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J. Lokash delivered the land acknowledgement and called the meeting to order at 4:03 pm.  
 
J. Lokash welcomed Senators and observers to the 8th meeting of Senate for the 2024-2025 
academic year. She reminded those in attendance that the use of photographic or recording 
equipment at Senate meetings is prohibited.  
 
This meeting marked the first time J. Lokash attended as President and Vice-Chancellor pro 
tempore and Chair of Senate. The former President and Chair of Senate, Dr. N. Bose, officially 
retired on April 5, 2025. J. Lokash welcomed her colleagues, Dr. Amy Warren, who took on the 
role of Acting Provost and Vice President (Academic) and as such joins the meeting as Deputy 
Chair of Senate, and Dr. Ailsa Craig who joins Senate as the new Acting Dean of the School of 
Graduate Studies. 
 
J. Lokash then called on the Speaker of Senate to begin the orders of the day.  
 
1.0 Approval of the Agenda 

 
1.1 Meeting of April 8, 2025 

 
A draft agenda was circulated on April 2, 2025. K. Simonsen asked if there were any 
additions or proposed changes to the agenda. None were identified. 
 
MOTION C. Couturier / D. Peters 
RESOLVED that the agenda for the April 8, 2025 meeting of Senate be adopted as 

presented.  
 
 No discussion.   

 
 CARRIED 
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2.0 Approval of the Minutes 

 
2.1 Meeting of March 11, 2025 

 
Drafts of the minutes for the special and regular meetings of March 11, 2025, were 
circulated on April 2, 2025.  
 
K. Simonsen advised that no amendments had been received by the Senate Office, 
and asked if there were any other amendments to the minutes. A minor amendment 
to the attendance listing was identified. 
 
MOTION N. Keough / A. Dorward 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the special and regular meetings of March 11, 2025, 

subject to the amendment noted at this meeting. 
 
No discussion.  
 
CARRIED 

 
3.0 Consent Agenda 

 
3.1 Report of the Senate Committee on Undergraduate Studies 

 
A report was received from the Senate Committee on Undergraduate Studies which 
outlined proposed changes to the university calendar from the Faculty of Science. 
 
The Committee recommended the adoption of all proposed changes.  
 

3.2 Report of the Academic Council of the School of Graduate Studies 
 
A report was received from the Academic Council of the School of Graduate Studies 
which outlined proposed changes to the university calendar from the Faculty of 
Education and the School of Arctic and Subarctic Studies.   
 
The Council recommended the adoption of all proposed changes.  
 

3.3 Report of the Senate Committee on Elections Committees and Bylaws 
 
A report was received from the Committee which informed Senate of the 
appointment of a new student senator, and which outlined amendments to the 
terms of reference of the Academic Unit Planning Committee (AUPC).   
 
The Committee recommended the adoption of the changes to the AUPC terms of 
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reference.  
 

MOTION G. George / A. Craig 
RESOLVED that the recommendations within the Consent Agenda be adopted as 

presented. 
   

 With regard to the proposed changes to the university calendar from the School of 
Arctic and Subarctic Studies, which were reported by the School of Graduate 
Studies, a senator asked if there was an assurance that the films to be studied in the 
remotely delivered offering of the course SASS 6006: Decolonizing Arctic and 
Subarctic Media Production would be available to students. The senator was 
concerned streaming services may not be reliable and some remote students may 
not be able to access course material. 

 
 A senator and member of the library system at the Labrador Campus, has been 

working with the course instructor with that in mind. The instructor has provided 
an extensive list that will allow the library to ensure licensing issues are resolved 
and all students regardless of location will have complete access to course 
material. 

  
 No further discussion. 
  
 CARRIED  

 
4.0 New Business 

 
4.1 Report of the Senate Committee on Undergraduate Studies 

 
A report was received from the Senate Committee on Undergraduate Studies, which 
outlined two proposed changes to the University Calendar.  
 
The first proposal related to amendments to the Registration Priority Policy (RPP).  
 
The second proposal related to the creation of a new General Academic Regulation 
(to be 6.5.1.4), which, in situations where current regulations do not suffice or are 
non-existent, authorizes the University Registrar, in consultation with the 
appropriate academic unit, to make changes to a student’s academic record due to 
exceptionally extenuating circumstances.   
 
The Committee recommended the adoption of all proposed changes. 
 
MOTION M. Woods / N. Keough 
RESOLVED that the recommendations of the Senate Committee on Undergraduate 

Studies be approved as presented.  
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K. Simonsen called on S. Sullivan to present the proposed changes.  
 
S. Sullivan noted that Memorial has had an RPP for almost 40 years. It was adopted 
when telephone registration was introduced. This policy does not exist for graduate 
students, however, and as the number of graduate students grows, the School of 
Graduate Studies can implement an RPP if they feel that is suitable.   
 
S. Sullivan further advised that the regulation authorizing the University Registrar to 
eliminate courses from a student’s transcript with no resulting transcript notation 
addresses a problem that currently has no solution. Students can drop courses 
(resulting in a transcript notation of either DR or DEX); however, under some 
exceptional circumstances, leaving any trace of a course on a transcript may be 
inadvisable. This change allows the Registrar, in consultation with the appropriate 
offices, to remove courses from a transcript. The Senate Committee on 
Undergraduate Studies (SCUgS) would act as the body to which these changes will 
be reported to ensure consistency. 
 
A senator asked for clarification on the process that would be followed to have the 
University Registrar amend a student’s transcript. 

• It was felt that it would be extremely situational, and that normally, the 
academic or administrative unit that is dealing with the problem would bring 
it to the Registrar. This would apply only in exceptional circumstances. 

 
Another senator felt that it was important that the process be used only when 
appropriate. The senator was concerned about gatekeeping points around decisions 
related to this regulation. Use of this authority is reported to the SCUgS only after 
the decision to change a student’s transcript has been made. By then, it may be too 
late to address any problems associated with the decision. 

• S. Sullivan advised that any time a transcript is altered, the institution should 
act with caution. S. Sullivan trusted the University Registrar to exercise this 
power judiciously, noting in particularly that the potential benefit outweighs 
the possibility of overuse. 

• It was also noted that the Deputy Registrar, and current Secretary to the 
SCUgS, observed only one case in the last 20 years that she felt warranted 
the use of a regulation like this one. The transcript should be an unvarnished 
record of a student’s academic career, so there must be an extremely good 
reason to apply this regulation. It should be used rarely.  

  
A senator pointed out that two of the academic units that were consulted also 
expressed concerns related to overuse or abuse of this regulation. The senator felt 
that decisions of this nature are the responsibility of the Senate, and this body 
should be careful not to disregard duties that fall within its remit. The senator 
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further stated that there may be political reasons a student would want courses 
removed from their transcript.  

 
The senator expressed agreement with the proposal concerning the registration 
priority policy and asked for the omnibus motion related to the recommendations of 
the SCUgS to be split so the two proposals could be voted on independently. 
 
 MOTION to DIVIDE THE QUESTION G. Curtis / A. Loucks-Atkinson 
   RESOLVED that the motion on the recommendations of the Senate Committee 

on Undergraduate Studies be divided into two parts for separate 
consideration.  

 
Two senators noted their support for the new regulation, specifically stating the 
importance of compassionate rules, such as this one, and providing examples of 
how and why similar regulations had been employed at institutions where they 
had worked previously. 
 
CARRIED 
 

The motion was thus divided: 
RESOLVED that the recommendation for the amendment of the Registration Priority 

Policy be adopted; and further 
RESOLVED that the recommendations for the amendment of University Calendar 

Regulation 6.5.1 General Information be adopted.  
 
Following the division of the motion, K. Simonsen stated the question now before 
the Senate for consideration: 
 
RESOLVED that the recommendation for the amendment of the Registration Priority 

Policy be adopted. 
 
No further discussion. 
 
CARRIED 
 
K. Simonsen then called for a motion on the divided question. 
 
MOTION R. Bailey / T. Brown 
RESOLVED that the recommendation for the amendment of University Calendar 
Regulation 6.5.1 General Information be adopted.  
 
- One senator is aware of a current situation for which this particular course of 

action seems most correct. 
- A senator asked if there were specific rules that prohibit the removal of a course 
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from a student’s transcript, and if not, why can’t this already happen. 
o Though there is no regulatory language within the university calendar 

regarding this type of situation, if it is not specifically permitted, it is 
considered prohibited.  

- Consideration was given to who should be making these decisions. Perhaps a 
Senate committee such as SCUgS or the Senate Committee on Academic Appeals 
should oversee these decisions rather than the University Registrar. Requests of 
this nature could be anonymized, and if legal issues arise because of these 
decisions the weight of the decision does not rest solely on the University 
Registrar. 

o These committees are large. SCUgS, for example, is a group of 
approximately 30 people. Delegating authority to the University Registrar 
means that a student would have to share their story with fewer people 
and a much more limited number of people would have to bear witness 
to the particular circumstance of what is likely a profoundly traumatic 
situation. 

o Further, timeliness is of great importance. Even with the best intentions, 
putting something like this to a committee vote is a challenge, and 
making things more cumbersome, or creating hurdles rather than taking 
down bureaucratic walls, is not serving our students adequately. 

- It seems that there is a spectrum of circumstances to which this regulation would 
apply. Might it be possible for a student to have the option for a fast-track to the 
University Registrar for an immediate decision.  

- Trauma-informed approaches mean not asking people to wait when they have 
experienced extreme difficulties. Because there are so few cases, arguments 
about potential misuse are less concerning.  

- Students need the kind of flexibility that this regulation would allow, but such a 
decision needs to be made in accordance with acceptable mechanisms. It may be 
best that the University Registrar apply this regulation after receiving 
recommendation from units such as the Sexual Harassment Office, Student 
Support Office, Internationalization Office, etc. It does not need to be advertised 
as an option that all students have, but something that the offices that deal with 
student experience and safety are able to engage with. 

- Despite the perceived lack of cases, if this is implemented it might show that 
there are more traumatic incidents happening on campus than expected.  

 
CARRIED 

 
 

4.2 Report of the Academic Council of the School of Graduate Studies 
 
A memo was received from the Chair of the Academic Council of the School of 
Graduate Studies, outlining a proposal for the creation of a Graduate Diploma in 
Curriculum, Teaching and Learning Studies.  
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The Council recommends the adoption of the proposed changes. 
 
MOTION A. Dorward / M. Woods 
RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Academic Council of the School of 

Graduate Studies be approved as presented.  
 
Dr. P. Osmond-Johnson, Dean of the Faculty of Education provided a brief overview 
of the diploma program, which had been developed to offer students greater  
flexibility in their areas of study when seeking additional credentials to meet the  
requirements for the Level 7 teacher certification in Newfoundland and Labrador.  

 
No discussion. 

 
CARRIED 

 
4.3 Standing Committees of Senate – Chair’s Presentations 

 
As a continuation of the initiative to have the Chairs of the Standing Committees 
give presentations about their Committees to Senate, K. Simonsen called on Dr. 
Dennis Peters, Chair of the Senate Committee on Teaching and Learning, to present 
on behalf of the Committee. (Presentation slides available for information.) 
 
Following the presentation, K. Simonsen invited senators to ask questions of D. 
Peters. 
 
A senator asked, in relation to the topic of the Joint Ad-hoc Sub-committee on 
Academic Impact of Artificial Intelligence, if the University has plans in place to 
protect its faculty from having their academic works used without permission, citing 
Meta AI (an AI-powered virtual assistant and research division of Meta Platforms) as 
an example of artificial intelligence with the power to potentially misuse academic 
research. 
 

It was noted that CITL has done a lot of work around the use, and safeguarding 
against unethical use, of artificial intelligence, especially as it relates to 
academia. There are dozens of pages of information on CITL’s website that 
would be useful to Memorial’s academic staff. 

 
K. Simonsen thanked D. Peters for providing the presentation to Senate. 

  
Motion to Extend Time 
 
As the time was 5:45 pm and there still remained business for consideration, K. 
Simonsen called for a motion to extend the time of the meeting.  
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MOTION E. Bezzina / P. Brett 
RESOLVED that the meeting be extended until 6:30 pm NT.  
 
No discussion.  
 
CARRIED 
 

 
4.4 Report of the Ad-hoc Committee on the Ode to Newfoundland 

 
K. Simonsen called on L.A. McKivor, Secretary of Senate, to provide an overview of 
the procedure to be followed and to present the motion to grant speaking rights.  
 
L.A. McKivor explained Senators that, in order to provide for robust discussion of the 
recommendation of the Ad-hoc Committee and to adhere to the procedure that has 
been followed for previous discussions on the Ad-hoc Committee, a motion would 
be presented to grant speaking rights to Observers and to suspend the rules to allow 
for voting to be conducted via online poll.  
 
MOTION C. Couturier / M. Woods 
RESOLVED that Senate bylaws §IV.C.3 and §IV.E.3 be suspended until all business 

related to agenda item 4.2 Report of the Ad-hoc Committee on the Ode 
to Newfoundland has been concluded; and further, 

RESOLVED that Observers may speak when recognized by the Speaker of Senate but 
may not make or second motions or cast votes.  
 

A Senator spoke against the motion. While the Senator would normally be in favour 
of an open discussion on this topic, the Ad-hoc Committee was charged with 
undertaking wide consultation on this topic, and a great deal of consideration had 
gone into the preparation of the Ad-hoc Committee’s report. For that reason, the 
Senator felt it would not be productive to extend that discussion into the meeting of 
the Senate.  
 
A Senator spoke in favour of the motion. The Senator noted the views of the 
Observers in the meeting may be of value to the Senate in rendering its decision.  
 
No further discussion.  
 
CARRIED 
 
K. Simonsen then sought a motion on the recommendation of the Ad-hoc 
Committee.  
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MOTION M. Woods / E. Bezzina 
RESOLVED that Senate approve the recommendation that The Ode to Newfoundland 

(Ode) be reinstated at Memorial’s Convocation Ceremonies. 
 
A Senator and member of the Ad-hoc Committee spoke in favour of the motion. The 
Senator expressed that while it was a difficult decision, he felt that the Committee’s 
responsibility was to convey what was heard during the consultation process. While 
a significant majority of consultees expressed a desire to have the Ode to 
Newfoundland reinstated, it was also important that the Ad-hoc Committee 
highlighted the minority views that were expressed.  
 
Ms. Catharyn Andersen, Vice-president (Indigenous), was present as an Observer. 
She thanked the Ad-hoc Committee and the Senate for undertaking the work of 
answering an important and sensitive question. She acknowledged there has been a 
significant amount of public discussion and criticism of the decision to remove the 
Ode from convocation ceremonies, but it is important to be able to have these 
critical discussions in a University setting. She expressed that she has a dual 
responsibility: one to the University and the other to her own community and all 
Indigenous groups in the province.  
 
Ms. Andersen noted that the Ad-hoc Committee’s report covers much, but she was 
concerned that there may be misunderstanding. The Ode to Newfoundland evokes a 
wide variety of emotions for people across the province—some positive, some 
negative, but many feel indifferent or neutral. For Ms. Andersen, the Ode evokes 
significant negative thoughts and feelings due to her own family history and a 
general history of the intergenerational trauma of Indigenous people. Many have 
stories of forcible relocation and abuse. There is a significant and real history of 
mistreatment of Indigenous people in the province of Newfoundland and Labrador 
and the nation of Canada. The Ode’s music and lyrics evoke strong feelings, and for 
many those feeling are directly related to the impacts of colonialism. She noted that 
the odds of Indigenous children dying in residential schools were 1 in 25, while the 
odds of Canadian soldiers dying in WWII were only 1 in 26. Everyone, she 
emphasized, needs to understand that the reinstatement of the Ode is not a neutral 
issue.  
 
D. Mullings, Vice-provost (Equity, Diversity, Inclusion and Anti-Racism) noted that 
while Memorial has an Indigenization framework that is active within the University, 
and that framework was not explicitly applied to the work of the Ad-hoc Committee. 
Additionally, D. Mullings noted that numerical representation of a majority opinion 
has not historically served as a mechanism to change systems of injustice. Following 
the will of the majority does not always protect human rights and justice. 
 
A Senator spoke in favour of the motion and expressed that the significant financial 
and reputational impacts that the decision to remove the Ode has had on the 
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University should constitute sufficient reason to support the motion.  
 
A Senator agreed with Ms. Andersen and D. Mullings. The Senator also felt that the 
people of Newfoundland and Labrador have a history of raising their voices in 
support of marginalized groups, and part of that has been to respond to changes in 
society. The Senator further warned against nationalism in decision-making.  
 
A Senator made reference to the living tree doctrine of Canadian constitutional law, 
which requires that decisions be made in light of present circumstances and 
realities. The Senator expressed disagreement with the additional recommendation 
that the University apologize for the original decision, as they felt it would not be 
appropriate to apologize for investigating decolonization. The Senator was 
concerned to hear that the Indigenization framework was not applied to the Ad-hoc 
Committee’s work.  
 
A Senator felt the significant media attention that this issue has received makes it 
difficult for that Senator to decide how to vote. The Senator felt that, based on what 
was said by Ms. Andersen and D. Mullings, that Senate should seriously consider 
defeating the motion. The Senator felt that it was important to make the right 
decision, regardless of its popularity.  
 
A Senator spoke against the motion, stating Senate had an opportunity to stand with 
those who would be negatively impacted by the reinstatement of the ode, and that 
it should take that opportunity.  
 
An Observer and member of the Ad-hoc Committee thanked those who had spoken 
against the motion. The Observer felt that the Committee had not done its due 
diligence and emphasized that reconciliation requires direct action.  
 
D. Mullings clarified that there is an important difference between actions that are 
“steeped in colonialism” and actions that are “steeped in reconciliation.” She 
stressed that the entire process must be built on principles of reconciliation.  
 
As no further Senators or Observers sought recognition, K. Simonsen directed the 
Senate to move to a vote on the motion. Observers were asked to temporarily leave 
the meeting for an online poll, and they were re-admitted before the vote outcome 
was announced. 
 
CARRIED 

 
5.0 Reports of Officers 

 
5.1 Remarks from the Chair 
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K. Simonsen invited J. Lokash to provide remarks to the Senate.  
 
 J. Lokash thanked the committee on the ode for its hard work in rendering its 

recommendation for consideration by the Senate.  
 

 Tomorrow, the provincial government will be releasing its 2025-2026 budget. The 
University will be present and will report back soon afterwards.   

 
 Tomorrow is also the last day of classes, so J. Lokash thanked all Senators, students, 

and faculty members for their work to make this a successful semester, and 
congratulated graduating student senators.  

 
 

5.2 Questions for the Chair 
 
K. Simonsen invited Senators to ask questions of the Chair.  
 
Though there were no questions for the Chair, a Senator reiterated that they feel 
the University needs to put more effort into public advocacy for funding, and the 
Senator hoped administration listens to students, faculty and staff concerns in this 
regard. 
 

5.3 Remarks from the Deputy Chair 
 
Remarks were withheld for this meeting as there were updates regarding the 
Provost’s Office available online, and the meeting of Senate had already surpassed 
its usually allotted timeframe.  
 
 

6.0 Other Business 
 

 
As there was no further business, a motion to adjourn was made and carried at 6:34 pm.  

 


