFC 28 APR 1980) (GFC 26 SEP 1988) (GFC 12 OCT 1993) (GFC 24 NOV 1997)

111.3 Universal Student Ratings of Instruction
In recognition of the University's commitment to teaching, the General Faculties Council endorses a system of
Universal Student Ratings of Instruction. This system, however, is only one part of the multi-faceted approach
described in Section 111.2. (GFC 09 JUN 1995) (GFC 24 NOV 1997) (EXEC 29 MAR 1999)

The Universal Student Ratings of Instruction are administered electronically via a system known as the eUSRI
system. (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

The Universal Student Ratings of Instruction are designed to provide a minimal university-wide base of
information on student ratings to the parties listed in this Section. With this purpose in mind, the General
Faculties Council adopts the following policies: (GFC 24 NOV 1997)

A. All Faculties will ensure that evaluation of all instructors and courses will take place each time a course is
offered. The term 'instructors' is meant to include tenured professors, tenure-track professors, sessional
instructors, clinical instructors, field supervisors and graduate teaching assistants with responsibilities for
courses. The term 'course' is meant to include undergraduate and graduate courses, laboratory courses, non-
degree courses, seminars, clinical supervision courses, and reading or directed study courses. With the
exceptions noted in Section 111.3.B, the assessment will include the Universal Student Ratings of Instruction as
set out below.



B. The Universal Student Ratings of Instruction will be modified in the following circumstances:

i. courses with between four and nine registered students will use a department or Faculty developed
questionnaire, which may be administered via the eUSRI system, with non-scored questions, such as:

a) comments on the quality of this course;  
b) suggestions for improving this course;  
c) comments on the quality of instruction in this course;  
d) suggestions for improving the instruction in this course. (EXEC 29 MAR 1999) (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

ii. courses with multiple instructors will use a modified Universal Student Ratings of Instruction questionnaire
that will include one set of course-related questions for the entire course and one set of instructor-related
questions for each instructor who has taught the equivalent of twenty percent or more of the course. If no
instructor is responsible for at least twenty percent of the course, only course-related questions should be used
on the questionnaire. (EXEC 29 MAR 1999)

iii. in courses with fewer than four registered students or courses such as alternate delivery style courses, the
Chair, Director or Dean will arrange for an alternate method of obtaining student feedback. Such methods could
include student course or program exit interviews with the Chair, Director or Dean; or a department or Faculty
developed questionnaire, which may be administered via the eUSRI system, with non-scored questions as
described in point i. above. (EXEC 29 MAR 1999) (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

C. The Universal Student Ratings of Instruction will take the form of a questionnaire. The following statement of
purpose will be included at the beginning of the questionnaire:

The University of Alberta would appreciate your careful completion of this questionnaire. The results help
instructors and departments or faculties to initiate constructive change in curriculum and instruction. In
addition, the results are one important factor in decisions affecting the career of your instructor. The numerical
summaries for the ten questions listed below are available through the Students' Union and the Graduate
Students' Association.

The eUSRI system will be accessible only by CCID and students' anonymity will be protected. Students who are
concerned about the anonymity of their responses should submit their typewritten comments within the period
for which eUSRI is available to the Chair, Director or Dean , making sure to note the course number, section and
name of the instructor. (GFC 24 NOV 1997) (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

Questions about this questionnaire should be addressed to your Chair, Director or Dean.

D. The anonymity of student responses to the Universal Student Ratings of Instruction is of fundamental
importance in maintaining student confidentiality and encouraging the free expression of views. Under normal
circumstances, the anonymity of students will be protected. Universal Student Ratings of Instruction offer an
avenue of feedback, including feedback critical of instructors. It is understood that it is a normal feature of
criticism that it may be regarded as offensive and/or unjustified, and that such characteristics would not justify
a departure from the normal rules pertaining to confidentiality and anonymity. (GFC 28 FEB 2000)

However, the University has a parallel duty to protect the safety (physical or mental) of members of the
University community. If a Department Chair has concerns for the safety of faculty, staff or students, arising



from statements that are part of a Universal Student Rating of Instruction, the Chair will consult with the Dean
of the Faculty. If the Dean believes that there is a valid concern for safety, he or she may recommend to the
Provost and Vice-President (Academic) that the identity of the author of the statements be sought out and
disclosed to the appropriate University officials. At any time during this process, the Chair or Dean may invoke
the Protocol for Urgent Cases of Disruptive, Threatening or Violent Conduct (Section 91.3, GFC Policy Manual).
(GFC 28 FEB 2000)

On receiving such a request from a Dean, the Provost and Vice-President (Academic) will follow the terms of the
Protocol for Urgent Cases of Disruptive, Threatening or violent conduct in determining whether there is

i. reasonable cause to believe that the safety or security (including significant psychological harm) of persons
may be threatened and

ii. that under existing University policies, the statements are grounds for disciplinary action and hence whether
confidentiality of USRI should be breached and the provisions in Section 91.3.2 and/or 91.3.3 of the Protocol
invoked. (GFC 28 FEB 2000)

If the identity of the author is disclosed, the Provost and Vice-President (Academic) will notify the author of the
statements. The Provost and Vice-President (Academic) will also notify any individuals mentioned in the
statements. (GFC 28 FEB 2000)

E. The Universal Student Ratings of Instruction questionnaire will use the rating scale

Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly Agree (EXEC 29 MAR 1999)

to gather responses to the following questions:

1. The goals and objectives of the course were clear.  
2. In-class time was used effectively.  
3. I am motivated to learn more about these subject areas.  
4. I increased my knowledge of the subject areas in this course.  
5. Overall the quality of the course content was excellent.  
6. The instructor spoke clearly.  
7. The instructor was well prepared.  
8. The instructor treated the students with respect.  
9. The instructor provided constructive feedback throughout this course.  
10. Overall, this instructor was excellent. (EXEC 29 MAR 1999)

These constitute the ten required Universal Student Ratings of Instruction questions. Instructors, departments,
and faculties are encouraged to supplement the set of universal questions.

The questionnaire will include an opportunity to provide comments. (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

F. Certain policies are necessary in order to ensure that the Universal Student Ratings of Instruction
Questionnaire is administered in as consistent a fashion as possible. These are:

i. Access to the electronic Universal Student Ratings of Instruction will normally be available from the day after
the withdrawal deadline until the last day of classes. Note that an instructor may choose to allow class time for



completion of the questionnaires. In these cases, the instructor will not be present in the room during the time
allotted for completion of the questionnaire. Departments or Faculties will create policies to ensure that other
individuals (e.g. other instructors, students within the class, teaching assistants) are available to be present in
the room during the time allotted for completion of the questionnaire. Also in these cases, online access for
completion of the questionnaires will still be available for the period described above. (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

ii. The Chair or delegate will be responsible for transmission of results and comments to the instructor under the
conditions set out in Section G. (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

G. The numerical summaries for the ten Universal Student Ratings of Instruction questions will be reported to
the instructor, the Chair, Director or Dean and students.

i. the number of students responding in each category;  
ii. the median score to one decimal point for the question; and  
iii. numerical values from Tukey's boxplot statistics will be provided to describe the distribution of scores in the
Faculty/Department:

a. lower cut-off for outlier scores  
b. lower hinge (25th percentile)  
c. median  
d. upper hinge (75th percentile)  
e. it is expected that the upper cut-off will always be 5.0 and, therefore, unnecessary to report. (EXEC 29 MAR
1999)

Note: Statistics from Tukey's box-and-whisker plot analysis (John W. Tukey, Exploratory Data Analysis,
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc. 1977) have been selected to describe the distribution of USRI data.
These statistics are chosen to achieve two main objectives: (i) summarizing skewed data and (ii) identifying
outliers from the general population if they exist.

The median (middle of a ranked set of numbers) is generally preferred rather than the mean in defining the
centre of a skewed data set.

The 25th and 75th percentiles provide information about the spread of individual scores around the median. By
definition, half of the scores in a distribution are below the median and 25 percent of the scores are below the
25th percentile. Since this occurs "by definition", these values should not be used to determine whether a
particular score is "good" or "bad".

The lower whisker or cut-off, which is 1.5 box lengths below the 25th percentile (box length is the distance from
the 25th to the 75th percentile), defines a reasonable limit beyond which any score can be considered an outlier.
Outliers are scores that identify ratings of instruction falling outside the usual distribution of the scores for the
population being tabulated.

Given the nature of the USRI data, the upper whisker or cut-off (1.5 box lengths above the 75th percentile) will
usually be above 5.0, and so need not be reported.

H.



i. Access to USRI Data: Parties having access to numerical summaries of the ten Universal Student Ratings of
Instruction questions and student comments will be the instructor the Chair, Director or Dean of the unit
offering the course; members of Tenure Committees; and members of Faculty Evaluation Committees, including
the secretary to the FEC. (EXEC 07 NOV 2011) (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

For questions selected by an instructor, only the instructor will receive the results. For questions initiated or
mandated by a department or Faculty, the results will be reported to the instructor and the Chair, Director or
Dean.

Normally, instructors will receive the results from the student ratings of instruction within twenty working days
after the course is complete and the grade sheet has been signed by the Chair, Director or Dean. (EXEC 29 MAR
1999) (EXEC 07 NOV 2011)

ii. Access to Online USRI Data: Online access to the numerical summaries for the ten Universal Student Ratings
of Instruction questions scores for all courses will be provided to undergraduate and graduate students.
Instructors will have online access to USRI scores for their own courses. Chairs will have online access to USRI
scores for instructors in their departments and Deans will have online access to USRI scores for instructors in
their Faculties. Deans and Chairs may also request access for a designated assistant. (EXEC 07 NOV 2011)

The results will not be released online for at least ten days following the provision of the results to the instructor.
(EXEC 07 NOV 2011)

Access to online USRI data is provided to students only for the purpose of assisting with the selection of courses.
Neither the Students' Union nor the Graduate Students' Association will undertake analysis of USRI data
available to members of those organizations. (EXEC 07 NOV 2011)

I. All results given out to students, Chairs, Directors and Deans will have the following cautionary preface:

Student questionnaires form an important part of evaluating teaching effectiveness but cannot be taken alone as
a complete assessment of an instructor or course. Factors other than an instructor's teaching ability may
influence ratings. These factors include class size, class level, Faculty, time of class, required versus optional
course, grade expectations, student GPA, gender, race, ethnicity, age of both students and instructors.

Small differences in evaluation should not be considered meaningful. Scores will be interpreted using the rating
scale defined in 111.3 (E): 1=Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neutral; 4=Agree; 5=Strongly Agree. By
definition, a score of 4.0 means that students agree that "Overall, the instructor was excellent." (GFC 22 SEP
2014)

J. Nothing in this section will prevent instructors from seeking other means of feedback from students during
the term.

K. The central administration of the University will undertake the financing and operation of the eUSRI system
in support of the University's commitment to teaching. (GFC 22 SEP 2014)

111.4 Graduate Student Teaching Awards



At its meeting of May 3, 2010, the GFC Executive Committee approved, under delegated authority from General
Faculties Council (GFC), proposed revisions to the Awards for Teaching Excellence Policy (in UAPPOL); the
proposed (new) Graduate Student Teaching Award Procedure (in UAPPOL); and the concurrent rescission of
Section 111.4 (Graduate Student Teaching Awards) of the GFC Policy Manual, all to take effect upon final
approval.

Graduate Student Teaching Award Procedure

Jump To...

111.1 Teaching and Learning
111.2 Teaching Evaluation
111.3 Universal Student Ratings of Instruction
111.4 Graduate Student Teaching Awards
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Action Item 

Agenda Title Faculty of Education Restructuring 

  Motion 
THAT the General Faculties Council recommend that the Board of Governors approve the proposal for a 
non-departmentalized structure for the Faculty of Education, to take effect July 1, 2022. 

  Item 
Action Requested ☐ Approval ☒ Recommendation 
Proposed by Jennifer Tupper, Dean, Faculty of Education 
Presenter(s) Jennifer Tupper, Dean, Faculty of Education & Lynn McGarvey, Vice 

Dean, Faculty of Education 

  Details 
Office of Administrative 
Responsibility 

Provost and Vice-President (Academic) 

The Purpose of the Proposal is 
(please be specific) 

The proposal is before the committee to seek approval of the change to 
a non-departmentalized structure of the Faculty of Education.  

Executive Summary 
(outline the specific item – and 
remember your audience) 

The Faculty of Education currently consists of four departments and a 
school. The impact of this proposal is to eliminate the Departments of 
Elementary Education, Secondary Education, Educational Policy Studies, 
and Educational Psychology as administrative structures in the Faculty 
of Education. The School of Library and Information studies, which 
currently operates as a department-like structure called a school within 
the Faculty, will continue to operate as a distinct academic unit in 
accordance with accreditation requirements for the Master of Library 
and Information Studies program.   

This current configuration is a result of the merger of the Faculty of 
Library and Information Studies into the Faculty of Education which was 
restructured as a School and placed administratively within the Faculty 
of Education in 1991, and of restructuring from seven to five units in 
response to government budget cutbacks in 1994.  This proposal does 
not change the conditions that were approved by GFC in 1991 that 
remain relevant today. The governance structure for SLIS will be part of 
the ongoing conversations in the Faculty about roles and structures, 
and any changes to the 1991 conditions would come back to GFC. 

The restructuring process is guided by a non-departmentalized vision 
for the Faculty that reflects the Cree concept of mâmawohkamâtowin – 
working cooperatively and collectively to serve our students.  

Background 

While the faculty has maintained four departments and a school for 
over 25 years, diminishing staff and financial resources over the past 
decade have resulted in a reduction from five to three administrative 
units shared across the four departments and school. There are 
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currently over 100 faculty members, and department/school sizes 
range from 9 to 36 faculty members in each. The Faculty represents a 
wide variety of backgrounds and disciplines requiring an inclusive and 
broad vision as stated in Education for the Public Good: To be a 
flourishing, diverse, and sustainable Faculty of Education that excels, 
innovates, and transforms society through high quality, meaningful 
teaching, research, and service. As a means of advancing this vision, 
objectives specific to our structures, processes and resources are 
articulated. Of particular note is a commitment to review our current 
departmental organization with the aim to create efficiencies, improve 
stewardship of our human and financial resources, and strengthen 
teaching and research synergies across all program areas.  

The backdrop of our strategic objective is the University of Alberta for 
Tomorrow (UAT) initiative, which has arisen out of the need for 
profound change due to budgetary pressures faced by the institution. 
Aligned with our core mission of research and teaching, the structures 
and infrastructures currently in place at the University that make our 
work in the Faculty possible are undergoing a process of 
transformation. Within the Faculty of Education, our current academic 
structure has occasionally created barriers to collaboration and 
interdisciplinarity, and has required significant, and at times inequitable, 
investment of resources at the local level. Further, over the last 4 years, 
the Faculty operating budget has decreased by almost 20% and our 
staff complement has similarly been reduced by 20% through the SET 
initiative. This has created considerable risk to the Faculty which can be 
addressed by a bold vision for restructuring that will allow us to reinvest 
our resources in our core mission of teaching and research. In light of 
this, and given our strategic commitments, budgetary pressures, an 
academic hiring ‘freeze’, along with significant institutional change, we 
are at a critical point in the Faculty. We have an opportunity to advance 
innovative and creative academic and administrative support structures 
in order to strengthen teaching, research and service, and to ensure a 
high quality and meaningful student experience across all of our 
programs. Academic restructuring is not the restructuring of our 
programs (majors, minors, certificates, graduate specializations, 
curricula) but it is a change in how people and programs are situated 
within the Faculty of Education.  

Throughout the consultation process, commitment to upholding the 
standards of accreditation for the MLIS program  has been consistently 
expressed. These standards require that “the program is an integral yet 
distinctive academic unit within the institution” that may be “organized 
as an autonomous college within its university, as a department in a 
college, or otherwise as appropriate within the institution” and that 
there is an administrative head.   

.    
Supplementary Notes and 
context 

The 1991 decision of GFC merged the Faculty of Library and Information 
Studies and the Faculty of Education and placed the School of Library 
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and Information Studies administratively within the Faculty of Education 
to function primarily as a department. GFC indicated several conditions 
for the merger: 

- the School was to be led by a director; 
- the Faculty Council became a School Council that was to function 

as a department council; 
- SLIS Council was to make decisions on the mission and goals of 

the School and the MLIS program; and 
- the Faculty of Education was to recognise that accreditation was 

a sine qua non for the  faculty. 
 

 
  Engagement and Routing (Include meeting dates) 

Consultation and Stakeholder 
Participation  
(parties who have seen the 
proposal and in what capacity) 
 
<For information on the 
protocol see the Governance 
Resources section Student 
Participation Protocol> 

Faculty restructuring consultation began in 2019 with the development 
of the “Faculty structures, process & resources” strategic priority, and 
continued through draft scenario proposals, information sharing, and 
multiple forums for information and feedback.  
 
Faculty of Education Faculty Council: 

● February 2, 2021 Faculty Academic Restructuring breakout 
sessions 

● March 2, 2021 Faculty Academic Restructuring Interim Report 
presented for discussion 

● April 6, 2021 Faculty Academic Restructuring update 
● May 4, 2021 Faculty Council presentation of the restructuring 

vision for discussion 
● May 25, 2021 Revised vision presented at Faculty Council for 

endorsement. Motion to endorse tabled. 
● September 7, 2021 Motion to recommend non-departmentalized 

structure with implementation July 1, 2022. Motion passed.    
● October 5, 2021 Concerns brought forward at Faculty Council 

about faculty members on leave not voting at the September 7th 
Faculty Council and graduate student representatives not yet 
selected. 

● October 22, 2021 Special Education Faculty Council meeting in 
which the terms of reference were clarified to make explicit that 
members on leave could attend and vote at all future EFC 
meetings and to address the issue of graduate student selection. 

● November 2nd, 2021 Motion to Reconsider the September 7 
Motion.  Motion passed.  Motion to recommend non-
departmentalized structure with implementation July 1, 2022. 
Motion passed.  Second vote called because of a margin of less 
than five.  Motion passed. 

 
Other consultation:  

● Thought Exchange feedback and analysis (Faculty Retreat, 
August 2020)  

● Four draft scenarios for Academic Restructuring circulated to 
faculty, staff and students (November, 2020) 

https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/resources/guides-handbooks
https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/resources/guides-handbooks
https://www.ualberta.ca/governance/resources/guides-handbooks
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● Feedback gathered on the draft scenarios through a Google form 

and three round table discussions (December, 2020 and January, 
2021) 

● Information and discussion Town Hall with Support Staff 
(January, 2021) 

● Five drop-in Zoom conversations – 2 undergraduate student 
sessions; 1 graduate student session, and 2 open sessions 
(January and February, 2021) 

● Small group breakout conversations (February 2, Education 
Faculty Council) 

● Co-location submission of program groups (March, 2021) 
● Development of non-departmentalized vision in response to 

feedback (April 2021, DAC) 
● Google feedback form and five faculty restructuring drop-in 

sessions with faculty members, staff, and undergraduate and 
graduate students (May, 2021) 

● Third presentation of non-departmentalized vision at faculty and 
staff retreat with breakout room discussions and feedback 
(Faculty Retreat, August 26, 2021)   

● Education Students’ Association Board Meeting presentation and 
discussion (September 23, 2021) (feedback form provided).  

● Moving Forward: Faculty of Education restructuring conversation 
for faculty, staff and students (December 14, 2021) 

● Establishment of Steering Committee and Working Groups 
(Governance / Leadership Roles / Administration / Communities 
of Practice) (December 2021). 

Approval Route (Governance) 
(including meeting dates) 

GFC Academic Planning Committee – February 9, 2022 – For 
Recommendation 
GFC Executive Committee – February 14, 2022 – For placement on the 
GFC agenda 
General Faculties Council – February 28, 2022 – For Recommendation 
Board Learning, Research Student Engagement Committee – March 11, 
2022 – For Recommendation 
Board of Governors – March 25, 2022 – For approval 

 
  Strategic Alignment 

Alignment with For the Public 
Good 

1. OBJECTIVE 17: 
Facilitate, build, and support interdisciplinary, cross-faculty, and cross-
unit engagement and collaboration. 
2. OBJECTIVE 21: 
Encourage continuous improvement in administrative, governance, 
planning and stewardship systems, procedures, and policies that enable 
students, faculty, staff, and the institution as a whole to achieve shared 
strategic goals. 
3. OBJECTIVE 22: 
Secure and steward financial resources to sustain, enhance, promote, 
and facilitate the university's core mission and strategic goals. 

Alignment with Core Risk Area Please note below the specific institutional risk(s) this proposal is 
addressing. 
☐ Enrolment Management 
☐ Faculty and Staff 

☐ Relationship with Stakeholders 
☐ Reputation 
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☒ Funding and Resource Management 
☐ IT Services, Software and Hardware 
☐ Leadership and Change 
☐ Physical Infrastructure 

☐ Research Enterprise 
☐ Safety 
☐ Student Success 

Legislative Compliance and 
jurisdiction 

APC Terms of Reference  
GFC Terms of Reference 
BLRSEC Terms of Reference 
PSLA (Section 26(1)(o)) 

 
Attachments (each to be numbered 1 - 5) 
 
1. Memo from the Dean describing impact on SLIS 
2. Faculty Council Documentation - Education Faculty Restructuring 
3. American Library Association Standards for Accreditation of Master’s Programs in Library and 

Information Studies  
4. 1991 approval of the merger of the Faculty of Education and the Faculty of Library and Information 

Studies 
 
 

Prepared by: Jennifer Tupper, Dean, Faculty of Education 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



     FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF THE DEAN 

 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
TO:  Members of GFC Exec 
 
FROM:  Jennifer Tupper (Dean) 

Lynn McGarvey (Vice Dean) 
 

DATE:  February 16, 2022 
 
RE:  Faculty Restructuring and the School of Library and Information Studies: 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The purpose of this memo is to address the specific concerns of APC and Executive Committee 
members with respect to SLIS in the context of restructuring.   
 
In 1991, GFC determined the terms and conditions for SLIS when it transitioned into the Faculty 
of Education, including that the School was to be led by a director; that the SLIS Faculty Council 
became a School Council that was to function as a department council; that SLIS Council was to 
make decisions on the mission and goals of the School and the MLIS program; and the Faculty 
of Education was to recognise that accreditation was a sine qua non for the  faculty.  
 
Throughout our extensive restructuring process over the last two years, there has been clear 
and consistent communication about the need to uphold the standards of accreditation for the 
School & Clinical Child Psychology Program (SCCP), Counselling Psychology, TESL, and the 
Masters of Library and Information Studies (MLIS).  
 
With respect to the MLIS, the American Library Association (ALA) Standards of Accreditation 
make clear that the MLIS program is a “distinct Academic Unit within the institution” and “Its 
autonomy is sufficient to assure that the intellectual content of its program, the selection and 
promotion of its faculty, and the selection of its students are determined by the program within 
the general guidelines of the institution” (V.1).   
 
The ALA standards note that the academic unit that provides graduate education in library and 
information studies may be organized as an autonomous college within its university, as a 
department in a college, or otherwise, as appropriate within the institution. Across North 
America, there are variations in how MLIS programs are organized including within non-
departmentalized faculties.  



 
Further, the standards require an “academic head”. The use of the title of “director” is common 
for MLIS program leads across the country and will be used effective July 1, 2022.  This position 
is not considered a chair, but may have some chair-like responsibilities that align with key 
responsibilities outlined in the ALA Standards, including but not limited to, ensuring curricular 
autonomy, quality assurance, recruiting faculty, assigning teaching, facilitating faculty and 
student interaction with other academic units, and promoting the socialization of students into 
the field.  
 
Thus, we do not see any risk to accreditation for the MLIS program with a move to a non-
departmental structure within the Faculty.  Currently within the Faculty of Education, the 
Aboriginal Teacher Education Program (ATEP) and the Professional Learning Unit are both 
considered distinct academic units with Directors who lead the delivery of programs.  On April 
1st, the English Language School will join the Faculty of Education and it too constitutes a 
distinct academic unit led by a Director.   
 
Work is well underway in the Faculty to implement the new structure. It is being led by a 
Steering Committee and four working groups (administration; governance; communities of 
practice: leadership roles). Of note is that the Governance working group will review governance 
structures, membership, terms of reference and authority held by all bodies in Education, 
including SLIS Council to determine how best to support program related decisions and 
collaboration.  Any proposed changes that would change the conditions imposed by GFC on 
SLIS in 1991 will come back to GFC for approval.  
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MOTION to recommend a non-departmentalized structure for the Faculty of 
Education with implementation beginning July 1, 2022.  

Our Current Reality 

The faculty and staff retreat on August 26th, 2021 marked the end of a comprehensive, year-
long series of discussions and debates about the future structure of our faculty. While there is 
still hesitancy and uncertainty, we must now commit to a path forward. We recognize that with 
this motion, the face of our faculty will change. There is and will continue to be a sense of loss 
for the departments that have served as touchstones for students, staff, instructors, and 
professors currently and in years past. This is not a decision to be made lightly. Yet, we are 
faced with an unprecedented reduction in resources—both financially and in personnel. Since 
2017, the operating budget of the Faculty has decreased by 20%. This reduction is not 
temporary, but is reflective of diminishing financial support for publicly funded post-secondary 
institutions around the world. We need to make a choice now that allows our faculty to be 
sustainable well into the future—beyond when most of us have retired or left the faculty. A 
non-departmentalized motion is a bold step, and at its core is the desire to envision our faculty 
as a collective whole. Becoming non-departmentalized allows us to work together, in the spirit 
of mâmawohkamâtowin, to put our remaining resources into our core mission of teaching, 
research, and service, and it provides us with the flexibility needed to respond to the changing 
landscape of post-secondary institutions, the students we serve, and the Public Good in the 
years to come.  

Background 

The Faculty of Education currently consists of four departments led by four chairs and a school 
led by a director. This current configuration is a result of the merger of the Faculty of Library 
and Information Studies with the Faculty of Education in 1991, and restructuring from seven to 
five units in response to government budget cutbacks in 1994 (see 1994 Reorganization 
Proposal attached). While the faculty has maintained four departments and a school for over 25 
years, diminishing staff and financial resources over the past decade have resulted in a 
reduction from five to three departmental administrative units.  

There are currently over 100 faculty members, and department/school sizes range from 9 to 36 
faculty members in each. The Faculty represents a wide variety of backgrounds and disciplines 
requiring an inclusive and broadly based vision: To be a flourishing, diverse, and sustainable 
Faculty of Education that excels, innovates, and transforms society through high quality, 
meaningful teaching, research, and service.  
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Rationale for Academic Restructuring (from Interim Report, February 2021, attached) 

The backdrop of our strategic objective to restructure is the University of Alberta for Tomorrow 
(UAT) initiative, which has arisen out of the need for profound change due to budgetary 
pressures faced by the institution. Aligned with our core mission of research and teaching, the 
structures and infrastructures currently in place at the University that make our work in the 
Faculty possible are undergoing a process of transformation. Within the Faculty of Education, 
our current academic structure has occasionally created barriers to collaboration and 
interdisciplinarity, and has required significant, and at times inequitable, investment of 
resources at the local level.  

Given our strategic commitments, budgetary pressures, an academic hiring ‘freeze’, along with 
significant institutional change, we are at a critical point in the Faculty. We have an opportunity 
to think innovatively and creatively about our academic and administrative support structures, 
to strengthen teaching, research and service, and to ensure a high quality and meaningful 
student experience across all of our programs. However, this requires that we think differently 
about how we use our existing resources. 

Rationale for a Non-Departmentalized Faculty 

The two structural options presented to the faculty were (1) two departments or (2) non-
departmentalized. The feedback received was split between these options. Initially, possibilities 
for the two-department option were pursued, but feedback received and additional factors 
made this choice problematic. The shift to a non-departmentalized vision was based on the 
desire for future decision making to be based on the collective whole, and the need for ongoing 
sustainability of the Faculty. The following points highlight reasons for a non-departmentalized 
faculty arising from submitted feedback (from Faculty Restructuring Vision, May 5, 2021, 
attached): 

• Program area co-location submissions did not lead to any clear two-department
groupings, and some program areas strongly opposed any departmental structure

• Forcing mergers could fracture the faculty and perpetuate long-standing issues that
continue to exist from previous department mergers

• Expressed concerns about identity and belonging with potential department names and
large departments housing multiple programs

• Need to establish equitable and efficient practices for scheduling and staffing all of our
courses

• Provide faculty members with opportunities to contribute to multiple program areas
• Need for ongoing flexibility to adjust to financial instability more equitably
• Need for better utilization of administrative resources while reducing the duplication of

responsibilities
• Create mechanisms to increase coordination across our undergraduate and graduate

programs
• Improve collaboration and collegiality across the Faculty
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Information Forums and Consultation Process 

Faculty restructuring consultation began in 2019 with the development of the “Faculty 
structures, process & resources” strategic priority, and continued through draft scenario 
proposals, information sharing, and multiple forums for information and feedback. The 
consultation process included: 

• Thought Exchange feedback and analysis (Faculty Retreat, August 2020)
• Four draft scenarios for Academic Restructuring circulated to faculty, staff and students

(November, 2020)
• Feedback gather on the draft scenarios through a Google form and three round table

discussions (December, 2020 and January, 2021)
• Information and discussion Town Hall with Support Staff (January, 2021)
• Five drop-in Zoom conversations: 2 undergraduate student sessions,  1 graduate student

session, and 2 open sessions (January and February, 2021)
• Small group breakout conversations (February 2, Education Faculty Council)
• Faculty Academic Restructuring Interim Report (February 2021, report attached)
• Co-location submission of program groups (March, 2021)
• Development of non-departmentalized vision in response to feedback (April 2021, DAC)
• Faculty restructuring document and presentation of non-departmentalized vision (May

4, 2021, Faculty Council, report attached)
• Google feedback form and five faculty restructuring drop-in sessions with faculty

members, staff, and undergraduate and graduate students (May, 2021)
• Consolidated feedback report and second presentation of non-departmentalized vision

to address questions, and motion to endorse (tabled) (Faculty Council in May 25, 2021,
report attached)

• Third presentation of non-departmentalized vision at faculty and staff retreat with
breakout room discussions and feedback (Faculty Retreat, August 26, 2021)

Proposed Timeline for Faculty of Education Restructuring (from Faculty Retreat presentation) 

Sept 7, 2021 Faculty Council vote to recommend non-departmentalized faculty structure 
Sept - Dec, 2021 Planning of academic groupings, program process, and governance review 
Jan - June, 2022 Transition to revised leadership positions, and responsibility redistribution 
July, 2022 Initial implementation with continued refinement of governance and faculty 

processes 

Attachments 

A. Faculty of Education Academic Restructuring Interim Report, February 2021
B. Faculty of Education Restructuring Vision, May 5, 2021
C. Faculty of Education Restructuring – Consolidated Feedback and Responses, May 25,

2021
D. 1994 Reorganization Proposal
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Faculty of Education 
Academic Restructuring 

Interim Report 
February 2021 

University of Alberta for Tomorrow Vision 

The University of Alberta has embarked on a period of major transformation, building on its long 
history of leadership in the province and in Canada’s post-secondary sector. The pressures facing 
the U of A today are significant and we must take urgent action. With fundamental systemic 
reform, we can set a bold new direction for the university of tomorrow. We can strengthen our 
core teaching, research, and community engagement mission and enrich student experiences, 
while addressing the current funding crisis. Together, we can renew and grow the U of A’s 
global leadership in higher education and research, and drive even greater social and economic 
growth, innovation, and creativity for the public good of the province and beyond. 

Education for the Public Good 

In our Strategic Plan Education for the Public Good, the Faculty of Education advances a vision 
to be a flourishing, diverse and sustainable Faculty that excels, innovates and transforms society 
through high quality, meaningful teaching, research and service. As a means of advancing this 
vision, objectives specific to our structures, processes and resources are articulated. Of particular 
note is a commitment to review our current departmental organization with the aim to create 
efficiencies, improve stewardship of our human and financial resources, and strengthen teaching 
and research synergies across all program areas.   

The Case for Academic Restructuring 

The backdrop of our strategic objective is the University of Alberta for Tomorrow (UAT) 
initiative, which has arisen out of the need for profound change due to budgetary pressures faced 
by the institution. Aligned with our core mission of research and teaching, the structures and 
infrastructures currently in place at the University that make our work in the Faculty possible are 
undergoing a process of transformation. Within the Faculty of Education, our current academic 
structure has occasionally created barriers to collaboration and interdisciplinarity, and has 
required significant, and at times inequitable, investment of resources at the local level.  

Given our strategic commitments, budgetary pressures, an academic hiring ‘freeze’, along with 
significant institutional change, we are at a critical point in the Faculty. We have an opportunity 
to think innovatively and creatively about our academic and administrative support structures, to 
strengthen teaching, research and service, and to ensure a high quality and meaningful student 
experience across all of our programs. However, this requires that we think differently about how 
we use our existing resources. Importantly, academic restructuring is not the restructuring of our 
programs (majors, minors, certificates, graduate specializations, curricula).  
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Guiding Principles 

● Attention to the core values as articulated in Education for the Public Good
● an inclusive, supportive and transparent process of consultation
● recommendations for structural change are data-informed and future-focused
● considerations of equity, diversity and inclusion are core to the process
● financial considerations will be balanced with attention to high quality student

experiences and advancing a rich and respectful working and learning environment
● innovation, collaboration and creativity
● adhere to governance processes, procedures and collective agreements
● retain talented staff
● maintain excellence and integrity of academic programs

Consultation and Feedback 

• 4 DRAFT scenarios for Academic Restructuring circulated to faculty, staff and students
in November

• 47 electronic responses to the DRAFT scenarios received in December & January
• 3 Round Tables:  December 9th, December 17th, January 7th with approximately 200

participants
• 1 Support Staff Town Hall, January 11th, approximately 53 participants
• 5 drop-in Zoom conversations – 2 undergraduate student sessions; 1 graduate student

session, and 2 open sessions in January & February
• Small group breakout conversations, February 2nd Education Faculty Council

Overall, the feedback demonstrated an understanding that academic restructuring within the 
Faculty is necessary (per Objective 29 in Education for the Public Good) and that it represents an 
opportunity to break down silos, strengthen collaborations, and enhance program delivery.  
However, many important questions were raised through consultation which this report aims to 
answer.  

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 

1. What is the problem we are trying to solve?

Budget:
• Since 2017, the Faculty of Education operating budget has decreased by 20% and

the Government of Alberta has signaled continued budget reductions for the
University of Alberta in fiscal 2021 & 2022 in addition to the $127 million cut
already incurred.

• In order to manage these significant financial reductions, the University is
transforming administrative services and academic structures.

• Through SET, there will be 1100 fewer staff supporting the University of Alberta
by the end of 2022.
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• In the Faculty of Education, a 20% reduction in the number of FTEs by the end
of 2022 means that we have to think differently about how we work and how we
are structured in order to maintain a high-quality student experience.

• Academic restructuring within the Faculty allows us to combine and focus our
existing resources on supporting students and supporting our core mission of
teaching and research.

Greater Cohesion 
• Separate from the reality of budget cuts, and in the context of our strategic

planning process in 2017-2018, faculty and staff expressed the need to break
down existing silos in the Faculty, silos that were felt to be a function of the
current academic structure.

• Faculty, staff and students expressed a desire to consider different ways of
organizing ourselves academically, to explore opportunities for synergies and
collaborations across the Faculty, program areas and specializations.  Academic
restructuring presents new possibilities for interdisciplinary research
collaborations across program areas and specializations, and opportunities for
teaching across programs.

• The Undergraduate Program Review (2017-2018) also identified challenges in
delivering the teacher education program across four departments.  Again,
academic restructuring creates opportunities for responding to and mitigating
these challenges.

Thus, we are attempting to solve both budget and organizational challenges as we propose 
new academic and administrative structures that aim to keep our core mission of teaching 
and research front of mind by creating structures that support these in a context of 
significant cost cutting.  

2. Why can’t we leave things as they are?

• We will have 20% fewer staff in the Faculty by the end of 2022.
• Our budget reductions since 2017 mean that we are working with 25% less over a

five-year period.
• If we do not seek to change in innovative and creative ways, we are in danger of

diminishing the quality of the student experience and the supports available for
teaching and research.

• Making incremental changes year after year to manage budget reductions is akin
to death by a thousand cuts.

• There are also certain factors outside the Faculty that we have no control over
but must respond to.  These will result in substantial changes across the
institution and within the Faculty.
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3. Does Faculty Leadership have a preferred model already in mind?

No.  The four draft scenarios were created at the request of Education Faculty Council.
Members of DAC see the possibilities and challenges of each scenario and have
consistently expressed an openness to other ideas.

4. How will academic restructuring impact / change programs?

• Programs will not be changed if our academic structures change but they may be
relocated (similar to the relocation of the MACE program when the academic
function of Extension was dissolved in June 2020).

• Academic changes to programs require the adherence to governance processes,
including UAAC and GAAC endorsement.

• The Undergraduate Program Renewal process has been underway since 2018
and the Graduate Program Review with corresponding recommendations was
completed in 2020.  Currently, under the leadership of the Associate Dean,
Graduate Studies, a process to consider changes to graduate programs is
underway, which involves extensive consultation and appropriate governance
processes.

5. How were the scenarios suggested?

As noted previously, Education Faculty Council requested that the DAC create draft
scenarios for academic restructuring for consideration and feedback. The DAC drew on
feedback generated through the Faculty Strategic Planning process, the Thought
Exchange data from the August retreat and informal conversations with faculty and staff.
The DAC does not have a preferred outcome and there is diversity in the perspectives of
members of the DAC with respect to the four scenarios.

6. What will happen to students if an academic reorganization takes place?

The home department of graduate students may change, depending on where programs
are situated, but students will continue in their programs as they are now.  The
undergraduate program is a Faculty-wide program and students will continue to be
supported as they progress through their degree, regardless of academic structure.

7. Where will staff be situated in a restructured faculty?

This is a detail that needs to be worked out depending on the academic structure
endorsed by the Education Faculty Council, and dependent on what functions shift to the
College and SET.  If a departmental structure is maintained, there will need to be staff
situated within the departments to provide the necessary administrative support including

Agenda 12: Academic Restructuring Vision

Appendix A



5 

programmatic support.  If a non-departmentalized structure is endorsed, then staff will be 
situated within a Faculty Office and various Associate Dean portfolios.   

8. How will faculty members maintain a sense of belonging in a non-departmentalized
structure?

Sense of belonging is important regardless of academic structure. Thus, the creation of
communities of practice is one mechanism whereby a sense of belonging can be
established regardless of academic structure. Program areas (already in existence) are
another mechanism that shapes a sense of belonging in a non-departmentalized structure,
as do opportunities for interdisciplinary collaborations.

9. What cost savings are associated with each scenario?

Moving from five to two departments approximates cost savings as follows:
- Reduction in 3 Chairs = $144,000 (course release); $18,000 (administrative

stipends); $25,000 (GRA Support)
- Reduction in 5 Associate Chairs = $120,000 (course release); $15,000

(administrative stipends)
- Reduction in 4 FTE Staff positions (accounted for in SET reductions) = $350,000

*Total = $672,000

Moving from five to no departments approximates cost savings as follows: 
- Reduction in 5 Chairs = $240,000 (course release); $37,500 (administrative

stipends); $25,000 (GRA Support)
- Reduction in 9 Associate Chairs = $216,000 (course release); $27,000

(administrative stipends)
- Reduction in 4 FTE Staff positions (accounted for in SET reductions) = $350,000

*Total = $895,500

However, a non-departmentalized structure may require the creation of additional 
leadership positions at the Faculty level to provide the necessary supports for teaching, 
research, and service.  Thus, the total savings would not be significantly greater than 
those achieved by maintaining a department structure.   

* It is important to note that some functions may move from the Faculty to the College
which may impact staffing & budget across the faculty.

10. Will the Departments be consulted concerning the naming of new units? How will
decisions concerning Chairs or Directors be confirmed?

Yes.  It became very clear in the feedback that this is important, and that the
Departmental names assigned in the DRAFT Scenarios were causing consternation /
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concern.  If we can agree on the organization of programs within a departmental 
structure, then the newly formed departments should play a central role in determining 
their names.   

With respect to the selection of Chairs and Directors, the process as set forth in UAPPOL 
must be adhered to.  Thus, a selection committee would be struck.  For more information, 
please refer to the UAPPOL policy: 
https://policiesonline.ualberta.ca/PoliciesProcedures/Procedures/Department-Chairs-
Selection-Procedure.pdf 

11. Why were Centres and Institutes included in some scenarios but not others?

This was an oversight.  However, Centres and Institutes are core to the work of the
Faculty and transcend departmental structure.  They are currently governed per
UAPPOL with oversight by the Vice Dean. For more information, please refer to the
UAPPOL policy:
https://policiesonline.ualberta.ca/PoliciesProcedures/Procedures/Academic-Centres-
and-Institutes-Operation-Procedure.pdf

Summary  

Change is never easy, and there were many expressions of concern through the consultation 
about the depth, breadth and pace of change at the U of A.  However, there was overwhelming 
recognition that change can be beneficial in the short, medium and long term, especially as it 
strengthens our work as a Faculty in the midst of diminishing resources.    

The consultation feedback revealed: 

• that each of the four scenarios presented both opportunities and challenges;
• that considerable work would need to occur in any transition to a new structure;
• an overall preference amongst faculty, staff and students to maintain the departmental

structure given our size and complexity;
• agreement that the role of Department Chairs and Associate Chairs in day-to-day decision

making and in the provision of day-to-day support is preferable;
• the Undergraduate and Graduate Programs are core to our work as a Faculty and can

function regardless of our academic structure;
• governance structures will need to be carefully considered and adjusted accordingly;
• we need to be future-focused as a Faculty, given the immediate challenges facing the

institution;
• the importance of balancing financial considerations while maintaining high quality

student experiences;
• a desire to enhance a culture of respect in a restructured faculty;
• a commitment to maintaining excellence and the integrity of our academic programs; and
• recognition that regardless of how we restructure ourselves academically, we are all

members of the Faculty of Education.
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Next Steps: 

Given the preference to maintain a departmentalized structure, the next step is to determine how 
to situate programs/specializations in two rather than five departments.  To that end, proposals 
will be solicited from each program/specialization that identify: 1). what other programs with 
which they would like to be co-located; and, 2). A brief rationale (more details to follow).   

These proposals will be submitted to and reviewed by the DAC, who will use them to design a 
revised proposal for Academic Restructuring for the consideration of faculty, staff and students.  
Given necessary governance processes and timelines, potential endorsement would occur at 
Education Faculty Council in April.   

The following list reflects our current program areas / specializations in the Faculty of 
Education: 

• Elementary Education
• Secondary Education
• School of Library and Information Studies
• Social Justice and International Education
• Adult, Community and Higher Education
• Indigenous Peoples Education
• Education Administration and Leadership
• TESOL
• School & Clinical Child Psychology
• Counselling Psychology
• School Counselling
• Psychological Studies in Education
• Measurement, Evaluation & Data Science
• Special Education
• Technology in Education

*ATEP is not included in this list as they exist outside of the departmental structure.
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Faculty of Education Restructuring Vision 
Transformative Teaching, Research, and Service 

The non-departmentalized vision for the Faculty reflects the Cree concept of 
mâmawohkamâtowin –  working cooperatively and collectively to serve our students. 

Why Non-Departmentalized? 
The vision is based on the feedback received and the need for ongoing sustainability of the 
Faculty. More specifically, the following points highlight a few of the reasons for shifting to a 
non-departmentalized Faculty:   

• Program area co-location submissions did not lead to any clear two-department
groupings, and some program areas strongly opposed any departmental structure

• Forcing mergers could fracture the faculty and perpetuate long-standing issues that
continue to exist from previous department mergers

• Expressed concerns about identity and belonging with potential department names and
large departments housing multiple programs

• Need to establish equitable and efficient practices for scheduling and staffing all of our
courses

• Provide faculty members with opportunities to contribute to multiple program areas
• Need for ongoing flexibility to adjust to financial instability more equitably
• Need for better utilization of administrative resources while reducing the duplication of

responsibilities
• Create mechanisms to increase coordination across our undergraduate and graduate

programs
• Improve collaboration and collegiality across the Faculty

Transformative Teaching  
The faculty’s restructuring vision recognizes that our programs are the lifeblood of the faculty, 
and places the undergraduate and graduate STUDENT EXPERIENCE at the centre of the 
Faculty’s decision-making. Removing department walls will encourage broader participation, 
unite similar program areas, increase coordination across our undergraduate and graduate 
programs, and provide flexibility for faculty members to belong to more than one program 
area.  

At present, most program areas have a lead person described as a program coordinator, 
specialist coordinator, or director. At the undergraduate level, we also have subject area 
coordinators and course coordinators. These coordinators/directors will continue to play 
important leadership and communication roles with faculty members, graduate students, and 
instructors in their program/subject areas. By bringing together undergraduate and graduate 
coordinators, we can better work together to discuss ways to improve and integrate learning 
experiences, and bring forward issues and recommendations to UAAC/GAAC through the 
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Associate Chairs. In this vision, Associate Chairs will provide leadership to the coordinators and 
facilitate communication across program areas and courses. UAAC/GAAC Working Groups will 
take a more active role in addressing teaching, student, and program related issues and 
initiatives. That Associate Deans Undergraduate and Graduate continue to chair UAAC and 
GAAC, and are an integral interface between Centralized Student Services and faculty 
programs. 

Transformative Research  
Our research, scholarship, and creative activity contributes to and forms the basis of our 
teaching and programs. Faculty members of all ranks requested opportunities to engage in and 
contribute to formal and informal mentorship opportunities of colleagues and graduate 
students. These opportunities will continue to occur locally through collegial relationships 
within and across program areas, and will be supported by the Associate Dean Research 
through expanded Research & Innovation initiatives. 

Transformative Service 
Service encircles and is infused throughout the faculty. Service and leadership contributes to 
scholarship and teaching, and facilitates collegial relationships through committee work. The 
strength and functioning of the faculty relies on our commitment to make decisions collectively 
in the best interest of our faculty as a community of students, staff, instructors, academics, and 
administrators.  

The retain familiarity in the leadership structure, the vision includes two Faculty Chairs, and two 
Associate Chairs at the undergraduate and graduate levels. The Chairs will play important 
leadership roles at the intersection of teaching, research, and service. They will share/split 
responsibilities expected of chairs such as assigning teaching loads, making recommendations 
for merit, bringing faculty members forward for tenure and promotion, providing mentorship, 
serving as chair for faculty selection committees, and so on. An additional leadership role is the 
Associate Dean, Indigenous Education. This addition is based on the feedback received and it is 
listed as a priority in our 2019-2024 strategic plan.  

While the Faculty’s current committee structure does not need to change substantially, the 
move to a non-departmentalized faculty will impact how memberships are defined in the Terms 
of Reference. A Governance Working Group will be struck to review the terms of reference for 
all committees and make recommendations for revised membership.  

Contributing Units 
Many of our contributing units contribute to teaching, research, and service and will continue 
to be supported by the Dean’s Office. Modifications to some of these units will occur as our 
Collaborating Partners become established and evolve. An Indigenous Initiatives unit will be 

Agenda 12: Academic Restructuring Vision

Appendix B



Faculty of Education Restructuring Vision 2021-05-05 (Draft) 3 

added that will provide support for ATEP, as well as research, community-based and program 
initiatives throughout the faculty. 

Collaborating Partners 
There remains uncertainty in the roles and relationships with our collaborating partners 
including the College, other faculties within the College, FGSR, Centres of Expertise, Service 
Hubs, and Service Partners. However, through ongoing communication, we will ensure that we 
continue to strive for transformative teaching, research, and service, and thrive as a faculty. 

Faculty Restructuring Timeline: 
May 4, 2021 Faculty Council presentation of the restructuring vision 
May 5 Vision description and google feedback form distributed 
May 10 – 17 Drop-in sessions for faculty, graduate students, and staff 
May 25 Revised vision presented at Faculty Council for endorsement 
May – June Initial approval of restructuring requested of the Provost 
June – October Governance, leadership responsibilities, and administrative working 

groups 
October – December  University governance approval process 
January – March 2022 Leadership selection 
March – July Transition to new structure 
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Faculty of Education Restructuring 
Consolidated Feedback and Responses 

May 18, 2021 

Students, staff and faculty provided extensive feedback on the proposed restructuring vision through 
four drop-in sessions, a google feedback form, and individual communication. The comments, questions, 
and concerns were appreciated and tremendously helpful in expanding our understanding of what it 
means to be non-departmentalized. This document includes the most common categories of questions 
and concerns that our community raised.  

Why a Non-Departmentalized Vision? 
The non-departmentalized vision (see Appendix A) takes into consideration the many moving parts that 
are currently shaping the Faculty and University such as SET, the College, the new Budget Model, 
Centralized Student Services, and the Graduate Program Review. Yes, it is, in part, a response to the 
current budget cuts and anticipated budget cuts in the future, but the restructuring vision was born out 
of a sense of optimism. It is forward looking. It is one that removes internal bureaucracy and obstacles 
to allow us to be innovative in our programs, rethink how we can best serve our students, and continue 
to enact our Strategic Plan. It gives us an opportunity to change the faculty’s culture to one of 
collaboration and service to the faculty as a whole, rather than continuing to operate in silos. Yet, it 
allows us to maintain our strong connection to our programs and the people we work alongside, while 
opening doors to new synergies. Our vision is to create an environment in which everyone has a place of 
belonging, and feels a sense of collegiality and pride in our Faculty. 

So what are we being asked to vote on exactly? 
The motion for May 25th, Faculty Council is as follows: 
Motion to endorse, in principle, the non-departmentalized vision for the Faculty of Education. 

First, it might be helpful to state what we are not voting on. We are not voting on the specific leadership 
roles listed on the ‘visual’ of the vision, as we expect the number of leadership roles and the titles of 
those roles to potentially change (see the Leadership Working Group below). We are not voting on a list 
of program areas and how those program areas will be governed (see the Program Areas Working Group 
below). And we are not voting on how membership might be constituted on each of our committees 
(see the Governance Working Group below). The vote is whether or not we want to put in the effort into 
collectively working out the details for leadership, program areas, governance, and administration 
within a non-departmentalized faculty.  

If we vote against the vision, what happens? 
Right now, we don’t have a Plan B. None of the other options we’ve considered, including all of the 2-
Department configurations, balance all of the moving parts or address the significant feedback received 
as effectively. So, if we vote against the motion, it is back to the drawing board. But we can’t be 
complacent. As described in the next section, faculty restructuring is under the purview of the Provost, 
and requires several levels of governance approval. We need a vision with at least some of the details by 
September. 
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So, if we do vote in favour, then what? 
The governance process for restructuring faculties and departments is set out in Article A10: Academic 
Reorganization in the Collective Agreement. Restructuring is under the purview of the Provost. If we 
vote in favour of the motion on May 25th, then we need to solicit the Provost’s feedback and general 
support in June. If he is supportive, then we can begin to work on some of the details of a non-
departmentalized faculty. The following outlines a timeline for that work: 

July - August: 
Faculty leadership will compile materials for Discussion Groups on Leadership, Program Areas, 
Governance, and Administration. These materials will include examples from other non-
departmentalized faculties, questions and suggestions from the feedback gathered, possible 
constraints, and other relevant information. 

August 26th: Faculty Retreat 
Prior to the Faculty Retreat, Discussion Group materials will be provided to Faculty and Staff. At that 
time, each person will choose which Discussion Group they’d like to participate in at the Faculty 
Retreat. 

Once at the Faculty Retreat, people will be placed in the discussion group of their choice. (There 
may be multiple groups on the same topic, and as we gather the material, we may need subgroups 
or new topics.) Each group will have a chance to begin to envision what their topic of discussion 
might look like and how it could be implemented. Recommendations from these groups will be 
shared. Working groups will then be struck to continue the work after the retreat by examining and 
making recommendations. These working groups may continue for a couple of months or 
throughout the academic year, depending on the tasks. Although we need to have a sense of how 
leadership and governance will work in a non-departmentalized faculty, the exact details do not 
need to be determined to move to the next phase in the process. 

September 7th: Faculty Council 
In order to go through the multiple levels of governance in time for a July 1, 2022 implementation, 
an official motion, using the language in Article A10, will be brought forward to Faculty Council: 

Motion to recommend that the Faculty of Education become a non-departmentalized faculty. 

Article A10 states that an academic reorganization may originate “from a recommendation from a 
Faculty Council to the Provost, or from a proposal by the Provost.” As mentioned, our faculty will 
make a recommendation to become non-departmentalized to the Provost, but he ultimately has the 
authority to determine how we are structured. U of A for Tomorrow illustrates this further with the 
objective of “reducing the number of faculties and departments through consolidation to create 
economies of scale and reduce duplication of similar programs, courses and services.” Our work now 
allows us to be proactive in this regard. 

Based on a previous example of becoming non-departmentalized from the School of Public Health, 
the recommendation includes alignment with University guiding documents (e.g., U of A for 
Tomorrow), compliance with legislation, policy and procedure, rationale for the change, the 
consultative process, and proposed details of restructuring. The focus is on the shifting from 
departmentalized to non-departmentalized, not on the specific details of implementation. 
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September to January: University Governance Approvals 
If the Faculty votes in favour of the motion at September Faculty Council, approvals and/or reviews 
are needed at subcommittees and committees of Academic Planning Committee, GFC, and the 
Board of Governors. At each phase in the process the committee may return the recommendation 
to the Provost, approve the recommendation (possibly with changes), or reject the 
recommendation. Once again, communication is through the Provost. 

January to June, 2022 
If the recommendation is approved at each step of the governance process, then we will have six 
months to begin the transition to a new leadership, governance, and administrative structure. Yet, 
we recognize that it will take time and adjustments over the months, and possibly the first few 
years, to begin working in a new structure. 

What are the details?  
In the feedback received, people asked many questions, and gave suggestions for what we should and 
should not do. The areas below were mentioned repeatedly. In the spirit of the Cree concept of 
mâmawohkamâtowin, we would like to work cooperatively to create answers and solutions in the best 
interest of our students, and for our community as a faculty. Please note that these are the areas we 
have identified at this moment. There may be others, and these groups may need further subdivision to 
create more manageable tasks. At the same time, we know that all of these parts do not exist in 
isolation, and so the recommendations need to fit together. 

Leadership Roles and Responsibilities 
Task: Review and redefine all leadership roles and responsibilities including Vice Dean, Associate 

Deans, Chairs, and Associate Chairs. 
● What areas of responsibilities do we need to fulfill?
● What gaps do we have (e.g., EDI, Wellness, Mentorship)?
● How many leadership roles do we need?
● What selection processes should be in place to choose the faculty’s leaders?
● What titles should we use?
● How will the chairs share or split responsibilities? How can we ensure the chair roles are

engaging and connected to the work of the faculty? (see Note below)

The responsibilities of the faculty’s leadership positions will necessarily need to change given the 
introduction of the College, initiatives through SET, and our faculty’s shift to Centralized Student 
Services. This leadership review allows us to examine what leadership roles will be required or 
needed to support us as a faculty. 

Note: Many people asked questions specifically about the Chairs. The role of the Chair in the 
proposed vision will include the responsibilities as outlined in the Collective Agreement including 
assigning teaching (A2.02.1), possibly assigning service (A2.04), reviewing the annual report (A2.05), 
sabbatical applications (A4.02.1), recommending tenure and promotion (Article A5), recommending 
merit increments (A6.091), and all other duties specified in the Agreement. Also, selection of a Chair 
follows very specific UAPPOL Procedures that would be maintained and require input from faculty 
members. Although the vision used the label of “chair” to signal these responsibilities, the title of 
the position can be changed, and they may have new responsibilities that allow them to contribute 
meaningfully to the faculty. 
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Program Area Groupings  
Task:  Create a description of program areas, describe how they will operate, how coordinators will 

be determined, and how faculty members are attached to program areas, and how they will 
contribute to program-related decision making at both the undergraduate and graduate 
levels.  

● What program areas do we currently have?
● How might we outline program areas so that faculty members can see where they

belong?
● How can we ensure permeability between program areas, rather than having them work

as silos?
● How can we identify coordinators at the undergraduate and graduate levels?
● How many coordinators do we need?
● How are they selected?
● How can we strengthen collaboration across our programs?
● How can the coordinators work effectively together?

The term “Program Areas” was intended to reflect how most faculty, instructors, and students are 
currently organized based on graduate and undergraduate programs, and specializations or subject 
areas.  

Other non-departmentalized Faculties of Education across Canada and around the world organize 
faculty members to help create governance structures that support their programs and initiatives. 
For example, Werklund (92 faculty members) identifies seven “Specializations & Academic 
Expertise;” Western (45 faculty members) uses three “Academic and Research Clusters”; University 
of Regina (48 faculty members) uses “Program Areas” with “Subject Areas” within each group; 
University of Ottawa (60 faculty members) is organized around programs (B.Ed. Anglophone, B.Ed. 
Francophone, Graduate Studies) with faculty level program committees; and Monash University 
(180 faculty members) uses five “Academic Communities.” The intention with the proposed vision is 
that our Program Areas (however they become defined) are permeable, allowing faculty members 
to make choices about where they belong.  

Governance:  
Task:  Review the current committee structure, terms of reference and redefine membership. 

● What committees do we currently have?
● Are they addressing the governance needs of the faculty?
● How can we create appropriate representation on our committees?

Two key intentions of the non-departmentalized vision are to remove a layer of bureaucracy 
between program-related decisions and approval, particularly at UAAC and GAAC, and to improve 
collaboration across our undergraduate and graduate programs. The feedback we received asked us 
to do more than simply revise membership, but to look more closely at the committees we currently 
have in place, and whether they reflect the concept of mâmawohkamâtowin – working together. A 
clear and thoughtful review of our committees, their terms of reference, and memberships to 
ensure a diversity of perspectives is needed to fulfill the vision. 
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Administration and Communication:  
Task: Determine what responsibilities and tasks are currently occurring at the department level, and 

recommend how to operationalize those responsibilities to support the faculty as a whole. 
● How can we continue to best implement our Faculty Communication Plan? It is

scheduled for review in 2022
● What does our Faculty Communication Plan say about the flow of communication?
● How do we continue to support instructors and staff?
● Who do they go to when they need help?
● Who signs my forms?

As part of Centralizing Student Services, all staff whose primary responsibility is supporting students 
will become part of this unit. Work is already underway for administration in this unit and several 
consultations have occurred with individuals who provide direct service to undergraduate and 
graduate students. However, we have many other staff members and administrators who support 
instructional needs, provide administrative support, support mail distribution, distribute office 
equipment and supplies, and so on. Determining how we can continue to operate administratively 
as a faculty is essential to operationalizing the vision. 
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION

Reorganization Proposal - April 13, 1994

The administrative units should:

1. have some conceptual integrity,

2. be strong, functioning units,

3. have involvement in both undergraduate and graduate education, and

It is assumed that:

1. staff members will have the opportunity to elect and negotiate departmental
membership or joint appointment,

2. there will be greater fluidity between and amongst administrative units with
respect to staffing and programs.

Proposed Administrative Units:

Departments:

Department of Educational Policy Studies - - focus on the philosophical, historical
and sociological foundations of educational policy and practice, educational
administration and the theory and practice of adult and higher education.

Department of Educational Psychology and Technology - - focus on the
psychological foundations and instructional technological applications of
educational practice.

Department of Elementary Education - - focus on elementary schools.

Department of Secondary Education - - focus on secondary schools.

School of Library and Information Studies - - focus on accredited MLIS program.

Division:

A Division of Technology in Education will be formed, as a Faculty-wide unit,
with an academic head and other joint appointments from academic departments.
This unit would include the Instructional Technology Centre, and Publication
Services.

Effective Date: July 1, 1994
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May 4, 2021 Education Faculty Council  
Agenda Item 6.1: Overview of Proposed Vision for Initial Consideration 
Dr. Evelyn Steinhauer’s Open Statement

I'll keep my comments really brief. I thank you for sharing that in the way that you did, Lynn, and I 
appreciate that this has been a really complicated process. As we were talking this through process at Dean's 
Advisory Council and I was looking at this chart, I was thinking about it with my Cree hat on. I often will do 
that, when I'm working with a system that I can't really fully comprehend.  

Within the Cree context, when I am working through a process such as this, I will translate it into the Cree 
language. I think about it as mâmawohkamâtowin. Mâmawohkamâtowin is a sophisticated way of being. It's 
working collaboratively with one another in coming to a process that would be really reasonable, and it 
would take into account everybody within the Faculty. Within this Cree way of being, the students are 
always at the center. This is how mâmawohkamâtowin works within a Cree governance system. Within our 
Cree way of being, our children, our students, and our Elders are always at the center, so I really appreciate 
that this model is working from that center and moving outward.  

The other thing that I think about, as we work with students and we work to make sure they have really good 
experiences, is that we remember what we're working for. We're working for the greater good of those 
children who are going to be taught by our students, those children who are still unborn, who will be coming 
into the system. So to me, it really was a process that I had to take apart in that way, and in working this way 
the students are always at the centre. By keeping the students in the center, we are consistently reminded that 
we are dependent on one another to serve the students in the best possible way. Ultimately, we are here for 
the students.  

Everything we do – the teaching, the research, the service, the administration – it's for the students and those 
students who will come in the future years. In turn, they can impact those students who are going to be 
teaching. 

So really, when you look at this diagram – at least when I look at it in this Cree context – I think about it as a 
cyclical process. I see these people on the perimeters; I see how they are taking care of everyone in the 
center, without going into a hierarchical model.  

We think about it as mâmawohkamâtowin. So when we as a Faculty live by mâmawohkamâtowin, we are 
modeling this principle for our students. The students learn about the importance of cooperative learning, 
which more often than not results in miyo-wîcêhtowin. This is a significant concept in our way of being; it's 
basically the virtue of living in harmony together.  

So, as I think about this process, I see how we, as a Faculty could come together, but that's just my own 
thinking and, of course, it is with my Cree hat on. When we as a Faculty work cooperatively, our students 
benefit; we all benefit in the end. Elders will tell us that mâmawohkamâtowin benefits everyone in this 
journey. It's not about us as individuals; in this case, it's about the relationships that we have with one 
another, and it's about the whole community, our whole Faculty. 

I appreciate that I’ve had the opportunity to reflect on this vision.  This isn't a model or an organizational 
structure – it is a vision. Now that I have had the opportunity to think about this process in this Cree way, I 
must say, I really do appreciate it even more. Of course, like you, I too have many more questions.  I 
recognize that there is still much more work to be done, however, collectively we can do this.  As I look at 
the circles within this diagram, I am filled with hope.  Thank you for listening.  

Dr. Evelyn Steinhauer, Professor, Associate Chair Graduate Studies, Department of Educational Policy 
Studies; Director, Aboriginal Teacher Education Program (ATEP). 
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Standards for Accreditation 
of Master’s Programs in Library and Information Stu dies 

Adopted by approval of the Council of the American Library Association, February 2, 2015 

Committee on Accreditation of the American Library Association 

 

Introduction  

Purpose of Accreditation 

Accreditation in higher education is defined as a collegial process based on self- and peer assessment for 
public accountability and improvement of academic quality.1 

Accreditation serves to ensure educational quality, judged in terms of demonstrated results in supporting the 
educational development of students. Judgments are made by carefully vetted, unbiased practitioners and 
faculty professionals at the expert level. 

These experts judge how well:  

• Accreditation standards are met (and can continue to be met) by the institution or program;  
• Elements such as curriculum, evaluation methods, faculty, resources and admission requirements are 

suited to the overall mission and level of program offerings and objectives; 
• Students can be expected to fulfill the knowledge and skills requirements for completion of their 

programs.2 

 
Authority and Responsibilities of the ALA Committee on Accreditation 

The Council of the American Library Association (ALA) has designated the Committee on Accreditation "to 
be responsible for the execution of the accreditation program of the ALA and to develop and formulate 
standards of education..."3 for graduate programs of library and information studies leading to a master's 
degree. The American Library Association Committee on Accreditation is recognized by the Council for 
Higher Education Accreditation as the accrediting agency for these programs.4 

The Committee on Accreditation protects the public interest and provides guidance for educators. 
Prospective students, employers recruiting professional staff, and the general public concerned about the 
quality of library and information services have the right to know whether a given program of education is of 
good standing. By identifying those programs meeting recognized standards, the Committee offers a means 
of quality control in the professional staffing of library and information services. 

                                                 
1 CHEA Recognition of Accrediting Organizations, Policy and Procedures (1998, revised June 28, 2010); Appendix A: 
Accreditation Defined. Retrieved March 28, 2014, http://chea.org/pdf/Recognition_Policy-June_28_2010-FINAL.pdf. 
2 Association of Specialized and Professional Accreditors (ASPA) (2013). “Quick Reference: Standards, Outcomes and 
Quality.” Retrieved March 24, 2014, http://www.aspa-usa.org/system/files/inserts/ASPA_Standards_Jun12.pdf. 
3 American Library Association Handbook of Organization. (Chicago, IL: ALA 2013). 
4 The Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) is a national recognizing agency of higher education 
accrediting bodies that emerged from the dissolution of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation (COPA). ALA 
discontinued U.S. Department of Education recognition review when the 1992 Higher Education Act limited the scope 
of recognition to only those agencies whose accreditation plays a "gatekeeping role" to establish eligibility for federal 
funding. 
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The Committee on Accreditation examines the evidence presented for each of the Standards; however, its 
final judgment is concerned with the totality of the accomplishment and the environment for learning. The 
decision regarding accreditation is approached from an evaluation of this totality rather than from a 
consideration of isolated particulars. Thus, failure to meet any particular component of a standard may not 
result in failure to meet that standard. Similarly, failure to meet a single standard may not result in failure to 
achieve accredited status for a program. 

Evaluators of a program for accreditation purposes are vetted for bias, formally oriented, experienced, and 
capable. 

 
Scope of Standards 

These Standards are limited in their application to the assessment of graduate programs of library and 
information studies that lead to a master's degree. As a prerequisite to accreditation, the institution in which a 
program resides must be accredited by its appropriate accrediting agency. 

The phrase "library and information studies" is understood to be concerned with recordable information and 
knowledge, and the services and technologies to facilitate their management and use. Library and 
information studies encompasses information and knowledge creation, communication, identification, 
selection, acquisition, organization and description, storage and retrieval, preservation, analysis, 
interpretation, evaluation, synthesis, dissemination, and management. This definition incorporates a field of 
professional practice and associated areas of study and research, regardless of a degree’s name. 

A unit’s mission is relevant to master's program review; when the unit offers other educational programs, the 
contribution of those programs is also relevant. A unit may seek accreditation for more than one graduate 
program of education in library and information studies leading to a master's degree; when that is done, the 
goals, objectives, and learning outcomes of each program and their interrelationships are to be presented. 

 
Terminology within the Standards 

The academic unit that provides graduate education in library and information studies may be organized as 
an autonomous college within its university, as a department in a college, or otherwise, as appropriate within 
the institution. Within the Standards, the term “program” refers to an organization of people and educational 
experiences that comprise the degree. 

The term “research” as used in the Standards is understood to be (1) broad in its inclusiveness of scholarly 
activities of a wide variety; and (2) inclusive of communication of results through appropriate means. 

When the term "faculty" is used, the Standard applies to the faculty as a whole, including both full-time 
faculty members (tenured/tenure-track and non-tenure-track) and part-time faculty members. Reference to a 
subset of the faculty is designated by referring specifically to "full-time" or "part-time" faculty members, or 
to "each" or "individual" faculty members. 

Systematic planning is an ongoing, active, broad-based approach to (a) continuous review and revision of a 
program’s vision, mission, goals, objectives, and learning outcomes; (b) assessment of attainment of goals, 
objectives, and learning outcomes; (c) realignment and redesign of core activities in response to the results of 
assessment; and (d) communication of planning policies and processes, assessment activities, and results of 
assessment to program constituents. Effective broad-based, systematic planning requires engagement of the 
program’s constituents and thorough and open documentation of those activities that constitute planning. 

A glossary of accreditation terminology is available at the ALA-Office for Accreditation website, 
http://www.ala.org/accreditedprograms/standards/glossary. 
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Nature of the Standards 

These Standards identify the indispensable components of library and information studies programs while 
recognizing programs’ rights and obligations regarding initiative, experimentation, innovation, and 
individual programmatic differences. The Standards are indicative, not prescriptive, with the intent to foster 
excellence through a program’s development of criteria for evaluating effectiveness, developing and 
applying qualitative and quantitative measures of these criteria, analyzing data from measurements, and 
applying analysis to program improvement. 

The Standards stress innovation, and encourage programs to take an active role in and concern for future 
developments and growth in the field. 

The nature of a demonstrably diverse society is referenced throughout the Standards because of the desire to 
recognize diversity, defined in the broadest terms, when framing goals and objectives, designing curricula, 
and selecting and retaining faculty and students. 

The requirements of these Standards apply regardless of forms or locations of delivery of a program. 

 

Philosophy of Program Review 

The Committee on Accreditation determines the eligibility of a program for accredited status on the basis of 
evidence presented by a program and by the report of a visiting external review panel. The evidence supplied 
by the program in support of the Standards is evaluated against the statement of the program’s mission and 
its program goals and objectives. A program’s evidence is evaluated by trained, experienced, and capable 
evaluators.  

Program goals and objectives are fundamental to all aspects of master's degree programs and form the basis 
on which educational programs are to be developed and upon which they are evaluated. Program goals and 
objectives are required to reflect and support student learning outcomes and the achievement of these 
outcomes. 

This update to the 2008 Standards resulted from a six-year public review process via weblog, direct 
surveying of practitioners and LIS faculty, and online and open meetings at conference venues.  

This document supersedes the 2008 Standards for Accreditation. It is based upon a synthesis of the views 
solicited during the review and revision process of 2008-2014. 

The Accreditation Process, Policies and Procedures (AP3) document guides the accreditation process. Both 
the Standards and AP3 are available online from the Office for Accreditation website, 
http://www.ala.org/offices/accreditation. Assistance in obtaining materials used by the Committee on 
Accreditation (COA) is provided by the Office for Accreditation. These materials consist of documents used 
in the accreditation process, as well as educational policy statements developed by relevant professional 
organizations that can be used to inform the design and evaluation of a master's degree program. 
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Standard I: Systematic Planning 

 
I.1 The program’s mission and goals, both administrative and educational, are pursued, and its program 
objectives achieved, through implementation of an ongoing, broad-based, systematic planning process that 
involves the constituencies that the program seeks to serve. Elements of systematic planning include:  

I.1.1 Continuous review and revision of the program’s vision, mission, goals, objectives, and student 
learning outcomes; 

I.1.2 Assessment of attainment of program goals, program objectives, and student learning 
outcomes; 

I.1.3 Improvements to the program based on analysis of assessment data; 

I.1.4 Communication of planning policies and processes to program constituents. The program has a 
written mission statement and a written strategic or long-range plan that provides vision and 
direction for its future, identifies needs and resources for its mission and goals, and is supported by 
university administration. The program’s goals and objectives are consistent with the values of the 
parent institution and the culture and mission of the program and foster quality education.  

I.2 Clearly defined student learning outcomes are a critical part of the program's goals. These outcomes 
describe what students are expected to know and be able to do by the time of graduation. They enable a 
faculty to arrive at a common understanding of the expectations for student learning and to achieve 
consistency across the curriculum. Student learning outcomes reflect the entirety of the learning experience 
to which students have been exposed. Student learning outcomes address: 

I.2.1 The essential character of the field of library and information studies;  

I.2.2 The philosophy, principles, and ethics of the field; 

I.2.3 Appropriate principles of specialization identified in applicable policy statements and 
documents of relevant professional organizations; 

I.2.4 The importance of research to the advancement of the field's knowledge base; 

I.2.5 The symbiotic relationship of library and information studies with other fields; 

I.2.6 The role of library and information services in a diverse global society, including the role of 
serving the needs of underserved groups; 

I.2.7 The role of library and information services in a rapidly changing technological society; 

I.2.8 The needs of the constituencies that the program seeks to serve. 

I.3 Program goals and objectives incorporate the value of teaching and service to the field.  

I.4 Within the context of these Standards each program is judged on the extent to which it attains its 
objectives. In accord with the mission of the program, clearly defined, publicly stated, and regularly 
reviewed program goals and objectives form the essential frame of reference for meaningful external and 
internal evaluation.  

1.4.1 The evaluation of program goals and objectives involves those served: students, faculty, 
employers, alumni, and other constituents. 

1.5 The program has explicit, documented evidence of its ongoing decision-making processes and the data to 
substantiate the evaluation of the program’s success in achieving its mission, goals and objectives. 
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1.6 The program demonstrates how the results of the evaluation are systematically used to improve the 
program and to plan for the future. 

 

 

 
 

Standard II: Curriculum 
 

II.1 The curriculum is based on goals and objectives, and evolves in response to an ongoing systematic 
planning process involving representation from all constituencies. Within this general framework, the 
curriculum provides, through a variety of educational experiences, for the study of theory, principles, 
practice, and legal and ethical issues and values necessary for the provision of service in libraries and 
information agencies and in other contexts. The curriculum is revised regularly to keep it current. 

II.2 The curriculum is concerned with information resources and the services and technologies to facilitate 
their management and use. Within this overarching concept, the curriculum of library and information 
studies encompasses information and knowledge creation, communication, identification, selection, 
acquisition, organization and description, storage and retrieval, preservation and curation, analysis, 
interpretation, evaluation, synthesis, dissemination, use and users, and management of human and 
information resources. 

The curriculum  

II.2.1 Fosters development of library and information professionals who will assume a leadership 
role in providing services and collections appropriate for the communities that are served; 

II.2.2 Emphasizes an evolving body of knowledge that reflects the findings of basic and applied 
research from relevant fields; 

II.2.3 Integrates technology and the theories that underpin its design, application, and use; 

II.2.4 Responds to the needs of a diverse and global society, including the needs of underserved 
 groups;  

II.2.5 Provides direction for future development of a rapidly changing field; 

II.2.6 Promotes commitment to continuous professional development and lifelong learning, including 
the skills and competencies that are needed for the practitioner of the future. 

II.3 The curriculum provides the opportunity for students to construct coherent programs of study that allow 
individual needs, goals, and aspirations to be met within the context of program requirements established by 
the school and that will foster the attainment of student learning outcomes. The curriculum includes as 
appropriate cooperative degree programs, interdisciplinary coursework and research, experiential 
opportunities, and other similar activities. Course content and sequence relationships within the curriculum 
are evident. 

II.4 Design of general and specialized curricula takes into account the statements of knowledge and 
competencies developed by relevant professional organizations. 

II.5 Procedures for the continual evaluation of the curriculum are established with input not only from faculty 
but also representatives from those served. The curriculum is continually evaluated with input not only from 
faculty, but also representatives from those served including students, employers, alumni, and other 
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constituents. Curricular evaluation is used for ongoing appraisal and to make improvements. Evaluation of 
the curriculum includes assessment of students' achievements.  

II.6 The program has explicit, documented evidence of its ongoing decision-making processes and the data to 
substantiate the evaluation of the curriculum. 

II.7 The program demonstrates how the results of the evaluation of the curriculum are systematically used to 
improve the program and to plan for the future.  

 

 

 

 
 

Standard III: Faculty 
 

III.1 The program has a faculty capable of accomplishing program objectives. Full-time faculty members 
(tenured/tenure-track and non-tenure-track) are qualified for appointment to the graduate faculty within the 
parent institution. The full-time faculty are sufficient in number and in diversity of specialties to carry out the 
major share of the teaching, research, and service activities required for the program, wherever and however 
delivered. Part-time faculty, when appointed, balance and complement the competencies of the full-time 
tenured/tenure-track and non-tenure-track faculty and are integral to the program. Particularly in the teaching 
of specialties that are not represented in the expertise of the full-time faculty, part-time faculty enrich the 
quality and diversity of the program. 

III.2 The program demonstrates the high priority it attaches to teaching, research, and service by its 
appointments and promotions; by encouragement of excellence in teaching, research, and service; and 
through provision of a stimulating learning and research environment. 

III.3 The program has policies to recruit and retain faculty from diverse backgrounds. Explicit and equitable 
faculty personnel policies and procedures are published, accessible, and implemented.  

III.4 The qualifications of each faculty member include competence in designated teaching areas, 
technological skills and knowledge as appropriate, effectiveness in teaching, and active participation in 
relevant organizations. 

III.5 For each full-time faculty member, the qualifications include a sustained record of accomplishment in 
research or other appropriate scholarship (such as creative and professional activities) that contribute to the 
knowledge base of the field and to their professional development. 

III.6 The faculty hold advanced degrees from a variety of academic institutions. The faculty evidence 
diversity of backgrounds, ability to conduct research in the field, and specialized knowledge covering 
program content. In addition, they demonstrate skill in academic planning and assessment, have a substantial 
and pertinent body of relevant experience, interact with faculty of other disciplines, and maintain close and 
continuing liaison with the field. The faculty nurture an intellectual environment that enhances the 
accomplishment of program objectives.  

III.7 Faculty assignments relate to the needs of the program and to the competencies of individual faculty 
members. These assignments assure that the quality of instruction is maintained throughout the year and take 
into account the time needed by the faculty for teaching, student counseling, research, professional 
development, and institutional and professional service. 
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III.8 Procedures are established for systematic evaluation of all faculty; evaluation considers accomplishment 
and innovation in the areas of teaching, research, and service. Within applicable institutional policies, 
faculty, students, and others are involved in the evaluation process. 

III.9 The program has explicit, documented evidence of its ongoing decision-making processes and the data 
to substantiate the evaluation of the faculty. 

III.10 The program demonstrates how the results of the evaluation of faculty are systematically used to 
improve the program and to plan for the future. 

 

 

 
Standard IV: Students 

 
IV.1 The program formulates recruitment, admission, retention, financial aid, career services, and other 
academic and administrative policies for students that are consistent with the program's mission and program 
goals and objectives. These policies include the needs and values of the constituencies served by the 
program. The program has policies to recruit and retain students who reflect the diversity of North America's 
communities. The composition of the student body is such that it fosters a learning environment consistent 
with the program’s mission and program goals and objectives. 

IV.2 Current, accurate, and easily accessible information about the program is available to students and the 
general public. This information includes documentation of progress toward achievement of program goals 
and objectives, descriptions of curricula, information on faculty, admission requirements, availability of 
financial aid, criteria for evaluating student performance, assistance with placement, and other policies and 
procedures. The program demonstrates that it has procedures to support these policies. 

IV.3 Standards for admission are applied consistently. Students admitted to the program have earned a 
bachelor's degree from an accredited institution; the policies and procedures for waiving any admission 
standard or academic prerequisite are stated clearly and applied consistently. Assessment of an application is 
based on a combined evaluation of academic, intellectual, and other qualifications as they relate to the 
constituencies served by the program, the program's goals and objectives, and the career objectives of the 
individual. Within the framework of institutional policy and programs, the admission policy for the program 
ensures that applicants possess sufficient interest, aptitude, and qualifications to enable successful 
completion of the program and subsequent contribution to the field. 

IV.4 Students construct a coherent plan of study that allows individual needs, goals, and aspirations to be met 
within the context of requirements established by the program. Students receive systematic, multifaceted 
evaluation of their achievements. Students have access to continuing opportunities for guidance, counseling, 
and placement assistance. 

IV.5 The program provides an environment that fosters student participation in the definition and 
determination of the total learning experience. Students are provided with opportunities to: 

IV.5.1 Participate in the formulation, modification, and implementation of policies affecting 
academic and student affairs; 

IV.5.2 Participate in research;  

IV.5.3 Receive academic and career advisement and consultation; 

IV.5.4 Receive support services as needed; 
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IV.5.5 Form student organizations; 

IV.5.6 Participate in professional organizations. 

IV.6 The program applies the results of evaluation of student achievement to program development. 
Procedures are established for systematic evaluation of the extent to which the program's academic and 
administrative policies and activities regarding students are accomplishing its objectives. Within applicable 
institutional policies, faculty, students, staff, and others are involved in the evaluation process. 

IV.7 The program has explicit, documented evidence of its ongoing decision-making processes and the data 
to substantiate the evaluation of student learning outcomes, using appropriate direct and indirect measures as 
well as individual student learning, using appropriate direct and indirect measures. 

IV.8 The program demonstrates how the results of the evaluation of student learning outcomes and 
individual student learning are systematically used to improve the program and to plan for the future. 

 

 

 
 

Standard V: Administration, Finances, and Resources 
 

V.1 The program is an integral yet distinctive academic unit within the institution. As such, it has the 
administrative infrastructure, financial support, and resources to ensure that its goals and objectives can be 
accomplished. Its autonomy is sufficient to assure that the intellectual content of its program, the selection 
and promotion of its faculty, and the selection of its students are determined by the program within the 
general guidelines of the institution. The parent institution provides both administrative support and the 
resources needed for the attainment of program objectives. 

V.2 The program’s faculty, staff, and students have the same opportunities for representation on the 
institution's advisory or policy-making bodies as do those of comparable units throughout the institution. 
Administrative relationships with other academic units enhance the intellectual environment and support 
interdisciplinary interaction; further, these administrative relationships encourage participation in the life of 
the parent institution. Decisions regarding funding and resource allocation for the program are made on the 
same basis as for comparable academic units within the institution.  

V.3 The administrative head of the program has title, salary, status, and authority comparable to heads of 
similar units in the parent institution. In addition to academic qualifications comparable to those required of 
the faculty, the administrative head has leadership skills, administrative ability, experience, and 
understanding of developments in the field and in the academic environment needed to fulfill the 
responsibilities of the position.  

V.4 The program’s administrative head nurtures an environment that enhances the pursuit of the mission and 
program goals and the accomplishment of its program objectives; that environment also encourages faculty 
and student interaction with other academic units and promotes the socialization of students into the field. 

V.5 The program’s administrative and other staff support the administrative head and faculty in the 
performance of their responsibilities. The staff contributes to the fulfillment of the program’s mission, goals, 
and objectives. Within its institutional framework decision-making processes are determined mutually by the 
administrative head and the faculty, who regularly evaluate these processes and use the results. 
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V.6 The parent institution provides continuing financial support for development, maintenance, and 
enhancement of library and information studies education in accordance with the general principles set forth 
in these Standards. The level of support provides a reasonable expectation of financial viability and is related 
to the number of faculty, administrative and support staff, instructional resources, and facilities needed to 
carry out the program’s teaching, research, and service. 

V.7 Compensation for the program's faculty and other staff is equitably established according to their 
education, experience, responsibilities, and accomplishments and is sufficient to attract, support, and retain 
personnel needed to attain program goals and objectives. 

V.8 Institutional funds for research projects, professional development, travel, and leaves with pay are 
available on the same basis as in comparable units of the institution. Student financial aid from the parent 
institution is available on the same basis as in comparable units of the institution. 

V.9 The program has access to physical and technological resources that allow it to accomplish its objectives 
in the areas of teaching, research and service. The program provides support services for teaching and 
learning regardless of instructional delivery modality.   

V.10 Physical facilities provide a functional learning environment for students and faculty; enhance the 
opportunities for research, teaching, service, consultation, and communication; and promote efficient and 
effective administration of the program. 

V.11 Instructional and research facilities and services for meeting the needs of students and faculty include 
access to information resources and services, computer and other information technologies, accommodations 
for independent study, and media production facilities. 

V.12 The staff and the services provided for the program by libraries, media centers, and information 
technology units, as well as all other support facilities, are appropriate for the level of use required and 
specialized to the extent needed. These services are delivered by knowledgeable staff, convenient, accessible 
to people with disabilities, and are available when needed. 

V.13 The program’s systematic planning and evaluation process includes review of its administrative 
policies, its fiscal and support policies, and its resource requirements. The program regularly reviews the 
adequacy of access to physical resources and facilities for the delivery of face-to-face instruction and access 
to the technologies and support services for the delivery of online education. Within applicable institutional 
policies, faculty, staff, students, and others are involved in the evaluation process. 

V. 14 The program has explicit, documented evidence of its ongoing decision-making processes and the data 
to substantiate the evaluation of administration, finances, and resources. 

V. 15 The program demonstrates how the results of the evaluation of administration, finances, and resources 
are systematically used to improve the program and to plan for the future. 

  

 
 

(End of Standards) 
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