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Policies superseded by this Policy include:
· Policy on Undergraduate Program Review (February 2003) 
· Procedures for New Degree Programs (May 2003)
· Procedure for Approval of New Graduate Programs (April 2005)

Purpose of Policy
The Institutional Quality Assurance Policy (IQAP) and associated Procedures work to ensure the high quality of, and promote standards of excellence in, Trent’s new and existing academic programs. The IQAP complies with the Quality Assurance Framework (QAF), developed by the Ontario Council of Academic Vice Presidents (OCAV) and adopted by the Council of Ontario Universities (COU) in April 2010.

This policy governs the:
· Cyclical Review of Existing Degree and Graduate Diploma Programs
· Development of New Degree Programs
· Expedited Approvals of Graduate Diplomas
· Major Modifications of Existing Degree and Graduate Diploma Programs

The policy and associated procedures governing the periodic Cyclical Program Review of existing programs help promote, maintain, and improve the quality of education at Trent, and provide Trent’s students and prospective students, Trent’s partners, the provincial government, and the broader public with the necessary assurance of this quality. Cyclical program reviews provide information upon which the University may make decisions about academic programs. Insight about program quality derived from such reviews may result in recommendations for improvement, modification, or termination of an academic program. Degree-level expectations, combined with peer-review judgment by expert disciplinary and interdisciplinary scholars, provide the benchmarks for assessing a program’s standards and quality.

The policy and associated procedures governing the development and review of New Program Proposals ensure that new academic programs are consistent with Trent University’s vision, mission and strategic directions and with the guidelines for University Undergraduate and Graduate Degree Level Expectations (DLEs) developed by the Ontario Council of Academic Vice Presidents and affirmed by Trent’s Senate. The policy also ensures that new programs are of high quality, meet a perceived interest and demand, are supported with available funding and make good use of institutional resources, and draw upon and enhance existing strengths at the University. New program proposals need to be approved by the Quality Council.

The policy and associated procedures governing the Expedited Approval of New Graduate Diplomas ensures that these programs meet the quality assurance standards of Trent University and of the Quality Council. 

The policy and associated procedures governing Major Modifications ensure that any major changes to existing degree programs enhance the quality of the program and are consistent with Trent’s strategic directions and the DLEs.

Scope of Policy and Policy Statement
This policy and its procedures are subject to ratification by the Quality Council, both initially and following each revision.

This policy applies to all existing and new undergraduate and graduate degree programs and graduate diplomas offered in full by Trent University or in part/conjointly by Trent University in partnership with another post-secondary institution. 

All existing undergraduate degree programs, graduate degree programs, and graduate diploma programs are subject to periodic cyclical review conducted at a minimum once every eight years. Cyclical program review is a self-regulatory process subject to periodic audit by the Quality Council. 

All new degree programs are subject to an internal review process that involves an external review component. New degree programs require approval by the Quality Council and may need to be submitted to the Ontario Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities. 

Graduate diplomas are subject to an abbreviated internal review process and are submitted to Quality Council for expedited approval. 

Major modifications to existing degree programs and graduate diplomas are approved through existing Senate committees and are reported annually to the Quality Council. 

The University is audited by the Quality Council on an eight-year cycle, under the terms outlined in the Quality Assurance Framework, to ensure compliance with its IQAP.


Acronyms
AP&B	Academic Planning & Budget Committee
COU	Council of Ontario Universities 
CPRC	Cyclical Program Review Committee
DLEs	University Degree Level Expectations
FAR	Final Assessment Report
GDLEs	Graduate Degree Level Expectations
GSC	Graduate Studies Committee
IQAP	Institutional Quality Assurance Policy
AV	Ontario Council of Academic Vice presidents
OIPA	Office of Institutional Planning and Analysis
PPG	Provost’s Planning Group
QAF	Quality Assurance Framework
USC	Undergraduate Studies Committee
UDLEs	Undergraduate Degree Level Expectations

Definitions
Collaborative Specialization
A Collaborative Specialization is an intra-university graduate field of study that provides an additional multidisciplinary experience for students enrolled in and completing the degree requirements for one of a number of approved programs. Students meet the admission requirements of and register in the participating (or “home”) program but complete, in addition to the degree requirements of that program, the additional requirements specified by the Collaborative Specialization. The degree conferred is that of the home program, and the completion of the Collaborative Specialization is indicated by a transcript notation indicating the additional specialization that has been attained. 
Degree
An academic credential awarded on successful completion of a prescribed set and sequence of requirements at a specified standard of performance consistent with OCAV’s Degree Level Expectations and the institution’s own expression of those Degree Level Expectations.
Degree Level Expectations
The Degree Level Expectations established by OCAV serve as Ontario universities’ academic standards and identify the knowledge and skill outcome competencies that reflect progressive levels of intellectual and creative development. Graduates at specified degree levels (e.g., Bachelors or Masters) are expected to demonstrate these competencies. 
Degree Program
The complete set and sequence of courses, combinations of courses or other units of study, research and practice prescribed by an institution to fulfill the requirements of a particular degree.
Diploma Program
Universities may grant diplomas in acknowledgement of students’ participation in either for-credit or not-for-credit activities at the undergraduate and graduate level. Not-for-credit and for-credit undergraduate diploma programs are not subject to approval or audit by the Quality Council. Quality Council governs for-credit graduate diplomas; new diplomas will be developed and approved using the University’s IQAP process and are subject to cyclical review. Reference to graduate diplomas throughout this document will refer to for-credit graduate diplomas unless otherwise stated. New Type 1, 2 and 3 diploma programs that have been conceived and developed as distinct and original entities require submission to the Quality Council for Expedited Approval (no external reviewers required) prior to their adoption. Once approved, they will be incorporated into the institution’s schedule for cyclical reviews as part of the parent program. 

The Quality Council recognizes three types or categories of Graduate Diplomas:
· Type 1 – Awarded when a candidate admitted to a master’s program leaves the program after completing a certain proportion of the requirements. Students are not admitted directly to these programs.  
· Type 2 – Offered in conjunction with a master’s (or doctoral) degree, the admission to which requires that the candidate be already admitted to the master’s (or doctoral) program. This represents an additional, usually interdisciplinary, qualification.  
· Type 3 – A stand-alone, direct-entry program, generally developed by a unit already offering a related master’s (and sometimes doctoral) degree and designed to meet the needs of a particular clientele or market. 
Expedited Approval
Trent University recognizes two types of expedited approvals:
· New graduate diplomas which follow the abbreviated internal approval process of new degree programs (minus the external review component)
· If the university wishes, it may request expedited approval of a Major Modification. 
Joint Degree Program
A program of study offered by two or more universities or by a university and a college or institute, including an Institute of Technology and Advanced Learning, in which successful completion of the requirements is confirmed by a single degree document.
Major Modification of an Existing Program
A ‘significant change’ in the requirements, learning outcomes or human and other resources associated with an existing degree program or program of specialization. Major Modifications include:
· Significant changes to a program’s requirements
· Significant changes to the learning outcomes
· Significant changes in modes of delivery and/or to essential resources
· Change to the name of a program
· Termination of a degree program
New Program 
Any degree, degree program or program of specialization, currently approved by Senate or equivalent governing body, which has not been previously approved for that institution by the Quality Council, its predecessors, or any intra-institutional approval processes that previously applied. A change of name, only, does not constitute a new program; nor does the inclusion of a new program of specialization where another with the same designation already exists (e.g., a new honours program where a major with the same designation already exists). For the purposes of this Framework, a ‘new program’ is one that has substantially different program requirements and substantially different learning outcomes from those of any existing approved programs offered by the institution. 

Program of Specialization (e.g., a Major, Honours Program, Concentration or similar)  
An identified set and sequence of courses, and/or other units of study, research and practice within an area of disciplinary or interdisciplinary study, which is completed in full or partial fulfillment of the requirements for the awarding of a degree and is recorded on the graduate’s academic record. A Program of Specialization does not include an Emphasis, Specialization, Option, Minor or similar programming completed on an optional basis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the awarding of a degree. Where changes to an existing Emphasis, Specialization, Option, Minor or similar programming are made, they normally constitute minor or major modifications and do not require approval by the Quality Council. 

Responsibilities
Provost and Vice President Academic 
The Provost and Vice President Academic is the administrative authority responsible for the University’s quality assurance policy and procedures and serves as Trent’s authoritative contact with the Quality Council. The Provost and Vice President Academic is the authoritative contact with the Quality Council for new program approvals, cyclical reviews, expedited approvals, and major modifications. The Provost and the Vice President Academic is the arbiter in deciding whether a proposal constitutes a proposal for a new program or a major modification. The Office of the Provost supports the day-to-day workings of the processes governed by the IQAP.
Deans
The Deans are responsible for the following:
· For Cyclical Review – meet with the Chairs/Directors or academic units scheduled to undergo cyclical program reviews to make sure that they understand their roles and responsibilities; sign off Self-Study and Appendices; consult with Office of Provost on the ranking of external reviewers; nominate and invite internal representatives to participate in site visit; provide a Decanal Response to the External Reviewers’ Report and Departmental Response; consult on the Implementation Plan; and, ensure Academic Departments are considering and acting on the recommendations requiring action
· For New Programs – provide guidance and support for the development of new program proposals; develop Initial Proposals for approval by PPG; ensure broad consultation (with interested parties including faculty, academic units and decanal councils); approval of budgets and proposed resources, sign-off Program Proposal and Appendices; consult with Office of Provost on the ranking of external reviewers; and, submitting one-year Monitoring Report to AP&B.
Academic Units
Academic Units refers to a department or a school. Reference to a ‘Chair of a department’ in this policy is taken to include a Chair or Director of an undergraduate or graduate program or a school.  Academic units will be responsible for the following:
· For Cyclical Review – Academic Units are responsible for: writing the Self-Study when existing programs for which they are responsible are undergoing cyclical program reviews; nominating external reviewers; drafting the site visit schedule for external reviewers; responding to the External Reviewer’s Report; implementing and reporting on those recommendations earmarked for action in the Implementation Plan of the Final Assessment Report; and, providing a final Implementation Report to CPRC.
· For New Programs – Academic units are often the proponents of new academic programming and in any event are significantly involved in consultation about new program proposals. 

Provost’s Planning Group (PPG)
PPG is the senior administrative committee that reviews and approves initial proposals for new programs. 

Senate
Senate is responsible for approving the Institutional Quality Assurance Policy and any subsequent revisions. Senate is also responsible for approving new degree programs, new graduate diplomas, major modifications and some minor modifications to existing programs. Senate receives for information Final Assessment Reports on Cyclical Program Reviews, some minor modifications to existing programs, and notification that the cyclical review process is completed following the CPRC’s approval of Implementation Reports.

Academic Planning & Budget Committee (AP&B) – Terms of Reference and Membership
AP&B, a standing committee of Senate, is responsible for reviewing and recommending for approval to Senate all new degree programs and graduate diplomas. AP&B – (1) initial review of program proposals prior to external review; (2) final review and approval of program documentation following external review and makes recommendations to Senate; and (3) review of Monitoring Report one year after commencement of program. AP&B is also responsible for recommending to Senate the termination of an existing degree program. 

Cyclical Program External Reviewer (CPRC) – Terms of Reference and Membership
CPRC, a standing committee of Senate, is responsible for overseeing cyclical program reviews. CPRC reviews Self-Studies, External Reviewers’ Reports, Academic Unit, and Decanal Responses. CPRC drafts Final Assessment Reports (and Implementation Plans) for approval by the Provost and Vice President Academic. CPRC approves Implementation Reports and notifies Senate that the cyclical review process is completed. 

Graduate Studies Committee (GSC) – Terms of Reference and Membership
GSC, a standing committee of Senate, is responsible for reviewing and recommending for approval to Senate modifications to existing graduate degree programs and diplomas. In consultation with the Provost and Vice President Academic, the Chair of GSC is the arbiter on whether a proposed change to an existing graduate program constitutes a major or a minor modification. GSC also makes recommendations to AP&B on the degree requirements and curriculum, including new courses, of proposed new academic programs. 

Undergraduate Studies Committee (USC) – Terms of Reference and Membership
USC, a standing committee of Senate, is responsible for reviewing and recommending for approval to Senate modifications to existing undergraduate degree programs. In consultation with the Provost and Vice President Academic, the Chair of USC is the arbiter on whether a proposed change to an existing undergraduate program constitutes a major or a minor modification. USC also makes recommendations to AP&B on the degree requirements and curriculum, including new courses, of proposed new academic programs.

Institutional Quality Assurance Procedures
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[bookmark: Purpose]Purpose	
These procedures set out the steps and actions that will be undertaken to implement the Institutional Quality Assurance Policy for the cyclical review of existing programs, new program proposals, graduate diplomas requiring expedited approval and major modifications to existing programs. These procedures are enacted further to the University’s Institutional Quality Assurance Policy.

[bookmark: Prov_of_Support]Provision of Support
Templates. The Office of the Provost develops and posts templates that, where appropriate, clearly reflect the Evaluation Criteria outlined in the QAF. Templates provided include the following:
· For Cyclical Reviews: Self-Study, Nomination of External Reviewers, External Reviewers’ Report, Student Surveys.
· For New Degree Programs: Program Proposal, Nomination of External Reviewers, External Reviewers’ Report.

Workshop. Each fall, the Office of the Provost holds a workshop for Undergraduate Chairs, Graduate Directors and Academic Administrative Assistants for degree programs who will undergo a cyclical review in the following year. Deans and members of CPRC are also invited to attend. The workshop provides guidance and assistance in completing the self-study and appendices.

Deans. The Deans are responsible for the following:
· For Cyclical Review – meeting with the Chairs/Directors or academic units scheduled to undergo cyclical program reviews to make sure that they understand their roles and responsibilities.
· For New Programs – providing guidance and support for the development of new programs.
Office of Institutional Planning and Analysis (OIPA) 
· For Cyclical Review: OIPA collects, aggregates and distributes institutional data to assist academic units in writing their Self-Studies, including but not limited to enrolment and retention data. This ensures data being used for the Self-Studies are both accurate and consistent across university degree programs. Programs are responsible for providing an analysis of the data. OIPA will aim to provide data by the beginning of May of the spring that academic units are preparing their Self-Studies. The Office of the Provost will notify OIPA of upcoming reviews.
· For New Programs: At the request of the Working Group for new programs, OIPA will review and consult on budgets for new program proposals.

Centre for Teaching & Learning (CTL). CTL provides workshops and consultations to academic units to assist in the articulation of learning outcomes and mapping of curricula against degree level expectations. 

Library. The Library will provide a Statement of Support for new degree programs and for degree programs undergoing cyclical review. The Office of the Provost will provide the University Librarian with a list of programs coming up for cyclical review; reports are provided to academic units in May. For new programs, the Working Group will contact the University Librarian directly to request a Statement of Support. 

[bookmark: Section1_CyclicalReview]Section 1 – Cyclical Review of Existing Programs
1.1 Purpose 
Periodic cyclical reviews are conducted of all existing undergraduate degree programs, graduate degree programs, and graduate diploma programs at a minimum once every eight years. Reference to ‘degree program’ throughout Section 1 of the IQAP refers to undergraduate degree programs, graduate degree programs, and graduate diplomas (for-credit). 

Cyclical reviews provide opportunities for an evaluation of the quality of the University’s degree programs by the units offering them and by external reviewers. These evaluations provide the Cyclical Program External Reviewer (CPRC) with information upon which recommendations for improvement, modification, or termination of a degree program may be made.

1.2 Schedule of Reviews 
Note: The Schedule of Reviews indicates the year in which the site visit will take place and academic units are expected to begin preparing review documentation in the year prior to the site visit. e.g., if the site visit is scheduled for 2020-2021, the academic unit will begin preparing documentation in 2019-2020.

The Office of the Provost prepares and maintains a Schedule of Reviews identifying the academic unit(s) responsible for each degree program. A master list of Trent’s current degree program offerings and the review schedule can be found on the website of the Office of the Provost. 

Related Degree Programs. Related degree programs will be reviewed concurrently however, the quality of each degree program and the learning environment of the students in each degree program will be independently evaluated.

Multiple Locations and/or Modes of Delivery. In cases where a degree program is delivered in more than one location with different faculty and resources or is offered through more than one mode of delivery, each distinct offering will occur on the master list of degree programs, though reviews of related degree programs will normally occur concurrently. 

1.3 Timeline, Phases and Principal Components 

The review process takes place over a three to four-year period that occur in five distinct phases and is comprised of four principle components.

a) Phases 
Phase 1 – Preparation of Self-Study and Appendices 
(in academic year prior to site visit)

Phase 2 – Site Visit takes place and External Reviewers’ Report is submitted 
(in academic year indicated on Schedule of Reviews)

Phase 3 – Program and Decanal Responses – prepared in response to External Reviewers’ Report (in academic year of site visit)

Phase 4 – Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan – CPRC reviews documentation and prepares Final Assessment Report with Implementation Plans 

Phase 5 – Implementation Report and Notification of Review Completion – the academic unit will follow up on the recommendations identified for action in the Implementation Plan, and, notification of review completion.
 
b) Principal Components
· Self-Study – a critical appraisal of the strengths and weaknesses of the degree program from the perspective of members of the academic unit responsible for delivery of the degree program

· External Reviewers’ Report – external evaluation by disciplinary/interdisciplinary experts including recommendations for the improvement of the degree program

· Final Assessment Report – institutional evaluation by CPRC based on the review of the Self-Study, the External Reviewers’ Report, and the Responses by the academic unit(s) and the Dean(s); will include a Summary and an Implementation Plan.

· Implementation Report – follow-up report from the academic unit to CPRC detailing how it followed up on the recommendations included in the Implementation Plan. 

1.4 Joint Degree Programs

In cases where a Trent degree program is offered jointly or in partnership with another institution, the Office of the Provost will work with the partner institution’s counterpart office to ensure that the requirements of both institutions’ quality assurance policies and procedures will be met in a way that avoids duplication and streamlines the process as much as possible. In cases where Trent’s processes are different from the partner institution, all efforts will be made to comply with the QAF.

Specifically:
· There will be a single Self-Study that will explain how input was received from faculty, staff and students at each partner institution.
· Each partner institution will be involved in nominating, selecting and ranking of external reviewers.
· Each partner institution will typically include an internal representative that will participate in the site visit with the external reviewers. 
· Site visits will include all partner universities and, at least where partners are institutions in Ontario, will include all sites.
· There will be a single Response to the External Reviewers’ Report, prepared jointly by members of the academic units of each partner institution. There will be a single Dean(s)’ Response prepared jointly by the Deans of each partner institution.
· There will be a single Final Assessment Report (FAR) that will include a Summary and an Implementation Plan. The FAR will be subject to the governance processes at each partner institution and will require approval by both institutions. Partner institutions will agree on an appropriate monitoring process for the Implementation Plan.
· There will be a single Implementation Plan prepared jointly by the academic unit with consultation from the Deans.

1.5 Use of Accreditation and Other External Reviews
The University may use components of accreditation and other external review processes in addition to, or in substitution of, required components of the cyclical program review process, where such is judged by the Provost and Vice President Academic, in consultation with CPRC, to be appropriate and reasonable, the purpose being to reduce duplication during the review of professional degree programs. In such cases, the documentation will be consistent with the requirements established in these procedures and a record of addition/substitution of documentation will be fully outlined in the Final Assessment Report.

1.6 Documents Not Subject to ‘Public Access’
Given the highly sensitive nature of the documentation used in the cyclical program review process, in which academic units and external reviewers are asked to be critical in their evaluations, the documents produced are deemed confidential. Institutional failure to protect the confidentiality of the documents reviewed by CPRC could seriously impair frank appraisal, discourage free flow of analytical information, and compromise the efficacy of the review process. As such, and at the discretion of the Provost and Vice President Academic, the following documents are deemed to be confidential and therefore not subject to ‘public access’:

· Specialized instructions made available to external reviewers in preparation for the review
· Self-Study documents
· External Reviewer’s Reports; and
· Responses to the External Reviewer’s Report from the academic unit(s) and from the Dean(s). 
· [bookmark: _Hlk3630347]Note: A summary of the academic and decanal responses will be included in the Final Assessment Report however will not include any confidential or personal information.

In response to a written request, the Provost and Vice President Academic may provide excerpts from the confidential documents on a case-by-case basis.



1.7 Steps in the Cyclical Program Review Process
	Steps
	Description
	Documentation Required for Auditing Purposes

	Step 1
	Notification of Cyclical Program Review
	· Memo from Notification

	Step 2
	Workshop/Orientation Session
	· Agenda or PowerPoint

	Step 3
	Preparation and Collection of Data for Self-Study & Appendices
· Review and revision of learning outcomes and mapping of curriculum to DLEs
· Conduct surveys of current students and alum
· Collect and compile Course Syllabuses and Curriculum Vitae
· Receive Student Data from OIPA and Analysis of Data
· Receive Library -Statement of Support
	· No Documentation

	Step 4
	Nomination, Ranking and Selection of External Reviewers
· Nomination and Ranking
· Fall or Winter Site Visit
· Letters of Invitation
· Declaration of Arm’s Length
	· Nomination Form
· Letters of Invitation
· Declaration of Arms Length

	Step 5
	Role and Selection of Internal Representative
	· No Documentation

	Step 6
	Writing and Completion of Self-Study using Template
	· Self-Study and Appendices

	Step 7
	Dean Signs Off Self-Study and Appendices
	· Signature on Self-Study
(included with Step 6 documentation)

	Step 8
	CPRC Reviews Self-Study and Appendices
	· CPRC Minutes

	Step 9
	Site Visit and Instructions
	· Site Visit Schedule
· Reviewer Instructions

	Step 10
	External Reviewers’ Report submitted to the Office of Provost
	· External Reviewers’ Report

	Step 11
	Program Response to External Reviewers’ Report
	· Program Response

	Step 12
	Decanal Response to External Reviewers’ Report
	· Decanal Response

	Step 13
	CPRC Development of Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan
	· CPRC Minutes

	Step 14
	FAR Approval and Distribution
	· FAR with Provost’s Signature
· QC Letter of Review

	Step 15
	Implementation Report by Academic Units
	· Implementation Report

	Step 16
	Dean Signs Off Implementation Report
	· Signature on Implementation Report (included with Step 15 documentation)

	Step 17
	CPRC Reviews Implementation Report
	· CPRC Minutes

	Step 18
	Notification that Review is Complete
	· Letter of Completion


1.8 Process
[bookmark: Step1_Cyclical]Step 1 – Notification of Cyclical Program Review
Timing:  Normally in September in the academic year prior to site visit

Office of Provost notifies academic unit that degree program(s) for which it is responsible will be reviewed in the following year.
[bookmark: Step2_Cyclical]Step 2 – Workshop/Orientation Session
Timing:  Fall of the academic year prior to site visit

Office of Provost organizes workshop for academic units to review cyclical review process and required steps to complete self-study and appendices.
[bookmark: Step3_Cyclical]Step 3 – Preparation & Collection of Data for Self-Study & Appendices
Timing:  During the academic year prior to site visit

A number of supports are available to assist academic units in the preparation and completion of cyclical review documentation. See Provision of Support.

In the academic year prior to the site visit, the academic unit will begin preparing and collecting the following data:
a) Review and revision of learning outcomes and mapping of curriculum to degree level expectations
b) Conduct surveys of current students and alum – see sample templates
c) Collect and compile Course Syllabuses and Curriculum Vitae
d) Receive Student Data from OIPA and Analysis of Data (May)
e) Receive Library -Statement of Support (May) 
[bookmark: Step4_Cyclical]Step 4 – Nomination, Ranking and Selection of External Reviewers
Timing: Normally in May preceding academic year of site visit

a) Academic unit selects Fall or Winter Site Visit

b) Number of Reviewers Required
	Degree Program
	External Members

	Undergraduate 
	1-2 reviewers; 2 preferred

	Graduate – MA/MSc and PhD
	2 reviewers 

	Concurrent Undergraduate and Graduate
	2-3 reviewers 



c) Qualifications of External Reviewers – will normally:
· be Associate or Full Professors
· have experience in developing, assessing, and/or managing degree programs at the university level
· be active experts in the relevant disciplinary or interdisciplinary fields
· in the case of graduate degree programs:
· have experience with graduate teaching and supervision
· have combined professional experience to cover the majority of any identified fields of expertise
d) Arm’s Length Requirement. External reviewers must be at arm’s length from members of the academic unit whose program(s) is being reviewed. Upon accepting an invitation to review a degree program, reviewers will be required to declare in writing that they are at arm’s length. To avoid conflict of interest and the appearance of conflict of interest, reviewers will not
· be a close friend or relative of a member of the academic unit whose degree program(s) is under review;
· have been a supervisor within the past ten years of a member of the academic unit whose degree program(s) is under review;
· have been a regular or repeated external examiner of students in the academic unit whose degree program(s) is under review;
· have collaborated (i.e., significantly contributed to intellectual work with another) within the past ten years with a member of the academic unit whose degree program(s) is under review, or have plans to collaborate with a member in the immediate future; 
· have been an instructor or a visiting scholar within the past ten years in the academic unit whose degree program(s) is under review;
· have been a student within the past ten years in the academic unit whose degree program(s) is under review; or
· have received an undergraduate or a graduate degree from Trent.

e) Process. The Office of the Provost will notify academic units of deadline for submission of Nominations of External Reviewers. Members of the academic unit are not to contact possible external reviewers for any reason. The academic unit will complete the Nomination of External Reviewers’ template that includes the names and required information of no fewer than six qualified persons who they are nominating to serve as external reviewers, all of whom are to be at arm’s length. 

· If there are two or more distinct areas of study within the degree program(s) to be reviewed, all efforts will be made to ensure a balanced External Reviewer with the required expertise. Areas of expertise should be clearly identified for each nominated external reviewer.

· In the case of a concurrent review of an undergraduate degree program(s) and a related graduate degree program(s), nominated external reviewers should be qualified by discipline and experience to review both program levels.

· In the case of joint programs, the list of External Reviewers will be developed jointly with the partner institution(s). 

The completed Nomination of External Reviewers’ form will be sent to the Dean(s). On behalf of the Academic Unit, the Dean(s) will submit the Nominations of External Reviewers to the Office of the Provost. 

f) Ranking of External Reviewers. The Office of the Provost, in consultation with the Deans, will develop a ranked list of nominated external reviewers. In the case of degree programs to be offered jointly with another institution, the Office of the Provost will develop a ranked list of External Reviewer(s) in consultation with the partner institution.

g) Invitation to External Reviewers. The Office of the Provost will contact the proposed reviewers in ranked order.

h) Declaration of Arm’s Length. External reviewers will declare that they are at arm’s length from the degree program(s) being reviewed.
[bookmark: Step5_Cyclical]Step 5 – Role and Selection of Internal Representative
a) Role of Internal Representative. Using his/her knowledge of institutional practices and culture, the internal faculty representative facilitates the work of the External Reviewers during the site visit. The internal representative accompanies the external reviewers throughout the site visit and attends meetings with the Dean(s), Chair(s) and/or Director(s), faculty, students, and staff. The internal representative does not participate in the writing of the External Reviewer Report, except to answer questions, as appropriate.

b) Process. The Dean(s) under whose authority the degree program(s) is being delivered will nominate to the Provost and Vice President Academic no fewer than three senior faculty (with more than 10 years of experience) from Trent University. Nominated faculty will be outside the academic unit responsible for the degree program(s) under review and will normally be within the division. When a graduate program is being reviewed, the internal representative should be an individual experienced in graduate teaching and supervision. The Office of the Provost will consult with the Dean to rank the internal nominees, and the Dean will invite, according to the ranked list, nominees to participate in the external reviewers’ site visit.

c) Joint Program. The selection of an internal faculty member requires joint input and may include one internal member from each partner institution, or preference may be given to an internal member from another academic unit offering a joint program, preferably with the same partner institution.

d) An additional member, appropriately qualified and experienced, may be assigned from industry or the professions at the discretion of the Provost and Vice President Academic, in consultation with the Dean.
[bookmark: Step6_Cyclical]Step 6 – Writing and Completion of Self-Study Using Template
The academic unit’s Self-Study of its degree program(s) will be broad-based, reflective, forward-looking and will include critical analysis. It will provide an assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the degree program(s), address concerns or recommendations raised in previous reviews, and will comment on areas where enhancements of quality are possible. 

The academic unit(s) responsible for a program(s) under review will prepare a Self-Study using the Self-Study template and data collected in STEP 3. The template has been designed to incorporate all criteria as outlined in Appendix A. In cases where multiple programs are being reviewed, academic units will, where possible will develop a single self-study. An undergraduate and graduate program being reviewed simultaneously may choose to write separate self-studies however external reviewers will be directed to provide one omnibus report with clear and concise recommendations for each degree program under review. 

All faculty involved in the program(s) being reviewed should be involved in the writing and/or review of the Self-Study and Appendices. This includes: partnering institutions; academic units that have shared responsibility for the delivery of the program, or in cases where multiple degree programs are being reviewed by the same external reviewers (e.g. 2 undergraduate programs or 1 undergraduate and 1 graduate). The Self-Study document may also contain the input of others deemed to be relevant and useful, such as graduates of the degree program(s), representatives of industry, related professions, and practical training programs, and employers, as appropriate.
[bookmark: Step7_Cyclical]Step 7 – Dean Signs off Self-Study and Appendices
The Self-Study and Appendices will be submitted to the Dean(s) for review. Where the head of an academic unit whose program(s) is being reviewed is a Dean, the Self-Study and Appendices will be submitted directly to the Office of the Provost and Vice President Academic. 

The Dean(s) will provide feedback and facilitate improvements. When the Dean(s) is satisfied that the documentation is complete and accurate, they will sign off on the document and submit it to the Office of the Provost for distribution to CPRC. 

[bookmark: Step8_Cyclical]Step 8 – CPRC Reviews Self-Study and Appendices
The Cyclical Program Review Committee (CPRC) will review the Self-Study and Appendices prior to distribution to the External Reviewers. CPRC will either approve the documentation or advise the unit and the Dean(s) of revisions to be made. Once revisions are completed, the documentation is ready to be distributed to the External Reviewers.

[bookmark: Step9_Cyclical]Step 9 – Site Visit and Instructions
a) Arranging the Site Visit – The Office of the Provost will oversee the arrangements for the campus site visit. The visit will normally be scheduled for two consecutive days, though a review of multiple degree programs may take longer, particularly if a visit to more than one campus is necessary. The Chair and/or Director of the academic unit(s) whose degree program(s) is being reviewed will draft the schedule for the site visit in consultation with the Office of the Provost. The Office of the Provost has final approval of the schedule.

b) Documentation for External Reviewers – The Office of the Provost will provide to the External Reviewers and the internal representative a copy of: 
· Trent’s Institutional Program Quality Assurance Policy and Procedures (IQAP)
· Self-Study and Appendices (course syllabuses, faculty CVs, data, student surveys, library – statement of support)
· Template for External Reviewers’ Report 
· Site Visit Schedule

c) Instructions to External Reviewers – The Provost and Vice President Academic (or delegate) will explain to the External Reviewers their roles and obligations with respect to the review and the preparation of the External Reviewers’ Report. The instructions will direct the reviewers, for each program under review, to: 
· Identify and commend the program’s notably strong and creative attributes and/or clearly innovative aspects
· Describe the program’s strengths, areas for improvement, and opportunities for enhancement using the Evaluation Criteria listed in Appendix A
· Recommend specific modifications and/or improvements to be taken to improve the degree program, distinguishing between those the academic unit can make itself, and those that require external action
· Recognize the institution’s autonomy to determine priorities for funding, space, and faculty allocation
· Respect the confidentiality required for all aspects of the review process.

d) Special Instructions – In addition, External Reviewers may be asked to respond to any additional questions from the Provost/Dean(s) and/or CPRC in their final report. Such instruction may include a request to respond to:
· Issues of special concern identified for the degree program(s) under review, for example, appropriateness of the curriculum, breadth of the curriculum, enrolment levels, recruitment, quality of the permanent or limited-term faculty, adequacy of staffing, space or equipment, program-specific library resources, etc; and/or
· Concerns and/or recommendations raised in previous external reviews of the degree 
program(s).

e) The External Reviewers will provide preliminary oral feedback to the Provost and Vice President Academic (or delegate) before the conclusion of the site visit. 
[bookmark: Step10_Cyclical]Step 10 – External Reviewers’ Report to Office of Provost 
Timing: One month following site visit

Within one month of the site visit, the External Reviewers will submit a single omnibus report (marked ‘Confidential’) to the Provost and Vice President Academic. There may be situations, as determined by the Provost and Vice President Academic, where separate reports may be submitted.
The External Reviewers’ Report will address the substance of both the Self-Study and the Evaluation Criteria (see Appendix A) as they apply to the degree program(s). It will include distinctive attributes reported on for each discrete degree program and will include a Summary and a clearly defined List of Recommendations, using the template provided.

Distribution of Report – Upon receipt of the External Reviewer’s Report, the Provost and Vice President Academic will review it to ensure that it provides a comprehensive assessment of the degree program(s). The Office of the Provost will distribute the External Reviewer’s Report to the Dean(s) and will note and redact, where appropriate, any confidential and/or sensitive information before distributing the Report to the Chair/Director of the program under review and CPRC. 

[bookmark: Step11_Cyclical]Step 11 – Program Response to External Reviewers’ Report
Timing: One month from date of request from Office of Provost

The Office of the Provost will ask the Chair/Director to provide a Response from their academic unit to the External Reviewers’ Report and specifically to the Report’s recommendations. The Chair/Director will consult with members of the academic unit in finalizing a Response. The Response will be submitted to their Dean and to the Office of the Provost within one month of the request.
[bookmark: Step12_Cyclical]Step 12 – Decanal Response to External Reviewers’ Report and Program Response
Timing: One month from receiving response from academic unit

After receipt of the Response by the academic unit, the Dean(s) will provide a written Response within one month to the plans/recommendations proposed in the Self-Study, the External Reviewer’s Report, and the academic unit’s Response. In addition, the Dean will describe, accounting for each distinct program:
· Any changes in curriculum, program organization, policy or governance necessary to meet the recommendations;
· Any resources, financial and otherwise, that will be provided to support the implementation of those recommendations requiring resources; and
· A proposed timeline for the implementation of any recommendations.

If the head of the program is a Dean, a joint response will be prepared by the faculty and the Dean. 
[bookmark: Step13_Cyclical]Step 13 – CPRC Development of Final Assessment Report (FAR) & Implementation Plan 
Timing: Normally in academic year following site visit (for fall site visits – this step may take place sooner)

CPRC will review the Self Study, External Reviewer’s Report, program and decanal responses to prepare a Final Assessment Report, an institutional synthesis of the internal self-assessment, the external evaluation, and the internal responses. There will be a single report on all degree programs reviewed by External Reviewers with a report on the distinctive attributes of each discrete degree program.  The Final Assessment Report will become the public document therefore it will not include any confidential or personal information.

The Final Assessment Report will:
· Identify the significant strengths of the degree program(s)
· Identify opportunities for degree program improvement and enhancement
· Set out and prioritize the recommendations that are selected for implementation
· Identify and explain the circumstances related to any recommendations that will not be implemented
· include an Implementation Plan and Summary.

The Implementation Plan in the Final Assessment Report will expressly identify:
· The body/individual responsible for approving the recommendations (e.g., Dean, University Librarian)
· The source(s) of any additional resources required to implement the recommendations (e.g., Provost and Vice President Academic, Dean)
· The individual(s) responsible for the timely implementation and monitoring of the recommendations (e.g., Dean(s), University Librarian, Chair of a department, Director of a graduate degree program)
· Appropriate timelines for acting on recommendations and submitting follow-up Implementation Reports.
[bookmark: Step14_Cyclical]Step 14 – FAR Approval and Distribution
After the Provost and Vice President Academic approves the Final Assessment Report, the Office of the Provost is responsible for the distribution of the Final Assessment Reports as follows:

a) Provost approves the FAR
b) Distributed to Chairs/Directors of reviewed degree programs
c) Relevant Deans(s)
d) Senate (for information, with confidential information removed)
e) Quality Council for information
f) Posted to the University Website - the FAR becomes the public document and is posted on the University’s website, as such it will not contain any confidential and/or personnel information. 
[bookmark: Step15_Cyclical]Step 15 – Implementation Report  
Timing: Normally, 12 months following approval of Final Assessment Report; a shorter or longer time period may be recommended based on complexity of recommendations marked for action.

Unless otherwise indicated in the Implementation Plan, the Dean(s) under whose authority the degree program(s) being reviewed is responsible for ensuring that the academic unit implement in a timely manner the recommendations identified in the Implementation Plan. The Dean(s) is also responsible for ensuring that the academic unit submits the follow-up Implementation Report to CPRC in accordance with the deadline provided in the Final Assessment Report. 
[bookmark: Step16_Cyclical]Step 16 – Dean signs off Implementation Report
The Dean will review Implementation Report and sign off.
[bookmark: Step17_Cyclical]Step 17 – CPRC reviews Implementation Report
CPRC reviews the Implementation Report to ensure that the program has satisfactorily addressed the recommendations identified for action in the Implementation Plan.
[bookmark: Step18_Cyclical]Step 18 – Notification that Review is Complete
Once CPRC accepts the Implementation Report, the cyclical review for that degree program is completed, and is reported to: Chairs/Directors of reviewed degree programs, Dean(s) under whose authority the degree program(s) being reviewed is offered; and Senate (for information).


[bookmark: Section2_NewDegrePrograms]Section 2 – New Program Development
2.1 Approval Requirements and Timelines
New degree programs and graduate diplomas must be approved by Trent University’s Senate and by the Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance (Quality Council). The Office of the Provost manages the approval process for new program development and will direct and facilitate the process through the approval stages. 

Approval by Senate – Following the internal procedures laid out below, the Chair of the Academic Planning & Budget Committee (AP&B) will submit a new program proposal to Senate for approval. 

Approval by the Quality Council – The Office of the Provost will send Senate-approved proposals to the Quality Council for approval. Decisions on a proposed new degree program are normally received within 45 days of submission. When the Appraisal Committee of the Quality Council requires additional information, decisions will normally be made within a further 30 days of the Committee receiving a satisfactory response to its request. The Appraisal Committee will make a decision on Graduate Diplomas whereas new programs require the approval of Quality Council.

2.2 Intention to Offer New Programs and Offers of Admission
· Intention to Offer New Program – Subject to approval by the Provost and Vice President Academic, the University may announce its intention to offer a new undergraduate or graduate degree program in advance of having received approval by the Quality Council. When such announcements are made in advance of Quality Council approval, they must contain the following statement: ‘Prospective students are advised that offers of admission to a new program may be made only after the university’s own quality assurance processes have been completed and the Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance has approved the program.’ (QAF 2.2.11)

· Offers of Admission – to a new degree program may not be made until approval of the degree program has been received by the Quality Council.

2.3 Joint Degree Programs
In cases where a proposed new degree program will be offered jointly or in partnership with another institution, the Office of the Provost will work with the partner institution’s counterpart office to streamline the process to meet requirements of both institutions’ quality assurance policies and procedures and avoid duplication. In cases where Trent’s processes are different from the partner institution, all efforts will be made to comply with the QAF. Specifically:

· Representatives from each institution will be members of the Working Group.
· Each institution will be involved in consultation and the development of the Program Proposal. 
· Each partner institution will be involved in nominating, selecting and ranking of external reviewers.  
· Site visits will include all partner institutions, at least where partners are institutions in Ontario.
· There will be a coordinated single internal response by the Working Group to the External Reviewers’ Report.  



2.4 Steps in the Approval Process for New Programs
	Steps
	Description
	Documentation Required for Auditing Purposes

	Step 1
	In-Principle Approval by PPG and Working Group Formed 
	· PPG Minutes
· Initial Proposal

	Step 2
	Development of Full Program Proposal and Appendices using template
· Consultation – faculty, academic units, Decanal Councils
· Budget – in consultation with Dean(s) and Office of Finance
· Learning Outcomes and Curriculum Mapping – review and revision
· New Course Development and Course Syllabuses Collection
· CVs – Collection of Faculty CVs
· Library – Statement of Support – requested from University Librarian
	· Program Proposal and Appendices

	Step 3
	Dean Signs Off Program Proposal and Appendices
	· Dean Signature on Proposal

	Step 4
	Nomination, Ranking and Selection of External Reviewers 
· Nomination and Ranking
· Declaration of Arm’s Length
· Letter of Invitation
	· Nomination Form
· Declaration of Arms Length
· Letters of Invitation

	Step 5
	USC/GSC Review – of Program Proposal and Appendices
	· USC or GSC Minutes

	Step 6
	AP&B Initial Review – of Program Proposal and Appendices
	· AP&B Minutes

	Step 7
	Site Visit (or Desk Audit) and Instructions
	· Site Visit Schedule
· Reviewer Instructions

	Step 8
	External Reviewers’ Report
	· External Reviewers’ Report

	Step 9
	Working Group’s Response to External Reviewers’ Report
	· Working Group’s Response

	Step 10
	Dean’s Response to External Reviewers’ Report
	· Dean’s Response

	Step 11
	AP&B Final Review – of Program Proposal, External Reviewers’ Report, Working Group’s Response, Dean’s Response; AP&B recommends program to Senate
	· AP&B Minutes

	Step 12
	Senate for Approval and Faculty Board for Information
	· Senate Minutes
· Faculty Board Minutes

	Step 13
	Submission and Approval by Quality Council
	· Quality Council Approval Letter

	Step 14
	Follow-Up and Reporting
· Post Program Description to Website
· Verbal Update to Senate
· Report to Board of Governors (BoG)
· Add to Schedule of Reviews
	· Link to program description
· BoG Annual Report
· Year of First Cyclical Review

	Step 15
	Implementation Window and Monitoring Report to AP&B 
	· AP&B Minutes
· Monitoring Report 



2.5 Process

Graduate Diploma Note: 
The approval process for proposing a new graduate diploma will follow an abbreviated process of the new program approval as diplomas are not subject to external assessment. Steps 1 through 6 will be required as will Steps 12 through 15.
[bookmark: Step1_NewProg]Step 1 – Initial In-Principle Approval and Working Group Formed
The initial idea for a new degree program may come from a number of different sources, including groups of faculty members or students, one or more academic units, administration, collaborations with other institutions, or groups external to the University. The initial idea for a new degree program will be discussed with the Dean(s) under whose authority the degree program would be delivered.

The Dean, in consultation with the proponents of the new degree program, will develop an Initial Proposal for the new degree program (template available upon request). The Dean(s) will take the Initial Proposal to PPG for discussion and in-principle approval. Should PPG grant in-principle approval, the Dean(s) will strike a Working Group tasked with developing a Full Program Proposal. If PPG does not think that the proposal merits further development, it will direct feedback to the proponents through the Dean(s). An amended Initial Proposal may be reconsidered by PPG at a later date.

The Dean(s) will establish a Working Group to fully develop the program. The Working Group will normally be comprised of Chairs/Directors or delegates of all academic units deemed to have a potential interest in the degree program under consideration. The Working Group will be chaired by the Dean or his/her appointee. 
[bookmark: Step2_NewProg]Step 2 – Development of Full Program Proposal and Appendices 
The Working Group will prepare a full proposal for a new degree program for approval, using the Program Proposal template. The template incorporates the evaluation criteria as specified in Appendix B.

A number of supports are available to assist academic units in the preparation of the new program proposal and appendices. See Provision of Support.

a) Consultation. The Working Group is encouraged to begin early consultations and continue consulting throughout the entire process of the new degree program development to allow for feedback and comment. Consultation should include all affected/interested parties, specifically including: 
· All members of academic units who may be affected by the proposed degree program or who have expertise relevant to the proposal 
· Decanal Councils - Undergraduate and graduate deans will announce at their decanal councils – to their Chairs/Directors that a proposal for a new degree program is being developed; Chairs/Directors will convey this information to their units as appropriate.
· Where possible, consultation should include students.

b) Proposed Budget. The Working Group will work closely with their Dean to develop a proposed budget for the new program. The budget is for internal use only; it will be submitted to AP&B and Senate. The proposed budget is an estimate of proposed resources; actual resources will be dependant upon a number of factors including enrolment. Proposed budgets should be shared with OIPA and the Manager of Budgeting Services in the Finance Office.

c) Learning Outcomes and Curriculum Mapping. The Center for Teaching and Learning is available to assist with the development of program goals, course level learning outcomes and curriculum mapping. 

d) New Course Development and Course Syllabuses Collection. New courses should be developed and submitted to USC and GSC respectively for approval and recommendation to Senate. The Appendices should include a sampling of course syllabuses – new and existing course syllabuses.

e) Curriculum Vitae. CVs for faculty involved with the degree program should be collected and compiled into an appendix.

f) Library – Statement of Support. The Working Group should request from the University Librarian a report showing how library resources support the new degree program. 
[bookmark: Step3_NewProg]Step 3 – Dean Signs off Program Proposal and Appendices  
The Dean will review the Program Proposal and Appendices and recommend revisions as appropriate. The Dean will be reviewing the document for accuracy and clarity and will be responsible for ensuring resources are acceptable as presented in the proposed budget. Once the Dean(s) has signed off on the completed Program Proposal, the proposal will be forwarded to USC/GSC respectively. 
[bookmark: Step4_NewProg]Step 4 – Nomination, Ranking and Selection of External Reviewers
a) Number of Reviewers Required 
	Degree Program
	External Reviewers

	Undergraduate 
	1 reviewer

	Graduate – MA/MSc and PhD
	2 reviewers

	Joint Undergraduate or Joint Graduate
	2 reviewers



b) Qualifications of External Reviewers – will normally: 
· be Associate or Full Professors
· have experience in developing, assessing, and/or managing degree programs at the university level
· be active experts in the relevant disciplinary or interdisciplinary fields 
· in the case of graduate degree programs: 
· have experience with graduate teaching and supervision
· have combined professional experience to cover the majority of any identified fields of expertise.

c) Arm’s Length Requirement. External reviewers must be at arm’s length from those associated with the development of the proposal for a new degree program. Upon accepting an invitation to review a proposal for a new degree program, reviewers will be required to declare in writing that they are at arm’s length. To avoid conflict of interest and the appearance of conflict of interest, reviewers will not:
· be a close friend or relative of a member of the Working Group or of someone with whom the Working Group has consulted
· have been a supervisor within the past ten years of a member of any academic unit involved in the development of the proposal for a new degree program
· have been a regular or repeated external examiner of students in any academic unit involved in the development of the proposal for a new degree program
· have collaborated (i.e., significantly contributed to intellectual work with another) within the past ten years with a member of any academic unit involved in the development of the proposal for a new degree program, or have plans to collaborate with a member in the immediate future 
· have been an instructor or a visiting scholar within the past ten years in any academic unit involved in the development of the proposal for a new degree program 
· have been a student within the past ten years in any academic unit involved in the development of the proposal for a new degree program, or
· have received an undergraduate or a graduate degree from Trent.

d) Process. The Nomination of External Reviewers should be submitted to the Office of the Provost as soon as the Dean(s) has signed off on the Program Proposal. This enables the Office of the Provost time to confirm the availability of the external reviewer(s). Members of the Working Group are not to contact possible external reviewers for any reason.

The Working Group will complete the Nomination of External Reviewers’ template that includes the names and required information of three to six qualified persons who they are nominating to serve as external reviewers of the proposed degree program, all of whom are to be at arm’s length (3 for undergraduate programs and 6 for graduate programs). 

· If there are two or more distinct areas of study within the proposed degree program, all efforts will be made to ensure a balanced External Reviewer with the required expertise. Areas of expertise should be clearly identified for each nominated external reviewer.

· In the case of joint programs, the list of External Reviewers will be development jointly with the partner institution(s). 

The completed Nomination of External Reviewers’ form will be sent to the Dean(s). On behalf of the Working Group, the Dean(s) will submit the Nominations of External Reviewers to the Office of the Provost. 

e) Ranking and Selection. The Office of the Provost, in consultation with the Deans, will develop a ranked list of nominated external reviewers. In the case of a degree program to be offered jointly with another institution, the Office of the Provost will develop a ranked list of External Reviewer(s) in consultation with the partner institution. The Office of the Provost will contact the proposed reviewers in ranked order.

f) Declaration of Arm’s Length. External reviewers will declare that they are at arm’s length from the degree program(s) being reviewed.

[bookmark: Step5_NewProg]Step 5 – USC/GSC Review
The Dean will forward the Program Proposal to the Undergraduate Studies Committee (USC) for undergraduate degree programs and to the Graduate Studies Committee (GSC) for graduate degree programs. USC/GSC will review the program proposal for consistency with university degree regulations. If any new courses are included in the proposal, USC/GSC will follow their normal procedures for reviewing and approving new courses. Feedback and comments from USC/GSC will be provided to the Working Group and Dean for consideration and/or inclusion in a revised proposal. The Working Group will respond to USC/GSC feedback as required.
[bookmark: Step6_NewProg]Step 6 – AP&B Initial Review
The Dean will forward the Program Proposal to the Office of the Provost, who will submit it to AP&B for review. The documentation will include the Program Proposal and Appendices, including the budget. AP&B will review the documentation and may approve the Program Proposal as submitted or ask for revisions prior to the Office of the Provost forwarding the Program Proposal for external assessment. 
[bookmark: Step7_NewProg]Step 7 – Site Visit and Instructions
Once the Program Proposal for a new degree program has been approved by AP&B, it is ready for external review. Undergraduate programs may be reviewed by desk audit or videoconference if agreed to by external reviewers however they may also undergo a regular site visit. New graduate programs require a site visit. The site visit normally lasts one (1) day.

a) Site Visit or Desk Audit
· Desk Audit. For external reviews conducted via desk or videoconference audit, the Provost and Vice President Academic will have a teleconference call with the external reviewer(s) to explain their roles and obligations and to answer any questions. The external reviewer(s) will also be invited to contact the Provost and Vice President Academic or the Dean should any questions arise in the course of the desk audit.
 
· Site Visit. For external reviews being conducted via a site visit, external reviewers will typically meet with the Provost and Vice President Academic, relevant Dean(s), Chair(s)/Directors(s), faculty, and students. A tour of the facilities and library may also be included in their visit. 

b) Arranging the Visit. The Office of the Provost will oversee the arrangements for the campus site visit or desk audit. The visit will normally be scheduled for one day, though a review of multiple degree programs requires additional time, particularly if a visit to more than one campus is necessary. 
· The Office of the Provost will assist with travel and accommodation plans. 
· The Working Group will be responsible for drafting the schedule for the site visit (e.g., travel to and from the hotel, food requirements) in consultation with the Office of the Provost. The Office of the Provost has final approval of the schedule. 
· The Office of the Provost will share all documentation, including the site visit schedule with the external reviewers.

c) Documentation to Share with Reviewers. The Office of the Provost will provide external reviewers with copies of the following documents prior to their site visit, or, in the case of a desk or videoconference audit, prior to their desk or videoconference review. 
· Trent University’s IQAP Policy and Procedures
· Program Proposal and Appendices (Library-Statement of Support, Course Syllabuses (or representative sample) and CVs)
· Template for the External Reviewers’ Report. The template follows the Evaluation Criteria set by the Quality Council to assess the standards and quality of proposed degree programs (see Appendix B).
[bookmark: Step8_NewProg]Step 8 – External Reviewers’ Report
Timing: One month after site visit or, in case of desk audit, one month from receipt of documents

External reviewers are to complete their report using the template for the External Reviewers’ Report. The External Reviewers’ Report should include a Summary and a clearly defined List of Recommendations. In cases where there is more than one reviewer, a joint report will be submitted.

The Report should: 
· address the evaluation criteria specified in Appendix B
· as appropriate, identify and commend the proposed degree program’s notably strong and/or innovative attributes
· as appropriate, recommend specific steps to be taken to improve the proposed degree program, distinguishing between those the proponents of the degree program can make itself, and those that require external action
· recognize the institution’s autonomy to determine priorities for funding, space and faculty allocation, and 
· respect the confidentiality required for all aspects of the review process.

The final report should be submitted electronically to the Provost and Vice President Academic no later than one month after receiving the documents in the case of a desk audit, or one month from the date of the site visit.

Upon receipt of the External Reviewers’ Report, the Provost and Vice President Academic will review it to ensure that it provides a comprehensive assessment of the proposal. The Office of the Provost will distribute the External Reviewers’ Report to the Dean(s) and will note and redact, where appropriate, any confidential and/or sensitive information before distributing the Report to the Working Group. 
[bookmark: Step9_NewProg]Step 9 – Working Group’s Response 
The Working Group will prepare a response to the External Reviewers’ Report, which will address each of the recommendations; the response may include further explanation or detail in response to the comments or recommendations. Normally, the response will be a separate document from the Program Proposal. In cases where there are substantial revisions, the Working Group may choose to review the Program Proposal using track changes, and in this case must include a separate document outlining a summary of the changes. The Working Group will submit their response to the Dean(s). 
[bookmark: Step10_NewProg]Step 10 – Dean’s Response
The Dean(s) will provide a response to the External Reviewers’ Report, responding to each of the recommendations. 

[bookmark: Step11_NewProg]Step 11 – Academic Planning & Budget Committee’s Final Review
AP&B will review the final Program Proposal, the External Reviewers’ Report, the Working Group’s Response and Dean’s Response. Dean may attend AP&B in person and provide the Response prior to the final submission. AP&B will assess whether the new degree program meets Trent’s quality assurance standards, and makes one of the following determinations:
· Recommends to Senate for approval 
· Requests modifications
· Recommends that the proposal not be pursued further

Should AP&B request modifications or recommend that the proposal not be pursued further, the Chair of AP&B will convey the committee’s views to the Dean(s), who will share them with the Working Group.
[bookmark: Step12_NewProg]Step 12 – Senate for Approval and Faculty Board for Information
The Final Program Proposal and related documentation (with confidential and/or sensitive information removed) will be shared with Faculty Board for information and Senate for approval
Documentation will include: Program Proposal, Budget, Executive Summary of the External Reviewers’ Report, Working Group’s Response, and Dean’s Response.

The Dean and/or a member of the Working Group will be called upon to speak to the proposal and/or to answer questions. 

If Senate does not approve the recommendation from AP&B, the Provost and Vice President Academic, in consultation with the Dean, will determine the next step, which may include modification of the proposal or discontinuation of the initiative.

[bookmark: Step13_NewProg]Step 13 – Submission and Approval by Quality Council
Once Senate has approved a proposal for a new degree program, the Office of the Provost will submit the program to the Quality Council. Documentation will include the Program Proposal, Appendices (minus the budget), External Reviewers’ Report, Working Group’s Response, Dean’s Response, with an accompanying Letter of Support from the Provost and Vice President Academic. The letter will include the date approved by Senate. 

a) Quality Council Decision. The Appraisal Committee of the Quality Council will review the proposal and will make one of four recommendations: 
· Approval to Commence
· Approval to Commence with Report
· Deferral for up to one year (affording an opportunity to amend and resubmit a revised proposal), or
· Against Approval.
The Quality Council conveys its decision to the institution through the designated institutional contact. Requests for clarification and follow-up from the Quality Council will be handled by the Office of Provost, and internally by the Dean(s) with the Chair of the Working Group.

b) Appeals and Resubmissions. Should the Quality Council not grant approval to commence, the Provost and Vice President Academic, in consultation with the Dean(s), will reassess the proposal considering the Quality Council’s comments and will determine whether to amend and resubmit the brief, appeal the decision, or discontinue the proposal.

Should the decision be made to amend and resubmit, the Dean(s) will work with the Working Group to develop a revised proposal. The Provost and Vice President Academic can approve minor changes made to the original proposal; major changes need to be reviewed and/or approved through Senate Committees (USC/GSC for changes to degree requirements or new courses, AP&B for approval of the revised Full Proposal). When AP&B deems that the revised Full Proposal for the new degree program addresses the issues highlighted by the Quality Council, it will be resubmitted to the Quality Council for approval. 
[bookmark: Step14_NewProg]Step 14 – Follow Up and Reporting
a) Post to Website. A description of the program will be posted on the Office of the Provost’s website once the program is approved by the Quality Council. 

b) Senate. Senate will be verbally informed of decisions of the Quality Council.

c) Reports to Board of Governors. The Provost and Vice President Academic will keep the Board of Governors regularly apprised of new degree program proposals, normally in an annual report.

d) First Cyclical Program Review. The first cyclical review for any new degree program must be conducted no more than eight years after the date of the degree program’s initial enrolment. The degree program will be added to the Cyclical Schedule of Reviews.

[bookmark: Step15_NewProg]Step 15 – Implementation Window and Monitoring of a New Degree Program 
a) Implementation Window. After a new degree program is approved to commence by the Quality Council, the degree program must begin within thirty-six months of the date of approval; otherwise the approval from the Quality Council will lapse. 

b) Monitoring Report. The Dean will provide a monitoring report to AP&B on a new degree program after the degree program has been operating for one year. The purpose of the monitoring report is to ensure that the degree program has been successfully initiated and to identify early, and work to address, any unforeseen implementation issues. AP&B will provide a report to Senate on the monitoring of new degree programs.



[bookmark: Section3_ExpeditedApprov_GradDip]Section 3 – Expedited Approval 
The protocol for Expedited Approvals may apply to Graduate Diplomas for-credit and Major Modifications. Proposals sent to the Appraisal Committee for Expedited Approval require Senate approval and will follow the processes set out in Section 1 – for new Graduate Diplomas and Section 3 – for Major Modifications.

Graduate Diplomas
The approval process for proposing a new graduate diploma will follow an abbreviated process of the new program approval as graduate diplomas are not subject to external assessment. Steps 1 through 6 will be required as will Steps 12 through 15. 

Once approved by Senate the program will be submitted to Quality Council’s Appraisal Committee for decision: 
· That the institution proceed with the proposed changes/new programs;
· That it consult further with the institution, over details of interest or concern, regarding the proposed changes/new programs

Major Modifications
The Chairs of USC/GSC will consult with the Provost and Vice President Academic if they think a Major Modification to an existing program should be sent to the Quality Council’s Appraisal Committee for expedited approval. The Provost and Vice President Academic is the arbiter in determining if the major modification should be forwarded to the Appraisal Committee for expedited approval.



[bookmark: Section4_MajorMod]Section 4 – Major Modifications
Note: Major Modifications may be submitted to Quality Council for expedited approval following the approval process for major modifications.

4.1 Definition of Major Modifications
Major modifications result in substantial changes to an existing program, usually creating significant new choice or experience for students, but not so considerable as to qualify as a new program. 

Types of major modifications include: 
a) Significant Changes to a Program’s Requirements 
b) Significant Changes to Learning Outcomes 
c) Significant Changes in Modes of Delivery and/or to Essential Resources 
d) Change to the Name of a Degree Program
e) Termination of a Degree Program

4.2 Examples of Major Modifications
a) Significant Changes to a Program’s Requirements

Examples include:
· Merger of two or more degree programs
· New bridging options for college diploma graduates
· Significant changes in the quantity of laboratory time in an undergraduate degree program;
· Introduction or deletion of an undergraduate thesis or capstone project
· Introduction or deletion of a Bachelors-level work experience, co-op option, internship or practicum, or portfolio
· Introduction or deletion of a Masters-level research project, research essay or thesis, course-only pathway, or a co-op, internship, or practicum option
· Changes to the requirements of graduate program candidacy examinations, field studies, or residency requirements
· Major changes to courses comprising a significant portion of the program, typically more than one third of the total program
· Introduction of new Collaborative Specialization to a graduate program
· A new Minor, Option, Emphasis, Specialization or Study Abroad opportunity in an undergraduate program
· Introduction of new, deletion or renaming of a Field in an existing graduate program.

b) Significant Changes to Learning Outcomes. Other changes to program content that affect the learning outcomes significantly but do not meet the threshold for a ‘new program’.

c) Significant Changes in Modes of Delivery and/or to Essential Resources 

Examples include:
· Changes to the faculty delivering the program, such as when a large fraction of the faculty retire and new hires alter the areas of research and teaching expertise
· A change to the language of delivery
· The establishment of an existing degree program at another institution or location
· The offering of an existing program substantially online, where it has previously been offered in face-to-face mode, or vice versa
· Change in program from primarily full-time to primarily part-time, or vice versa
· Change to the essential resources, where these changes impair the delivery of the approved program

d)  Change to the Name of a Degree Program

e) Termination of a Degree Program. Procedures governing Senate decisions to terminate a degree program are covered by the Policy on Terminating an Academic Program.

4.3 Identifying a Major Modification
In consultation with the Provost and Vice President Academic, the Chair of USC is the arbiter on whether a proposed change to an existing undergraduate program constitutes a major or a minor modification. In consultation with the Provost and Vice President Academic, the Chair of GSC is the arbiter on whether a proposed change to an existing graduate program constitutes a major or a minor modification. 

The Chairs of USC/GSC will consult with the Provost and Vice President Academic if they think a Major Modification to an existing program should be sent to the Quality Council’s Appraisal Committee for expedited approval. The Provost and Vice President Academic is the arbiter in determining if the major modification should be forwarded to the Appraisal Committee for expedited approval and will also be the final arbiter in determining if a major modification will be considered a new program proposal.

4.4 Submission Process 
An academic unit intending to propose a major modification to an existing program will submit a proposal using the appropriate USC forms for undergraduate programs and GSC forms for graduate programs. USC/GSC may consult with CPRC and/or AP&B and Decanal Advisory Councils and will recommend revisions (possibly for resubmission), approve the proposal, or reject the proposal. Proposals approved by USC or GSC will be forwarded to Senate for approval. 

The proposal for a major modification to a program will include: 
· a detailed description of the change to the program
· rationale for the changes to the program
· proposed date for implementation
· revised calendar copy
· details of the resource implications (if any) of the changes 
· evidence of consultation with all affected academic units
· evidence that the Dean has been consulted.
4.5 Approval and Annual Reporting
Major modifications require internal approval, first by USC or GSC, and then by Senate. USC and GSC will maintain a list of major modifications approved by Senate that will be reported by the Office of the Provost in the Annual Report to the Quality Council.

4.6 Minor Modifications
Modifications to a program that are less substantial than major modifications are submitted to USC or GSC for review in accordance with established procedures. Proposals approved by USC or GSC will be forwarded to Senate for information or approval. 


[bookmark: Appendix_A]Appendix A – Evaluation Criteria for Cyclical Review 
(as set out in the Quality Assurance Framework 4.3)

1.  Objectives
· Program is consistent with the institution’s Institutional Integrated Plan (including the University’s Vision, Mission and Strategic Directions). 
· Program requirements and learning outcomes are clear, appropriate and align with the institution’s statement of the undergraduate and/or graduate Degree Level Expectations.
· Degree nomenclature is consistent with its content.

2.  Admission Requirements 
· Admission requirements are appropriately aligned with the learning outcomes established for completion of the program. 
· Alternative requirements for admission to the program are sufficiently explained, as well as that explain how the program recognizes prior learning, if appropriate.

3.  Curriculum
· Program structure and regulations are appropriate to meet the program learning outcomes and degree level expectations.
· The curriculum reflects the current state of the discipline or area of study. 
· Evidence of any significant innovation or creativity in the content and/or delivery of the program relative to other such programs. 
· Mode(s) of delivery to meet the program’s identified learning outcomes are appropriate and effective. 

4.  Teaching and Assessment
· Methods for assessing student achievement of the defined learning outcomes and degree learning expectations that are appropriate and effective. 
· Appropriateness and effectiveness of the means of assessment, especially in the students’ final year of the program, in clearly demonstrating achievement of the program learning objectives and the institution’s (or the program’s own) statement of Degree Level Expectations.

5.  Resources 
· Appropriateness and effectiveness of the academic unit’s use of existing human, physical and financial resources in delivering its program(s). In making this assessment, reviewers must recognize the institution’s autonomy to determine priorities for funding, space, and faculty allocation.
· Participation of a sufficient number and quality of faculty who are competent in the teaching and/or supervision in the program.
· Evidence of adequate resources to sustain the quality of scholarship produced by undergraduate students as well as graduate students’ scholarship and research activities, as appropriate, including details of library and information technology support, and laboratory access. 


6.  Quality indicators
· Faculty: qualifications, research and scholarly record; class sizes; teaching loads; percentage of classes taught by permanent or non-permanent (contractual) faculty; numbers, assignments and qualifications of non-permanent faculty; 
· Students: applications and registrations; attrition rates; time-to-completion; final-year academic achievement; graduation rates; academic awards; student in-course reports on teaching; and 
· Graduates: rates of graduation, employment six months and two years after graduation, post-graduate study, "skills match" and alumni reports on program quality when available and when permitted by the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FIPPA). Auditors will be instructed that these items may not be available and applicable to all programs. 

7.  Quality enhancement 
· Initiatives that have been taken to enhance the quality of the program and the associated learning and teaching environment. 

8.  Additional graduate program criteria 
· Monitoring and management of students’ time-to-completion, cohort data, and retention rates in relation to the program’s defined length and program requirements. 
· Suitability of the major research requirements for degree completion in research-focussed graduate programs.
· The quality and availability of graduate supervision. 
· The definition and application of indicators that provide evidence of faculty, student and program quality, such as:
· Faculty: research funding, honours and awards, and evidence of commitment to student mentoring; 
· Students: grade-level for admission; scholarly output; success rates in provincial and national scholarships; competitions; awards and commitment to professional and transferable skills; and where appropriate to the program, evidence that financial assistance for students will be sufficient to ensure adequate quality and number of students; 
· Program: evidence of a program structure and faculty research that will ensure the intellectual quality of the student experience; 
· [bookmark: Appendix_B]Availability of sufficient graduate-level courses such that students will be able to meet the requirement that two-thirds of their course requirements are in courses at this level.



Appendix B – Evaluation Criteria for New Program Proposals
(as set out in the Quality Assurance Framework 2.1)

Objectives
· Consistency of the degree program with the institution’s mission and academic plans.
· Clarity and appropriateness of the degree program’s requirements and associated learning outcomes in addressing the institution’s own undergraduate or graduate Degree Level Expectations. 
· Appropriateness of degree nomenclature.

Admission requirements
· Appropriateness of the degree program’s admission requirements for the learning outcomes established for completion of the program.
· Sufficient explanation of alternative requirements, if any, for admission into a graduate, second-entry or undergraduate program, such as minimum grade point average, additional languages or portfolios, along with how the program recognizes prior work or learning experience. 

Structure
· Appropriateness of the degree program's structure and regulations to meet specified program learning outcomes and degree level expectations.
· For graduate degree programs, a clear rationale for program length that ensures that the program requirements can be reasonably completed within the proposed time period.

Program content
· Ways in which the curriculum addresses the current state of the discipline or area of study. 
· Identification of any unique curriculum or program innovations or creative components.
· For research-focused graduate degree programs, clear indication of the nature and suitability of the major research requirements for degree completion.
· Evidence that each graduate student in the degree program is required to take a minimum of two-thirds of the course requirements from among graduate level courses.

Mode of delivery
· Appropriateness of the proposed mode(s) of delivery (i.e., means or medium used in delivering a program – e.g., lecture format, distance on-line, problem-based, compressed part-time, different campus, inter-institutional collaboration or other non-standard form of delivery) to meet the intended program learning outcomes and Degree Level Expectations.

Assessment of teaching and learning
· Appropriateness of the proposed methods for the assessment of student achievement of the intended program learning outcomes and Degree Level Expectations. 
· Completeness of plans for documenting and demonstrating the level of performance of students, consistent with the institution’s statement of its Degree Level Expectations.
 


Resources for all programs
· Adequacy of the administrative unit’s planned utilization of existing human, physical and financial resources, and any institutional commitment to supplement those resources, to support the program.
· Participation of a sufficient number and quality of faculty who are competent to teach and/or supervise in the program. 
· Evidence that there are adequate resources to sustain the quality of scholarship produced by undergraduate students as well as graduate students’ scholarship and research activities, including library support, information technology support, and laboratory access.

Resources for graduate programs only
· Evidence that faculty have the recent research or professional/clinical expertise needed to sustain the program, promote innovation and foster an appropriate intellectual climate.
· Where appropriate to the program, evidence that financial assistance for students will be sufficient to ensure adequate quality and numbers of students.
· Evidence of how supervisory loads will be distributed, and the qualifications and appointment status of faculty who will provide instruction and supervision.

Resources for undergraduate programs only
· Evidence of and planning for adequate numbers and quality of: 
· faculty and staff to achieve the goals of the program; or 
· of plans and the commitment to provide the necessary resources in STEP with the implementation of the program; 
· planned/anticipated class sizes;
· provision of supervision of experiential learning opportunities (if required); and 
· the role of adjunct and part-time faculty. 

Quality and other indicators 
· Definition and use of indicators that provide evidence of quality of the faculty (e.g., qualifications, research, innovation and scholarly record; appropriateness of collective faculty expertise to contribute substantively to the proposed program). 
· Evidence of a program structure and faculty research that will ensure the intellectual quality of the student experience. 


[bookmark: Appendix_C]Appendix C – Undergraduate Degree Level Expectations (UDLEs) 
Formulated by the Ontario Council of Academic Vice Presidents (OCAV) and affirmed by Trent University Senate February 15, 2011

	
Expectations
	
Bachelor’s Degree
	
Bachelor’s Degree: Honours


	1. Depth and Breadth of Knowledge
	a) a general knowledge and understanding of many key concepts, methodologies, theoretical approaches and assumptions in a discipline; 
b) a broad understanding of some of the major fields in a discipline, including, where appropriate, from an interdisciplinary perspective, and how the fields may intersect with fields in related disciplines; 
c) an ability to gather, review, evaluate and interpret information relevant to one or more of the major fields in a discipline; 
d) some detailed knowledge in an area of the discipline; 
e) critical thinking and analytical skills inside and outside the discipline; and
f) the ability to apply learning from one or more areas outside the discipline.
	a) a developed knowledge and critical understanding of the key concepts, methodologies, current advances, theoretical approaches and assumptions in a discipline overall, as well as in a specialized area of a discipline; 
b) a developed understanding of many of the major fields in a discipline, including, where appropriate, from an interdisciplinary perspective, and how the fields may intersect with fields in related disciplines; 
c) a developed ability to: gather, review, evaluate and interpret information; and 
compare the merits of alternate hypotheses or creative options, relevant to one or more of the major fields in a discipline;
d) a developed, detailed knowledge of and experience in research in an area of the discipline; 
e) developed critical thinking and analytical skills inside and outside the discipline; and
f) the ability to apply learning from one or more areas outside the discipline.

	2. Knowledge of Methodologies
	… an understanding of methods of enquiry or creative activity, or both, in their primary area of study that enables the student to:
· evaluate the appropriateness of different approaches to solving problems using well established ideas and techniques; and 
· devise and sustain arguments or solve problems using these methods.
	… an understanding of methods of enquiry or creative activity, or both, in their primary area of study that enables the student to:
· evaluate the appropriateness of different approaches to solving problems using well established ideas and techniques; 
· devise and sustain arguments or solve problems using these methods; and 
· describe and comment upon particular aspects of current research or equivalent advanced scholarship.

	3. Application of Knowledge
	a) the ability to review, present, and interpret quantitative and qualitative information to: 
· develop lines of argument; and
· make sound judgments in accordance with the major theories, concepts and methods of the subject(s) of study; 
b) the ability to use a basic range of established techniques to:
· analyse information; 
· evaluate the appropriateness of different approaches to solving problems related to their area(s) of study; and
· propose solutions; and
 c) the ability to make use of scholarly reviews and primary sources.
	a) the ability to review, present and critically evaluate qualitative and quantitative information to: 
· develop lines of argument; 
· make sound judgments in accordance with the major theories, concepts and methods of the subject(s) of study; 
· apply underlying concepts, principles, and techniques of analysis, both within and outside the discipline; and
· where appropriate use this knowledge in the creative process;
b) the ability to use a range of established techniques to:
· initiate and undertake critical evaluation of arguments, assumptions, abstract concepts and information; 
· propose solutions;
· frame appropriate questions for the purpose of solving a problem; 
· solve a problem or create a new work; and 
c) the ability to make critical use of scholarly reviews and primary sources.

	4. Communica-tion Skills
	… the ability to communicate accurately and reliably, orally and in writing to a range of audiences.
	… the ability to communicate information, arguments, and analyses accurately and reliably, orally and in writing to a range of audiences.

	5. Awareness of Limits of Knowledge
	… an understanding of the limits to their own knowledge and how this might influence their analyses and interpretations.
	… an understanding of the limits to their own knowledge and ability, and an appreciation of the uncertainty, ambiguity and limits to knowledge and how this might influence analyses and interpretations.

	6. Autonomy and Professional Capacity
	a) qualities and transferable skills necessary for further study, employment, community involvement and other activities requiring:
· the exercise of personal responsibility and decision-making; and
· working effectively with others; 
b) the ability to identify and address their own learning needs in changing circumstances and to select an appropriate program of further study; and 
c) behaviour consistent with academic integrity and social responsibility.
	a) qualities and transferable skills necessary for further study, employment, community involvement and other activities requiring: 
· the exercise of initiative, personal responsibility and accountability in both personal and group contexts;
· working effectively with others; decision-making in complex contexts; 
b) the ability to manage their own learning in changing circumstances, both within and outside the discipline and to select an appropriate program of further study; and c) behaviour consistent with academic integrity and social responsibility.


[bookmark: Appendix_D]Appendix D – Graduate Degree Level Expectations (GDLEs) 
Formulated by the Ontario Council of Academic Vice Presidents (OCAV) and affirmed by Trent University Senate February 15, 2011

	
Expectations
	
Master Degree

	
Doctoral Degree


	1. Depth and Breadth of Knowledge
	A systematic understanding of knowledge, and a critical awareness of current problems and/or new insights, much of which is at, or informed by, the forefront of their academic discipline, field of study, or area of professional practice;
	A thorough understanding of a substantial body of knowledge that is at the forefront of their academic discipline or area of professional practice.

	2. Research and Scholarship
	A conceptual understanding and methodological competence that
· Enables a working comprehension of how established techniques of research and inquiry are used to create and interpret knowledge in the discipline; 
· Enables a critical evaluation of current research and advanced research and scholarship in the discipline or area of professional competence; and
· Enables a treatment of complex issues and judgments based on established principles and techniques; and, 
On the basis of that competence, has shown at least one of the following: 
· The development and support of a sustained argument in written form; or 
· Originality in the application of knowledge.
	a) The ability to conceptualize, design, and implement research for the generation of new knowledge, applications, or understanding at the forefront of the discipline, and to adjust the research design or methodology in the light of unforeseen problems; 
b) The ability to make informed judgments on complex issues in specialist fields, sometimes requiring new methods; and 
c) The ability to produce original research, or other advanced scholarship, of a quality to satisfy peer review, and to merit publication.

	3. Level of Application of Knowledge
	Competence in the research process by applying an existing body of knowledge in the critical analysis of a new question or of a specific problem or issue in a new setting.
	The capacity to:
· Undertake pure and/or applied research at an advanced level; and 
· Contribute to the development of academic or professional skills, techniques, tools, practices, ideas, theories, approaches, and/or materials.

	4. Professional Capacity/ Autonomy
	a) The qualities and transferable skills necessary for employment requiring 
· The exercise of initiative and of personal responsibility and accountability; 
· Decision-making in complex situations; and 
b) The intellectual independence required for continuing professional development; 
c) The ethical behavior consistent with academic integrity and the use of appropriate guidelines and procedures for responsible conduct of research; and
d) The ability to appreciate the broader implications of applying knowledge to particular contexts.
	a) The qualities and transferable skills necessary for employment requiring the exercise of personal responsibility and largely autonomous initiative in  complex situations; 
b) The intellectual independence to be academically and professionally engaged and current; 
c) The ethical behavior consistent with academic integrity and the use of appropriate guidelines and procedures for responsible conduct of research; and 
d) The ability to evaluate the broader implications of applying knowledge to particular contexts.

	5. Level of Communication Skills
	The ability to communicate ideas, issues and conclusions clearly.
	The ability to communicate complex and/or ambiguous ideas, issues and conclusions clearly and effectively.

	6. Awareness of Limits of Knowledge
	Cognizance of the complexity of knowledge and of the potential contributions of other interpretations, methods, and disciplines.
	An appreciation of the limitations of one’s own work and discipline, of the complexity of knowledge, and of the potential contributions of other interpretations, methods, and disciplines.
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