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This manual describes the Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP) for the approval of new 
academic programs at Redeemer University College.  It has been adapted from the Quality 
Assurance Framework (QAF) of the Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance (2010). 
 
PREAMBLE  
 
The primary responsibility for the design and quality assurance of new programs lies with 
Redeemer University College and its governing bodies. The university is responsible for 
curriculum design, the development of program-level learning outcomes and course-level 
learning outcomes for the new program and its courses, and generally for the human, 
instructional, physical, and financial resources required to launch and sustain the new program.  
The goal of this IQAP is to ensure that new programs launched at Redeemer University College 
are rigorous, are credible, fit with the mission of the university, and are appropriately and 
suitably resourced. 
 
AUTHORITY 
 
The process of approving new undergraduate programs is carried out under the authority of the 
Senate of Redeemer University College.  Management of the IQAP is the responsibility of the 
Provost and Vice President, Academic (Provost/VPA).  The IQAP is reviewed by the Faculty 
Council for information and is formally approved by the Academic Affairs Committee and 
Senate. 
 
IQAP MANUAL 
 
The Office of the Provost/VPA is responsible for the preparation and systematic maintenance of 
a manual that describes the process for the approval of new programs. 
 
This manual must at the very least: (adapted from the QAF, p. 11) 
 1. identify the authority or authorities who are responsible for the IQAP and its 

application, 
 2. identify the institutional steps required to develop and approve new academic  

programs, with an emphasis on the attainment of feedback and the achievement of 
transparency, and 

 3. specify the criteria that will be used to assess the merit of any proposed academic 
 program. 
 
REVISIONS TO THE IQAP 
 
Revisions to the IQAP may occur at any time.  The process of revision must be initiated by the 
Provost/VPA and any revisions must be approved by the Academic Affairs Committee and the 
Senate (or the Senate Executive) and presented to Faculty Council for information. 
 
 



PROGRAMS FOR WHICH THIS IQAP IS TO BE USED 
 
This IQAP is to be used to approve: 
 
(i) any new undergraduate program, including new degrees, honours majors, four-year majors, 
majors, and minors (which are part of a new undergraduate program that includes at least a 
major), 
(ii) any revisions (at one time) of an existing honours major, four-year major, major, or minor 
that change 40% or more of the courses (or parts-thereof) in the program, as such a revision is 
deemed to be the development of a new program, 
(iii) any new undergraduate minor that is being proposed without a corresponding major (a 
“stand-alone” minor), and 
(iv) any new certificate program run through the Department of Continuing Education. 
 
For (iii) and (iv) above, refer to Appendix A for more information. 



STAGE 1: INITIATION OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
1. The idea to develop a new program may arise from any source within the university 
community but the idea must be eventually communicated to the Provost/VPA who will, in 
consultation with the Deans, decide to which academic dean the responsibility for the 
development of the new program proposal will fall.  The Dean is responsible for the completion 
of the program proposal and ensuring that the program proposal is completed to include the 
information listed below.  At the discretion of the Provost/VPA and the Dean, a working group, 
comprised of faculty and/or staff, may be convened to assist in the development of the program 
proposal. 
 
2. Proposals for new programs may be submitted at any time.  Before significant time is devoted 
to the preparation of the program proposal, the Dean must consult with the Provost/VPA, who 
will discuss the matter with the Academic Affairs Committee and the President, to determine 
the general likelihood that the university is in a position to launch and sustain the new program.  
A decision to launch a new program will depend on a variety of factors, including perceived 
interest in the new program, the fit of the program to mission of Redeemer University College, 
and availability of resources (human, physical, financial) to launch and sustain a new program.  
The dean and others must also be aware of any external bodies or agencies that may accredit or 
certify the program that is under consideration to ensure that their guidelines and requirements 
are incorporated into the proposal.   The Provost/VPA and the Dean must be satisfied that there 
is a reasonable likelihood that the new program could be offered with integrity, will contribute 
to the mission of the university, and will have the necessary resources in order to launch it and 
sustain it.  Once the Provost/VPA and the Dean, in consultation with members of the Academic 
Affairs Committee and the President, are satisfied on these points, work on the program 
proposal can begin.  In the case of financial resources, it is recognized that such resources need 
not necessarily be available at the time the proposal is being drafted but that such resources are 
reasonably likely to be in our possession at the time the program launches.  It is possible to 
propose a new program and following this IQAP for its approval before full financial resources 
are secured, but the program’s launch may be contingent on securing full financial resources. 
 
3. Proposals for new programs may be withdrawn at any time during the approval process 
described in this IQAP. 
 
CONTENT OF PROPOSALS 
 
Proposals for new programs must contain the following information (adapted from QAF, pp. 8 to 
11):  (Proposals must be submitted in a format such that these items are clearly addressed.) 
 
1. The degree nomenclature for the new program (e.g., a Bachelor of Arts (Honours) in 
Communications and Media Studies) and an estimated start-date for the new program. 
 
2. The objectives for the new program. 
a) A one-paragraph summary of the new program. 
b) The consistency of the program with Redeemer’s mission must be explained. 
c) A description of the program-level learning outcomes and an explanation of how the program 
fits with the university’s undergraduate degree level expectations. 



d) A statement of potential post-Redeemer opportunities for students who complete the 
program – e.g., graduate education, career options 
 
3. Target students. 
a) A description of the clientele which is most likely to be interested in the new program. 
b) Any research which has been conducted into the interest that the new program is likely to 
generate among prospective students should be included here.  (It is assumed that some 
estimate of interest has already been determined in advance of the preparation of the program 
proposal.)  
 
4. Similarity to comparable programs at other universities. 
A statement which acknowledges that similar programs at other universities (which must be 
identified) have been consulted in the design of the program(s) being proposed. 
 
5. Admission requirements. 
Statements regarding the following should be included in the proposal: 
a) Any specific admission requirements at the first-year level (e.g., from high school) or 
recommended high-school preparation. 
b) Any specific admission requirements at subsequent years (e.g., requirements for admission to 
an honours major). 
c)  An explanation of how the admission requirements are appropriate for the learning 
outcomes that have been established. 
 
6. Structure. 
a) A clear statement of the courses that comprise the new program and the logical sequence of 
courses for its completion, as they would appear in the Academic Calendar. 
b) Appropriateness of the program’s structure, including the courses (and the course-level 
learning outcomes) to meet specified program-level learning outcomes and undergraduate 
degree-level expectations. 
c) Course proposal forms for the new courses that are being proposed, with the understanding 
that the proposals may be initially submitted in modified form (e.g., with brief course-level 
learning outcomes) and become more fully developed as the process continues. 
 
7. Program content. 
a) A discussion of 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 that 
would distinguish this program from comparable programs elsewhere. 
 
8. Modes of delivery. 
a) Appropriateness of the proposed modes of delivery to meet the intended program-level 
learning outcomes and undergraduate degree-level expectations. 
 
9. Assessment of teaching and learning. 
a) Appropriateness of the proposed methods for the assessment of student achievement of the 
intended program-level learning outcomes and undergraduate degree-level expectations. 
b) Completeness of plans for documenting and demonstrating the level of performance of 
students, consistent with the undergraduate degree-level expectations.  



10. Resources for the program. 
a) A discussion of the adequacy of the planned use of existing human, physical, financial, and 
any additional institutional commitment to supplement these resources, to support the 
program.  (The Dean will be asked to draft a business plan, in consultation with Financial 
Services and/or the Advancement Division, which describes how the new program will be 
financed.) 
b) A discussion of the participation of a sufficient number and quality of faculty who are 
competent to teach and/or supervise in the program.  Assurance must be given that the faculty 
who will teach in the program and staff who will assist with the program are of sufficient quality 
to achieve the goals of the program.  (Evidence of quality can be determined by professional 
qualifications, research and scholarly output, innovation, and ability to complement the 
strengths of other faculty in the program.)  Any plan to use adjunct and part-time faculty in the 
delivery of the program and the measures to ensure their quality must be described. 
c) Anticipated class sizes for each of the courses in the program must be estimated. 
d) Evidence that any planned experiential learning opportunities (e.g., internships, co-op 
placements) are properly supervised must be provided. 
e) Evidence that there are adequate resources to sustain the quality of scholarship produced by 
undergraduate students, including library support, information technology support, and access 
to laboratory space or studio space (or the equivalent) must be provided.  Assurance must be 
given that resources in areas where they are less than ideal at the time the program proposal is 
submitted will eventually be improved, as part of a plan to fully resource the program. 
 
11. Student experience. 
a) Evidence must be given that the program structure and faculty expertise will ensure the 
intellectual quality of the student experience. 
b) A description of what will be done to make sure the whole student experience is as enriching 
as possible. 
 
12. External agencies. 
Evidence must be provided that the proposed program structure (and content) and resources 
required are in accordance with any external agency, body, or organization that may be called 
on to certify or accredit the program once in place.  If there will be significant outside-the-
university oversight of a proposed program by an agency or organization and this agency or 
organization will accredit and/or continue to oversee the program, the requirement to have the 
proposal reviewed by an external reviewer (see Stage 3 below) may be waived by the 
Provost/VPA, in consultation with the Dean.  
 
 
The Provost/VPA, in consultation with the Dean, may modify the requirements for the new 
program proposal under certain circumstances.  Reasons for modification must be documented 
in writing.



STAGE 2: INTERNAL REVIEW OF THE PROGRAM PROPOSAL  
 
1. Once the Dean (and Working Group, if applicable) has completed the program proposal, it is 
reviewed for its academic merit and approved by the Division which would host the program 
and the majority of its courses.  Other divisions which may contribute at least 25% of the 
courses to the program will also review the proposal for approval.  Other divisions which will 
contribute less than 25% of the courses to the program will review the proposal and provide 
advice and feedback to the Dean.  Following approval by the division(s), the Dean of the division 
who would host the program submits the proposal to the Provost/VPA. 
 
2. Once the Provost/VPA is satisfied that the program proposal is complete, it is sent to the 
Academic Program and Policy Committee (APPC) for review based on its academic merit and for 
approval.  The APPC may request modifications to the proposal and there may be a period of 
time in which the proposal goes back-and-forth between the APPC and the Dean before it is 
approved by the APPC.   
 
3. Once the APPC has approved the program proposal, it is given to the Provost/VPA who then 
initiates an external review of the program. 



STAGE 3: EXTERNAL REVIEW OF THE PROGRAM PROPOSAL 
 
1. The Provost/VPA will send the proposal to one external reviewer who is expert in the content 
area of the proposal.  (At the discretion of the Provost/VPA, following consultation with the 
Dean, a second reviewer may be appointed.)  The reviewer must be selected from among 
faculty at a Canadian university in the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada and/or 
the Council of Christian Colleges and Universities.  The reviewer must be sensitive to the mission 
of Redeemer University College.  External review of new undergraduate program proposals may 
involve an on-site visit, although a desk audit, videoconference, or the equivalent is an option if 
the external reviewer is satisfied that an off-site option is acceptable.  The reviewer will 
normally be associate or full professors with program management or administrative 
experience, and expertise in the program being proposed.  This combination of experience 
allows a reviewer to provide the most valuable feedback on program proposals.   
 
Reviewers must be considered at “arm’s length” from the program under review.  This means 
that an external reviewer may not be a close friend, current or recent collaborator, or former 
supervisor, advisor or colleague of a faculty member involved with the program under review, as 
well as the Provost/VPA and Dean.  Arm’s length does not mean that the reviewer must never 
have met or even heard of a single faculty member in the program.  It does mean that reviewers 
should not be chosen who are likely, or perceived to be likely, to be predisposed, positively or 
negatively, about the program.   
 
2. The Dean, in consultation with colleagues, will submit to the Provost/VPA a list of possible 
external reviewers.  If the Dean has questions about a prospective nominee’s arm’s length 
status, the Dean should speak with the Provost/VPA before submitting the nominee’s name.  
The Provost/VPA will select one external reviewer. 
 
3. The Provost/VPA will contact the reviewer(s) directly.  The Dean or faculty members may not 
contact any nominees.  Once the reviewer has confirmed their participation, the Provost/VPA, 
following consultation with the external reviewer, will determine whether or not the review will 
involve an on-site visit and send all materials to the reviewer.   The reviewer will have, at most, 
two months to review the materials, participate in the on-site visit, and provide written 
feedback on the proposal.  If the review does not involve an on-site visit, the reviewer(s) will 
have, at most, one month to review the materials and provide written feedback on the proposal.  
In exchange for their participation, the reviewer receives a stipend and has any incurred 
expenses (if applicable) covered by the university. 
 
4. The Provost/VPA will make sure that the reviewer understands their role and obligations, and 
will send any necessary materials, in addition to this IQAP and the program proposal materials, 
in order for them to understand the mission and educational goals of Redeemer University 
College. 
 
5. The reviewer’s report must include the following information and answer the following 
questions: 

 Whether the review was done by desk audit or by site visit, and if done by site visit, 
who was interviewed and what facilities were seen. 

 Is the program consistent with the university’s mission? 
 



 Are the program’s requirements and learning outcomes clear and appropriate, and do 
they connect to the university’s undergraduate degree-level expectations? 

 Are the admission requirements appropriate and requirements to advance through the 
program appropriate? 

 Is the program structured to meet program-level learning outcomes and the 
undergraduate degree-level expectations? 

 Does the program address the current state of the discipline or area of study? 

 Are there any unique curriculum or program innovations or creative components in the 
proposed program? 

 Are the proposed modes of delivery sufficient and appropriate to meet the intended 
program-level learning outcomes and undergraduate degree-level expectations? 

 Are the proposed methods for the assessment of student achievement appropriate to 
the program-level learning outcomes and undergraduate degree-level expectations? 

 Are the plans for documenting and demonstrating the level of performance of students 
complete? 

 Is the planned utilization of resources (human, physical, financial) and the institution’s 
commitment to supplement these resources (if necessary) adequate to support the 
program? 

 Is there participation of a sufficient number of qualified faculty who are competent to 
teach and/or supervise students?  Is the role of adjunct or part-time faculty appropriate 
and are the mechanisms to ensure the quality of their instruction valid? 

 Are the planned class sizes realistic, given the pedagogical methods that are likely to be 
employed? 

 Are the opportunities for experiential learning well-articulated and realistic? 

 Can anything be done to improve the intellectual quality of the student experience? 
 

The reviewer is asked to avoid using references to individuals.  Rather, the reviewer is asked to 
assess the ability of faculty as a whole to deliver the proposed program. 



STAGE 4: INTERNAL RESPONSE TO THE EXTERNAL REVIEWERS’ RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1. Once the reviewer’s report has been received, the Provost/VPA will meet with the Dean and 
other colleagues (if applicable) to discuss which recommendations are weighty and valid enough 
to merit a revision to the proposal.  Reasons for not making a recommended revision must be 
documented.  The Dean ensures that the proposal is revised, at which time, it is sent, in order, 
to the Academic Affairs Committee, Faculty Council, and Senate for review and approval.  
Although revisions may be made by AAC, Faculty Council, or Senate, these bodies must be 
reminded that before the proposal has been submitted to them for approval, it has been 
reviewed by several internal bodies and an external reviewer.   
 
2. If the Provost/VPA, in consultation with the Dean and other colleagues (if applicable), 
determines that the university has not been well served by the reviewer’s report, they may ask 
the reviewer to clarify their report or contact another reviewer to review the proposal, as per 
Stage 3 above. 



STAGE 5: FINAL INTERNAL APPROVAL FOR NEW HONOURS MAJORS, FOUR-YEAR MAJORS, 
MAJORS, AND MINORS AND INTERNAL APPROVAL FOR NEW DEGREES 
 
1. The AAC, Faculty Council, and Senate will review, for approval, the proposal as it has been 
revised by the Dean in response to the external reviewer’s comments and recommendations 
(which are made available) and the revisions recommended by AAC and/or Faculty Council.  The 
AAC or Senate may request an evaluation timetable and criteria for success based on the 
business plan (see Stage 1: 10a). 
 
2. The Provost/VPA must ensure that any revisions that are made by the AAC and Faculty 
Council are within the intent of the recommendations that have been made by the external 
reviewer (if applicable). 
 
3. Once the Senate has approved the new program and all resources are in place, the 
Provost/VPA makes a formal announcement to the university community that a new program 
will be launched.  If the proposal is for a new degree, two additional steps are required before 
an official announcement can be made, and they are described below, in Stage 6. 



STAGE 6: FINAL INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL APPROVAL FOR NEW DEGREES 
 
1. If the new program is for a new degree, the proposal approved at Senate will then be 
forwarded to the Board of Governors for approval. 
 
2. Once the Board of Governors has approved a new degree, an application is made to the Post-
Secondary Education Quality Assessment Board (see www.peqab.ca for detailed information on 
this part of the process) for final approval.  Once the Minister of Training, Colleges, and 
Universities approves the new degree, the Provost/VPA will make an announcement to the 
university community that a new degree option is available to students. 

http://www.peqab.ca/


APPENDIX A: MODIFICATIONS TO THIS IQAP FOR THE APPROVAL OF “STAND-ALONE” MINORS 
AND CERTIFICATE PROGRAMS 
 
As much as possible, the procedure for the approval of new programs described in this IQAP 
should be followed when approving minors (without a corresponding major) and certificate 
programs, although some exceptions may be granted. 
 
The Provost/VPA, in consultation with the Dean and/or Academic Affairs Committee, may 
modify parts of the approval process given the nature of the minor or certificate program that is 
proposed.  For example, an external reviewer may not be required if there is sufficient evidence 
that the courses which comprise the minor or certificate program are standard across 
comparable programs at other universities.  Any modifications to the process must be such that 
the integrity of the new minor or certificate program can be assured. 
 
If the process is modified, the Provost/VPA will explain to the Faculty Council and Senate why 
they, in consultation with the Dean and/or Academic Affairs Committee, have modified the 
process. 


