Submission Checklist Template for New Program and Expedited Approval Submissions
As set out in Section 2.6.2 of the Quality Assurance Framework (QAF), the Appraisal Committee’s review of a new program submission focuses on three main areas: the sufficiency of the External Review Report, the recommendations and suggestions included, and how the university has responded to the external review. To avoid related requests for additional information, or the need for a second external review, please provide the details below to demonstrate how the submission meets each of the QAF’s eligibility criteria.
University
	


Program name (as it will appear on the student's transcript)
	


Degree acronym(s) (e.g., BA, MEng, MSc, EdD, etc.)
	


For system-wide analysis only:
Professional Program		☐ Yes		☐ No
Cost Recovery Program	☐  Yes 	☐ No
Brief description of the proposed program[footnoteRef:1] [1:  NOTE: Following the Quality Council’s approval of the proposed program, the QA Secretariat will seek confirmation from the University that this description is appropriate to post on the Quality Council’s website (Approved Programs — Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance (oucqa.ca))] 

	


For Graduate Diplomas:
Concurrent Diploma	☐
Direct-entry Diploma	☐
	Name of the GDip(s) “parent” graduate program (where one exists). Please see QAF definition of “Parent Program”:
	


For proposed Concurrent or Direct-entry Diploma proposals arising from an existing “parent” graduate program, please address each of the following questions.
Please provide a brief summary of how the proposed new GDip program(s) will relate to / differ from its / their “parent” program:

Will there be a change in the mode of delivery for the proposed graduate diploma program(s)?
	Yes	☐
	No	☐
Will there be any changes in resources for the proposed graduate diploma programs?
	Yes	☐
	No	☐
For All:
	Date of institutional approval:
	



	Proposed start date:
	


Mode of External Review 
Please select the mode of external review that was applied to this proposed program:
☐ In-person site visit	☐ Virtual site visit	☐ Desk review[footnoteRef:2]	☐ N/A[footnoteRef:3] [2:  Please see the “Definitions” section of the Quality Assurance Framework for the conditions that apply to desk reviews.]  [3:  According to the QAF, GDip (Type 2) programs do not need to undergo an external review if they are to be offered in conjunction with an existing and related master’s or doctorate program offered by the same academic unit. Similarly, GDip (Type 3) programs do not need to undergo an external review if the academic unit already offers a related master’s or doctoral degree. In the absence of an existing “parent” master’s or doctoral degree program, best practice would be to have the proposed GDip externally reviewed by desk review or equivalent method.] 

Please also confirm the following Quality Assurance Framework required elements were met for any off-site reviews:
☐ This mode of external review was approved by the Provost (or delegate);
☐ The external reviewers agreed to this off-site mode of review.
Any additional notes relating to the mode of review used for this proposed new program that would be helpful for the Appraisal Committee to be aware of (as appropriate):
	



External Reviewer Information (as appropriate)
To help avoid related requests for additional information or the need for a second external review, please provide below commentary and confirmation on how the selected external reviewers met the QAF’s eligibility criterion. 
NOTES: 
1. Please append the external reviewers’ CVs to this submission form. 
2. The response to question 1 should provide sufficient detail so that members of the Appraisal Committee can be assured of the suitability of the external reviewers to have conducted this review.
3. Please summarize the reviewers’ disciplinary expertise, and either program creation or program management experience[footnoteRef:4], as well as any other related experiences (e.g., membership in relevant organizations, connections to a relevant industry, etc.) in support of their selection for this review.  [4:  Examples of program management experience include academic administrative experience in such roles as undergraduate or graduate program coordinators, department chair, dean, graduate dean or associated positions.] 

Please also indicate whether at least one member of the review team had an understanding of pedagogy in the subject matter and an awareness of practice in educational approaches to assessing learning outcomes[footnoteRef:5]: [5:  Examples of a member of the review team who would satisfy the requirements of having an appreciation of pedagogy and learning outcomes would be someone who has had a significant role in developing or significantly updating a program, experience as Chair of Curriculum, Teaching and Learning (or equivalent position), experience as a program director, has served on a program- or faculty-level curriculum committee or on a Senate sub-committee concerned with new program approval or cyclical program review.] 

Research bios should be avoided as a means to answer this question.
	[bookmark: _Hlk183593820]



1. Did the University independently confirm that the external reviewers were at arm’s length from the program under review? ☐ Yes ☐No
2. For a proposed interdisciplinary program only: Did the external review team as a whole have sufficient and appropriate expertise to cover the core disciplinary fields of the proposed program? ☐ Yes ☐No
Faculty CVs – please confirm the following:
☐	Yes, faculty CVs were provided to the external reviewers and therefore are not included in submission package[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  Please note that the Appraisal Committee may still request faculty CVs.] 

☐	No, faculty CVs were not provided to the external reviewers and are therefore included in submission package.
FORMATTING NOTE:
Please submit documents as a single, clearly bookmarked PDF file, arranged in the order noted below. As appropriate, CVs (including those of the external reviewers), course outlines, and any other supporting documentation can be provided as appendices.
The submitted file should reflect the most updated information on the new program. In order to allow the Appraisal Committee to fully understand the submission, please ensure that the submission includes a Summary of Changes – a document that lists any key changes made to the proposal in response to the external reviewers’ recommendations and/or the internal responses to these recommendations. Please include page references to where in the proposal each of these changes can be found.
Checklist of required elements, to be arranged in the order below:
☐	External reviewers’ report
☐	Program’s response (with date) *
☐	Dean’s response (with date) * 
☐	Summary of changes 
☐	For expedited approval submissions only: A description of which Quality Assurance Framework criteria were not addressed in this proposal and why (to be bookmarked and included as an attachment following this Checklist)
☐	Final, revised proposal – clean copy with no tracked changes
☐	CVs, course outlines, and other supporting material, where applicable (as bookmarked appendices)

* The program’s response and the Dean’s response may appear within one document or as separate documents. If they are presented together in one document, it is essential that the Dean’s response and the program’s response are clearly distinguished. 
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