[bookmark: _Toc258335404]Appraisal Committee Lead Reviewer Report: New Graduate / Undergraduate Program Proposal
Revised QAF
	University:
	

	Program Name:
	

	Degree Designation(s):
	

	Date of Review:
	

	Date of Appraisal Committee Meeting:
	

	Lead Reviewer:
	


1. [bookmark: _Hlk115788229]Brief description and rationale for the proposed program: 
	

	The Quality Council’s Appraisal Committee will focus its review on the following elements of the submission:
a) Overall sufficiency of the External Review Report(s);
b) Recommendations and suggestions made by the external reviewers, including on the sufficiency and quality of the planned human, physical and financial resources;
c) Adequacy of the internal responses by the unit and Dean(s) to the recommendations, or otherwise for single department Faculty; and
d) Adequacy of the proposed methods for Assessment of Teaching and Learning given the proposed program’s structure, objectives, program-level learning outcomes and assessment methods. (See evaluation criteria 2.1.2.4 a) and b))


Please review the documentation provided by the university and briefly summarize your analysis of the proposal against the evaluation criteria outlined above. Please highlight any issues to be considered by the Committee. Please comment on all issues flagged by the external reviewers, including those that do not appear in the list of Recommendations.

2. [bookmark: _Overall_sufficiency_of][bookmark: _Hlk73027303]Overall sufficiency of the External Review Report (s) (2.2)
	Names of Reviewers, university affiliation and comments on qualifications
See Submission Checklist.

	External Reviewer 1:

	External Reviewer 2:

	Comments on qualifications:


	Is the external reviewers’ report sufficient, i.e., did the report include a critical assessment of all required criteria?
Were the external reviewers’ recommendations clear, concise and actionable?

	Issues?


3. [bookmark: _3._Internal_response]Internal response (2.3.1)
Separate unit and Decanal responses provided?  
Yes ☐	
No ☐	
N/A (Single department faculty only)☐

2

4. [bookmark: Chart][bookmark: _Adequacy_of_the]Adequacy of the recommendations and suggestions
Step 1: Please list all recommendations and suggestions made by the external reviewers:
1. 
Step 2: In the chart below, comment only on those recommendations and suggestions made by the external reviewers and the internal responses to the reviewers’ recommendations that you would like some discussion of in the Committee’s meeting. 
Important Notes:
i. Ensure any issues flagged by the external reviewers, including those that do not appear in the list of Recommendations, are considered.
ii. Note where there are any potential reporting requirements. In doing so, please make note of the adequacy of the internal responses to recommendations and suggestions made by the external reviewers regarding the sufficiency and quality of the planned human, physical and financial resources.
iii. If the external reviewers’ report is weak but does not rise to the level of needing a second review, please ensure you complete Section 9 of this template below.

	External reviewers’ recommendations/comments
	Program response
	Dean’s response 
	Comments on the adequacy of recommendations and responses
Please include page # and / or sufficient context to support request for additional information or report.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _GoBack]
5. [bookmark: _4._Assessment_of][bookmark: _Assessment_of_teaching]Assessment of teaching and learning (2.1.2.4)
Appropriateness of the methods for assessing student achievement of the program-level learning outcomes and degree level expectations
[Reviewers of a program proposal should ask the same questions that students and instructors ask, “is the assignment or assessment method well-suited for students to demonstrate the knowledge, skills, attributes, etc. they have acquired in the course?” and “will the assessment allow the instructor to assess and evaluate the achievement of specific program learning outcomes?”]
	
	Pg:

	Issues?
	



Appropriateness of the plans to monitor and assess:
i. The overall quality of the program;
ii. Whether the program is achieving in practice its proposed objectives;
iii. Whether its students are achieving the program-level learning outcomes; and
iv. How the resulting information will be documented and subsequently used to inform continuous program improvement.
	
	Pg:

	Issues?
	


6. [bookmark: _Hlk83973382]Lead Reviewer’s additional comments:
If additional information is still required, please include a clear and comprehensive indication of any issues identified above that are yet to be addressed. Please include the relevant QAF criterion number and, if appropriate, reference to the page/section in the program brief. Please see the Guidance on Reporting Requirements on QAMS for suggestions on when a Report might be appropriate.
A report should be recommended if the requested action is necessary to assure the quality of the program AND at least one of the following conditions is met: 
1. The action requested is significant, e.g., it reflects a large number of hires or significant allocation of other resources; and/or 
2. The action requested has been identified as essential by the external reviewers (or, if the external review was deemed to not be adequate, by the Appraisal Committee)
	
	Detailed summary of issue for follow up
	Source

	1.
	
	

	2.
	
	

	3.
	
	

	4.
	
	


Additional information follow-up
How should the outstanding issues above be addressed?
☐ A letter to the University requesting additional information
☐ Invite University representatives to take questions in-person at the AC meeting
Notes on the quality / degree of innovation of the submission
☐ Possible best practice: Add details here.
☐ Possible example of an innovative submission:[footnoteRef:1] Add details here. [1:  An “Innovative submission” applies to a new program that is innovative in its objectives, structure and / or organization, while still meeting the requirements of the 2021 Quality Assurance Framework.] 

☐ Overall quality issues: Add details here.

7. [bookmark: _Hlk118293433]Recommendation(s) to the Audit Committee
Were there any best practices and/or notable areas for improvement arising from your review of this new program proposal that should be flagged to the Audit Committee for further investigation during the University’s next Cyclical Audit? For example, this might include a recommendation for a particular program to be selected for audit, or for the University’s process for developing internal responses to the externals’ recommendations to be further investigated, either because it seems to be working particularly well, or may reflect a systemic issue at this institution. Please be as specific as possible in your comments below. 
The Secretariat will then compile all such comments for the University, made by the Appraisal Committee since the University’s last Cyclical Audit. The analysis will then be brought back to the Committee for further consideration approximately one year ahead of the University’s next scheduled Audit.
	
	Detailed summary of best practice / issue for further investigation
	Source

	1.
	
	

	2.
	
	

	3.
	
	

	4.
	
	


8. Evaluation Criteria
This section only required if issues are found in sections 1-5 above. 
Program Objectives (2.1.2.1)
a) Clarity of the program’s objectives.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


b) Appropriateness of degree nomenclature given the program’s objectives.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


c) Consistency of the program’s objectives with the institution’s mission and academic plans.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


Program Requirements (2.1.2.2)
a) Appropriateness of the program's structure and the requirements to meet its objectives and program-level learning outcomes.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


b) Appropriateness of the program’s structure, requirements and program-level learning outcomes in meeting the institution’s undergraduate or graduate Degree Level Expectations.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


c) Appropriateness of the proposed mode(s) of delivery to facilitate students’ successful completion of the program-level learning outcomes.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


d) Ways in which the curriculum addresses the current state of the discipline or area of study.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


Program requirements for graduate programs only (2.1.2.3)
a) Clear rationale for program length that ensures that students can complete the program-level learning outcomes and requirements within the proposed time.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


b) 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.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


c) For research-focused graduate programs, clear indication of the nature and suitability of the major research requirements for degree completion.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


Assessment of teaching and learning (2.1.2.4)
See Item 5: Assessment of Teaching and Learning above.
Admission Requirements (2.1.2.5)
a) Appropriateness of the program’s admission requirements given the program’s objectives and program-level learning outcomes
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


b) Sufficient explanation of alternative requirements, if applicable, for admission into a graduate, second-entry or undergraduate program, e.g., minimum grade point average, additional languages or portfolios, and how the program recognizes prior work or learning experience
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


Resources (2.1.2.6)
Participation of a sufficient number and quality of core faculty who are competent to teach and/or supervise in and achieve the goals of the program and foster the appropriate academic environment. (2.1.2.6 a)
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


If applicable, discussion/explanation of the role and approximate percentage of adjunct and part-time faculty/limited term appointments used in the delivery of the program and the associated plans to ensure the sustainability of the program and quality of the student experience. (2.1.2.6 b))
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


If required, provision of supervision of experiential learning opportunities (2.1.2.6 c))
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


Adequacy of the administrative unit’s planned utilization of existing human, physical and financial resources, including implications for the impact on other existing programs at the university (2.1.2.6 d))
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


Evidence that there are adequate resources to sustain the quality of scholarship and research activities produced by students, including library support, information technology support, and laboratory access; (2.1.2.6 e))
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


If necessary, additional institutional resource commitments to support the program in step with its ongoing implementation (2.1.2.6 f))
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


Resources for graduate programs only (2.1.2.7)
1. Evidence that faculty have the recent research or professional/clinical expertise needed to sustain the program, promote innovation, and foster an appropriate intellectual climate (2.1.2.7 a))
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


a) Where appropriate to the program, evidence that financial assistance for students will be sufficient to ensure adequate quality and numbers of students); (2.1.2.7 b)) 
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


b) Evidence of how supervisory loads will be distributed, in light of qualifications and appointment status of the faculty (2.1.2.7 c))
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	



Quality and other indicators (2.1.9)
a) Evidence of the quality of the faculty (e.g., qualifications, funding, honours, awards, research, innovation and scholarly record; appropriateness of collective faculty expertise to contribute substantively to the program and commitment to student mentoring).
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


b) Any other evidence that the program and faculty will ensure the intellectual quality of the student experience.
	
	Pg.:

	Issues?
	


External evaluation (2.2)
See Item 2: Overall Sufficiency of the External Review Report above.
Internal response (2.3.1)
See Item 4: Adequacy of the Recommendations and Suggestions above.
