Special DLSPH SC Meeting - Academic Plan and IHPME
Draft MINUTES OF MEETING

April 237, 2025, 2-3 pm

Meeting was called to order by Jeremy Scott

As there were only two items to discuss, Steini started off with an update on the Academic
Plan

Opening Remarks

¢ Dr. Adalsteinn Brown, spoke on insights from the U.S. system and evolving planning
processes.

e Emphasis was placed on adaptability in the plan and the necessity for continuous
updates and consultations.

Key Highlights

* Projects must be chartered with strong execution frameworks.

¢ The full implementation is planned over five years.

¢ A SharePoint document summarizing changes and previous consultations is available.
¢ Queries were invited by Jeremy Scott.

Discussion Points

¢ Geoff Anderson raised a query regarding the approval flow of the academic plan.

¢ Dr. Brown explained that the Academic Board’s internal review concluded, followed by a
celebratory launch on May 14.

¢ Term lengths for plans are five years, with renewal expected around 2029.

¢ Geoff Anderson sought clarification on the recurring review of academic plans.

¢ Dr. Brown confirmed that divisions are expected to do these every five years. A gap was
noted between 2013 and 2019 for their first academic plan.

Further Consultations and Feedback

¢ Dr. Brown noted the importance of consultations, especially concerning Indigenous
health fronts.

¢ The focus will be more managerial this time, involving risk registries and performance
measures.



¢ Karim Keshavjee asked about measurement frameworks.

¢ Dr. Brown discussed a need for culture surveys and better space metrics, with honesty
about measurement limitations.

* Emphasized listening to people’s perceptions rather than over-relying on numbers.

Poll Insights
¢ POLL was launched to vote on the Academic Plan.

Jeremy Scott provided live poll updates:
¢ 31/38 participants voted (81% of participants).
¢ Despite some technical issues regarding poll visibility/submission, quorum was reached.

* 31/31 (100% voted Yes to approve the final version of the DLSPH Academic Plan.

Final Discussions and Votes
* Geoff Anderson confirmed strong turnout and recommended sending the proposal to the
Academic Board.

IHPME HRS Modification Discussion

¢ Jeremy Scott mentioned a required e-vote for a major modification proposed by Katie.
e Susan Bondy and Jeremy Scott discussed the voting history and whether full council
approval had already been granted.

Clarifications and Concerns

¢ Debate occurred regarding whether a new vote was needed for editorial changes or just
procedural updates.

e Susan Bondy pointed out that previous discussions focused on minimal changes and
expressed frustration about process clarity.

¢ Jeremy Scott reaffirmed that no major proposal changes had occurred, only
formatting/form submission clarifications.

Comprehensive Exam Discussion

¢ Susan Bondy clarified that the changes were mostly around the form and comprehensive
exam structure.

* Emphasis was on needing full council presence for approval, not just an Evo forum.

Timeline Challenges
¢ Aviv Shachak and Emily Seto highlighted a tight deadline of April 30 for implementation.
e Susan Bondy expressed concern about the feasibility of full council coordination in such



a short timeframe.

Next Steps and Closing Remarks

¢ Discussion continued on whether an e-vote could be conducted and what method would
be most appropriate.

¢ Jeremy Scott emphasized transparency and wanted assurance that any e-vote followed
proper governance.

¢ Aviv Shachak and Susan Bondy reviewed the nature of changes (clarifications, not
substance).

¢ Geoff Anderson closed by underscoring the importance of due process and proposed
that the motion for approval should be handled properly, not rushed.

Discussion on Motions and Voting

¢ Jeremy Scott asked Aviv and Emily to share more information regarding recent updates
and clarifications.

¢ Emily Seto confirmed the updates were primarily clarifications, not substantive changes.
* Geoff Anderson expressed the importance of setting a proper precedent and suggested
breaking the discussion into two motions for clarity.

Motions Process

¢ Jeremy confirmed a motion was made to consider the changes.

e Geoff Anderson supported the motion and a second was received.

¢ Avote was initiated, with emphasis on articulating the changes clearly.

Clarification of Modifications

¢ Emily Seto and Aviv Shachak reviewed the nature of the changes:

* Mostly minor, clarifying course details.

¢ Adjustments to how comprehensive exams would be structured and reviewed.

* Changes reflected feedback from the curriculum committee and relevant programs.

Language and Structural Edits

¢ Emily Seto explained wording was refined for better alignment with similar documents
from other departments.

¢ Adjustments aimed at consistency and clarity for course pathways and program
structure.

Concerns Addressed



e Sara Allin and others asked about harmonization across departments and student
impact.

¢ Emily explained the rollout plan included substantial student consultation and transition
support.

Consensus and Final Remarks

¢ [t was agreed that the proposed changes do not alter the structure significantly but
improve clarity.

* The group acknowledged review by the appropriate academic committees.

e Susan Bondy confirmed minor modifications were already approved on behalf of the
council and just needed to be formally acknowledged.

Final Discussion and Vote

¢ Jeremy Scott noted the team had a productive conversation and had successfully
addressed recommendations from the PP group.

¢ Clarification was provided to benefit both students and faculty, with answers deemed
sound and responsive.

Motion to Vote

¢ Jeremy invited any final discussion before requesting a motion to proceed to vote.

e Geoff Anderson formally made the motion.

¢ Jeremy acknowledged the motion and noted that Aviv was putting the motion forward
while Jeff was the seconder.

¢ Geoff confirmed with a “Yep.”

Vote and Results

¢ A quick poll was created. Jeremy mentioned the vote process seemed quicker than for
the economic plan.

e 23-25 votes were cast, with only 2 abstentions.

* The motion passed with a two-thirds majority.

¢ Jeremy thanked the group for their participation and emphasized that the efficiency of this
session meant no need for an additional emergency meeting.

Closing Remarks
¢ Aviv Shachak and Jeremy Scott thanked all contributors.
* Next meeting is scheduled for June (final one of the academic year).



¢ Gratitude was extended to Katie, Zoe, Emily, and others involved in preparing materials
and navigating the process.



