
To: Susan Cole, Chair of SCAD 
from: Paul Young, President QUFA 
re: SCAD’s “Interim Report” (22 May 2012) and Draft “Recommended Procedures 

for the Suspension of Admissions to Academic Programs” 
date: August 27, 2012 
 
Dear Dr. Cole: 
 
As invited in your “Interim Report” of 22 May, we send written comments, including a 
re-draft, for SCAD’s Draft “Recommended Procedures for the Suspension of Admissions 
to Academic Programs.”   
 
Before commenting on the draft itself, we wish to request more thorough circulation of 
this important draft document on campus. Your report promises that it will be “circulated 
to all Senators, Deans, Directors and Dept. Heads with a request to circulate to their 
students, staff and faculty.”  We thank SCAD for its wish to consult broadly.  But the 
relay-system through Department Heads is likely not to reach all who should be 
consulted.  Members of some departments have reported that they do not always receive 
such mailings.  This problem was discussed at the May meeting of Arts & Science 
Faculty Board, which has promised to begin using a comprehensive listserv.  Since 
Queen’s Administration already has means to reach all members directly, and since broad 
consultation on this document is of obvious importance, we respectfully ask (a) that 
SCAD have this draft emailed directly to all faculty with an explanation of its importance 
and a request for feedback (we leave it to the student reps to advise on how the 
distribution should be handled for students); and (b) that a notice and link be included in 
an upcoming eQueen’s bulletin.  
 
The Draft itself marks a significant advance in policy, and we thank SCAD and its 
subcommittee for the work done on it.  In this memo we address three main areas of 
concern.  We also attach a proposed revision. 
 
Our first main area of concern is that the Draft Procedures are slanted more toward the 
delivery of negative decisions, i.e., suspensions, than toward the decision-making process 
itself.  Even the title-phrase “Procedures for the Suspension of Admissions” appears to 
presume that suspension is in order.  A title such as “Procedures for Determining 
Whether to Suspend Admissions to Academic Programs” or “Procedures Concerning 
Suspensions of Admission” would be more appropriately open-ended.  And throughout 
the draft itself there should be more attention to procedures to be followed before any 
decision can be taken. 
 
Our second main area of concern is that the proposed involvement of Faculty Boards and 
Senate is slighter than it should be.  
 
Our third general concern is that these procedures concern only decisions to suspend 
admissions to academic programs.  Queen’s is also in need of a parallel document 
governing decisions to close academic programs.  As you may recall, Senator Campbell’s 



notice of motion for last January’s Senate proposed “That Senate task the Senate 
Committee on Academic Development (SCAD) to create a policy document which 
outlines a formal procedure for the suspension of academic programs and/or 
suspension of admissions to academic programs” 
(http://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/senate/agendasminutes/012412/Jan24_12AppI1.pdf, 
emphasis added).  But the motion that Senator Campbell brought to the floor of Senate 
was considerably altered, and this language was omitted.  Her revision of the motion 
itself was not approved, by Senate, though the altered motion was.  So while it is true that 
Senate tasked SCAD only with creating a policy for suspension of admissions, there 
remains a need for a parallel policy governing the closure of programs.   
 
Our suggested draft revision addresses the first two of these three concerns.  
 
We state below our more specific concerns, as they arise in the draft: 
 
Title:  

 “Recommended” may suggest that the procedures are optional.  
 “Procedures for the Suspension” implies either that the Procedures aim at 

suspension or that the suspension is already a given.  The Procedures should not 
presume the outcome but should, rather, outline a fair consultative process for 
determining whether suspensions are to occur.  They should also provide 
guidelines for timing, advising, announcing, reviewing, etc. in those cases in 
which a decision is ultimately taken to suspend.   

 “Academic Programs” should be “Academic Programs or Academic Plans,” in 
keeping with the explanation in Draft’s note 1.  

 
“Objectives” section: 

 Problems similar to those affecting the title (see above); 
 Some key purposes (e.g., to ensure that there is consultation) still need to be 

stated. 
 

 “Background” section:  
 Some of the historical background appears to seek to justify contentious decisions 

taken in the past (spring 2009 and Nov. 2011), but these matters do not belong in 
a Procedures document (e.g., 1st sentence of para. 1, and 1st 3 sentences of para. 2, 
except the last phrase).  This material should be omitted and the “Background” 
should be focused on past experience that highlights the “factors” (para. 3) 
relevant to Procedures for future cases. 

 The second sentence of para. 1 is not “background” but belongs in the 
“objectives” section (see our proposed revision) or elsewhere. 

 The passage on confidentiality in para. 2 (beginning “Further, in some instances”) 
implicitly calls for a procedural recommendation, but no such recommendation is 
stated.  The implicit procedural recommendation should be made explicit.  This 
whole passage would then be best placed at the end of the section, following the 
list of known “Factors” (see proposed revision). 

 The list of Factors will be more transparent if like factors (e.g., concerning 



staffing or enrolments) are grouped together and if purely academic factors are 
distinguished from those that also include resource considerations. 

 
“Recommended Procedures for Decision Making” section: 

 The list of procedures is not in logical order, and many of the phrasings in this 
section appear to assume that a negative decision is being or has been made (e.g., 
“before the decision is finalized it is recommended that…”; “In taking a decision 
to suspend admissions…”; “Explains that alternatives to suspending . . . have 
been explored”).  The procedures should envision the process for making such a 
decision either way, not merely for delivering negative decisions.  To this end, 
they should be explicitly divided into sections for early consideration of factors, 
fact-finding, consultation, decision-making, and announcement of outcomes, etc. 

 The requirements for consultation (e.g., bullet 1, “this may include one or more 
of”) need to be more definite, and should specifically include consultation of 
relevant Faculty Board(s) and Senate for consideration of academic factors and 
implications. 

 “Dean(s)” should be “Dean” for simplicity and to reflect that the Dean has 
ultimate responsibility (even if she or he delegates some of these functions to 
associates). 

 It is not clear why the very important recommendation 8 is attached under the 
rubric “it is further recommended that”; we suggest that it be integrated under the 
primary recommendations. 

 Recommendation 8 envisions the possibility of a decanal decision to close a 
Program or Plan but provides only for the announcement; this provision should 
include some opening for further input and consultation. 

 
Diagram:  
 
The suggestions above apply to the procedural flow-chart as well:  e.g., stage 2 should 
specifically include consultation with the relevant faculty board(s) and Queen’s Senate.  
 
 
 
 


