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Executive Summary  
 
This Guide provides an overview of the University of Windsor’s Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP), and 
documents its consistency with the Council of Ontario Universities’ Quality Assurance Framework, approved in 
February 2010 with the Executive Heads’ approval in April 2010.  Every publicly-funded university in Ontario is 
required to develop a quality assurance protocol that conforms to the Framework. The Quality Council’s first 
responsibility is to ratify institutions’ IQAPs: subsequently, this body will also review:  
 

• Proposals for new for-credit graduate and undergraduate degrees 
• For-credit graduate diplomas  
• Requested endorsements of new fields added to existing graduate programs  
• New inter-institutional  programs  
• Institutionally requested reviews of major modifications to programs  
• Executive summaries and implementation plans for all university program reviews, which will take place on an 

eight-year cycle.  
•  Universities’ quality assurance practices, to ensure that they are consistent with their previously established 

IQAPs.  
 
The University of Windsor has a robust and longstanding quality assurance infrastructure. For the most part, 
therefore, changes to established practice are minor.  Among the key changes are the following:   
 

• New proposals for degree-granting graduate and undergraduate programs will be reviewed and approved by 
the Quality Council subsequent to institutional approval (Graduate programs previously required comparable 
approval by the Ontario Council on Graduate Studies (OCGS)). 

• New degree-granting program proposals must undergo external review prior to institutional approval. 
• New for-credit graduate diploma, and requested endorsements of new fields in existing graduate programs, 

must undergo expedited review by the Quality Council. 
• Processes and practices for graduate and undergraduate program review are now synchronized and 

coordinated.  
• In consultation with the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies , Academic Administrative Units (AAUs) can 

employ external accreditation body review data for university program review, where applicable. 
• Undergraduate cyclical program review now employs comparable data to those previously required for 

graduate cyclical program review.  
• Centralized units, such as Institutional Planning, the University Secretariat, the Centre for Teaching and 

Learning, and Information Technology Services play a more intensive role in supporting cyclical program 
review across the University.  

• The University provides more extensive support to external reviewers.  
 
While ensuring quality, at the provincial level, is a major impetus for the changes required by the Quality Assurance 
Framework, the University of Windsor remains committed to creating evidence-based and reflective frameworks that 
enable departments and programs to engage in constant cycles of quality enhancement. Quality assurance and quality 
enhancement should be mutually compatible and cross-fertilizing. We invite those engaged with the processes 
described in the Guide to share their experiences and suggestions so that we can continue to refine institutional 
practice.   
 

I.  Introduction 
The goal of this document is to provide an overview of the principles, roles and responsibilities, procedures, 
structures, and protocols that underpin the University of Windsor’s commitment to effective education.  It will serve 
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as the basis for an evolving compendium of templates, supporting documents, and electronic links that will assist 
faculty and administrative efforts both to ensure and enhance educational quality.  
 
This document shows how the University’s practices conform to provincial accountability standards.  The Quality 
Assurance Framework was approved by the Council of Ontario Universities (COU) in February 2010, with the 
Executive Heads’ approval in April 2010.  It requires every publicly-funded university in Ontario to develop an 
Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP) specifically suited to its individual context and mission, but also 
consistent with the Framework’s requirements. The Quality Council, the independent, arm’s-length body that 
approves new university programs and ensures universities’ adherence to their own quality assurance procedures, 
also reviews and ratifies the IQAPs.   
 
A university’s IQAP forms the basis for both program proposal and cyclical program reviews.  The IQAP describes 
institutional responsibilities for proposals and reviews at both the undergraduate and graduate level and identifies 
whether they are subject to institutional review only, or to institutional review followed by Quality Council review. 
Section 3 (IQAP Scope) delineates the approvals required by the Quality Assurance Framework in more detail.    
 
The University’s IQAP guides faculties and departments in enhancing student learning. As well, it outlines the 
responsibilities of administrators and service units for program development and review and articulates foundational 
values, practices, and priorities for improving program outcomes.  To achieve these goals, all stakeholders need to 
be engaged, reflective, and open to change and to making informed decisions.   This Guide and the associated 
Handbook explain how to approach program review systematically, strategically, and with an evolving sense of 
inquiry regarding student learning.   

2. Quality Assurance at the University of Windsor 

Principles of Practice  
The Quality Assurance Framework aims to align assurance processes for Ontario universities with international quality 
assurance standards, while also making the process “more streamlined, more effective, more transparent, and more 
publicly accountable.”1  But the Framework should not allow accountability to get in the way of normal curricular 
evolution.   The University of Windsor firmly endorses this balance between accountability and normal internal 
processes of development.   
 
The people most involved in program review at the University identified some key principles and values, the central 
goal being the enhancement and enrichment of student learning:  
 

• the ongoing improvement of teaching and learning,   
• regular, cyclical decision-making based on current, valid and contextualized data,  
• an inquiry-based approach to program development and improvement, and  
• collaboration among faculties and programs.  

 
Those consulted also articulated some common directions for improving and facilitating quality assurance and 
enhancement at the University. They advocated:  
 

• developing detailed, practical guidelines for the program review process, including measurable and 
observable indicators of program strengths. 
 

• establishing clear mandates, timelines, protocols, and responsibilities for all administrators, faculty, external 
reviewers, support staff and students involved in IQAP procedures, recognizing that centralized but 
responsive data collection and ease of access are essential to this process. 

 
1 Quality Assurance Framework, Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance, February 8, 2010. 
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• ensuring that the distinctive organizational structures, cultures and external accreditation responsibilities  of 

Faculties, Departments and Programs are reflected and respected throughout the program review, both 
criteria and processes. 

 
• establishing ongoing, as opposed to episodic, program review, encouraging continual enhancement of 

curricula, teaching strategies and program quality in a manner consistent with the University’s Strategic Plan 
and the Faculties’ Academic Plans. 

 
• adopting an approach to the formulation of program recommendations that results in  realistic, concrete, 

constructive, supportable, data-driven, and demonstrable recommendations, and that  encourage celebration 
of successes as goals are achieved.   

 
Roles and Responsibilities (as related to IQAP) 
 
The University of Windsor already has a strong quality assurance framework in place. For the most part, 
the requirements of the Quality Assurance Framework can be addressed through structures already in 
place within the institution.  
 
Academic Governance 
The Senate is the elected body governing academic matters at the University of Windsor. Senate regulates academic 
programs (including their establishment, modification, and discontinuation), determines academic standards, and 
develops and ratifies bylaws, policies, program, and academic regulations.  All course and program proposals and 
modifications must be approved by Senate.  
 
The Program Development Committee (PDC) is a standing committee of Senate.  Its mandate is to make 
recommendations to Senate with respect to the areas of program and curricular development.  The PDC's primary 
concern is the maintenance of high academic standards and high quality programs. It is charged with the production 
and presentation to Senate of Program Review Reports for academic programs and Program Review Status Reports 
reviewing programs' progress in achieving their review recommendations.   The PDC also reviews new program 
proposals, major program modifications, course additions and course and calendar changes. Any item/issue which 
falls under the mandate of the PDC must receive the Committee's approval before being referred to Senate, which 
has the ultimate and final responsibility for the academic well-being of the University. The PDC is supported in this 
work by the University Secretariat, the Office of the Registrar, the Centre for Teaching and Learning, and others with 
significant program review experience.   

The University Program Review Committee (UPR Committee) is a subcommittee of PDC, tasked with the review of all 
completed cyclical program reviews and the development and prioritization of recommendations based on those 
reviews.  The committee is selected from and elected by the PDC, and is supported in its activities by representatives 
from the Office of  Institutional Planning, the Registrar's Office, the Provost's Office, and the Centre for Teaching and 
Learning, as needed.  The UPR Committee presents its draft reports to the PDC for final approval. 

The University Secretariat is responsible for the effective and efficient operation of the University’s bicameral system 
of governance -- that is, the Board of Governors (oversight of all operational aspects), and the Senate (oversight of 
academic matters), their Standing Committees and a number of ad hoc committees.  In terms of quality assurance, 
the University Secretariat provides advice and guidance in the development of new or changed courses and programs, 
coordinates the approval processes at the PDC and Senate level and the evaluation of completed program reviews, 
and assists the UPR Committee and the PDC in the development of final program review reports to be received by 
Senate.   The Secretariat is responsible for the maintenance of document records for the Senate and its standing 
committees.     
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Academic Administrative Unit (AAU)2 and Faculty Coordinating Councils play consecutive roles in the approval of 
new programs and courses, and in program and course change processes.  The Graduate Studies Council also reviews 
graduate programs subsequent to their approval by their respective faculty councils, but before their passage to PDC.  
 
Academic Leadership  
The Provost and Vice-President Academic is the chief academic officer at the University of Windsor. The Provost 
oversees all academic programs, and is responsible for overall academic planning, the development of new academic 
programs, and the disbursement of academic program funds. The Provost acts as the sole point of communication 
between the Quality Council and the University of Windsor.   

The Dean or Associate Dean (herein referred to as “designate”) of the Faculty of Graduate Studies coordinates 
cyclical program review, including scheduling, orienting and supporting programs undertaking cyclical review, liaising 
with Institutional Planning and the Registrar’s Office to facilitate access to institutional data and other indicators of 
program quality, and overseeing external and internal review processes.   

Each Dean is responsible for the overall planning and coordination of a faculty’s intellectual culture, including 
academics, research, creative activity and the attendant stewardship of resources in support of those endeavors. With 
regard to quality assurance, Deans lead the development of faculty academic plans (which in turn inform 
departmental planning), and are involved in program development, data collection and analysis, input into, review of 
and response to program reviews,  quality enhancement initiatives, institutional planning, and the development of 
quality enhancement initiatives in keeping with the University’s strategic plan. The role of Deans in quality 
enhancement focuses not only on leadership within their respective faculties, but on collaboration and coordination 
with faculties and service units campus-wide.   In addition, Deans provide support as possible, given limited resources, 
for the achievement of departments’ cyclical review recommendations.  The Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies 
also provides leadership and support for the development and review of graduate programs across campus.   

Department Heads, Program Directors, and Faculty Members are responsible for ongoing program development, 
improvement and review; curriculum refinement and design; course and assessment design; and the development of 
program self-studies.  They play a key role in the continuous growth of their departments through cycles of inquiry, 
initiative, and reflection, individually and collectively.  Program/AAU Councils are the first stage of the approval 
process for all program-based quality assurance activities.  

Service Units 
Institutional Analysis provides departments with institutional data from sources such as  Alumni Surveys, Canadian 
Graduate and Professional Student Survey, the UWindsor Graduate Success Survey, enrollment, head count, 
employment and graduation rates.  Please visit the Office of Institutional Planning website at 
http://www.uwindsor.ca/oip/ for more information.  

The Registrar’s Office provides consultation as needed to all committees dealing with program issues.  In addition, 
this Office provides departmental data regarding a number of key indicators, including grade distributions and success 
rates. The Registrar’s Office is responsible for the administration of new programs in terms of ensuring course 
scheduling and tracking student progress through degrees. The Registrar’s Office also submits new program proposals 
to the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities for funding approval as necessary.   

The Centre for Teaching and Learning provides consultation and support for programs seeking to develop or refine 
curricula and program delivery, and can provide guidance regarding the collection, analysis and contextualization of 
student achievement data.  The Centre emphasizes quality enhancement in all aspects of the teaching, learning, and 
assessment environment.   

 
2 An AAU delivers one or more academic programs and provides the administration and governance of its members and 
programs. An AAU may be designated a School or a Department, or in the case of non-departmentalized faculties, a Faculty. 



University of Windsor - Quality Assurance Protocol  
 

Page 7 of 32 

External bodies 
Accreditation Bodies A number of programs at the University undergo regular accreditation by the professional 
bodies of their own fields. Generally this process involves a full program review on a cyclical basis, including site visits, 
examination of curricula and facilities, and evaluation of student outcomes.  Recommendations arising from these 
reviews are generally achieved through the action of deans, department heads and faculty members, in concert with 
the usual processes for course and program change at the University.   
 
The Ontario Universities’ Council on Quality Assurance (Quality Council) oversees quality assurance processes for 
programs at publicly-funded universities in Ontario.  The Quality Council assists in the development of university 
quality assurance processes and audits those processes regularly to ensure that universities’ practices conform to the 
Quality Assurance Framework.  In addition, the Quality Council reviews summaries of all University Program Reviews 
as well as all proposals for new degree programs.   
 
The Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities reviews some program proposals and major changes to existing 
programs in order to approve program funding.    

3. IQAP Scope  
 
Every publicly assisted Ontario university that grants degrees and diplomas is responsible for ensuring the quality of 
all of its programs of study, including modes of delivering programs and those academic and student services that 
affect the quality of the respective programs under review, whether or not the program is eligible for government 
funding. Institutional responsibility for quality assurance extends to new and continuing undergraduate and graduate 
degree/diploma programs whether offered in full, in part, or conjointly by any institutions federated and affiliated 
with the university. These responsibilities also extend to programs offered in partnership, collaboration or other such 
arrangement with other post-secondary institutions including colleges, universities, or institutes, including Institutes 
of Technology and Advanced Learning (ITALs). 
 
As per the COU-approved Quality Assurance Framework, all credit programs offered at the university, by its affiliated 
institutions, and in partnership with other institutions, are subject to the IQAP. Undergraduate and graduate degree 
programs, for-credit graduate diplomas, and new inter-institutional programs, approved through an institution’s IQAP 
process are forwarded to the Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance (Quality Council) for final approval. 
Other programs and modifications to programs are subject only to institutional approval, but in conformity with the 
requirements of the IQAP.  The Quality Council also reviews the executive summaries and implementation plans 
emerging from mandated cyclical university program review, and audits each publicly-assisted university’s compliance 
with its IQAP on an eight-year cycle. Table 1 outlines the degree of direct Quality Council oversight required for various 
programs by the Quality Assurance Framework.  

 
Table 1 

Degrees of Oversight Required by the Quality Assurance Framework 

Direct Review by Quality Council  Institutional Review Only, but According 
to Process Described in the IQAP  

Departmental or Faculty 
Decision Making  

• Proposals for new for-credit graduate 
and undergraduate degrees 

• For-credit graduate diplomas 
(expedited process) 

• Requested endorsement of new field 
added to existing graduate program 
(expedited process)  

• New inter-institutional program 
(expedited process)  

• Major program modifications 
(summary report of all major program 
modifications due to Quality Council 
annually)  

• Undergraduate diploma programs  
• Additions or changes to emphasis, 

options or minors in programs  
• Minor program and course changes 
• Summary of minor course and 

calendar changes  

• Workshops 
• Short courses 
• Programs of study 

comprised of non-
credit courses 
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Definition of Terms  
 
Collaborative Specialization: This 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 masters and/or PhD 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 (e.g., MA in Political Science with specialization in American 
Studies). 
 
A Collaborative Specialization must have: 
• At least one core one-semester course that is foundational to the specialization and does not form part of the 

course offerings of any of the partner programs. This course must be completed by all students from partner 
programs registered in the specialization and provides an opportunity for students to appreciate the different 
disciplinary perspectives that can be brought to bear on the area of specialization. This course may serve as an 
elective in the student’s home program. 

• Clear and explicit requirements for each Collaborative Specialization. In programs requiring a major research 
paper, essay, or thesis, the topic must be in the area of the collaborative specialization. In course-only Master’s 
programs, at least 30% of the courses must be in the area of specialization including the core course described 
above. Courses in the area of specialization may be considered electives in the home program. 

• Only core faculty that are those faculty members in the participating home programs who have an interest and 
expertise in the area of the collaborative specialization (this may include faculty appointed 100% to an 
interdisciplinary academic unit – for example, an Institute of American Studies – that provides the anchor for the 
specialization). 

• In place appropriate administrative and academic oversight/governance to ensure requirements associated with 
the specialization are being met. 

 
Degree: An academic credential awarded on successful completion of a prescribed set and sequence of requirements 
at a specified standard of performance consistent with the OCAV’s Degree Level Expectations and the institution’s 
own expression of those Expectations. 
 
Degree Program: The complete set and sequence of courses, combinations of courses and/or other units of study, 
research and practice prescribed by an institution for the fulfillment of the requirements of a particular degree.  
 
Diploma Programs: 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. The Quality Council recognizes only 
three types or categories of Graduate Diploma and has specific appraisal conditions.   
 

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.  

• Institutionally requested review of 
major modifications to a program 

• Executive Summary and 
Implementation Plan for each 
University Program Review 

• New for-credit courses  
• Full documentation for all University 

Program Reviews  



University of Windsor - Quality Assurance Protocol  
 

Page 9 of 32 

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.  

 
When new, these programs require submission to the Quality Council for an 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. 
 
Emphasis, Option, Minor Program (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 on an optional basis 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the awarding of a degree, and may be recorded on the graduate’s 
academic record. While requiring recognition in the IQAP, proposals for their introduction or modification, do not 
require reference to the Quality Council unless they are part of a New Program. 
 
Field: In graduate programs, field refers to an area of specialization or concentration (in multi/interdisciplinary 
programs a clustered area of specialization) that is related to the demonstrable and collective strengths of the 
program’s faculty. Institutions are not required to declare fields at either the master’s or doctoral level. Institutions 
may wish, through an expedited approval process, to seek the endorsement of the Quality Council. 
 
Conjoint Degree Program: A program of study, offered by a postsecondary institution that is affiliated, federated or 
collaborating with a university, which is approved by the university’s Senate or equivalent body, and for which a single 
degree document signed by both institutions is awarded. 
 
Cotutelle: A customized program of doctoral study developed jointly by two institutions for an individual student in 
which the requirements of each university’s doctoral programs are upheld, but the student working with supervisors 
at each institution prepares a single thesis which is then examined by a committee whose members are drawn from 
both institutions. The student is awarded two degree documents though there is a notation on the transcripts 
indicating that the student completed his or her thesis under cotutelle arrangements. 
 
Dual Credential Program: A program of study offered by two or more universities or by a university and a college or 
institute, including Institutes of Technology and Advanced Learning, in which successful completion of the 
requirements is confirmed by a separate and different degree/diploma document being awarded by each of the 
participating institutions. 
 
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. 
 
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). 
 
Table 2 provides an overview of the Quality Assurance Processes of the University of Windsor.  
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Table 2 
University of Windsor Quality Assurance Flow Chart 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1 includes opportunity for revisions and response to external review to be forwarded to Departmental Council 
2 the department submits biennial updates on progress on recommendations for UPR Subcommittee and PDC review  

***outcomes of the Quality Council reviews will be reported to Senate*** 

Adapted from the University of Ontario Institute of Technology Quality Assurance Handbook, 2010
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4. Institutional Process for the Approval of New Programs  

Overview 
At the University of Windsor, faculties and departments initiate new programs in response to the evolving needs of 
the local and global community and the emerging patterns of knowledge construction within and among disciplines. 
New programs are initiated with attention to curriculum design, the development of program learning outcomes, the 
alignment of effective teaching and assessment methods, and the responsible management of the requisite human, 
instructional and physical resources within the institution.  
 
In keeping with established practice at the University of Windsor, all new program3 proposals require institutional 
review and approval by the AAU council, the faculty co-ordinating council (where appropriate), the Graduate Studies 
Council (where appropriate)  the Provost, the Program Development Committee, and Senate.   
 
The Quality Assurance Framework requires some changes both to the information provided within the proposal, and 
to the review process. The key changes are as follows:  
 

• the same process will now be employed for both undergraduate and graduate program proposals, only with 
additional requirements for graduate programs  

• evidence of the currency of the curriculum in its disciplinary context  
• description of unique curriculum or program innovations  
• description and justification of proposed assessment methods in light of the intended learning outcomes  
• inclusion of experiential learning supervision plans if applicable 
• external review of all undergraduate programs as well as graduate  programs(previously mandated by OCGS)  
• submission of Program Proposal Briefs and all other documentation from the review process to the Quality 

Council for final program approval.  
 
 A major change in the process is that new program proposals, both undergraduate and graduate, now require 
external review as an element of the institutional process.  
 
In keeping with the Quality Council’s mandate, once the institutional approval process is complete, the university 
must submit all new undergraduate and graduate degree programs, programs of specialization and for-credit 
graduate diploma program proposals to the Quality Council for appraisal by the Council’s Appraisal Committee.  The 
Appraisal Committee must review all program proposals in these categories, even if the university is not applying for 
provincial funding for the new program. Some types of proposals, such as proposals for new for-credit graduate 
diploma programs, require no external review, and are subject only to Expedited Approval (See Section 5). Section 6 
delineates types of proposals subject only to institutional review, and not to Quality Council review.  
 
The New Program Approval Process involves the following components, as stipulated at the provincial level: 
 

• a new program proposal brief 
• an external review 
• an internal response to the review 
• institutional approval (AAU, faculty, provost, PDC, and Senate) 
• review and recommendations by the Quality Council 
• funding approval from the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities (as required) 
• ongoing monitoring by the institution, including cyclical review within 8 years of first-year enrolment. 

 

 
3 For Quality Assurance Framework definition of “new program”, see p. 10.  
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Procedures 
Initiating a New Program Proposal 

Deans, in collaboration with department heads and faculty members,  are responsible for the development of new 
program initiatives, including the design of the curriculum and modes of program delivery, the determination of 
program requirements, the development of learning outcomes consistent with provincial degree-level expectations 
and the current state of the discipline,  the assessment of student achievement of learning outcomes, and assessment 
of the faculty and instructor qualifications and suitability of available resources.   
 
New programs are developed within or among units, in consultation with the Academic Administrative Unit (AAU) 
Head or designate, the program faculty (and/or the Curriculum Committee) and the Dean.   The development of a 
New Program Proposal Brief involves consultation and in collaboration with members of the University community 
directly involved in this new initiative, including faculty, staff and students, as well as those managing resources  key 
to its implementation. This includes units beyond the AAU with programs or human and physical resources impacted 
or required for the success of the new program.  This may involve, for example, consultation with the Faculty of 
Graduate Studies, the Library, Information Technology Services, the Centre for Teaching and Learning, or Facilities 
Services.  In addition, the development of a New Program Proposal Brief requires an evidence-based assessment of 
comparable programs and of the demand for the proposed program.  Individuals wishing to submit a new program 
proposal should consult with their AAU head, AAU council and Dean to ensure initial support for the proposed 
program. Table 3 delineates the information required in the New Program Proposal Brief, as stipulated in the Quality 

Assurance Framework.   
  

Table 3 
New Program Proposal Review Criteria 

From the Quality Assurance Framework, Section 2.1 

 

Before submitting a Proposal Brief to the Quality Council, institutions will evaluate any new graduate or 
undergraduate programs according to the following criteria:  

 
Program Objectives (2.1.1) 

a) Consistency of the program with the institution’s mission and academic plans. 
b) Clarity and appropriateness of the program’s requirements and associated learning outcomes in 

addressing the institution’s own undergraduate or graduate Degree Level Expectations. 
c) Appropriateness of degree nomenclature. 

 
Admission requirements (2.1.2) 

a) Appropriateness of the program’s admission requirements for the learning outcomes established for 
completion of the program. 

b) 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 (2.1.3) 
a) Appropriateness of the program's structure and regulations to meet specified program learning outcomes 

and degree level expectations. 
b) For graduate programs, a clear rationale for program length that ensures that the program requirements 

can be reasonably completed within the proposed time period. 
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Content (2.1.4) 
a) Ways in which the curriculum addresses the current state of the discipline or area of study.                                                               
b) Identification of any unique curriculum or program innovations or creative components. 
c) For research-focused graduate programs, clear indication of the nature and suitability of the major 

research requirements for degree completion. 
d) Evidence that each graduate student in the program is required to take a minimum of two-thirds of the 

course requirements from among graduate level courses. 

Mode of delivery (2.1.5) 
Appropriateness of the proposed mode(s) of delivery to meet the intended program learning outcomes and 
Degree Level Expectations. 
 
Assessment of teaching and learning (2.1.6) 

a) Appropriateness of the proposed methods for the assessment of student achievement of the intended 
program learning outcomes and Degree Level Expectations. 

b) 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 (2.1.7) 
a) 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. 
b) Participation of a sufficient number and quality of faculty who are competent to teach and/or supervise in 

the program. 
c) 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 (2.1.8) 

a) Evidence that faculty have the recent research or professional/clinical expertise needed to sustain the 
program, promote innovation and foster an appropriate intellectual climate.  

b) Where appropriate to the program, evidence that financial assistance for students will be sufficient to 
ensure adequate quality and numbers of students. 

c)   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 (2.1.9) 
Evidence of and planning for adequate numbers and quality of:  

a) faculty and staff to achieve the goals of the program; or  
b) of plans and the commitment to provide the necessary resources in step with the implementation of the 

program;  
c) planned/anticipated class sizes; 
d) provision of supervision of experiential learning 
e) opportunities (if required); and 
f) the role of adjunct and part-time faculty. 

 
Quality and other indicators (2.1.10) 

a) 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).  

b) Evidence of a program structure and faculty research that will ensure the intellectual quality of the 
student experience. 
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External Review and Report 

Under the new provincial Quality Assurance Framework, proposals for new for-credit graduate and undergraduate 
degrees must undergo external review before approval at the AAU level. Review of a proposed undergraduate 
program proposal requires at least one external reviewer, while review of new graduate program proposals requires 
two external reviewers.  The Quality Assurance Framework mandates site visits for all graduate program proposals. 
Undergraduate program proposals are normally conducted on site, but the Quality Assurance Framework allows for 
undergraduate program proposal review to be conducted by desk audit or video conference if the external reviewer 
is satisfied that the off-site option is sufficient. 
 
In accommodating this requirement, the University will follow established practice for coordinating site visits for 
program reviews unless the Quality Assurance Framework requires a different approach.  Once the proposed program 
has received initial support from the AAU, AAU head, and dean, the Academic Administrative Unit (AAU) Head, in 
consultation with the AAU council, forwards  a list of reviewer candidates to the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate 
Studies (or designate), who establishes reviewers for the proposed program.  Reviewers should be well-respected and 
professionally active teachers and scholars in their disciplines, preferably with administrative and/or program 
assessment experience.  All reviewers should be at arm’s length from the program under review. They cannot:   

§ be former faculty members from the program,  
§ be current or past collaborators with faculty from the program,  
§ be former supervisors or supervisees in the program,  
§ be relatives of faculty or staff in the program, 
§  be involved with activities of the program under review,  
§ have published or collaborated with a member or members of the academic program under review within the 

last six years, or   
§ be involved in a conflict with a member of the academic program under review.   

 
This is an illustrative, rather than exhaustive list: the academic unit should take reasonable steps to avoid 
recommending a reviewer who could be seen as jeopardizing the impartiality of the review process.4 Reviewers are 
required to respect the confidentiality of the process and participant input. Program proposal review is a collegial 
process.  
 
The Office of Quality Assurance coordinates the proposal review. In the case of an undergraduate program proposal, 
the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate) consults with the reviewer(s) to determine which form of 
review will take place (site visit, desk review, or videoconference-based review).  The Dean of the Faculty of Graduate 
Studies (or designate) acts as the sole communication point with reviewers in advance of the visit, with the exception 
of travel and logistical arrangements. Committee members will receive documentation at least six weeks before the 
site visit, and can request additional information as needed through the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or 
designate).  
 
The goal of the site visit is to gather information for the appraisal of the standards and quality of the proposed 
program based on the criteria found in Table 3.  In addition to the new program brief, the reviewer(s) receive(s) 
copies of the University’s current strategic plan, a written orientation to the program proposal review process, and 
electronic access to the University Calendar.  If a site visit is required, the two day site visit will begin with 
orientation meetings with the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate) in his/her role as coordinator 
of quality assurance and the University’s Vice-President, Planning and Administration (or designate), and will include 
meetings with faculty, staff, administrative officials (including the dean(s) of the relevant Faculty(ies), the provost or 
the provost’s designate), and University Recruitment to discuss questions and issues arising from the program 
proposal and other documentation. Other meetings can be set at the request of the reviewer(s) or by the Office of 
Quality Assurance, in consultation with the AAU, program proposers, or the Dean of the relevant Faculty.  The 

 
4 In response to input gathered during campus consultation regarding external site visit procedures, the Guide employs a more 
stringent set of criteria in its definition of “arm’s length” than was previously applied in the University of Windsor undergraduate 
program review process.  The intention is to ensure that reviews will be impartial and objective in all cases. The additional criteria 
are consistent with the standards adopted at other Ontario universities.   
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reviewer(s) will also tour program and campus facilities, in particular facilities that will come into use during the 
proposed program.   
 
Where two external reviewers examine a new program proposal, the reviewers normally provide a joint report within 
six weeks of the visit.   The report appraises the standards and quality of the proposed program in light of the criteria 
set out for New Program Proposals (Table 3).  External reviewers are also invited to acknowledge any clearly 
innovative aspects of the proposed program, and to make recommendations on any essential or otherwise desirable 
modifications to it. 

Institutional Response 
Both the AAU submitting the proposal and the relevant Dean or designate will respond to the Reviewer’s Report and 
recommendations. The proposal can also be revised before going forward for institutional approval, based on these 
recommendations.  

Institutional Approval 
Once the external review and responses are completed, the program or AAU council, and then the faculty coordinating 
council (where appropriate), review all documentation created for the proposal and review process to determine 
whether the proposal meets the institution’s quality assurance standards.    Graduate programs must then undergo 
review (based on the same standards) by Graduate Studies Council.  In addition, new program proposals require 
confirmation by the Dean that s/he supports the proposal and is committed to seek to provide the necessary 
resources, and approval by the Provost prior to submission to PDC.  PDC considers the Proposal Brief, the Reviewers’ 
Report(s) and the internal response(s) in determining whether or not the new program proposal meets University of 
Windsor IQAP standards and is therefore acceptable, or whether it needs further modification.  Once approved by 
PDC, the program proposal brief is submitted to Senate for final quality assurance review.  All new programs are 
approved subject to the relevant resources being made available institutionally.   
 
Once the document receives final approval from Senate, the university’s established contact (in the case of the 
University of Windsor, the University Secretariat) submits the Proposal Brief (PDC Form), together with all reports and 
documentation, to the Quality Council Secretariat.  The submission must also state whether the proposed program 
will be run on a cost-recovery basis.   
  
The Quality Assurance Framework indicates that, subject to approval by the university’s senior academic officer (e.g., 
Provost and Vice-President Academic), the university can announce its intention to offer the program, in advance of 
approval by the Quality Council, provided that clear indication is given that approval by the Quality Council is pending, 
and that no offers of admission will be made until and unless the program is approved by the Council. The Quality 

Assurance Frameworks states that 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.” In some cases, MTCU funding approval will also 
be required prior to launching the program. 
 
Quality Council reviews the proposed program following the procedures delineated in the Quality Assurance 

Framework.  

Review and Recommendations by the Quality Council 
The Quality Assurance Framework describes the approval, deferral and refusal options of the Quality Council 
Appraisal Committee and the obligations of universities to implement or revise the proposals reviewed. The  Office 
of Quality Assurance will make this information available to University of Windsor AAUs as they develop new 
programs subject to Quality Council appraisal.  

Ongoing Monitoring  
After a new program has been “approved to commence”, the program will begin within thirty-six months of the date 
of approval; otherwise the approval will lapse. 
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It is the responsibility of the Dean, in consultation with the relevant AAU Head(s), to monitor student enrollment and 
success in the program, as well as resource allocation and program administration.  AAUs piloting new programs, the 
Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate) and the relevant dean will receive annual data sets consistent 
with the data provided for cyclical program review (including admissions data, retention rates, class size distributions, 
grade distributions, SET scores, percentage of classes taught by sessionals, and graduation rates), and will review 
these indicators to identify and collaboratively address emerging problems.   The first cyclical review of any new 
program must be conducted no more than eight years after the date of the program’s initial enrolment and normally 
in accordance with the university’s program review schedule.   

5.  Expedited Approval Processes   

Overview  
The Quality Council’s expedited review allows for a simplified protocol for a limited set of program proposals.  In these 
cases, the process does not involve external review, and the institution submits a proposal brief and the rationale for 
the change or new program.  In these cases, the proposal is reviewed based on the applicable elements of the quality 
assurance criteria employed for a full review.  The appraisal and approval processes are significantly reduced.  No 
external reviews are required for expedited approvals.  

Criteria for Expedited Approval 
The Quality Assurance Framework allows for expedited approval in the following situations5:  

a) an institution requests endorsement of the Quality Council to declare a new Field in a graduate program 
b) there is a proposal for a new for-credit Graduate Diploma6 
c) the Quality Council reviews major modifications to an existing program at the request of an institution (see 

Major Modifications, p. 18) 
 
No external reviewers are required for Expedited Approvals.   

Procedure  
The Protocol for Expedited Approvals of a request for endorsement of a new field in a graduate program, or for-credit 
graduate diploma includes: 
 

• a Proposal Brief 
• appraisal by the Quality Council 

 

The Proposal Brief (PDC Form A) 

Deans, in collaboration with department heads and faculty members, are responsible for the development of 
expedited program review proposal briefs.  As per the University’s established practice, the AAU head in collaboration 
with faculty members prepares a Proposal Brief (PDC Form A) for submission to the Quality Council.  The Proposal 
Brief describes the new program or the significant changes being proposed (including, as appropriate, reference to 
learning outcomes, faculty and resources); provides a brief account of the rationale for the changes; and addresses 
the Evaluation Criteria [Framework Section 2.1, Table 3], where they apply. As with other new program proposals, 
and in keeping with established practice, these new program proposals will be reviewed by department and faculty 
coordinating council(s), as appropriate, before submission to PDC and then Senate.   A PDC form A will continue to be 
used for the development of the Proposal Briefs for new credit-course based diploma programs. If the institution 

 
5 For the Quality Assurance Framework definitions of these terms, see pp. 8-10. 
6 These graduate diploma programs require Quality Council Expedited Approval (no external reviewers required) prior to their 
adoption.  Once approved, they will be incorporated into the university’s schedule for cyclical reviews as part of the parent 
program.  
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requests Quality Council review for major modifications to an existing program, the request will be in keeping with 
the existing major modifications institutional processes (see Major Modifications, p. 18).   

Appraisal by the Quality Council 
The Council’s Appraisal Committee reviews the submission, conferring with the university and receiving further 
information as needed.  The Appraisal Committee will decide: 

a) That the university proceeds with the proposed changes/new programs. 
OR 
b) That it consult further with the university over details of interest or concern regarding the proposed 

changes/new programs.  Normally, these subsequent consultations will be brief and affirmative in their 
outcome. 

6.  Program Modifications and other Proposals Requiring Institutional Approval Only  

Overview  
As has been the case in the past, proposals for undergraduate certificates and non-degree programs based on for-
credit coursework and formally issued by the University are reviewed institutionally by AAU council and faculty 
coordinating councils (where appropriate) before submission to PDC and Senate for approval, but do not require 
Quality Council review. This is also the case for major modifications to existing programs.  
 
Non-degree programs offered to students at the University include activities such as workshops, short courses, and 
programs of study comprised of non-credit courses.  These are not subject to institutional or Quality Council review: 
their planning and facilitation are at the discretion of Deans, AAU Heads, Program Directors, and other members of 
the academic community in keeping with resource availability and overall academic planning.  All members of the 
academic community are encouraged to look for efficiencies and collaborative opportunities in planning programming 
for students.  

Major Modifications to Existing Programs  
Major modifications to existing programs (see definition below) require institutional review but not Quality Council 
Review as per the University’s established practice.  Proposals for major program changes must receive AAU, faculty, 
PDC and Senate approval, and approved changes are subject to budgetary review.  Proposals for modifications will be 
submitted using the Program Development Committee major program changes form.  Major modifications to existing 
programs do not require submission of a Proposal Brief to the Quality Council except when the University requests 
endorsement of the Quality Council.    The Quality Assurance Framework defines major modifications7 as changes 
including one or more of the following program changes:  
 

• requirements for the program that differ significantly from those existing at the time of the previous cyclical 
program review; 

• significant changes to the learning outcomes; 
• significant changes to the faculty engaged in delivering the program and/or to the essential physical resources 

as may occur, for example, where there have been changes to the existing mode(s) of delivery. 
 
Application of the criteria above determine when proposed changes are considered “major.” All new proposals for 
or significant changes to undergraduate degree program specializations, options, and emphases must be submitted 
as major modifications.   
 
In keeping with past practice, the Program Development Committee or the Provost (or designate) may determine that 
changes to a given program constitute major changes, and at that time, in consultation with the AAU, require the 
completion of the Program Development Committee major program changes form. The criteria used to assess changes 
are consistent with the Quality Assurance Framework criteria for program quality applied throughout this document.  

 
7 Major modifications to be more fully defined in the revised PDC forms.  
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The process for major program changes is consistent with the expedited approval process, but the proposal can be 
approved at the institutional level, according to the University’s established procedures: it does not require Quality 
Council review.  Please see the institutional approval flow chart (Table 2).  As the Quality Assurance Framework notes, 
the fundamental purpose of the identification of major modifications to existing programs, and their submission 
through a robust quality assurance process which does not require but may include the Quality Council, is to assure 
the university, and the public, of the ongoing quality of the university’s academic programs.  In keeping with Quality 
Council guidelines, the University, through the University Secretariat, will file an annual report to the Quality Council 
which provides a summary of major program modifications that were approved through the University’s internal 
approval processes in the past year. 

Minor Program Changes and Course Proposals 
The University will continue to follow established practice regarding minor program changes, course proposals, and 
minor calendar changes, which are submitted on the PDC Forms C-E (Appendices A-E). The PDC Form C is used for 
minor program changes which affect degree requirements, but do not alter the goal and objectives of the original 
program. The form is also used for the approval of or changes to existing minors (in undergraduate programs), and 
when proposed changes to courses that require additional resources. Minor program changes require approval from 
AAU Council, Faculty Coordinating Council (where appropriate), Graduate Studies Council (for graduate proposals), 
PDC and Senate. The University of Windsor Quality Assurance Flow Chart (Table 2) summarizes this process.   
 
New Course Proposals, employing the New Course Proposal form, require approval from AAU Council, Faculty 
Coordinating Council (where appropriate), Graduate Studies Council (for graduate proposals), PDC and Senate.  
 
The Summary of Minor Course and Calendar Changes form delegates authority to Faculties for minor course and 
calendar changes, provided that these changes do not affect degree requirements and/or require additional 
resources. As per the University’s established practice, in this situation, departments will, in consultation with the 
Registrar’s Office, the University Secretariat, and the Centre for Teaching and Learning complete their minor course 
and calendar changes using this form. Proposals for minor course and calendar changes require approval from AAU 
Council, and Faculty Coordinating Council (where appropriate) for approval, having been reviewed by the Registrar’s 
Office, the University Secretariat, and the Centre for Teaching and Learning. The summary of the approved changes 
will then be forwarded to PDC for information. The Registrar’s Office, University Secretariat, the Centre for Teaching 
and Learning, and the departments will work together to resolve any minor course/calendar changes which seem 
problematic. 

7. Cyclical University Program Reviews (UPRs)  

Overview 
In keeping with the University of Windsor’s commitment to academic rigor, innovation, and the ongoing enhancement 
of teaching and learning, and in compliance with provincial quality assurance standards, all existing undergraduate 
and graduate degree programs undergo cyclical review. Ideally, University Program Review (UPR) serves as one 
component of broad-based quality enhancement activities at the departmental and faculty level, fostering increased 
dialogue and collaboration within and among departments and service units regarding student learning and program 
improvement.  
 
Cyclical review of undergraduate programs has been a part of University quality assurance practice at the University 
of Windsor since 1991.  Previously, graduate programs were reviewed through the Ontario Council on Graduate 
Studies (OCGS).  The process mandated through the Quality Assurance Framework is in many respects consistent with 
the undergraduate and graduate procedures already in place, but applies to both graduate and undergraduate 
programs.   Wherever possible, the University has attempted to maintain consistency between prior and new practice 
with regard to the self-study and the cyclical program review processes.  The key changes are as follows:  
 

• Integration of graduate and undergraduate program reviews  
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• In consultation with the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate), and their Deans, programs 
can employ documents and processes associated with external accreditation in place of elements of the 
institutional program review process provided these elements are fully consistent with the requirements of 
the Quality Assurance Framework 

• Increased systematic support for the completion of Self-studies  
• More extensive orientation  provided for external reviewers  
• Additions to the self-study:  

o review of concerns and recommendations raised in previous reviews; 
o self-study process summary; 
o greater focus on disciplinary currency and innovative content, teaching practices or course delivery 

models; 
o greater emphasis on indicators of program quality delivery, e.g. indicators of faculty and sessional 

qualifications and quality, course demographics, and student achievement and satisfaction. Much of 
this data will be made available through increased data provision consistent with the approach 
previously used for graduate program reviews; 

o contextualization of data in relation to data from previous reporting period (when possible), as well 
as six-year trends, and in light of provincial, national and professional standards, when available; 

o initiatives taken to enhance the quality of the program and the associated teaching and learning 
environment;  and 

o identification of specific concerns where reviewers’ advice is thought, areas requiring improvement, 
and areas that hold promise for enhancement.  

• More focused and proactive approach to the development of recommendations and to the support of 
departments in the process of program enhancement 
 

Cyclical review of joint, multi-disciplinary, interdisciplinary, multi-sited and inter-institutional programs must take 
place once in an eight-year cycle (as opposed to the seven-year cycle which previously governed undergraduate 
program review at the University).   The Faculty of Graduate Studies and Office of Quality Assurance maintains a 
schedule for these reviews.  Where appropriate and in consultation with the relevant Deans and AAU Heads, this 
schedule can combine program reviews with accreditation reviews required by professional bodies.  Where cyclical 
reviews and professional accreditation processes occur in tandem, Deans and AAUs will ensure that the objectives of 
all review processes are met. 
 
Program reviews include contributions from all members of the University of Windsor community, including faculty, 
staff, students and graduates.   Input from members of the broader community, including disciplinary experts, 
representatives of professional bodies, industry, employers and other community partners will also be considered in 
reviews, where appropriate.  University Program Review is a collegial process.  
 
The program review involves the following components: 

• a self-study  coordinated by the AAU Head or Program Director,  in  collaboration with the faculty members 
who deliver the program under review and in consultation with students 

• a site visit by the review committee 
• a report on the self-study and site visit from the review committee 
• responses to the review committee’s report and its recommendations by AAU Head or Program Director, and 

by the Dean 
• a review by the members of the University Program Review Committee who finalize and prioritize 

recommendations stemming from the review for PDC 
• a final assessment report. 

Procedures 

Initiating a University Program Review  
The Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate), initiates the UPR process, writing to the designated 
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programs approximately 12 months before the intended site visit.  

Establishing the Review Committee  
The Academic Administrative Unit (AAU) Head, in consultation with the AAU Council, forwards a list of review 
committee candidates to the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate), who establishes review 
committee membership.  The review committee includes a minimum of two external reviewers, and one internal 
reviewer not from the program under review.   Reviewers should be well-respected and professionally active teachers 
and scholars in their disciplines, preferably with administrative and/or program assessment experience.  All reviewers 
should be at arm’s length from the program under review. They cannot: 

§ be former faculty members from the program,  
§ be current or past collaborators with faculty from the program,  
§ be former supervisors or supervisees in the program,  
§ be relatives of faculty or staff in the program, 
§  be involved with activities of the program under review,  
§ have published or collaborated with a member or members of the academic program under review within the 

last six years, or 
§ be involved in a conflict with a member of the academic program under review.   

 
This is an illustrative, rather than exhaustive list: the academic unit should take reasonable steps to avoid 
recommending a reviewer who could be seen as jeopardizing the impartiality of the review process.8 One of the 
external reviewers will act as chair of the committee.  Reviewers are required to respect the confidentiality of the 
process and participant input. Program review is a collegial process.  

Support for the UPR  
The Office of Quality Assurance offers ongoing guidance and coordinates the support and services necessary in order 
to complete the self-study process.     The Office of Institutional Planning, Information Technology Services and the 
Registrar’s Office provide institutional data required for program self-analysis.  The Office of  Quality Assurance and 
the Centre for Teaching and Learning provide strategic support to the program groups undertaking self-study. In 
addition, the University will develop and maintain an institutional IQAP Handbook which will provide guidance on the 
conduct of rigorous, objective, and searching self-studies. This Handbook will also establish criteria for the nomination 
and selection of arm’s length external peer reviewers, identify roles and responsibilities for the collection, aggregation 
and distribution of institutional data and outcome measures, specify the format required for the self-study and 
external reviewers’ reports, and set out the institution’s undergraduate and graduate program review cycle.  The 
Handbook will be developed in consultation with the PDC.   

The Self-study 
Under the co-ordination of the Dean (for non-departmentalized faculties) or AAU Head (or delegate), faculty from 
each program under review prepare a self-study which is subsequently reviewed by the AAU Council and the Dean 
before submission to the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate).  The Dean of the relevant Faculty 
has an opportunity to provide input before the self-study receives final AAU approval.   
 
The self-study affords an opportunity for a broad-based, reflective, and forward-looking consideration of how the 
program serves its constituency, represents its discipline(s) and fulfils its principal objectives.  Evidence-based, it 
includes the critical analysis of pertinent qualitative and quantitative data and the evaluation of the program’s 
alignment with the University’s mission and degree-level expectations.  Where possible, the self-study should 
contextualize data in light of applicable provincial, national and professional standards as well as comparable 
programs elsewhere   Table 4 outlines the required elements of the self-study.  

 

 
8 In response to input gathered during campus consultation regarding external site visit procedures, the Guide employs a more 
stringent set of criteria in its definition of “arm’s length” than was previously applied in the University of Windsor undergraduate 
program review process.  The intention is to ensure that reviews will be impartial and objective in all cases. The additional criteria 
are consistent with the standards adopted at other Ontario universities.   
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Table 4 
Self-study Components 

From the Quality Assurance Framework 

 

The self-study requires a participatory and transparent approach, involving program faculty, staff, and students, and 
the documentation of how their views were obtained, and how they were taken into account in the development of 
the report, and more generally clarity regarding the integrity of the data.  Recommended methods of consultation 
and involvement include:  

• Stakeholder representation on the self-study committee  
• Survey data  
• Focus group data 
• Interview data  
• Involvement of elected student representatives   
• Departmental NSSE data, CLASSE data, or data from other externally validated instruments  
• Review of self-study by elected student representatives  

It is expected that departments will plan in advance to gather stakeholder data from multiple sources.   
 
Once the self-study is completed, the AAU Council and the Dean review the self-study to ensure that it offers a 
comprehensive view of program quality and to highlight any considerations and recommendations pertinent to the 
review.   

Additional Requirements for Graduate Programs 
As much as possible, the Quality Assurance Framework is intended to streamline review processes, particularly 
through integration of undergraduate and graduate program review. In contrast to prior practice, all degree programs, 
undergraduate and graduate, will be reviewed through the Quality Council: the OCGS will no longer review graduate 
programs or proposed graduate programs.   This change will facilitate more comprehensive perspectives on programs 
and resource allocation within units, and allow for greater efficiency in terms of data gathering, calculation and 
analysis.  However, some review requirements are specific to graduate programs, including the following:  
 

• time to completion data and regulations 
• quality and availability of graduate supervision 
• student grade-level of admission 
• student scholarly output 
• student success rates in provincial and national scholarship competitions and student awards 
• evidence of student development of professional and transferable skills  

The self-study will address and document:  

1.  Consistency of the program’s learning outcomes with the institution’s mission and Degree Level     Expectations, 
and how its graduates achieve those outcomes; 

2. Program-related data and measures of performance, including applicable provincial, national and     
professional standards (where available); 

3.  Integrity of the data; 
4.  Review criteria and quality indicators identified in Framework Section 4.3 (see Table 5)  
5.  Concerns and recommendations raised in previous reviews; 
6.  Areas identified through the conduct of the self-study as requiring improvement; 
7.  Areas that hold promise for enhancement; 
8.  Academic services that directly contribute to the academic quality of each program under review 
9.  Participation of program faculty, staff, and students in the self-study and how their views will be obtained and 

taken into account. 
 
The input of others deemed to be relevant and useful, such as graduates of the program, representatives of 
industry, the professions, practical training programs, and employers may also be included. 
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• evidence of program structure and faculty research ensuring the intellectual quality of the student experience  
• sufficient number of graduate-level courses  

The Site Visit 

Site visits have been an element of both the undergraduate and graduate program review process, and the processes 
mandated by the Quality Assurance Framework are generally consistent with the University of Windsor’s established 
practice.  The Office  of   Quality Assurance coordinates a site visit in order for the review committee to assess the 
quality and standards of the program first hand.  The Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate) acts as 
the sole communication point with reviewers in advance of the visit, with the exception of travel and logistical 
arrangements. Committee members will receive documentation at least six weeks before the site visit, and can 
request additional information as needed through the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate).  
 
In addition to the self-study, the review committee receives copies of all of the University strategic plans in force 
during the eight years since the program’s last review, a written orientation to the University of Windsor IQAP process 
including the required components of the review committee report, and electronic access to the University Calendar. 
In addition, the committee meets with:  
 

• the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate) for an orientation to the cyclical review process,  
• faculty, staff, administrative officials and students (in separate meetings) to discuss questions and issues 

arising from the self-study and other documentation in light of the University Program Review criteria (See 
Table 5), and 

• any other parties the program under review deems relevant to the cyclical review process (i.e., recruitment, 
institutional analysis, finance, community or industrial partner).  

 
The committee will tour program and campus facilities, and have an opportunity to review samples of student work.   
 

Table 5 
University Program Review Evaluation Criteria 

From the Quality Assurance Framework 

 
The IQAP for review of existing undergraduate and graduate programs requires the evaluation criteria below. 
Objectives (4.3.1) 

a) Program is consistent with the institution’s mission and academic plans. 
b) Program requirements and learning outcomes are clear, appropriate and align with the institution’s statement of the 

undergraduate and/or graduate Degree Level Expectations. 

Admission requirements (4.3.2) 
Admission requirements are appropriately aligned with the learning outcomes established for completion of the program. 
Curriculum (4.3.3) 

a) The curriculum reflects the current state of the discipline or area of study. 
b) Evidence of any significant innovation or creativity in the content and/or delivery of the program relative to other 

such programs.  
c) Mode(s) of delivery to meet the program’s identified learning outcomes are appropriate and effective. 

Teaching and assessment (4.3.4) 
a) Methods for assessing student achievement of the defined learning outcomes and degree learning expectations are 

appropriate and effective. 
b) 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. 
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Resources (4.3.5)** 
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. 
 
Quality indicators (4.3.6) 
While there are several widely used quality indicators or proxies for reflecting program quality, institutions are encouraged to 
include available measures of their own which they see as best achieving that goal. Outcome measures of student 
performance and achievement are of particular interest, but there are also important input and process measures which are 
known to have a strong association with quality outcomes. It is expected that many of the following listed examples will be 
widely used. The Guide makes reference to further sources and measures that might be considered. 

a) Faculty: qualifications, research and scholarly record; class sizes; percentage of classes taught by permanent or non-
permanent (contractual) faculty; numbers, assignments and qualifications of part-time or temporary faculty; 

b) Students: applications and registrations; attrition rates; time-to-completion; final-year academic achievement; 
graduation rates; academic awards; student in-course reports on teaching; and 

c) 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. 

Quality enhancement (4.3.7) 
Initiatives taken to enhance the quality of the program and the associated learning and teaching environment. 
 
Additional graduate program criteria (4.3.8)** 

a) Evidence that students’ time-to-completion is both monitored and managed in relation to the program’s defined 
length and program requirements.  

b) Quality and availability of graduate supervision. 
c) Definition and application of indicators that provide evidence of faculty, student and program quality, for example: 
1. Faculty: funding, honours and awards, and commitment to student mentoring;  
2. Students: grade-level for admission, scholarly output, success rates in provincial and national scholarships, 

competitions, awards and commitment to professional and transferable skills; 
3. Program: evidence of a program structure and faculty research that will ensure the intellectual quality of the student 

experience; 
4. Sufficient graduate level courses that students will be able to meet the requirement that two-thirds of their course 

requirements be met through courses at this level. 
 

 
**In keeping with past practice and the requirement for a review of academic services that directly contribute to the 
quality of each program under review in the Self-Study, consideration must also be given to the appropriateness, 
effectiveness, and sufficiency of resources and services that directly contribute to the academic quality of programs, 
in particular, library resources and services, for both graduate and undergraduate programs.   

Reporting  
Report of the Review Committee  
Once Review Committee members have completed their site visit and review, they prepare a report containing a 
summary of the site visit, including meetings with students, staff and administration and tours of facilities, noting 
responses received to issues raised in the self study.  It will also address the substance of the self-study report and 
external reviewers’ report, identify the strengths and weaknesses of the program, and outline recommendations for 
improvement (for evaluation criteria, see Table 5)  The report is normally due to the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate 
Studies (or designate) within six weeks of the site visit. 
 
The Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate) forwards a copy of the review committee report to the 
AAU Head for a written response. The AAU Head can ask for clarifications regarding the report through the Faculty of 
Graduate Studies and Office Quality Assurance. The AAU council will review the document before it is sent to the 
relevant Dean, who then prepares a written response to the self-study, review report and response. The Dean’s 
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response includes commentary regarding the plans and recommendations proposed in the self-study report, the 
recommendations advanced by the review committee, and the program’s response to the review committee report. 
It also describes changes in organization, policy or governance that would be required to meet those 
recommendations, the resources that would have to be provided in supporting the implementation of selected 
recommendations, and a proposed timeline for the implementation of any of those recommendations.   
 
All documentation, including the self-study, reviewers’ report, and responses by the AAU Head and the Dean are 
forwarded to the University Secretariat, which convenes a meeting of the UPR Committee.  In reviewing the 
documentation, this committee identifies significant strengths of the program, opportunities for program 
improvement and enhancement, and identifies and prioritizes recommendations for implementation. The University 
Secretariat assists the UPR Committee in producing draft reports which include an executive summary, and an 
implementation plan.  The final reports including implementation plans are reviewed and approved by the Program 
Development Committee and then submitted to Senate for information.  The final PDC report will include a limited 
number of focused and concise recommendations, in order to ensure that the areas are able to manageably and 
effectively follow through on the recommendations. Reviewer recommendations can be revised in the following ways:  
 

a. Reviewer recommendations that have been addressed by the time of the PDC review of the material will be 
removed from the report. 

b. Reviewer recommendations may be reworded or removed, taking into account the responses from the 
Department and the Dean, the authority of the department or program area to act on them, and the 
institution’s structures and priorities.  

c. Reviewer recommendations that address similar matters will be combined. 
d. Reviewer recommendations relating to resources may be reworded or removed following an assessment of 

how they fit with the institution’s existing structures and priorities. 
 

Finally, the executive summary, final assessment report, and implementation plan are posted on the Senate website 
and forwarded to the Quality Council.   
 
The Deans, with the support of other units, will oversee implementation of the recommendations.  Programs are 
required to submit a report the Program Development Committee on the progress of their implementation plan every 
second year.9   These reports and PDC responses will be posted on the University Secretariat website.   

Use of External Accreditation Reports as Elements of the University of Windsor IQAP 
In consultation with the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate), and their Deans, programs can employ 
documents and processes associated with external accreditation in place of elements of the institutional program 
review process provided these elements are fully consistent with the requirements of the Quality Assurance 
Framework.  The program must keep a clear record of the substitutions or additions made, and the grounds on which 
the substitutions were made, and this record will be eligible for audit by the Quality Council.  
 
 

8. The Quality Council Audit Process   
This section is a summary of the provincial audit process as it applies to all Ontario Universities.  
 
All publicly-supported universities in Ontario have committed to participating in an audit of their compliance with the 
provisions of their IQAP for cyclical program review.  Additional audits may take place within any cycle. The agreed 
audit cycle schedule will be published on the Quality Council website.  Three individuals from the Quality Council Audit 

 
9 In response to input during campus consultation, program progress reports will be submitted every second year, rather than 
annually.   
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Panel, selected by OCAV from a list of nominated present and past faculty members at Ontario institutions), will 
undertake the audit. Auditors must be at arm’s length from the institution being audited.  
 
Auditors independently select programs for audit, typically four undergraduate and four graduate cyclical program 
reviews representing a reasonable program mix.  At least one of the undergraduate programs and one of the graduate 
programs will be a New Program or Major Modifications to an Existing Program approved within the period since the 
previous audit. The audit process generally involves a desk audit of documents, followed by a site visit.  The audit 
report will describe the audit methodology and verification steps, provide a status report on the program reviews 
carried out by the institution, describe the institution’s compliance with its IQAP (as it existed at the time the program 
was reviewed), identify notably effective policies or practices, and provides suggestions, recommendations, and 
causes for concern with regard to IQAP compliance.  
 
Suggestions do not convey any mandatory obligations and sometimes are the means for conveying the auditors’ 
province-wide experience in identifying good, and even on occasion, best practices. Institutions are under no 
obligation to implement or otherwise respond to the auditors’ suggestions, though they are encouraged to do so.  
 
Recommendations are recorded in the auditors’ report when they have identified failures to comply with the IQAP. 
These failures indicate discrepancies that weaken the integrity of academic standards or are necessary for effective 
quality assurance. The institution must address these recommendations.  
 
Causes for concern may be potential structural weaknesses in quality assurance practices.  When the auditors have 
identified, with supporting reason and evidence, a cause for concern, it will be reported to the Audit Committee and 
the institution. Following deliberation, including possible discussion with the institution, the Committee may then 
recommend that the Quality Council investigate IQAP compliance at the institution more extensively.    
 
The Quality Council Secretariat publishes the approved summary of the overall findings, together with a record of 
the recommendations on the Quality Council’s website, and sends a copy of both to the institution for publication 
on its website. Institutional audits are subject to a one year follow-up report to the auditors, who will draft a 
commentary on the scope and adequacy of the institution’s response to the audit report, suitable for publication 
and submit it to the Audit Committee.  The Audit Committee will submit a recommendation to the Quality Council 
on whether or not to accept the institutional one-year follow-up response. When the Audit Committee is not 
satisfied with the reported institutional response, it recommends to the Quality Council the course of action to be 
taken. These documents are also published on the Quality Council website and the institution’s, and are submitted 
to OCAV, the COU, and MTCU for information. 
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Appendix A -  New Program Proposal Brief 
PDC FORM A 

 
 
 

Click on the following link to access the form: 
 

PDC Form A - New Program Proposal Brief 
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Appendix B - Major Program Changes  
PDC Form B 

 
 
 
 

Click on the following link to access the form: 
 

PDC Form B – Major Program Changes 
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Appendix C – Minor Program Changes 
PDC Form Cs (C, C1 and C2) 

 
 
 
 

Click on the following link to access the form: 
 

PDC Form Cs – Minor Program Changes 
 
 

  



  

Page 29 of 32 

 
Appendix D:  Draft University Program Review Schedule (as of 2011) 
(Changes may be made to this schedule, as deemed appropriate, and in accordance with the requirements of the 
Quality Assurance Framework and the University’s IQAP.) 
 
All graduate and undergraduate degree programs and all graduate diploma programs undergo cyclical program 
review.  Program review at the University of Windsor is organized according to department: all degree or graduate 
diploma programs offered by a given department will be reviewed during the relevant review year, unless they are 
otherwise specifically identified in the schedule.  Where possible, departments offering programs together have 
been scheduled in the same year to facilitate the review process. Programs offered jointly by two institutions or at 
multiple sites remain the responsibility of the program area conferring the degree.  As per the IQAP, programs may, 
in consultation with the Dean of the Faculty of Graduate Studies (or designate) and their Dean, synchronize cyclical 
institutional review with external accreditation procedures, employing data whose equivalency has been agreed 
upon for both processes.  In all cases, programs must undergo review at least every eight years, but opting for a 
shorter cycle in order to match an external accreditation cycle may be possible upon consultation.   
 

 Departments - Undergraduate Departments -Graduate  New Planned Review Year  
Programs previously scheduled for review in 
2011/2012 
Biological Sciences 
Civil and Environmental Engineering 
Electrical and Computer Engineering 
Environmental Studies 
Mechanical, Automotive and Materials 
Engineering  
Women’s Studies  
 

Previously scheduled:  
2016-17  
2014-15  
2012-13 
2014-15 
2014-15 
N/A 

 
 
2011-12 (BSC)  & 2016-17 
2013-14 
2012-13 
2011-12 
2014-15 
2011-12  
 

Programs previously scheduled for review in 
2012/2013 
Industrial and Manufacturing Systems 
EngineeringLabour Studies 
Economics  
English 
History 
Philosophy  
Arts and Science (BAS) 
 

Previously scheduled:  
 
2014/15 
N/A 
2015-16  
2016-17 
2013-14 
2016-17 
N/A 

 
 
2013-14 
2012-13 
2017-18 
2017-18 
2013-14 
2017-18 
2012-13  

Programs previously scheduled for review in 
2013/2014 
Chemistry and Biochemistry  
Earth Sciences (Geography, Geology and 
Environmental Science) 
Forensic Science, Forensics/Criminology 
Mathematics and Statistics 
Visual Arts 
Nursing 
 

Previously scheduled:  
 
2015-16 
2011-12 
 
2013-14 
2015-16  
2013-14 
2012-13  

 
 
2014-15 
2013-14 
 
2014-15 
2015-16 
2012-13  
2013-14 

Programs previously scheduled for review in 
2014/2015 
Education  
Languages, Literatures and Civilizations  
Political Science (International Relations Program) 
Liberal and Professional Studies 

Previously scheduled:  
 
2010-11 
2011-12 
2014-15  
N/A 

 
 
2015-16  
2014-15  
2015-16  
2014-15  

Departments - Undergraduate  Departments - Graduate  New Planned Review Year  
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Programs previously scheduled for review in 
2015/2016 
Law 
Dramatic Art 
Psychology 
Social Work 
 

Previously scheduled:  
 
n/a 
n/a 
2016-17 
2016-17  
 

 
 
2016-17  
2015-16  
2016-17  
2016-17  

Programs previously scheduled for review in 
2016/2017 
Languages, Literatures and Civilizations - Modern 
Languages (including Second Language Education), 
Language and Logic, and Multicultural Studies 
Business Administration  
Sociology, Anthropology, and Criminology 
Physics 
General Science Programs 
 

Previously scheduled:  
 
2011-12 
 
 
2011-12 
2013-14 
2012-13 
N/A 

 
 
2014-15 
 
 
Graduate 2011-12, 2017-18 
2016-17  
Msc, PhD 2012-13; 2018-19  
2017-18  

Programs previously scheduled for review in 
2017/2018 
Communication Media and Film 
Computer Science  
Kinesiology 
Music  
 

Previously scheduled:  
 
2015-16 
2013-14 
2011-12 
N/A  

 
 
2018-19 
MSc, PhD 2013-14;  2018-19 
MHK 2011-12; 2018-19 
2018-19  
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Appendix E – University of Windsor Programs 

 
Visit: www.uwindsor.ca/calendars for program listing 
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Appendix F: Procedures for Interinstitutional Program Reviews   
 
Cyclical review of inter-institutional programs must take place once in an eight-year cycle, based on a mutually 
agreed upon review schedule.  In the case of joint programs: 
 

• Institutions will create a single report that covers common IQAP requirements, and will include separate 
addenda to provide any additional information required by their own IQAP. 

• Each institution will be responsible for ensuring that all requirements of its own IQAP have been addressed.  
• Partner institutions will collaborate to produce the relevant materials for common IQAP requirements. 
• Should a partner institution require additional data to meet its IQAP standards, it will seek assistance and 

input from its partners. 
• The external review committee will normally include an internal reviewer from each partner institution, 

selected in a manner consistent with the approach at his or her respective institution. 
• AAUs at partner institutions will work together to submit a list of potential external reviewers. 
• The selection of the external reviewers will be the joint responsibility of those responsible for selecting 

external reviewers from all institution  
• The review team will normally visit all program sites. 
• Reviewers will consult faculty, staff, and students at each partner institution. 
• Deans and participating units at all partner institutions will provide feedback on the reviewers’ report.  
• The Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan will involve input from all partners through 

procedures consistent with their respective IQAPs; on a rotational basis, each partner institution will 
undertake to produce the Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan which will then go through the 
appropriate governance processes at each partner institution. 

• The Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan will be posted on the university website of each 
partner. 

• Partner institutions will negotiate an appropriate monitoring process for the Implementation Plan that is 
consistent with their IQAP requirements.  

• The Final Assessment Plan and Implementation Plan will be submitted to the Quality Council by all partners.  
 

 
 


