December 1st, 2020

TO ALL MEMBERS OF LAURENTIAN UNIVERSITY SENATE
You are hereby notified that the fourth regular meeting of Senate (2020-2021) will take
place on Tuesday December 8th, 2020 at 2:30 p.m. via ZOOM.
Please be advised that Senate meetings will be virtually accessible via the Zoom platform
and public portions of the meetings will be recorded by the Registrar’s Office for minutetaking purposes. Pursuant to the Senate Bylaw 4.8, the official record of the meeting is the
Senate approved minutes. Senate Minutes

The agenda is enclosed.

Serge Demers
Registrar & Secretary of Senate
Laurentian University
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FOR DECISION
1.

Adoption of the Agenda

2.

That Senate approve the minutes from the previous meeting of Senate held November
17th, 2020

3.

That Senate approve the following bylaw changes.

4.

That Senate approve the following nominations.

5.

That Senate admit to their respective degrees in-course the following students who
have completed all requirements of their respective degrees.

6.

That Senate approve the recommendation of ACAPLAN for the permanent deletion of
the specialization in Archaeology.

7.

That Senate approve the recommendation of ACAPLAN for the permanent deletion of
the Theatre Arts programs and the Motion Picture Arts programs.

8.

That Senate approve the recommendation of ACAPLAN for the approval of the revisions
to the Institutional Quality Assurance Process

9.

That Senate approve the following motion :
For courses using letter grades for the Fall 2020 Term, the Fall/Winter 2020 Term, and
Winter 2021 Term, Senate offers students the following options : a) accept the assigned
grade, b) withdraw from the course and accept “W” on your transcript (no course credit,
no tuition refund), or c ) choose Pass (S) or Fail (F) grade.
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AGENDA FOURTH REGULAR MEETING OF SENATE OF LAURENTIAN UNIVERSITY (2020-2021)
TUESDAY DECEMBER 8 TH, 2020 AT 2:30 P.M. (ZOOM)
(1) (i) APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
(2) DECISION ITEMS
(i)
Approval of Minutes of Previous Senate
(a) November 17th , 2020 p.4
(ii) Amendment to the Bylaws
(a) Committee on Emeritus/a Professorships; A. Thomson p.20
(iii) Recommendations of Councils and Committees
(a) Report of the Senate Executive Committee - Nominations; R. Haché p.21
(b) Report of the Academic Regulation and Awards Committee - Graduates ; S. Demers p.22
(c) Reports of the Academic Planning Committee; M.Berger
(1) Specialization in Archaeology p.23
(2) Theatre Arts programs and the Motion Picture Arts programs p.24
(3) Institutional Quality Assurance Process p.25
(iv) Other Decisions
(a) Pass Fail option; M. Abou-Rabia p.118
(3) DISCUSSION ITEMS
(i)
President’s Report
(ii) Report of the Senate Representative of the Board of Governors - NONE
(iii) Report of the Academic Colleague to the Council of Ontario Universities; A. Omri p.120
(iv) Reports Mandated by Senate - NONE
(v) Question Period
(vi) Items Arising from Previous Minutes - NONE
(vii) Other/ Discussions
(a) Report from the Academic Planning Committee ; M. Berger
(1) Women’s, Gender and Sexuality Studies p.122
(4) INFORMATION
(i)
Communication
(ii) Announcements
(iii) Monthly Reports from the Executive Committee
(a) Attendance Report
(b) Schedule of Call for Nominations for the Year
(c) Schedule of Reports for the Year
(d) Minutes of the Senate Executive Committee ( November)p.130
(iv) Reports of Councils and Committee
(a) Report of the Academic Regulation and Awards Committee; S. Demers
(1) Articulation Agreement p.132
(b) Report of the Adhoc Committee on Racism and Discrimination; R.Haché (Documentation to follow)
(v) New Business
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MINUTES OF THE THIRD REGULAR MEETING OF SENATE OF LAURENTIAN UNIVERSITY OF SUDBURY
2020-2021 HELD ON TUESDAY NOVEMBER 17TH, 2020 AT 2:30 P.M. (ZOOM )
Shute, Tanya
PRESENT:

Abou-Rabia, Malek
Abou-Rabia, Osman
Alem, Jaouad
Ambrose, Linda
Bassett, Shanon
Berger, Marie-Josée
Britt, Lea
Brodgen, Lace Marie
Cavaliere, Patrick
Colin, Fabrice
Chappell, Eric
Cheslock, Mikaela
Dawson, Jade
Delorme, Michel
Dickinson, Joël
Duncan, Craig
Eger, Tammy
Fillion, Réal
Gauthier, Eric
Gibaut, John
Grewal, Ratvinder
Haché, Robert
Hall,Laura
Havlovic, Stephen
Hien, Amélie
Hudyma, Marty
Johnson, Jennifer
Kraus, Christine
Larivière, Céline
Maclean, Brian
MacLean, David
Martens, Stephanie
McCormick, Kevin
McMillan-Boyles, Christina
Meehan, John
Montgomery, Brian
Noel de Tilly , Alexandre
Omri, Abdel
Patel, Jay
Paquette, Simon
Pelletier, Yves
Pilon, Roger
Ramcharan, Charles
Reguigui, Ali
Richard, Stéphane
Roe, Brent
Sansalone, Christine
Schweinbenz, Amanda

Straub, Jennifer
Takouda, Matthias
Thomson, Ashley
Toulouse, Pamela
Turcotte, Josée
Verma, Sarita
Vincent, Claude
Watelet, Anne
Watson, Shelley
Whissell, Cynthia
Yang, Guangdong
Zeinali-Ghayeshghorshagh, Meysar

REGRETS

Aubuchon, Lynn

Booth, Emily
Gorham, Robyn
Moore-Frappier, Shelly

ABSENT:

Mifflan, Alyssa
Abedini, Samaneh

NON-VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT
Abols, Jennifer
Archambault, Daniel
Demers, Serge
Lalonde, Christine

REGRETS NON-VOTING MEMBERS:

Bussières, Luc
Vares, David
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The Deputy Speaker of Senate welcomed members of Senate and called the meeting to order at 2:30
pm.

(1) (i) Approval of the Agenda
It was:
Moved by: A. Thomson
Seconded by: L. Brogden
That Senate approve the agenda.

It was:
Moved by: E. Chappell
Seconded by: M. Abou-Rabia
That the following motion be added to the agenda under ‘Other Decisions’.
Whereas multiple Ontario Universities (Carleton, Queen’s, Trent, Waterloo and Wilfrid Laurier) have
decided to move the start date of the Winter term by one week after the traditional Holiday break (from
January 4 to January 11)
Whereas Faculty Members could use one week with staff to support them before the start of classes;
Whereas international students need the time to self-isolate after their return to campus;
Whereas the student community that needs more time to be ready after a challenging fall term with
COVID-19
Be it resolved:
Laurentian University delay the start of the new term from January 4 2021 to January 11, 2021, that the
last day of classes will be moved from April 1 to April 9, that the first day of exams be moved from April
6 to April 10, and that any other deadlines associated with these changes be adjusted accordingly.
Should an academic unit wish to seek an exemption from this, they will need the approval of their
respective Dean by November 25th.
Rationale: Given the complexities surrounding the course offerings during the Pandemic, providing more
time for faculty members and students will permit a better start to the academic term. Coop
placements, and practica, to name a few types of courses, may need to start at the time they were
planned. To that end, the Unit would need to ask their Dean for permission to use the previous dates.
The agenda as amended was approved.
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(2) Decision Items
(i)Approval of the minutes of the previous Senate October 20th, 2020

(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request)

It was:
Moved by: L. Ambrose
Seconded by: J. Turcotte
That Senate approve the previous minutes of Senate October 20th, 2020.
Senator Fillion noted a typo in his name within the minutes.
Senator Colin noted that on page 8 and page 9 he would like his remarks added from the approval of
the amendment to the bylaws.
The minutes as corrected were approved.
(ii) Amendment to the Bylaws
(a)
It was:
Moved by: A. Thomson
Seconded by: Y. Pelletier
That Senate approve the following bylaw changes.

Effective September 2021
FROM:
B) Conseil des programmes en français
(1) Composition
(a) Vice-President, Academic and Provost, or designate (Chair)
(b) One faculty member from each faculty, chosen in consultation with the respective dean,
who teaches in French language programs
(c) Two students who are enrolled in French language programs
(d) One member of the Library faculty
(e) One representative from the Centre for Continuing Education and Part-Time Studies
(f) One representative from the Université de Hearst
(g) Associate Vice-President, Learning and Teaching
TO:
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B) Conseil des programmes en français
(1) Composition
(a) Vice-President, Academic and Provost, or designate (Chair)
(b) One faculty member , chosen in consultation with the respective dean, from each Faculty
and the Library/Archives who teaches/offers library/archival service in French language
programs
(c) Two students who are enrolled in French language programs
(d) One member of the Library faculty
(d) One representative from the Centre for Continuing Education and Part-Time Studies
(e) One representative from the Université de Hearst
(f) Associate Vice-President, Learning and Teaching or designate
AND FROM:
4.C (C) Council of English Language Programs
(1) Composition
(a) The Vice-President, Academic and Provost or designate (Chair)
(b) One faculty member from each faculty, chosen by the Vice-President in consultation with
the respective dean, who teaches in English language programs
(c)Two students who are enrolled in an English language program
(d) One member of the Library faculty
(e) One representative from the Centre for Continuing Education and Part-Time Studies
(f) One representative from the Federated Universities
(g) The Associate Vice-President, Indigenous Programs or designate
(e) One additional faculty representative chosen by the Chair
(f) Associate Vice-President, Learning and Teaching
(g) One additional student who is enrolled in a graduate program
TO:
(C) Council of English Language Programs
(1) Composition
(a) The Vice-President, Academic and Provost or designate (Chair)
(b) One faculty member chosen by the Vice-President in consultation with the respective dean,
from each Faculty and the Library/Archives
(c)Two students who are enrolled in an English language program
(d) One member of the Library faculty
(d) One representative from the Centre for Continuing Education and Part-Time Studies
(e) One representative from the Federated Universities
(f) The Associate Vice-President, Indigenous Programs or designate
(g) One additional faculty representative chosen by the Chair
(h) Associate Vice-President, Learning and Teaching or designate
(i) One additional student who is enrolled in a graduate program
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Discussion
Senator Thomson re-affirmed the following rationale.
The changed wording (b) reflects standard language in other parts of the bylaws which explicitly embeds
librarians in the faculty wording.
In addition, the changes now line up these sections of the bylaws with Senate’s Policy on the
Appointment / Election of Senate Representatives (available on the Intranet under Senate Documents).
Finally,
Adding “or designate” after the reference to the Associate Vice-President, Learning and Teaching
reflects current practice.
Senator Colin noted that he is in support of these changes and noted it is in accordance with the
collective agreement.
The motion carried with 1 opposed

(iii) Recommendations of Councils and Committees
(a) Report of the Senate Executive Committee
It was:
Moved by: R. Haché
Seconded by: F. Colin
That Senate approve the following nominations.
Research, Development and Creativity Council
Richard Smith - Faculty member from the recognized institutes and centres of research
Kai Wood Mah – Faculty of Graduate Studies
Natalya Totskaya - Faculty of Management

Library and Archives Council
Students
Tiffany Armstrong - one self-identifying as Indigenous
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Paul Marchetta – Student Graduate Association (GSA)

Sub-committee on Linguistic Awareness
Faculty Members
Hassan Bougrine (F) – Faculty of Arts
Serge Miville (F) – Faculty of Arts
Students
Justin G. Pappano - Student General Association (SGA)
Discussion:
Senator Colin noted that he did not see a student representative for AEF for the Sub-Committee on
Linguistic Awareness and questioned if they had a confirmed candidate.
Mrs. Renaud informed Senate that no students from AEF had submitted their name for the committee
and noted that a second call would go out for the missing member.
Senator Bassett noted that Kai Wood Mah was a colleague from the Faculty of Science Engineering and
Architecture and questioned if this was an error.
Registrar Demers noted that some professors are cross listed among faculties and as such could hold a
spot under either faculty for committees.
The motion carried.
Elections Results
Research, Development and Creativity Council - Graduate Student
-

Thierry Middleton

Library and Archives Council – Undergraduate Student Anglophone
-

Kara Moeller

Sub-committee on Linguistic Awareness – Faculty Members
-

Mary Ann Corbiere
Diana Iuele-Colilli

(b) Reports of the Academic Regulation and Awards Committee
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(1) Graduates
It was:
Moved by: E. Chappell
Seconded by: R. Fillion
That Senate admit to their respective degrees in-course the following students who have completed all
requirements of their respective degrees.
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request)

The motion carried
(2) Admissions Criteria Mature Students
It was:
Moved by: E. Chappell
Seconded by: S. Bassett
That Senate approve the following changes to the Admissions Criteria for mature students.
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request)

Discussion
Senator Alem questioned what is the rationale for this motion?
Registrar Demers re-affirmed the following rationale: This category of students is not managed by the
ministry with any specific criteria as it varies by institution. The intention is to help Laurentian be more
competitive in this market and give better access to education. Students complete high school at 17
years old and waiting until the age of 21 to be admitted as a mature student is quite significant. We
are proposing a change of age that would allow students to begin their academic studies earlier in a
select number of programs. This would include those whose admission criteria is 1 English or 1 French
with 5 other courses with open enrollment.
Senator Ambrose questioned that within the motion if the word AND should be included.
Is 19 years of age or older by the end of the academic year to which they have applied; AND
Has not attended a secondary or post-secondary institution for at least one calendar year prior to the
beginning of their university studies; AND
Is not eligible for admission on any other basis.
Senator Demers informed Senate that yes it is AND, and noted that it would be changed in the
documentation if Senate would agree.
Senator Colin questioned what impact this would have on programs, and reminded Senate that the
association for mature and part-time students had closed and as such those students would not have
representation within the university.
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Registrar Demers informed Senate of the following example that currently if a 19 year old student
applies for Laurentian without a high school diploma they would not be granted access because of the
current policy.
Senator O. Abou-Rabia questioned if they are now relaxing the admissions process for limited
programs.
Registrar Demers informed Senate that these criteria would not be used for limited enrolment
programs.
Senator Whissell indicated to Senate that she supports this motion as these opportunities have given
students who have not followed traditional pathways to complete an education.
Senator Schweinbenz indicated to Senate that she supports this motion and noted that this will help
with student recruitment opportunities.
Senator Chappell noted that he would not have been able to attend Laurentian without these
admissions criteria and as such is in support of the motion.
Senator Toulouse indicated to Senate that she is in favour of this motion and reminded Senate this is
about equitable access to education.
Senator Straub reminded Senate that with the pandemic most students have been studying on-line
and noted that their grades may not be as strong as they once were, this motion could provide more
opportunities for these students as well.
It was:
Moved by: P. Toulouse
Seconded by: O. Abou-Rabia
That Senate call the question.
The motion carried.
Senators now voted on the motion.
The motion carried.
(c) Report of the Joint Committee on NOSM
It was:
Moved by: A. Thomson
Seconded by: D. MacLean
That the five motions submitted from the Joint Committee on NOSM be treated as an omnibus
motion.
The motion carried.
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It was:
Moved by: D. Maclean
Seconded by: A. Schweinbenz
MOVED that 2020-2021 UME Program Calendar of Academic Events be approved as presented
MOVED that the 2021-2022 UME Program Calendar of Academic Events be approved as presented.
MOVED that the 2021-2022 UME Program Course Descriptions be approved as presented.
MOVED that Master of Medical Studies (MMS) Courses Descriptions be approved as presented.
MOVED that Master of Medical Studies (MMS) Calendar of Events as presented
Discussion:
Senator Turcotte questioned if the courses created for the MMS program are only available to NOSM
students.
Senator MacLean informed Senate that the courses were created for the students specifically in that
program.
Senator Colin would like the following clarification if the DCL model is only used for NOSM or will the
model be offered by Laurentian as well.
Senator MacLean informed Senate that this model is specifically for the NOSM programs.
The motion carried with 1 abstention.
(iv) OTHER DECISIONS
(a) Spring and Summer Courses 2021
It was:
Moved by: E. Chappell
Seconded by: M. Abou-Rabia
That the Administration present to Senate no later than its regular meeting of January 2021, a plan for
approval by Senate pertaining to the mode of delivery for courses offered in the spring/summer
semesters.
The motion carried with 1 opposed.
(b) Winter Term Start Dates
Whereas multiple Ontario Universities (Carleton, Queen’s, Trent, Waterloo and Wilfrid Laurier) have
decided to move the start date of the Winter term by one week after the traditional Holiday break (from
January 4 to January 11)
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Whereas Faculty Members could use one week with staff to support them before the start of classes;
Whereas international students need the time to self-isolate after their return to campus;
Whereas the student community that needs more time to be ready after a challenging fall term with
COVID-19
Be it resolved:
Laurentian University delay the start of the new term from January 4 2021 to January 11, 2021, that the
last day of classes will be moved from April 1 to April 9, that the first day of exams be moved from April
6 to April 10, and that any other deadlines associated with these changes be adjusted accordingly.
Should an academic unit wish to seek an exemption from this, they will need the approval of their
respective Dean by November 25th.
Rationale : Given the complexities surrounding the course offerings during the Pandemic, providing
more time for faculty members and students will permit a better start to the academic term. Coop
placements, and practica, to name a few types of courses, may need to start at the time they were
planned. To that end, the Unit would need to ask their Dean for permission to use the previous dates.
Discussion
Senator Straub noted she would be speaking against this motion as a representative of the Faculty of
the Education and noted that this would greatly impact their students with regards to placements and
graduation date.
Senator Chappell informed Senate that the exemption was put in the motion with the Faculty of
Education in mind, as they understand the impact of changing the dates could have on these students.
Senator Ambrose noted that she is in favour of this motion, however would like to know if this motion
will impact graduation and convocation dates.
Senator Ambrose noted that within the motion it states the following: Should an academic unit wish to
seek an exemption from this, they will need the approval of their respective Dean by November 25th.
Senator Ambrose noted that this may cause confusion for the students.
Registrar Demers informed Senate that there is no intention to change the dates for graduation,
however noted that the timelines are already tight and noted Senate would need to take this into
consideration.
Senator M. Abou-Rabia indicated to Senate that this motion will allow international students to
quarantine upon returning from home as well as help with students and faculty preparation.
Senator Turcotte indicated to Senate that she supports this motion as the pandemic has had an impact
on numerous students, staff and faculty and reminded Senate of the importance of mental health.
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Senator Schweinbenz questioned if the exam period could be shortened by one week so they can finish
in time for graduation.
Registrar Demers informed Senate that one of the issues for scheduling the exams was location and
noted that as most exams are being done remotely this does permit more flexibility, however noted that
to cut one week from the exam schedule could have students with too many exams within a certain
time frame.
Registrar Demers indicated to Senate that he is committed to creating a tighter exam schedule keeping
in mind the impact on students.
Senator Chappell noted he had concerns with a condensed exam schedule.
Senator Thomson noted that these changes have happened at other universities and questioned how
they would be dealing with their respective students within the Faculty of Education.
Senator Straub indicated to Senate that all programs are structured different and she can only speak to
the program at Laurentian.
Senator Alem noted that he would like the ending of the term to still be at the same time and reminded
Senate of the importance that all faculty, staff and students have time to rest as the pandemic has
brought forth many obstacles and challenges.
Senator McMillan-Boyles indicated to Senate that all factors must be taken into consideration as the
impact on students could be detrimental.
It was:
Moved by: F. Colin
Seconded by: E. Chappell
That the motion be amended as follows.
Laurentian University delay the start of the new term from January 4 2021 to January 11, 2021, that
the last day of classes will be moved from April 1 to April 9, that the first day of exams be moved from
April 6 to April 10, and that any other deadlines associated with these changes be adjusted
accordingly. The Exam session will end on Friday, April 30. Should an academic unit/program wish to
seek an exemption from this, they will need the approval of their respective Dean by November 25th.
Discussion:
Senator Bassett questioned if the motion should be postponed so that Senators could discuss with
their respective faculties.
The Deputy Speaker informed Senate that the motion could be tabled until the next meeting of Senate
or a Special Meeting of Senate could be called.
It was:
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Moved by: S. Bassett
Seconded by:
That Senate table the motion so that Senators could discuss with their respective units, and that a
special meeting of Senate be called to make the decision.
As the motion was not seconded, it did not proceed.
The motion to amend carried with 6 abstentions and 3 opposed.
Senator Whissell indicated to Senate that changing the dates will cause a lot of confusion among
students and noted she would not be voting in favour.
Senator Ambrose indicated to Senate that the government is currently looking at extending the winter
break for primary and secondary schools and although not confirmed these dates would align with
those and reminded Senate these changes could impact our students and faculty.
Senator Berger reminded Senate that these are unprecedented times and although she realizes there
are consequences in approving this motion she reminded Senate of the importance of mental health
and safety for our students, faculty and staff and does support this motion.
Senator MacMillan-Boyles had a question regarding clinical contracts and noted that as they have
already been approved, would this cause issues with the Nursing unit wishing to extend the dates
rather then request an exemption.
Senator Berger indicated to Senate that as these are not normal situations and extenuation
circumstances that contracts could be reviewed.
Registrar Demers indicated that this change would have a large impact on the Registrar’s office and IT
so as to do the background work. That being said, he was supportive of helping students as much as
possible.
Senator Johnson noted that although she does support the intention of the motion, she would be
abstaining as she believes an additional reading week would more beneficial to the students and
faculty.
Senators now voted on the motion as amended.
The motion carried with 9 abstentions and 5 opposed.
(3) DISCUSSION ITEMS
(i) President’s Report
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request.)
President Haché invited Mrs. Shauna Lehtimaki to present on the National Student Engagement Survey.
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request.)
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Discussion – National Student Engagement Survey
Senator Thomson asked if there is a relationship between NSSE and MacLean’s, and questioned if
Laurentian would be sitting at 19th for the next 3 years.
Mrs. Lehtimaki informed Senate that MacLean’s does not use the NSSE survey, they are two separate
items and noted that each survey asks completely different questions.
Senator Alem noted that he would like clarification on page 24 that indicates the following :
Area of Improvement: FY and SR identified significantly lower emphasis of a supportive campus
environment than their Ontario peers
Senator Alem would like more information on what evaluation processes were taken to obtain these
results and would like to be provided with the all the details.
Mrs. Lehtimaki informed Senate that yes they could be provided with more details such as how the
survey system is created and invited Senator Alem to connect with her so they could discuss further.
Senator Johnson noted that she is concerned with the low level of satisfaction of students.
Senator Berger informed Senate that meetings will be taking place with all academic units regarding the
surveys and noted Mrs. Lehtimaki as well as herself will be available for questions.
Senator Ambrose questioned what we can do to take these kinds of questions and gear them to the
current situation, such as remote delivery etc… as this may help with future implementations.
Questions – President’s Report
Senator Ambrose had a question about the committee on organizational structure that is being created
and noted that the committee will be co-chaired by the provost and vice-president administration and
will include stakeholders, faculty and staff and questioned how the faculty members would be recruited
for the committee.
President Haché noted there would be an open call. President Haché note that these specifics will be
decided on shortly.
Senator Ambrose questioned what kind of timelines would potential members of this committee be
expected to maintain.
President Haché noted that meetings and commitments for this committee would be for this academic
year.
Senator Ambrose questioned if the there would be a Strategic Plan Update as there was suppose to be
one in 2020.
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Senator Haché indicated to Senate that there will be a presentation at the public presentation of the
Board in December.
Senator Schweinbenz questioned if there is a plan for the CAE to survey students on what has worked
well during the first term with regards to remote learning and teaching.
Senator Berger informed Senate that there was survey done in September and noted that another
survey will be done in January with regards to the Fall term and noted that the results will be circulated.
Senator Fillion questioned if the committee would be including the Federated Partners.
President Haché informed Senate that this committee is focusing specifically on the Laurentian
structure.
Senator Watelet would like to know which efforts are being made for better integration with the
federated universities.
President Haché informed Senate that 3 meetings have occurred and conversations are taking place.
(ii) Report of the Senate Representative of the Board of Governors
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request.)

Senator Thomson wished to highlight the following comment within the report.
In addition, we questioned whether it was fair to categorize library acquisitions as “nonessential operating” items. Here the university is in the midst of a pandemic in which the vast
majority of its classes are on-line, and yet the library has been required to eliminate a big chunk
of its online resources
Senator Colin questioned if is there any intent or plan to quickly re-invest in the library.
Senator Haché informed Senate that they are bringing final budget projections to the Board in
December and noted that he has confirmed that the cut to the library was a one time cut.
Senator Haché reminded Senate of the importance of the new budget model that will be coming out
and noted that this model does allow for faculty input of where investments should be made.
Senator Haché informed Senate that one of the challenges with the new funding model is that we need
to ensure collegial collaboration even as we go into a model with very defined opportunities.
(iii) Report of the Academic Colleague to the Council of Ontario Universities
None
(iv) Reports Mandated by Senate
None
(v) Question Period
None
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(vi) Items Arising from Previous Minutes
None
(vii) Other/ Discussions
(a) Reports from the Academic Planning Committee
(1) Workplace and Labour Studies
(2) Ancient Studies
(3) Interdisciplinary Archaeology
(4) M.Sc. in Biology
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request.)
Discussion
Senator Fillion questioned if these reports are being taken into consideration with respect to decisions
being made at ACAPLAN on academic renewal.
Senator Berger informed Senate that with respect to the motion approved at Senate ACAPLAN will
outline its own processes in order to make informed decisions.
Registrar Demers indicated that given the cyclical nature of the reviews, some of them are not dated
and as such would not be a good tool to use, whereas others are more recent. He agreed with Senator
Berger that ACAPLAN would be able to decide if they are appropriate to use.
Senator Ambrose would like clarification on the recommendations within the reports, and questioned if
these recommendations are being made to Senate? Senator Ambrose questioned with whom the
authority rest does.
Senator Berger informed Senate that for every program there are specific recommendations and it
varies from report to report on whom the recommendation are being made to.
INFORMATION
(i) Communication
(a) Reports from the Dean, President and CEO of NOSM
(1) Northern Routes
(2)Rooted in the North | Enracinée dans le nord
(3) NOSM's Response to COVID-19
(4) News and Information about NOSM
(5) NOSM Board Meeting (September 30)
(ii) Announcements
NONE
(iii) Monthly Reports from the Executive Committee
(a) Attendance Report
(b) Schedule of Call for Nominations for the Year
(c) Schedule of Reports for the Year
(d) Minutes of the Senate Executive Committee (October)
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(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request.)
(iv) Reports of Councils and Committee
(a) Report of the Academic Regulation and Awards Committee
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request.)
(v)New Business
(a) Notice of Motion
(1) Committee on Emeritus/a Professorships
(Please refer to the November 2020 Senate package for detailed minutes, documents available upon request.)

It was:
Moved by: R. Haché
Seconded by: A. Schweinbenz
That Senate be adjourned at 6 pm.
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That Senate approve the following bylaw changes.
Committee on Emeritus/a Professorships
(1) Composition
− The Vice-President, Academic and Provost (Chair)
− Associate Vice-President, Academic and Francophone Affairs
− Four tenured members of faculty at the rank of associate or full professor
− One tenured librarian/archivist at the rank of associate or full librarian/archivist
− One emeritus/a professor/librarian/archivist
− One student
All members of the committee are to be chosen by Senate on the recommendation of the VicePresident, Academic and Provost, and the Vice-President, ResearchFrancophone Affairs, Research and
Graduate Studies and should reflect a gender and language balance. The Committee is to be
reconstituted each year; but there is no limit on the number of years which any member of the
committee can serve.
(2) Terms of Reference
(a) Develop an awareness amongst faculty of the existence of the Committee on Emeritus/a
Professorships, of the criteria and procedures for the awarding of Professor/Librarian/Archivist
Emeritus/a and of the privileges related to these titles.
(ab) Determine the eligibility of retired faculty members and award the title of
Professor/Librarian/Archivist Emeritus/a to eligible candidates and report annually to Senate, for
information, on those faculty members who have been awarded this title.
(bc) Make recommendations to the appropriate University Officer on the privileges related to these
titles.

Rationale
The position of Vice-President Francophone Affairs, Research and Graduate Studies no longer exists.
To harmonize the process of nominating with that of other committees, having Senate use its currently
accepted approach to nominating individuals.
The role of the committee should not be to develop awareness, but rather to concentrate on its
principal function, which is to bestow an emeritus status on faculty members who are not at the Full
Professor rank at retirement.
This committee should be composed of full professors/librarians/archivists only
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Report of the Executive Committee of Senate
That Senate approve the following nominations.

University Accounts Committee
Faculty Member
Josée Turcotte – Faculty of Arts
Student
Esther Fagbemi - Business Administration

Committee on Online Learning, Continuing Education and Part-Time Studies
Faculty Member
Bassam Aharmim – Faculty of Science, Engineering and Architecture

Teaching and Learning Committee
Faculty Member
Georges Kpazaï – Faculty of Graduate Studies

Elections will take place for the following.
Committee on Online Learning, Continuing Education and Part-Time Studies – Students
Teaching and Learning Committee – Student (SGA)
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Report of the Committee on Academic Regulations and Awards

That Senate admit to their respective degrees in-course the following students who have
completed all requirements of their respective degrees.

Almnayan
Baxter
Campbell
Little
Ott-Christakos
Paramananthan
Peltier
Pilbacka
Profeit
Verma
Smith

Danah
Beverly
Ryan
Oliva
Leigh-Anne
Nalagini
Natasha
Melissa
Krystal
Subhrata
Paige

Doctor of Philosophy
Doctor of Philosophy
Bachelor of Arts (3 year)
Baccalauréat en éducation
Bachelor of Arts (3 year)
Bachelor of Arts (3 year)
Master of Science in Nursing/NP Diploma
Bachelor of Science (3 year)
Bachelor of Arts (3 year)
Bachelor of Science Liberal (3 year)
Master of Arts

* avec distinction/with Honours
** Cum laude
*** Magna Cum laude
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***

REPORT OF THE ACADEMIC PLANNING COMMITTEE

MOTION:
That Senate approve the recommendation of ACAPLAN for the permanent deletion of the
specialization in Archaeology.
RATIONALE:
The specialization can no longer be offered in the context of current resources, and as such needs to be
removed from the University’s offerings. No new students will be admitted to the specialization, but those
already registered will be permitted to finish their degree. Administration has reopened admissions to the
concentration, major and minor in Archaeology. The request to delete the specialization comes from the
Unit.
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REPORT OF THE ACADEMIC PLANNING COMMITTEE

MOTION:
That Senate approve the recommendation of ACAPLAN for the permanent deletion of the
Theatre Arts programs and the Motion Picture Arts programs.
RATIONALE:
Thorneloe University has indicated that there will not be a Major Modification study done on the
above programs. No new students will be admitted to these programs, but those already
registered will be permitted to finish their degree.
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REPORT OF THE ACADEMIC PLANNING COMMITTEE
MOTION:
That Senate approve the recommendation of ACAPLAN for the approval of the revisions to the
Institutional Quality Assurance Process.
RATIONALE:
The IQAP was revised to include:
-

Addition of Appendix C, which divides the original Appendix A (New Program and
Major Change) into two forms to better focus the two processes. Therefore, the old
Appendices C-J are moved to D to K.
Changed the name of the Ministry in many places.
Addition of steps for major modification (p. 19)
Addition of possible conclusions following a cyclical review
Addition, in the French version, of a reference to Appendix B to be parallel with the
English version (p. 19)
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Revised NovemberOctober 2020June 2019

Institutional Quality Assurance Process
(IQAP)
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LAURENTIAN UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCESS (IQAP)
Ratified by the Quality Council June 2011
IQAP 2.0 Revised Version Approved by ACAPLAN : January 2017
IQAP 2.0 Revised Version Approved by Senate : 17 January 2017
IQAP 2.0 Sent to Quality Council – returned for modifications
IQAP 2.1 Revised version approved by ACAPLAN: June 2017
IQAP 2.1 Revised version approved by Senate: 22 June 2017
IQAP 2.1 Sent to Quality Council – returned for modifications
IQAP 2.2 Revised version approved by ACAPLAN: March 2018
IQAP 2.2 Revised version approved by Senate : March 2018
IQAP 2.2 Sent to Quality Council – returned for modifications
IQAP 2.3 Revised version approved by ACAPLAN: May 2018
IQAP 2.3 Revised version approved by Senate : June 2018
IQAP 2.3 Approved by Quality Council: June 2018
IQAP 2.4 Revised version approved by ACAPLAN: May 2019
IQAP 2.4 Revised version approved by Senate : June 2019
IQAP 2.4 Approved by Quality Council: August 2019
IQAP 2.5 Revised version approved by ACAPLAN: November 2020
IQAP 2.5 Revised version approved by Senate :
IQAP 2.5 Approved by Quality Council:
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Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP)
Laurentian University

1.0 - Introduction
Laurentian University’s Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP) is designed to be in compliance
with the Quality Assurance Framework adopted by the publicly-assisted universities of the Province of
Ontario.
The Ontario Council of Academic Vice-Presidents (OCAV) has established the Ontario Universities
Council on Quality Assurance (the Quality Council). The purpose of the Quality Council is to assure the
relevant stakeholders—including students, faculty members, administrators, other educational
institutions throughout the world, employers, governments and the public at large—that the
undergraduate and graduate programs in Ontario universities meet high standards of quality. The
Council operates at arm’s length from universities and governments, to ensure its independence.
Nevertheless, in establishing the Quality Council, OCAV has acknowledged that academic standards,
quality assurance and program improvement are, in the first instance, the responsibility of the
universities themselves.
This IQAP replaces the previous procedures for undergraduate program review (under UPRAC, the
Undergraduate Program Review Audit Committee) and graduate program review (under OCGS, the
Ontario Council on Graduate Studies). This IQAP becomes effective upon approval by the Quality Council
(similarly for any revisions of this document). Under some circumstances, undergraduate and graduate
programs may be reviewed together.
This IQAP derives its authority and legitimacy from the Quality Council, and also from the Academic
Senate of Laurentian University, the body responsible for academic matters at the University. The
authoritative contact between the IQAP and the Quality Council is the Provost. The Senate establishes
that its Academic Planning Committee (ACAPLAN), chaired by the Provost, is responsible for the
application and execution of the IQAP, and for the assurance of curricular quality assessment at
Laurentian University. In fulfilling this responsibility, ACAPLAN works cooperatively with the Vicepresidents, the Deans, the Council of English Language Programs (CELP), le Conseil des programmes en
français (CPF), the Faculty Councils and the academic units.
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This IQAP outlines three processes:
1. Process for New Program Approval
• New programs must be submitted to the Quality Council for approval.
2. Process for a Major Modification to Existing Programs
*The IQAP identifies what a Major Modification is.
• Major modifications do not have to be submitted to the Quality Council for approval
(with the exception to the addition of a new field to a graduate program) but the
institution may choose to do so under an expedited process.
3. Process for Cyclical Review of Existing Programs
• Laurentian University is responsible for cyclical reviews, and must report the outcomes
to the Quality Council.
A fourth process exists in the Quality Assurance framework, namely an Audit Process, under which the
Quality Council examines each university’s adherence to its approved processes in the first three
categories. The Quality Council itself is responsible for establishing the Audit Process.
PROGRAM TYPOLOGY AND QUALITY COUNCIL (QC) INVOLVEMENT
____________________________________________________________________________________
Program Type
(See Appendix GF
For Definitions)

IQAP

New Program Expedited Approval
Approval
Process

Cyclical

Audit
Program
Sample
Review
Eligibility

Diploma: Graduate
for-credit

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Degree Program
(Undergraduate
And Graduate)

Yes

Yes

Yes, if Graduate
Collaborative
Program or Field
Addition

Yes, for
Graduate

Yes, for
Graduate

Program of
Specialization, e.g.
major, honours,
specialization

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Emphasis, Option,
Minor or similar

Yes

Only if
part of new
Program

No

No

No

Major Modification
(Annual reports to
The QC on all Major
Modifications)

Yes

N/A

Yes, only if QC
N/A
Yes
approval
requested by
University or if it is a
Field Addition
_____________________________________________________________________________________
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1.1 - Federated, Affiliate and Other Partnerships

Laurentian University operates in partnership with its three Federated Universities (University of
Sudbury, Thorneloe University and Huntington University) whose academic departments offer courses
leading to Laurentian University degrees. All Laurentian University academic regulations apply to these
programs and each institution has representation on Senate. In addition, Laurentian University offers its
degree programs at various College sites including St-Lawrence College, Northern College, Sault College,
Cambrian College and Collège Boréal; again all Laurentian University academic regulations apply to
these programs and they are reviewed through Laurentian University. Laurentian University is also
responsible for the programs at the Université de Hearst, an affiliate. Laurentian University also has a
unique partnership with Lakehead University to offer the degree programs of the Northern Ontario
School of Medicine (NOSM), and we have established a separate protocol for the evaluation of the
NOSM program.
A) For our Federated partners, the normal Laurentian IQAP process is followed. Each Federated
University has a different collective agreement than Laurentian, as well as some financial
autonomy. The Federated Universities’ course offerings are highly integrated in the Laurentian
offerings, and students on campus in Sudbury are free to take courses from any of the
Federated Universities or Laurentian. Ultimately, the Laurentian Senate deals with the academic
aspects of the Federated Universities’ programs. Given this reality, the Laurentian IQAP has an
additional step for Federated Universities which includes the University President. The
Federated University Presidents have important information to provide to both new program
and cyclical reviews as they can speak to the financial aspects of the program, such as hiring or
replacement of new faculty members.
B) L’Université de Hearst is 600 km away from the Sudbury campus. Degrees are jointly attributed
by Laurentian and Hearst. L’Université de Hearst receives funding directly from MAESD,
independently from Laurentian University. Students can apply directly to Hearst. That being
said, the Laurentian Senate is responsible for the academic quality of programs in Hearst. Given
the structure of Hearst, where programs are run independently from Laurentian once approved,
an adjusted IQAP process was required in order to better serve the quality assurance purposes
of the exercise. The process used for Hearst programs includes an important role by both
Laurentian and Hearst to reflect the academic and fiscal realities of both institutions.
C)

Laurentian University has a large number of collaborative programs with colleges around the
province. These collaborations follow the same curriculum as its equivalent Laurentian
program, and as such would follow the Laurentian IQAP.

D)

The Northern Ontario School of Medicine (NOSM) serves as the Faculty of Medicine of
Lakehead University, Thunder Bay and Faculty of Medicine of Laurentian University, Sudbury.
The School offers an M.D. program, and other programs for physicians. NOSM is governed by
the Senates of both Laurentian and Lakehead. NOSM has its own Board, as well as a committee
structure of its own for curriculum questions. Given these multiple differences with normal
programs at Laurentian, a specific IQAP structure must be developed for both new programs
being proposed, or for cyclical reviews of existing programs.

1.2 – Arm’s Length

The reviewers will be at arm’s length from the program under review, and be active and
respected in their field. (See the QAF Guide - Choosing Arm's Length Reviewers for information
and examples.)
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In summary, “Arm’s length does not mean that the reviewer must never have met or
even heard of a single member of 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. Arm’s length means that reviewers/consultants must
not be close friends, current or recent collaborators, former supervisors, advisors or
colleagues.
External reviewers/consultants should have a strong track record as academic scholars
and ideally should also have had academic administrative experience in such roles as
undergraduate or graduate program coordinators, department chair, dean, graduate
dean or associated positions. This combination of experience allows a reviewer to
provide the most valuable feedback on program proposals and reviews.” (QAF)
Reviewers cannot be current or recent collaborators, former supervisors, advisors or
colleagues of members of the unit/program. Arm’s length does not mean that the reviewer
must never have met or even heard of a member of the program. It does mean that
reviewers should not be chosen who are likely, or perceived to be likely, to be predisposed to
view the program or unit either positively or negatively.
Reviewer/Faculty relationships that may violate the arm’s length requirement:
• A previous member of the program or department under review (including being a visiting
professor).
• Received a graduate degree from the program under review.
• A regular co-author and research collaborator with a member of the program, within the
past seven years, and especially if that collaboration is ongoing.
• Close friend or family relationship with a member of the program.
• A regular or repeated external examiner of dissertations by doctoral students in the
program.
• The doctoral supervisor of one or more members of the program.
1.3 Institutional Manual

The present document will act as the Institutional Manual (QAF 4.2.8) for Laurentian University’s IQAP
process.
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2.0 - Process for New Program Approval
All the steps are compulsory. The proposal may be stopped at any step, if not approved.
In what follows, the plural is understood when appropriate.
The sequence of approval for a new program is:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

Proposal initiated by a department/school/planning group
Submission to the Dean
Submission to the Provost’s office
External review
Response by initiators and by the Dean to the external review
Submission to and approval by the relevant Faculty Council
If the new program is at the graduate level, submission to and approval by the Graduate Council
Submission to and approval by the Council of English Language Programs (CELP) or Conseil des
programmes en français (CPF), as appropriate
Submission to and approval by the Academic Planning Committee (ACAPLAN)
a) must consult with the Budget Committee and other appropriate university bodies to assess
resource needs and availability
Submission to and approval by Senate
Once it is approved at Senate, a notice can be sent out to announce the intention to offer the
new program pending approval by the Quality Council. No offers of admission can be made until
the program is approved by the Council.
Submission to and approval by the Quality Council
If the new program is “Non-Core,” submission to the Provincial Government for funding
Program reported to the Board of Governors, for information
Program instituted within thirty six months of Quality Council approval
Ongoing program monitored by the Dean
Cyclical review within eight years of first enrolment.

An explanation of these steps follows
1. The initial proposal by the department/school/planning group is made according to the “New
Program Template” which is attached as Appendix A to this IQAP. The new program proposal
must address the evaluation criteria detailed in Appendix B. The responses required by the
template cover the areas noted by the Quality Council, and in some cases go beyond those
areas. The proposal may be modified as the process continues. A proposal for a new program
may be initiated by any group in the University, including the Vice-President, Academic and
Provost.
2. The Dean reviews the proposal, to be sure that it fully meets the requirements of the template
and of the IQAP. At this early stage, the Dean may consult informally with any bodies on the
campus, including the Faculty Council, the Budget Committee and/or the Provost (and the Dean
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of Graduate Studies for graduate programs). The Dean may send the proposal back to its
originators, for amendments. The Dean may decline to advance the proposal to the next step,
on the grounds that it does not correspond to the priorities of the University, and/or that
funding and other resources are not available, and/or that quality is weak. When the Dean is
satisfied that the proposal is strong, he/she proceeds to step 3.

3. The Provost, in consultation with the Dean (and the Dean of Graduate Studies if appropriate),
appoints the review committee. In the case of reviews restricted to undergraduate programs,
there must be at least one external member of the committee; when graduate programs are
reviewed, there must be at least two external members. The unit must propose the names of at
least four (4) external reviewers by October 15th. In appointing the external reviewers, the
Provost considers this list, but is not restricted to it. The external reviewers are to be active and
respected in their field, and normally associate or full professors with program management
experience. They will also be arm’s length to the program (Section 1.2). In proposing names, the
unit and/or the Provost may consult widely, including from among senior administrators and
experienced colleagues at other universities.
4. External review of new graduate program proposals must incorporate an on-site visit. External
review of new undergraduate program proposals are normally conducted on-site, but may be
conducted by video-conference or an equivalent method if the external reviewer is satisfied that the
off-site option is acceptable. The reviewers are normally associate or full professors, or the
equivalent, with program management experience, and are at arm’s length from the program under
review (see 1.2 for definition of Arm’s length). In finding outside reviewers, the Dean may consult
widely, including from the unit making the proposal or from among senior administrators and
experienced colleagues at other universities.
The reviewers normally provide a joint report that appraises the standards and quality of the
proposed program, and addresses the criteria and questions set out in the template (see
Appendix JI).
5. The initiators of the proposal respond in writing to the external report. Part of the response may
include amendments to the original proposal. The response is sent to the Dean, who adds his or her
response. The Dean may require the initiators to amend their response, or to elaborate upon it. The
Dean forwards all responses to the relevant Faculty Council.
6. The Faculty Council considers the proposal, the external review and the responses to the
review, and makes a recommendation. The recommendations can include approval,
amendment, or rejection. The Faculty Council may decline to advance the proposal to the next
step or make a recommendation that it be approved.
7. A proposal for a new graduate program is next submitted to the Graduate Council which
considers the proposal from the point of view of academic quality, the external review and the
responses to the review, and makes a recommendation. The recommendations can include
approval, amendment, or rejection. The Graduate Council may decline to advance the proposal to
the next step or make a recommendation that it be approved.
8. The Council of English Language Programmes (CELP) and/or the Conseil des programmes en
français (CPF) consider the proposal from the point of view of academic quality. At the
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committee’s discretion, it may invite the initiators and/or the Dean and/or the Federated
University’s President to consult, in person. The committee may approve, or it may ask for
amendments. If amendments are sought, they may be brought back directly to the committee,
without going through the previous steps. The committee has the authority to reject the
proposal, and stop it from proceeding further.
9. ACAPLAN is the Academic Planning Committee of the Academic Senate. ACAPLAN considers the
proposal in its widest context. It may deal with the academic merits, and it also considers such
questions as whether the program fits into the priorities of the institution, and whether sufficient
resources can be made available for the success of the program. At the committee’s discretion, it
may invite the initiators and/or the Dean and/or the Federated University’s President to consult, in
person. ACAPLAN determines whether the program falls into the “core“ undergraduate arts and
sciences category, as specified by the Ministry of Colleges and UniversitiesAdvanced Education and
Skills Development, or the “non-core” category (see Appendix DC). ACAPLAN may approve, ask for
amendments, or reject. If it rejects, the proposal may not go forward. ACAPLAN may approve
subject to some conditions; for example, it may approve subject to the approval of the Budget
Committee.
10. If it approves the proposal, ACAPLAN brings a motion to Senate. Senate is the final on-campus
approval authority. If approved by Senate, the proposal goes to the Quality Council. Once it is
approved at Senate, a notice can be sent out to announce the intention to offer the new program
pending approval by the Quality Council. No offers of admission can be made until the program is
approved by the Council.
11. The Quality Council establishes its own procedures for consideration and approval. Those
procedures include an appeals process. Laurentian University may make an appeal to, or request a
meeting with, the Appraisal Committee for reconsideration within 60 days. If the proposal is denied,
the university must wait a minimum of one year before submitting a revised proposal to the Quality
Council.
12. “Non-Core” programs must be submitted to the Ministry of Colleges and UniversitiesAdvanced
Education and Skills Development of the Province of Ontario, to seek funding for enrolled students.
13. While the Senate, not the Board of Governors, has the authority to approve new programs, the
Board is to be informed of program approvals. There is a standing item on the Board agenda for this
purpose, and the Provost is available at a Board meeting to answer questions.
14. The program must begin within 36 months of approval by the Quality Council; otherwise the
approval lapses. In the case of “non-core” program proposals (see #11 above), the beginning will
await approval by the Ministry of Colleges and UniversitiesAdvanced Education and Skills
Development that funding will be provided for enrollments in the program.
15. For all new programs, the Dean establishes a monitoring process to last for at least the first four
years of the program, through annual reports and updates provided to the Dean by the Program
Head. While the Dean has discretion as to how to proceed, the monitoring process must include
consideration of student enrollments and persistence in the program.
16. Normally a new program will be subject to a formal review, under the terms of this IQAP, within
7 years of its institution, but in no cases in more than 8 years.
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Flow Chart 1: Process for New Program Approval

1. Proposal initiated by department/school/planning group

2. Submission to the Dean
3. Submission to Provost
4. External Review

5. Response by initiators/Dean to the external review

6. Faculty Council

7. Graduate Council (if a graduate program is involved)

8. CELP and/or CPF

9. ACAPLAN
Budget Committee
10. Senate
11. Quality Council
12. For non-core programs, MTCU
13. Board of Governors (for information)
14. Program instituted within 36 months of Quality Council Approval
15. Ongoing program monitored by the Dean
16. Cyclical review within 7 years, but no more than 8, of first enrolment
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2.1 - Process for New Program Approval (Hearst)
All the steps are compulsory. The proposal may be stopped at any step, if not approved.
In what follows, the plural is understood when appropriate.
The sequence of approval for a new program is:
1. Proposal initiated by a group in Hearst
2. Submission and approval of the Hearst Senate
3. External review. The Vice-President at Hearst submits a list of external reviewers to the Academic
Vice-President and Provost, who determines the composition of the panel. Reviews will need to
be arm’s length (Section 1.2)
4. Response by initiators, the Hearst Senate, and by the Vice-President at Hearst to the external
review
5. Submission to the appropriate faculty council, and approval
6. If the new program is at the graduate level, submission to and approval by the Graduate Council
7. Submission to and approval by the Council of English Language Programs (CELP) or Conseil des
programmes en français (CPF), as appropriate
8. Submission to and approval by the Academic Planning Committee (ACAPLAN)
9. Submission to and approval by Senate.
10. Once it is approved at Senate, a notice can be sent out to announce the intention to offer the
new program pending approval by the Quality Council. No offers of admission can be made until
the program is approved by the Council.
11. Submission to and approval by the Quality Council.
12. If the new program is “Non-Core,” the Université de Hearst must submit to the Provincial
Government for funding
13. Program reported to the Board of Governors, for information
14. Program instituted within thirty six months of Quality Council approval
15. Ongoing program monitored by the Vice-President at Hearst
16. Cyclical review within 7 year, but no more than 8, of first enrolment.
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2.2 - Review and Approval Process for New Graduate Programs
– NOSM
The Northern Ontario School of Medicine (NOSM) serves as the Faculty of Medicine of Lakehead
University, Thunder Bay and Faculty of Medicine of Laurentian University, Sudbury. The review and
approval of the Northern Ontario School of Medicine’s new graduate programs will follow the steps
outlined below, which have been agreed upon by both Lakehead University and Laurentian University.
Table 1 outlines this process.
Table 1: Review and Approval Process for new NOSM Graduate Programs

1

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF – NEW
GRADUATE PROGRAM PROPOSAL NOSM

i.

NOSM Graduate Studies Committee develops new Program
based on the Evaluation Criteria (Section 2.1 Quality
Assurance Framework) and prepares the Program Proposal
Brief (Section 2.2.5 Quality Assurance Framework) with
input from NOSM Academic Council and consultation with
the Deans of Graduate Studies and other relevant academic
units at Lakehead and Laurentian Universities

ii.

iii.

Proposal Brief submitted by the Dean of NOSM to Provosts
of Lakehead and Laurentian Universities for approval
Selection and appointment of External Reviewers for the
site visit:
Selection:
•
•

•
•

Dean NOSM provides Provosts with a list of at least 4
qualified external reviewers
Qualified external reviewers are normally associate or
full professors, or the equivalent, that are at arm’s length
from the program under review (Section 2.2.6, Quality
Assurance Framework)
Provosts rank the external reviewers based on
respective University process
Dean NOSM, in consultation with the Provosts, identifies
a minimum of 2 external reviewers for the External
Evaluation

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR STEP IN
THE PROCESS
Dean NOSM

Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities
Dean NOSM,
Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities

Senate Page 40

iv.

Site visit itinerary arranged with input from the Provosts.

v.

Reviewers’ Report received

vi.

Internal response to the Reviewers’ Report prepared by
NOSM Graduate Studies Committee in consultation with
NOSM Academic Council, Deans of Graduate Studies at
Lakehead and Laurentian and submitted to the Dean NOSM

vii.

The roles and responsibilities of the External Reviewers (i.e. the
Review Team) are detailed in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2

Provosts review the internal response to External
Reviewers’ Report and any changes to the Proposal Brief
and provide feedback to Dean NOSM

Dean NOSM,
Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities
Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities
Dean NOSM

Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities,
Dean NOSM

viii.

Proposal Brief brought to Academic Council NOSM for
review and approval

ix.

Proposal Brief brought to Joint Senate Committee for review Academic
and approval
Council NOSM

x.

Proposal Brief brought to Senates of both Universities for
approval

xi.

Senates of both Universities approve Program Proposal
subject to Quality Council approval

xii.

New Program documentation submitted to the Quality
Council Appraisal Committee* (Final Proposal Brief,
Reviewer Report, Letters of support –Provosts and Dean
NOSM)

Graduate Studies
Committee
NOSM
Chair Joint
Senate
Committee

Senates of
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities
Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities
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2

QUALITY COUNCIL APPROVAL PROCESS

ii.

Final decision of the Quality Council is conveyed to the Institutions
by the Quality Council’s Secretariat within 45 days of receipt of final
and complete submission.

i.

Quality Council Appraisal Committee reviews
documentation and may seek further input/information
from the Dean NOSM and Provosts

Dean NOSM,
Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities

Note: University can appeal an unsatisfactory recommendation by the
Appraisal Committee to the Quality Council.

iii.

Quality Council approves motion as per QAF 2.3.4.

3

FOLLOW UP PROCESS ONCE QUALITY COUNCIL APPROVAL
HAS BEEN RECEIVED

I

ii.
iii.

Decision is forwarded to both Universities who will notify
the Dean NOSM

Final Program Proposal and Quality Council decision
reported to NOSM Academic Council as an item of
information

Final Program Proposal and Quality Council decision
reported to Joint Senate Committee as an item of
information

Quality Council decision reported as an item of information
to Lakehead and Laurentian Universities Senates**

Provosts
Lakehead and
Laurentian
Universities

Dean NOSM

NOSM Graduate
Studies
Committee

NOSM Academic
Council
Joint Senate
Committee

Chair of Joint
Senate
Committee
Dean NOSM
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iv.
v.

vi.

Implementation - After a new program is approved to commence,

Dean NOSM

Ongoing program monitoring

Dean NOSM

the program will begin within thirty-six months of the date of
approval; otherwise the approval will lapse. (Quality Assurance
Framework Section 2.4.2)

Cyclical Program Review scheduled 7 years, no more than 8, from
program start (Quality Assurance Framework Section 2.4.1)

Office of the
Provost

* Subject to the approval of the Provosts and Vice-Presidents (Academic), the Universities
may announce their intention to offer a new graduate program in advance of approval by
the Quality Council. When such announcements are made in advance of Quality Council
approval, they must contain the following statement; “Prospective students are advised
that offers of admission to a new program may be made only after the Universities’ own
quality assurance processes have been completed and the Ontario Universities Council on
Quality Assurance has approved the program.” (Quality Assurance Framework Section
2.2.11)
** If the recommendation from the Quality Council is to defer the program for one year while the
Institutions respond to specific issues, then the new program calendar submission will be forwarded to
NOSM Academic Council and Graduate Studies Committee for a second review and approval.
2.2.1 External Review Process

An external review will be arranged. External review of new graduate program proposals
must incorporate an on-site visit. There will be at least two externals for new graduate
program reviews.

The reviewers will normally be Associate or Full Professors, or the equivalent, with
program management experience, will be qualified by discipline and experience to review
the program(s) and will be at arm’s length from the program under review (Section 1.2).
External reviewers should be active and respected in their field.
2.2.2 External Reviewer’s Report

The Reviewers will be provided with the Lakehead Report Guide (found on the
Lakehead University Provost’s QA webpage) developed to appraise the standards
and quality of the proposed program and based on the quality assurance evaluation
criteria for new program reviews. They will also be invited to acknowledge any
clearly innovative aspects of the proposed program along with recommendations on
any essential or otherwise desirable modifications. The Report Guide questions may be
supplemented by others deemed appropriate by the Review Team for the program under
consideration. At the start of the site visit, the Report Guide will be reviewed with the
Review Team to ensure that they:
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a) Understand their role and obligations;
b) Identify and commend the program’s notably strong and creative attributes;
c) Describe the program’s respective strengths, areas for improvement, and
opportunities for enhancement;
d) Recommend specific steps to be taken to improve the program, distinguishing
between those the program can itself take and those that require external action;
e) Recognize the Institution’s autonomy to determine priorities for funding, space, and
faculty allocation, and
f) Respect the confidentiality required for all aspects of the review process.
The Review Team will normally spend two days visiting the Academic Unit, and will meet
with prospective students, faculty and staff within the Unit (the length of the visit may be
extended for reviews involving multiple programs). In addition, the Review Team will
meet with the Dean and Chair/Director/Coordinator responsible for the program(s), the
Chair/Director/Coordinator of any collateral units (for joint or inter-departmental
programs), the Dean of Graduate Studies when a graduate program is involved, the
Provost, and others as recommended by the Dean(s). Opportunities to visit teaching,
learning and research facilities will be provided.
The Reviewer(s) shall submit one report to both Provosts (Laurentian and Lakehead)
within six weeks following the site visit.

3.0 - Process for Major Modification to Existing Programs
From the Quality Assurance Framework:
Major modifications include the following program changes:
a) (Examples of ) Requirements that differ significantly from those existing at the time of the
previous cyclical program review
• The merger of two or more programs
• New bridging options for college diploma graduates
• Significant change in the laboratory time of an undergraduate program
• The introduction or deletion of an undergraduate thesis or capstone project
• The introduction or deletion of a work experience, co-op option, internship or practicum, or
portfolio
• At the master’s level, the introduction or deletion of a research project, research essay or thesis,
course-only, co-op, internship or practicum option
• The creation, deletion or re-naming of a field in a graduate program
• Any change to the requirements for graduate program candidacy examinations, field studies or
residence requirements
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•

Major changes to courses comprising a significant proportion of the program (may be defined in
quantitative terms; typically, institutions have chosen one-third)

b) (Example of) Significant changes to the learning outcomes
• Changes to program content, other than those listed in a) above, that affect the learning
outcomes, but do not meet the threshold for a ‘new program’
c) (Examples of) Significant changes to the faculty engaged in delivering the program and/or to the
essential resources as may occur, for example, when there have been changes to the existing
mode(s) of delivery (e.g. different campus, online delivery, inter-institutional collaboration)
• Changes to the faculty delivering the program: e.g. a large proportion of the faculty retires; new
hires alter the areas of research and teaching interests
• A change in the language of program delivery
• The establishment of an existing degree program at another institution or location
• The offering of an existing program substantially online where it had previously been offered in
face-to-face mode, or vice versa
• Change to full- or part-time program options, or vice versa
• Changes to the essential resources, where these changes impair the delivery of the approved
program
d) The addition of a new field to an existing graduate program. This modification is subject to an
optional Expedited Approval. Note that institutions are not required to declare fields for either
master’s or doctoral programs
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The following are not Major modifications:
• The approval of an articulation agreement with a college
• Changes in admission requirements that are a result of changes in the high school curriculum
Although Major modifications (except for additional fields in a graduate program) do not normally
require a review by the Quality Council, ACAPLAN may, at its discretion, seek such approval. In such
cases, the evaluation criteria will be parallel to those for a new program (see Appendix B).
Programs who are bringing forward changes to their existing curriculum and are unsure if the changes
meet the threshold for a Major Modification should consult with the Vice-President Academic and
Provost or his/her delegate in order to determine if the proposed changes indeed constitute a Major
Modification.
There are three ways of triggering the Major Modification clause. All of these require the form in
Appendix C to be completed.
a) If the curriculum changes to an existing program are deemed to be a Hence, major modifications the
program will follow steps 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of the procedures in Section 2.0 for programs at
the Sudbury campus, or steps 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of Section 2.1 for Hearst programs. During this
review process, the old program continues to operate.
b) A proposal to develop an emphasis, an option or a pathway within an existing program follows steps
1, 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8 in Section 2.0 for Laurentian programs, or steps 1, 2, and 6 in Section 2.1 for
Hearst programs. In such cases, the evaluation criteria will be parallel to those for a new program
(see Appendix B). During this review process, the old program continues to operate.
c) When significant change occurs to the current or forecasted faculty complement or resources of the
program, as identified by the VPAP:
i.

ii.

iii.

The VPAP shall alert the program Coordinator/Chair/Director and the relevant Dean(s)
about the possibility that admissions to all or parts of the program (specialization /
major / minor / concentration) may be temporarily suspended, and provide two (2)
weeks to the program to respond.
If the program Coordinator/Chair/Director and the relevant Dean(s) agree that
admissions to all or parts of the program need to be temporarily suspended, the VPAP
will send this directive to the Registrar no later than by 1 August for the upcoming
academic year and communicate this decision to ACAPLAN.
If any of the program Coordinator/Chair/Director and the relevant Dean(s) disagree that
admissions be temporarily suspended because of resource issues, the issue of
suspending admissions will be addressed at an upcoming meeting of ACAPAN which
shall make a recommendation to the VPAP on the topic no later than 1 July.

If admissions to any or all parts of a program are temporarily suspended, the program has the
option of going through a Major Modification. In so doing, the program will follow steps 1, 2, 3,
6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of the procedures in Section 2.0 for programs at the Sudbury campus, or steps
1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 of Section 2.1 for Hearst programs.
As an outcome of the review, ACAPLAN may recommend one of the following:
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i)
ii)

That the VPAP reopen admissions following changes to the curriculum, the
faculty complement, or resources
That Senate suspend permanently the program or part of the program

In the event that no Major Modification report is submitted to ACAPLAN within six (6) months of
the request, ACAPLAN will make a recommendation to Senate for permanent suspension of the
program or part of program.

Laurentian University must file an annual report to the Quality Council which provides a summary of
major program modifications that were approved through the university’s internal process in the past
year.
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4.0 - Process for Cyclical Review of Existing Programs
Cyclical reviews of its programs are carried out by Laurentian University, using the standards established
by the Quality Council, and reporting to the Quality Council. The Provost is responsible for the reviews,
and for reporting on those reviews to the Quality Council.
Ongoing programs are normally reviewed every 7 years. ACAPLAN may call for a review at any time. In
no case may a program go without a review for more than 8 years. As well as departmental programs,
the review cycle includes all joint, multi-disciplinary, interdisciplinary, multi-sited and inter-institutional
programs, and all modes of delivery. Multi- or interdisciplinary programs may be included within the
review of the programs of an academic department. The office of the Provost establishes and makes
available a schedule of reviews.
Normally, all the undergraduate and graduate programs offered by a department are reviewed at the
same time. When Laurentian reviews different program levels (for example, graduate and
undergraduate), program modes, or programs offered at different locations, it will normally address
each program within a single omnibus report, taking care that the distinctive attributes of each discrete
program are reviewed and reported on by the reviewers.
In some circumstances, the Provost, in consultation with the Dean of Graduate Studies, may determine
that different programs offered by a department should be subject to different reviews.
Laurentian is responsible for ensuring the quality of all components of programs of study, including
those offered: 1) in full or in part by its federated and affiliated institutions and 2) in partnership with
other higher-education institutions (colleges and universities) through collaborative agreements.
Some professional programs at Laurentian University are subject to external accreditation. Every effort
will be made to combine the accreditation assessments with the assessments provided for in this IQAP.
When this happens, all the requirements of this IQAP must be met.
The sequence for the cyclical review of existing programs is:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

The Provost informs the Dean and the program chair when a review is scheduled.
The program prepares a self-study.
The Dean reviews and approves the self-study.
The Provost, in consultation with the Dean, appoints a review committee.
Onsite visit organized by the Dean’s office
The review committee submits a report.
The program responds to the report.
The Dean, and the Federated University President, where appropriate, responds to the report
and to the program response.
When a graduate program is reviewed, the report and the responses are considered by the
Graduate Council, which in turn writes a response to ACAPLAN
The report and the responses of the program, the Dean, the Federated University President, and
the Graduate Council are reviewed by ACAPLAN.
ACAPLAN’s set of commendations and recommendations are reported to Senate, for discussion.
An Executive Summary of the review, prepared by the Provost, is reported to the Board of
Governors, for information.
ACAPLAN’s report is posted on the University website, and submitted to Quality Council.
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14. No later than 18 months after Senate submission, the program writes a report to ACAPLAN, on
the actions it has taken in response to the review. The ACAPLAN report is sent to Senate for
discussion.
An explanation of these steps follows.
1. The Provost maintains a list of every program in the University that will be subject to review,
and the tentative date of the next review. These include programs of federated and affiliated
institutions. A year before the self-study is due, the Provost informs the Dean and the program
head of the program that the review will be due, and provides them with the necessary
procedures, deadlines and guidelines. The Provost meets in person with the program head and
the Dean, to answer questions and to stress the importance of the self-study being analytical
and self-critical.
2. The self-study document is to be broad-based, reflective and forward-looking, and should
include critical analysis. The self-study must be submitted to the Provost and to the Dean by
October 15th. The guidelines for the self-study are included in Appendix ED to this IQAP.
3. The Dean reviews the self-study, to assure that it is complete and analytical, and that it meets
the appropriate guidelines. The Dean may return the self-study to the program for amendment.
When the Dean is satisfied with the self-study, he/she informs the Provost.
4. The Provost, in consultation with the Dean, appoints the review committee. In the case of
reviews restricted to undergraduate programs, there must be at least one external member of
the committee; when graduate programs are reviewed, there must be at least two external
members. At his/her discretion, the Provost may add external members. In the case of graduate
programs, the Provost is encouraged to select one reviewer from outside Ontario. As per the
self-study guidelines (see Appendix ED), the unit must propose the names of at least four (4)
external reviewers by October 15th. In appointing the external reviewers, the Provost considers
this list, but is not restricted to it. The external reviewers are to be active and respected in their
field, and normally associate or full professors with program management experience, and will
be at arm’s length to the program (Section 1.2). In proposing names, the unit and/or the Provost
may consult widely, including from among senior administrators and experienced colleagues at
other universities.
The full review team consists of the external member(s), two Laurentian University faculty
members (one outside of the unit but from within the Faculty, a second from outside the
Faculty), and one student representative from each language group from the unit. Note that in
the case of a program offered exclusively by a federated university, the first Faculty
representative is a member of a unit, other than the unit undergoing the review, within that
federated university. The review team shall reflect the bilingual nature and, where appropriate,
the tri-cultural mission of the University and reasonable gender balance. The linguistic policies
of the unit must be reflected in the composition of the review team. The members from other
universities must not have any past or current affiliation with the unit, or with members of the
unit (e.g., supervisor, co-author, former student, etc.)
5. The review committee receives a copy of the self-study approximately one month before the
on-site review, plus any other reports requested by the review team. At the beginning of the onsite review, the Provost meets with all members of the review team, both internal and external,
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as well as the Dean and the Federated University President, if applicable. At the end of the onsite review, the Provost meets with the external reviewer(s) and the Dean and Federated
University President, if applicable. The review team will also meet with faculty, staff, students
and senior administrators (including the Dean, Vice-President, Academic and Provost, and Dean
of Graduate Studies, and President (as available)).
6. The guidelines for the review committee’s report are included in Appendix FE to this IQAP. The
Provost ensures that all members of the committee have these guidelines. The review
committee’s written report should be sent to the Provost six weeks after the site visit.
7. The Provost forwards the report to the Dean, to the unit or program under review and, where
appropriate, to the Dean of Graduate Studies and Federated University President. The unit or
program has one month's time from receipt of the report to formulate a response to it. The
response is submitted to the Provost, with copies to the Dean and, if appropriate, the Dean of
Graduate Studies and/or Federated University President.
8. The Dean, and Federated University President if applicable, responds to the review, and to the
program’s response. The Dean’s response (and Federated University President’s) is sent to the
Provost and, where appropriate, to the Dean of Graduate Studies, with a copy to the unit or
program.
9. When a graduate program is under review, the Graduate Council reviews all the documentation
that relates to the graduate program—including the self-study, the report of the review team,
and the responses to that report of the program and the Dean. The Graduate Council forwards
its comments to ACAPLAN.
10. The Provost forwards the self-study, the review, and the responses by the program, the Dean,
the Federated University President, and the Graduate Council to the Senate’s Academic Planning
Committee (ACAPLAN). ACAPLAN prepares a draft implementation plan. ACAPLAN then meets
with the Dean, the Federated University President if applicable, and with members of the unit or
program, to discuss the report. ACAPLAN then writes its own report, based on the documents
submitted to it and the conversations at the committee. This report normally includes both
commendations and recommendations. It identifies significant strengths of the program, it
identifies opportunities for program improvement and enhancement, and it sets out and
prioritizes the recommendations that are selected for implementation. The report may also
include a confidential section, where personnel issues can be addressed. The report sets out
who will be responsible for implementing the recommendations. ACAPLAN’s report is
transmitted to the program or unit, the Dean and those responsible for implementing the
changes such as the Budget Committee or Federated University President for resource
allocations.
11. ACAPLAN’s report is submitted, for discussion purposes, to Senate. It appears as a regular item
on the agenda, and the Provost is available to answer questions.
12. ACAPLAN’s report is submitted, for information purposes, to the Board of Governors. It appears
as a regular item on the agenda, and the Provost is available to answer questions.
13. ACAPLAN’s report and follow-up reports are posted on the University website, and submitted to
Quality Council.
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14. No later than 12 months after Senate submission, the Provost informs those responsible for
implementing the changes that a follow-up report will be required. No later than 18 months
after Senate submission, those responsible for implementing the changes writes a report to the
Dean and to ACAPLAN, on the actions it has taken in response to the review. If ACAPLAN does
not find the response satisfactory, it may ask the program for further actions. The report is sent
to Senate for discussion.
As a result of the external reviewers’ report, at step 10, if ACAPLAN feels that the program is in a
precarious state, it can take one of the following steps to ensure high quality is maintained:
a) Recommend that the VPAP temporarily suspend admissions to the program until such a time as
the concerns are adequately addressed
b) Recommend to Senate that the program be terminated
Public Access: The self-study, the review report and the responses to the review report are kept in the
Provost’s office, and are available upon request (except for sections marked confidential). ACAPLAN’s
report is posted on the website.
Accreditation Reviews: The Provost will decide whether a program review, under the terms of this IQAP,
may be combined with an accreditation review of a program. When it does, the criteria of both the
program review and the accreditation review must be met – see Section 4.2.
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Flow Chart 2: Process for Cyclical Review of Existing Programs

Provost informs the Dean/chair when a review is scheduled

Program Self-Study

Dean reviews Self-Study

Provost appoints a review committee in consultation with the Dean

Site visit

Review committee submits a report

Unit response

Dean responds to the report & to the program response

The report/responses are considered by Graduate Council, if appropriate

The report/responses are reviewed by ACAPLAN

Commendations & Recommendations are reported to Senate/Board of Governors
(for information)

Quality Council (for information)

18 month follow-up
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4.1 - Process for Cyclical Review of Existing Programs (Hearst)
The cyclical reviews for programs in Hearst will essentially follow the process outlined in 4.0. However,
given the nature of our relationship (affiliate), a few steps will be added, and a few more adjusted to
account for their structural reality.
The sequence for the cyclical review of existing Hearst programs is:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

The Provost informs the Vice-President Academic at Hearst when a review is scheduled.
The program prepares a self-study.
The Senate at Hearst approves the self-study.
The Vice-President Academic at Hearst submits to the Provost’s office the approved self-study,
along with his or her comments on it.
The Provost, in consultation with the Vice-President Academic at Hearst, appoints a review
committee.
The onsite visit is organized by the Hearst Vice-President Academic’s office. This onsite visit shall
include a call to the Provost and the Registrar at Laurentian.
The review committee submits a report to the Vice-President academic at Hearst.
The Hearst Senate responds to the report.
The Vice-President Academic at Hearst responds to the evaluation report and to the Hearst
Senate’s response to it.
The report and the responses of the Hearst Senate and of the Vice-President Academic at Hearst
are sent to the Provost in order to be reviewed by ACAPLAN.
ACAPLAN’s set of commendations and recommendations are reported to Laurentian’s Senate,
for information, as well as sent to the Vice-President Academic at Hearst.
An Executive Summary of the review, prepared by the Provost, is reported to the Board of
Governors, for information.
ACAPLAN’s report is posted on the University website, and submitted to Quality Council by
Laurentian. The report should also be posted on Hearst's website
No later than 18 months after the Senate submission, the program writes a report to ACAPLAN,
with a copy to the Vice-President Academic at Hearst, on the actions it has taken in response to
the review.

As a result of the external reviewers report, if ACAPLAN feels that the program is in a precarious state, it
can take one of the following steps to ensure high quality is maintained:
a) Temporarily suspend admissions to the program until such a time as the concerns are
adequately addressed
b) Recommend to Senate the admissions to the program be terminated
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4.2 - Programs with an Accreditation
The Framework indicates that the Laurentian University IQAP may allow for and specify the
substitution or addition of documents or processes associated with the accreditation of a
program, for components of the institutional program review process, when it is fully
consistent with the requirements established in the Framework. A record of substitution or
addition, and the grounds on which it was made, will be eligible for audit by the Quality
Council. The IQAP review can be moved to match the accreditation timeline, but in no case
must time between reviews exceed 8 years. Programs are free to ask for a synchronizing of
both processes, or keep them as separate processes.
In cases where the program wishes to combine the accreditation review and the IQAP
process, and where the professional program accreditation standards mesh fairly well with
the standards set out in the Laurentian University’s IQAP, components of the accreditation
may be applied to the University's program review process.
Prior to the start of an accreditation review, where the program wants to combine the IQAP
and the accreditation review, the program will complete a template that shows the IQAP
section covered by each section of the accreditation review. The Dean will fill out the same
template. Based on those two templates, the Provost will review and determine if, and how,
the two assessment processes should be integrated, ensuring compliance with the
provisions of the IQAP. The Provost will then meet with the Dean of the faculty to review
and discuss the guidelines for the accreditation, the degree of alignment or overlap between
the accreditation process and the undergraduate program review process, and to determine
what additional materials or processes may be necessary. Such discussions should have
occurred at the time when work begins by a Unit to prepare for the accreditation process.
The outcome of comparison and discussion may be that:
1) The accreditation review will be accepted as meeting all the criteria for a cyclical program
review. The final report of the accrediting body will be submitted to ACAPLAN, with a report
being drafted and presented to Senate for information; or,
2) The accreditation review will be accepted as meeting most of the criteria for a cyclical
program review. The program will be required to submit some supplementary information
directly to ACAPLAN along with the final report of the accrediting body, to aid in drafting a
report for Senate’s information. It may be necessary to add an IQAP external reviewer to
the accreditation team to fully evaluate the IQAP review criteria. In that case, the normal
processes for recruiting and informing IQAP reviewers will be followed; or,
3) The accreditation review will not sufficiently meet the requirements of the cyclical program
review and the IQAP process will proceed as scheduled.
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4.3 - Cyclical Review of the Northern Ontario Medical School
(NOSM) Programs
The Northern Ontario School of Medicine (NOSM) serves as the Faculty of Medicine of Lakehead
University, Thunder Bay and Faculty of Medicine of Laurentian University, Sudbury. The review of the
Northern Ontario School of Medicine (NOSM) programs will be included in Laurentian University’s
Cyclical Review Schedule, recognizing that all the requirements of the IQAP for other cyclical reviews
apply to that for NOSM. Table 2 outlines the process.
The Dean of NOSM will be responsible for leading the development of a single self-study that addresses
the criteria in the QAF Section 4.3 in consultation with faculty, staff and students at each of the partner
institutions, and for managing aspects of the review process normally managed by the both the head of
an academic unit and the Dean of a Faculty. The self-study brief will clearly explain how input was
received from faculty, staff and students at each partner institution. All members of the review team will
have the opportunity to consult with faculty, staff, and students at each partner institution. The Site
Visit need occur on only one campus.
Feedback on the Reviewers’ Report will be solicited from participants at each partner institution. The
final response to the review will be coordinated by the Dean and will ensure that each of the following
are addressed:
1. The plans and recommendations proposed in the self-study report;
2. The recommendations advanced by the Reviewers;
3. The program’s response to the Reviewers’ Report;
And will describe:
4. Any changes in organization, policy or governance that would be necessary to meet the
recommendations;
5. The resources, financial and otherwise, that would be provided in supporting the implementation of
selected recommendations; and
6. A proposed timeline for the implementation of any of those recommendations
The response to the Reviewers’ Report will be submitted to the Vice-President (Academic) and Provost
at both of the partner institutions for review and approval. The development of a single Final
Assessment Report, Implementation Plan and Executive Summary will be coordinated by the VicePresident (Academic) and Provost at both of the partner institutions, and submitted to the NOSM
Academic Council and the NOSM Joint Senate Committee for review and approval. The Executive
Summary and Implementation Plan will be forwarded to the Laurentian University Senate as an item of
information. The Executive Summary and Implementation Plan will be submitted by the Laurentian
University Vice-President, Academic & Provost to the Quality Council.
The Dean of the Faculty shall be responsible for monitoring the implementation plan. The details of
progress made will be presented in the Deans’ Annual Report and filed with both of the Vice-Presidents
(Academic). The Executive Summary and the monitoring reports will be posted on the Lakehead and
Laurentian University web sites.
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Should a NOSM program qualify for external professional accreditation, it is possible to align the cyclical
program review with Professional Accreditation under certain circumstances. See Section 4.2 for
details.
The external review process and external reviewer’s report will follow what is outlined in section 2.2.1
and 2.2.2.
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Table 2: Cyclical Review of Existing Programs: NOSM Review and Appraisal Process

1. Cyclical Program Review Process – NOSM
-

Initiation of review by University Contact/Authority

-

NOSM completes Self-Study
External Evaluation - Site Visit arranged and conducted

-

Reviewers’ Report received and forwarded to NOSM
Dean

-

NOSM Dean prepares Internal Response to Reviewers’
Report
Development of a Single Final Assessment Report,
Implementation Plan, and Executive Summary
coordinated by the Vice-President (Academic) & Provost
at each of the partner institutions
Review and approval of Final Assessment Report and
Implementation Plan by NOSM Academic Council
Chair of Academic Council forwards recommendation
to NOSM Joint Senate Committee

-

-

Primary Responsibility For Step In
Process
Office of VP Academic & Provost at
Lakehead University/Laurentian
University
NOSM Dean
Office of VP Academic & Provost at
Lakehead University/Laurentian
University
Office of VP Academic & Provost at
Lakehead University/Laurentian
University
NOSM Dean
Office of VP Academic & Provost at
Lakehead University/Laurentian
University
Chair of NOSM Academic Council
Chair of NOSM Joint Senate
Committee

-

Review and approval of Final Assessment Report and
Implementation Plan by NOSM Joint Senate Committee
- Joint Senate Committee forwards Executive Summary to
the Lakehead University Senate for Information
- The Executive Summary and Implementation Plan will
be forwarded to the Quality Council and placed on the
University web-site
- Report to the Board of Governors once a year on the
programs which were reviewed during the previous
academic year.
2. FOLLOW-UP PROCESS
- Implementation and Ongoing Monitoring
(Monitoring reports will be posted on the University web
site)
-

Schedule next review within 8 years of previous cyclical
review

Chair of Joint Senate Committee
Associate VP Academic
VP Academic and Provost

NOSM Dean
Associate VP Academic
Associate VP Academic
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5.0 - Approval and Review of Programs Offered by Two or More
Institutions 1
Reviews of Joint Programs and other inter-institutional programs are governed by the IQAPs of the
participating university/universities granting the degree. Partner institutions may, but are not required
to, use Joint IQAPs (which require the same approval process as IQAPs for individual institutions).
Whether a Joint, and separately approved IQAP is used, or whether the separate institutions prefer to
build their joint processes into their separate IQAPs, the following are the Quality Council's suggestions
for inclusion in the IQAP related to both new program approval and cyclical program reviews:
1. The self-study brief clearly explains how input was received from faculty, staff and students at each
partner institution. There will be a single self-study.
2. Selection of the reviewers involves participation by each partner institution.
3. Where applicable, selection of the “internal” reviewer requires joint input.
a. It could include one internal from both partners (this is impractical if there are multiple
partners); and
b. It could give preference to an internal reviewer who is from another Joint program, preferably
with the same partner institution
4. The site visit involves all partner institutions and preferably at all sites (with exceptions noted in
footnote). Reviewers consult faculty, staff, and students at each partner institution, preferably in
person.
5. Feedback on the reviewers’ report is solicited from participating units at each partner institution,
including the Deans.
6. Preparation of a Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan requires input from each
partner.
7. There is one single Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan which go through the
appropriate governance processes at each partner institution.
8. The Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan are posted on the university website of each
partner.
9. Partner institutions agree on an appropriate monitoring process for the Implementation Plan.
10. The Final Assessment Plan and Implementation Plan should be submitted to the Quality Council by
all partners.

For all inter-institutional programs in which all partners are institutions within Ontario, the Quality
Council’s standard New Program Approval and Cyclical Program Review Processes will apply to all
elements of programs regardless of which partner offers them, including Ontario Colleges of Applied
Arts and Technology and Institutes of Technology and Advanced Learning. For joint programs in which
some partners are institutions outside Ontario, the elements of the programs contributed by the out-ofprovince partner will be subject to the quality assurance processes in their respective jurisdictions. The
Quality Council will maintain a directory of bodies whose post-secondary assurance processes are
recognized and accepted as being comparable to our own. In cases where such recognition is not
available, the Quality Council will determine, on a case-by-case basis, the appropriate action to be taken
on quality assurance if the collaboration is to be permitted to proceed.
(Source: Quality Assurance Framework)
1

Senate Page 58

Appendix A : Template for New Program and Major
Modifications to Existing Programs at Laurentian University

Commented [s1]: Now is 2 templates, not 1

New programs must follow several steps for approval. As listed in Laurentian University’s Institutional Quality
Assurance Processes (IQAP), they are:
1. Proposal initiated by a department/school/planning group
2. Submission to the Dean
3. Submission to the Provost
4. External review
5. Response by initiators and by the Dean to the external review
6. Submission to and approval by the relevant Faculty Council
7. If the new program is at the graduate level, submission to and approval by the Graduate Council
8. Submission to and approval by the Council of English Language Programs (CELP) or Conseil des
programmes en français (CPF) as appropriate
9. Submission to and approval by the Academic Planning Committee (ACAPLAN) (ACAPLAN must consult
with the Budget Committee)
10. Submission to and approval by Senate
11. Submission to and approval by the Quality Council
12. For non-core programs, submission to the Provincial Government, for funding
13. Program reported to the Board of Governors, for information
14. Program instituted within 36 months of Quality Council approval
15. Ongoing program monitored by the Dean
16. Cyclical review within 7 years, but no more than 8, of first enrolment.
Major Modifications follow an expedited process, in which steps 4 and 5 are eliminated.
A proposal to offer an existing program at another site, with another affiliate or collaborator, or through
another mode of delivery, or a proposal to offer a Minor, follows steps 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of these
procedures.
1. Program Name:
2. Why create a new program?
Faculty member/
Curriculum Committee

_______________________
Faculty

__________________
Date

Department Committee

_______________________
Chair/Director

__________________
Date

Faculty Council

_______________________
Dean

__________________
Date

Graduate Council

_______________________
Dean,
Graduate Studies

__________________
Date
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Course Map
1. Program Name: (Please specify single concentration, combined concentration, combined
specialization, etc.)
2. Admission Requirements:
3. Course Descriptions: (Please use present tense)
4. Prerequisite:
5. Other entry requirements:
6. Please provide course map of:
1st year:
2nd year:
3rd year:
4th year:
7. Please explain in detail if there are placements, special projects, internships, community based
learning or any other requirements necessary for this program.
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Learning Outcomes
Learning outcomes are statements corresponding to the University Undergraduate Degree Level
Expectations (Appendix F), or the OCGS Degree Level Expectations (Appendix G). They indicate the results
or consequences of learning. Learning outcomes should be measurable and be reflected in the “Methods
of Evaluation”.
1st year

2nd year

3rd year

4th year
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Please answer the following:

1. Will the program have its own admission requirements?

Yes
No
If yes, explain how these are appropriate for the learning outcomes.

2. Is the program’s structure appropriate to meet the learning outcomes? Explain.
3. How does their curriculum address the current state of the discipline, or areas of study?
4. Is the mode of delivery appropriate to the learning outcomes? Explain.
5. How will student achievement of the learning outcomes and degree-level expectations be assessed?
6. What faculty members will be participating in this program? Are they sufficient and appropriate to
achieve the objectives? If already hired, list names, highest degree and provide CV’s.

7. Is the undergraduate program “core” arts and science program or a “non-core” program as per the
Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development regulations? All graduate programs are
non-core.

8. Have outside experts--for example, from the community, from industry, from the concerned

professions and/or practical training programs--been consulted in the preparation of this proposal?

9. Is the program name and degree/diploma/certificate designation appropriate to the program
content and consistent with current usage in the discipline?
Yes
No
If no, please specify.

10. List the number of faculty overloads or new positions required. Some
If some, please specify.

None

11. What new library resources will be needed to offer this program?
12. Can the unit(s) support it within current library allocations? Yes

No

13. Will this program require the purchase of new equipment? Yes

No
No

If no, please specify.

If yes, can the cost be accommodated within existing budgets? Yes
If no, please specify.

14. Will any classroom space, laboratory or other specific space need to be created or redesigned to
teach this program?
Yes
No

If yes, please specify.

15. Will the program have or require any external grants or donations?
Yes

No

If yes, please specify.
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16. Is the program cost-recovery? Yes
No
17. How is the program consistent with Laurentian University’s strategic plan?

http://www.laurentian.ca/Laurentian/Home/President+Office/Strategic+Plan/Strat+plan.htm?Laure
ntian_Lang=en-CA
Does this program fit into the broader array of program offerings, particularly areas of teaching and
research strength, collateral areas of study etc?
In making these determinations, consider:
a) Notable resources available to the program demonstrating institutional appropriateness e.g.
Chairs, institutes, research centres; unique library collections or resources; facilities such as
computer, laboratory, other acquisitions etc.
b) External financial support demonstrating strength such as facility/equipment donations,
other external donations, grants, etc.

18. What are the projected enrolment levels for the first five years of operation?
19. What is the intended "steady-state" annual enrolment level?
20. What evidence is there of student demand?
21. Is there convincing evidence that graduates of this program are needed in specifically identified
fields (academic, public and /or private sector)? For professional program, supply evidence of
congruence with current regulatory requirements of the profession.
In making these determinations consider:
•
•
•
•

dimensions of societal need for graduates (socio-cultural, economic, scientific,
technological)
geographic scope of societal needs (local, regional, provincial, national)
trends in societal need for graduates
duration of societal need (e.g. short, medium or long-term)

22. What are the innovative or distinguishing aspects of this program? If this duplicates what is done
elsewhere, why is such duplication justified?

23. Is there Indigenous content? Yes

No

Note: Since Laurentian University has a tricultural mission, faculty members are encouraged to
consider ways to incorporate Indigenous content into their courses and
programs as appropriate. LUNEC is available for consultation and assistance in
this regard.

COUNCIL OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROGRAMS

NEW PROGRAM TEMPLATE
2020-2021
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For more details on the LU Institutional Quality Assurance Process please refer to:
https://stor.laurentian.ca/www_laurentian_ca/sites/default/files/misc_files/About_LU/Documents/IQAPFinal.pdf

* It is recommended that you consult the Curriculum Development and Review Specialist on the learning
outcomes. (excellence@laurentian.ca)
Please ensure that all is checked off before submitting your form, if incomplete, it will be returned:
❏ Submission to and approval by Graduate Council - if applicable
❏ Send an electronic copy of the completed Word template(s) to CELP@laurentian.ca.
❏ Send a hard copy with the appropriate signatures to the Office of the Vice-President, Academic &
Provost.
❏ Supporting documents for evaluation – if applicable (such as New/Revised Course Templates, etc.)
New programs must follow several steps for approval. As listed in Laurentian University’s Institutional
Quality Assurance Processes (IQAP), they are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Proposal initiated by a department/school/planning group
Submission to the Dean
External review
Response by initiators and by the Dean to the external review
Submission to and approval by the relevant Faculty Council
If the new program is at the graduate level, submission to and approval by the Graduate Council
Submission to and approval by the Council of English Language Programs (CELP) or Conseil des
programmes en français (CPF) as appropriate
8. Submission to and approval by the Academic Planning Committee (ACAPLAN) (ACAPLAN must
consult with the Planning and Resource Committee and may consult with the Space Committee)
9. Submission to and approval by Senate
10. Submission to and approval by the Quality Council
11. For non-core programs, submission to the Provincial Government, for funding
12. Program reported to the Board of Governors, for information
13. Program instituted within 36 months of Quality Council approval
14. Ongoing program monitored by the Dean
15. Cyclical review within 8 years of first enrolment.
Please refer to the IQAP for an explanation on each step required.

Document prepared by:
Name of Faculty Member
Print

Signature

Date
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CAE-Director, Faculty Engagement
*only if offered online or through distance
education

Signature

Date

Signature - University Librarian

Date

Signature - AVP Learning and Teaching

Date

Department/School

Signature - Chair/Director

Date

Faculty Council

Signature -Dean

Date

Signature - Dean

Date

Library

CAE

Graduate Council

1. Program Name:
2. Why create a new program? Please specify the purpose in terms of the curriculum, the
student, the university community, and possible outcomes with the employer or the
community.
3. Course Map
a. Program Name: (Please specify SPECIALIZATION (60 credits in Arts and 66 credits in
Science) - SINGLE CONCENTRATION (36 credits), etc.)
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b. Admission Requirements:
c. Course Descriptions

(Description must be in 12 point font, between 4 & 6 lines and in the present tense):

d. Prerequisite:
e. Other entry requirements:
f. Please provide course map of:
1st year:
2nd year:
3rd year:
4th year:
g. Please explain in detail if there are placements, special projects, internships,
community-based learning or any other requirements necessary for this program.
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Learning Outcomes 2
Learning outcomes are statements corresponding to the University Undergraduate Degree Level
Expectations (Appendix G of the IQAP document), or the OCGS Degree Level Expectations (Appendix H of
the IQAP document). They indicate the results or consequences of learning. Learning outcomes should be
measurable and be reflected in the “Methods of Evaluation”. http://laurentian.ca/academicaccountability. (Example: After successful completion of this course students should ...).

State the Learning Outcomes for this program.

Explain how the courses included in the program meet the Program Learning Outcomes.

Please answer the following:
1. Will the program have its own admission requirements?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered yes, please explain how these are appropriate for the learning outcomes:

2. Is the program’s structure appropriate to meet the learning outcomes?
2

The Learning Outcomes Guide
Please review for guidance: APPENDIX A-Useful verbs for developing learning outcomes
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Explain:

3. How does their curriculum address the current state of the discipline, or areas of study

4. Is this program being offered:
❏ O n Cam pus
❏ O nline
❏ Both
Is the mode of delivery appropriate to the learning outcomes?
Explain:

5. How will student achievement of the learning outcomes and degree-level expectations be
assessed?
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6. What faculty members will be participating in this program?
Are they sufficient and appropriate to achieve the objectives? If already hired, list names,
highest degree and provide CV’s.

7. Is the undergraduate program “core” arts and science program or a “non-core” program
as per the Ministry of Colleges and Universities regulations? All graduate programs are
non-core.

8. Have outside experts--for example, from the community, from industry, from the
concerned professions and/or practical training programs--been consulted in the
preparation of this proposal?
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9. Is the program name and degree/diploma/certificate designation appropriate to the
program content and consistent with current usage in the discipline?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered no, please specify:

10. List the number of faculty overloads or new positions required.
❏ Some
❏ None
If you answered some, please specify:

11. What new library resources will be needed to offer this program?

(Include a summary statement prepared in collaboration with the University Librarian on holdings
pertinent to the program and proposed future expenditures needed to support the program.)

12. Can the unit(s) support it within current library allocations?
❏ Yes
❏ No
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If you answered no, please specify:

13. Will this program require the purchase of new equipment?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered yes, can the cost be accommodated within existing budgets?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered no, please specify:

14. Will any classroom space need to be redesigned to teach this program?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered yes, please specify:
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15. Will the program have or require any external grants or donations?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered yes, please specify:

16. Is the program cost-recovery?
❏ Yes
❏ No
17. How is the program consistent with Laurentian University’s strategic plan?
https://laurentian.ca/strategic-plan

Does this program fit into the broader array of program offerings, particularly areas of
teaching and research strength, collateral areas of study etc.?
In making these determinations, consider:
a) Notable resources available to the program demonstrating institutional
appropriateness e.g. Chairs, institutes, research centres; unique library collections or
resources; facilities such as computer, laboratory, other acquisitions etc.
b) External financial support demonstrating strength such as facility/equipment
donations, other external donations, grants, etc.

18. What are the projected enrolment levels for the first five years of operation?
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19. What is the intended "steady-state" annual enrolment level?

20. What evidence is there of student demand?

21. Is there convincing evidence that graduates of this program are needed in specifically
identified fields (academic, public and /or private sector)?

For professional program, supply evidence of congruence with current regulatory requirements of
the profession.

In making these determinations consider:
a) dimensions of societal need for graduates (socio-cultural, economic, scientific,
technological)
b) geographic scope of societal needs (local, regional, provincial, national)
c) trends in societal need for graduates
d) duration of societal need (e.g. short, medium or long-term)
22. What are the innovative or distinguishing aspects of this program? If this duplicates what
is done elsewhere, why is such duplication justified?
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23. Is there Indigenous content?
❏ Yes
❏ No
*Note: Since Laurentian University has a tricultural mission, faculty members are encouraged to
consider ways to incorporate Indigenous content into their courses and programs as appropriate.
The Associate Vice-President, Academic and Indigenous Programs is available for consultation and
assistance in this regard. Indigenousprograms@laurentian.ca
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APPENDIX A
Useful Verbs for Developing Learning Outcomes
This list of useful verbs for creating learning outcomes is arranged according to Bloom’s Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives, which identifies different cognitive domains associated with levels of learning.
Bloom’s taxonomy was developed in 1956, and was revised in 2001 by Bloom’s colleagues, Lorin Anderson
and David Krathwahl. The revised taxonomy is presented here.
REMEMBERING: recall of information
arrange; cite; collect; define; describe; duplicate; enumerate; find; identify; locate; memorize;
record; recognize; match; relate; select; name; label; list; order; quote; recall; repeat; reproduce;
select; show; state
UNDERSTANDING: demonstration of comprehension
associate; classify; compare; contrast; convert; describe; estimate; explain; extend; generalize; give
examples; identify; interpret; justify; locate; outline; paraphrase; predict; recognize; report; restate;
review; select; summarize; trace; translate
APPLYING: applying knowledge in a new context
apply; calculate; chart; choose; classify; complete; compute; construct; contribute; develop;
discover; dramatize; employ; experiment; extend; illustrate; implement; instruct; interpret; modify;
operate; participate; practice; predict; show; solve; teach; text; use
ANALYZING: supporting assertions through the use of evidence and arguments identifying causes and
patterns
advertise; analyze; break down; categorize; classify; collect; compare; connect; contrast; correlate;
criticize; diagram; differentiate; distinguish; divide; establish; explain; identify; illustrate; infer;
investigate; order; outline; prioritize; question; select; separate; verify
EVALUATING: coming to a judgement on the value of information or the validity of arguments
appraise; argue; assess; choose; conclude; convince; criticize; critique; debate; decide, defend;
determine; discriminate; evaluate; grade; integrate; interpret; judge; justify; predict; prioritize; rate;
recommend; reframe; score; select; support; value
CREATING: combining or grouping knowledge to come to new conclusions
adapt; anticipate; arrange; assemble; collect; combine; compile; construct; decide; design; develop;
facilitate; formulate; generate; generalize; imagine; incorporate; individualize; integrate; invent;
modify; negotiate; organize; plan; propose; rearrange; reconstruct; reorganize; revise; select;
structure; substitute; validate
(www.teaching.utoronto.ca/teaching-support/course-design/developing-learning-outcomes)
For further assistance with writing your syllabus or crafting your learning outcomes, please contact the
Laurentian University Centre for Academic Excellence (Excellence@laurentian.ca
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Appendix B – Evaluation Criteria
1.1 EVALUATION CRITERIA
Prior to submitting a Proposal Brief to the Quality Council for appraisal, institutions will evaluate any
new graduate or undergraduate programs against the following criteria:
1.1.1 Objectives
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.
1.1.2 Admission requirements
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.
1.1.3 Structure
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.
1.1.4 Program content
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.
1.1.5 Mode of delivery
Appropriateness of the proposed mode(s) of delivery (see Definitions) to meet the intended program
learning outcomes and Degree Level Expectations.
1.1.6 Assessment of teaching and learning
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 (see Guide).
1.1.7 Resources for all programs
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.
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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.
1.1.8 Resources for graduate programs only
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.
1.1.9 Resources for undergraduate programs only
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 opportunities (if required); and (e) the role of adjunct and part-time faculty.
1.1.10 Quality and other indicators
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.
(Source: Quality Assurance Framework, p. 8-11)
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Appendix C – Template for Major Modification to Existing
Programs
Formatted: No underline
Formatted: Normal

COUNCIL OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROGRAMS

MAJOR MODIFICATIONS TO EXISTING PROGRAMS TEMPLATE
2020-2021

See page 9 of the LU IQAP document for a definition of Major Modification.
https://stor.laurentian.ca/www_laurentian_ca/sites/default/files/misc_files/About_LU/Documents/IQAPFinal.pdf

Before Faculty Council:
It is recommended that you consult the Curriculum Development and Review Specialist on the learning
outcomes. (excellence@laurentian.ca)
Please ensure that all is checked off before submitting your form, if incomplete, it will be returned:
❏ Submission to and approval by Graduate Council - if applicable
❏ Send an electronic copy of the completed Word template(s) to CELP@laurentian.ca.
❏ Send a hard copy with the appropriate signatures to the Office of the Vice-President, Academic &
Provost.
❏ Supporting documents for evaluation – if applicable (such as New/Revised Course Templates, etc.)
Major modifications must follow several steps for approval. As listed in Laurentian University’s
Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP), they are:
1. Proposal initiated by a department/school/planning group
2. Submission to the Dean
3. Submission to and approval by the relevant Faculty Council
4. If the new program is at the graduate level, submission to and approval by the Graduate Council
5. Submission to and approval by the Council of English Language Programs (CELP) or Conseil des
programmes en français (CPF) as appropriate
6. Submission to and approval by the Academic Planning Committee (ACAPLAN) (ACAPLAN must
consult with the Planning and Resource Committee and may consult with the Space Committee)
7. Submission to and approval by Senate
8. In July of each year, an annual report on major modifications is submitted to the Quality Council
for information
9. Ongoing program monitored by the Dean
10. Cyclical review within 8 years of first enrolment.
*NOTE: Although Major Modifications do not normally require a review by the Quality Council, ACAPLAN
may, at its discretion, seek such approval. In such cases, the evaluation criteria will be parallel to those for a
new program.
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Document prepared by:
Name of Faculty Member
Print

Signature

Date

CAE-Director, Faculty Engagement
*only if offered online or through distance
education

Signature

Date

Signature - University Librarian

Date

Signature - AVP Learning and Teaching

Date

Department/School

Signature - Chair/Director

Date

Faculty Council

Signature -Dean

Date

Signature - Dean

Date

Library

CAE

Graduate Council
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1. Program Name:
2. Why is a major modification required? Please specify the purpose in terms of the
curriculum, the student, the university community, and possible outcomes with the
employer or the community.
3. Course Map
a. Program Name:
(Please specify SPECIALIZATION (60 credits in Arts and 66 credits in Science) SINGLE CONCENTRATION (36 credits), etc.)
b. Admission Requirements:
c. Course Descriptions:

(Description must be in 12 point font, between 4 & 6 lines and in the present tense)

d. Prerequisite:
e. Other entry requirements:
f. Please provide course map of:
1st year:
2nd year:
3rd year:
4th year:
g. Please explain in detail if there are placements, special projects, internships,
community- based learning or any other requirements necessary for this program.

Learning Outcomes 3

3

The Learning Outcomes Guide
Please review for guidance: APPENDIX A-Useful verbs for developing learning outcomes
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Learning outcomes are statements corresponding to the University Undergraduate Degree Level
Expectations (Appendix G of the IQAP document), or the OCGS Degree Level Expectations (Appendix H of
the IQAP document). They indicate the results or consequences of learning. Learning outcomes should be
measurable and be reflected in the “Methods of Evaluation”. http://laurentian.ca/academicaccountability (Example: After successful completion of this program students should ...).

State the Learning Outcomes for this program.

Explain how the courses included in the program meet the Learning Outcomes.

Please answer the following:
1. Will the program have its own admission requirements?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered yes, please explain how these are appropriate for the learning outcomes:

2. Is the program’s structure appropriate to meet the learning outcomes?
Explain:
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3. How does their curriculum address the current state of the discipline, or areas of study

4. Is this program being offered:
❏ O n Cam pus
❏ O nline
❏ Both
Is the mode of delivery appropriate to the learning outcomes?
Explain:

5. How will student achievement of the learning outcomes and degree-level expectations be
assessed?
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6. What faculty members will be participating in this program?
Are they sufficient and appropriate to achieve the objectives? If already hired, list names,
highest degree and provide CV’s.

7. Is the undergraduate program “core” arts and science program or a “non-core” program
as per the Ministry of Colleges and Universities regulations? All graduate programs are
non-core.

8. Have outside experts--for example, from the community, from industry, from the
concerned professions and/or practical training programs--been consulted in the
preparation of this proposal?

9. Is the program name and degree/diploma/certificate designation appropriate to the
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program content and consistent with current usage in the discipline?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered no, please specify:

10. List the number of faculty overloads or new positions required.
❏ Some
❏ None
If you answered some, please specify:

11. What new library resources will be needed to offer this program?

(Include a summary statement prepared in collaboration with the University Librarian on holdings
pertinent to the program and proposed future expenditures needed to support the program.)

12. Can the unit(s) support it within current library allocations?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered no, please specify:

13. Will this program require the purchase of new equipment?
❏ Yes
❏ No
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If you answered yes, can the cost be accommodated within existing budgets?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered no, please specify:

14. Will any classroom space need to be redesigned to teach this program?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered yes, please specify:

15. Will the program have or require any external grants or donations?
❏ Yes
❏ No
If you answered yes, please specify:

16. Is the program cost-recovery?
❏ Yes
❏ No
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17. How is the program consistent with Laurentian University’s strategic plan?
https://laurentian.ca/strategic-plan

Does this program fit into the broader array of program offerings, particularly areas of teaching and
research strength, collateral areas of study etc.?

In making these determinations, consider:
a) Notable resources available to the program demonstrating institutional
appropriateness e.g. Chairs, institutes, research centres; unique library collections or
resources; facilities such as computer, laboratory, other acquisitions etc.
b) External financial support demonstrating strength such as facility/equipment
donations, other external donations, grants, etc.

18. What are the projected enrolment levels for the first five years of operation?

19. What is the intended "steady-state" annual enrolment level?
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20. What evidence is there of student demand?

21. Is there convincing evidence that graduates of this program are needed in specifically
identified fields (academic, public and /or private sector)?

For professional program, supply evidence of congruence with current regulatory requirements of
the profession.

In making these determinations consider:
a) dimensions of societal need for graduates (socio-cultural, economic, scientific,
technological)
b) geographic scope of societal needs (local, regional, provincial, national)
c) trends in societal need for graduates
d) duration of societal need (e.g. short, medium or long-term)
22. What are the innovative or distinguishing aspects of this program? If this duplicates what
is done elsewhere, why is such duplication justified?

23. Is there Indigenous content?
❏ Yes
❏ No
*Note: Since Laurentian University has a tricultural mission, faculty members are encouraged to
consider ways to incorporate Indigenous content into their courses and programs as appropriate.
The Associate Vice-President, Academic and Indigenous Programs is available for consultation and
assistance in this regard. Indigenousprograms@laurentian.ca
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APPENDIX A

Useful Verbs for Developing Learning Outcomes
This list of useful verbs for creating learning outcomes is arranged according to Bloom’s Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives, which identifies different cognitive domains associated with levels of learning.
Bloom’s taxonomy was developed in 1956, and was revised in 2001 by Bloom’s colleagues, Lorin
Anderson and David Krathwahl. The revised taxonomy is presented here.
REMEMBERING: recall of information
arrange; cite; collect; define; describe; duplicate; enumerate; find; identify; locate; memorize;
record; recognize; match; relate; select; name; label; list; order; quote; recall; repeat; reproduce;
select; show; state
UNDERSTANDING: demonstration of comprehension
associate; classify; compare; contrast; convert; describe; estimate; explain; extend; generalize;
give examples; identify; interpret; justify; locate; outline; paraphrase; predict; recognize; report;
restate; review; select; summarize; trace; translate
APPLYING: applying knowledge in a new context
apply; calculate; chart; choose; classify; complete; compute; construct; contribute; develop;
discover; dramatize; employ; experiment; extend; illustrate; implement; instruct; interpret;
modify; operate; participate; practice; predict; show; solve; teach; text; use
ANALYZING: supporting assertions through the use of evidence and arguments identifying causes and
patterns
advertise; analyze; break down; categorize; classify; collect; compare; connect; contrast;
correlate; criticize; diagram; differentiate; distinguish; divide; establish; explain; identify;
illustrate; infer; investigate; order; outline; prioritize; question; select; separate; verify
EVALUATING: coming to a judgement on the value of information or the validity of arguments
appraise; argue; assess; choose; conclude; convince; criticize; critique; debate; decide, defend;
determine; discriminate; evaluate; grade; integrate; interpret; judge; justify; predict; prioritize;
rate; recommend; reframe; score; select; support; value
CREATING: combining or grouping knowledge to come to new conclusions
adapt; anticipate; arrange; assemble; collect; combine; compile; construct; decide; design;
develop; facilitate; formulate; generate; generalize; imagine; incorporate; individualize;
integrate; invent; modify; negotiate; organize; plan; propose; rearrange; reconstruct;
reorganize; revise; select; structure; substitute; validate
(www.teaching.utoronto.ca/teaching-support/course-design/developing-learning-outcomes)
For further assistance with writing your syllabus or crafting your learning outcomes, please contact the
Laurentian University Centre for Academic Excellence (Excellence@laurentian.ca)
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Appendix DC - Core and Non-Core Programs
Attachment 1: Program Approval Categories

Undergraduate “Core Arts and Science Programs,” Group A - “Non-Core” Undergraduate Programs,
and Group B - All Graduate Programs

Undergraduate “Core Arts and Science” Programs

Programs that are in basic disciplines which might be expected to be offered at any university... (and are) appropriate to the
academic ethos and character of any university.
Biological Sciences (including Biotechnology)
English Language & Literature
French Language & Literature
General Arts and Science
Humanities (including ancient and classical languages)

Group A - “Non-Core” Programs
Accounting, Accountancy
Actuarial Science
Agricultural Business
Agriculture
Architecture
Area Studies
Art Education, Conservation, Art
Therapy
Clothing, Textiles, Design and
Fashion
Commerce
Communications
Community, Urban and Regional
Planning
Criminology
Dance
Dental Surgery
Dentistry
Dietetics
Drama
Education
- Primary-Junior
- Junior-Intermediate
- Intermediate-Senior
- Technological Studies
- French as a First Language
(FFL)
Engineering
Environmental Studies,
Environmental Science

Mathematical Sciences & Computer Studies
Physical Sciences
Social Sciences (including Women’s Studies)
Theology

Family Studies, Family Science
Film, Cinema
Finance
Fine Art, Studio Art, Painting
Forest Technology
Forestry
Gerontology
Health Studies
Home Economics, Food Studies
Horticulture
Industrial, Labour Relations
Journalism
Kinesiology
Labour Studies
Landscape Architecture
Language and Literature Studies
Law
Law Enforcement
Legal Studies
Library Science
Linguistics
Management, Business
Management
Marketing
Medical Illustration
Medicine
Midwifery
Municipal Administration
Music

Native Studies
Nursing
Nursing Education
Occupational Therapy
Optometry
Personnel and Administrative
Studies
Pharmacology
Pharmacy
Physical Therapy, Physiotherapy
Physical Education
Planning
Public Administration
Public Service Studies
Radiation Therapy
Recreation
Resource Management
Social Work
Speech Pathology and Audiology
Survey Science
Systems Design
Theatre Arts
Translation, Interpretation
Urban Studies, Urbanism
Veterinary Medicine
War Studies
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Group B - Graduate Programs
All graduate programs
Attachment 2: Information the University Should Consider in Certifying Criteria Have Been Met

Criteria
1. Program
Nomenclature
(“Truth-in-Advertising”)
2. Academic Quality

Institutional Check List
 The University Senate or equivalent academic body should ensure that the




3. Financial Viability







4. Institutional
Appropriateness






program name and degree designation are appropriate to program content
and consistent with current usage in the discipline.
Undergraduate: the University should ensure that the Senate or equivalent
academic body has approved the undergraduate program.
Graduate: the University should ensure that the Dean of Graduate Studies (or
equivalent) has received a letter indicating the date the program passed
OCGS appraisal without requiring improvements.
The Board of Governors or equivalent body should ensure the university has
in hand the requisite resources to introduce the program within existing
funding levels and is prepared to maintain the program for a reasonable
period of time (The approval of a program is not grounds for a request for
additional funding from the Ministry to initiate or sustain the program).
Where there is an increase in the minimum length of time required to
complete an existing approved degree program, the institution should be
able to justify the additional costs incurred to the institution, government and
the student.
In making these determinations, institutions should consider:
o the impact of the program on funding and how the institution
intends to finance and staff the proposed program
o the additional costs (capital expenditures, additional faculty, etc),
and the sources of additional funds (external grants, donations,
government grants)
o how other programs will be affected (joint offerings, closure,
rationalization, decreased in size, etc.), including how and
whether or not any cost savings will be involved
The university should ensure the program is related to institutional mission,
academic plans, and/or departmental plans.
The university should ensure the program fits into the broader array of
program offerings, particularly areas of teaching and research strength,
collateral areas of study, etc.
In making these determinations, institutions should consider:
o notable resources available to the program demonstrating
institutional appropriateness e.g. Chairs, institutes, centres;
unique library collections or resources; facilities such as
computer, laboratory, other acquisitions, etc.
o external financial support demonstrating strength such as
facility/equipment donations, other external donations, grants,
etc.
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Criteria
5. Student Demand

Institutional Check List
 The University should ensure there is convincing evidence of student demand

for the program.

 In making these determinations, institutions should consider:
o projected enrolment levels for the first five years of operation (If

the program is in operation, use actual and projected data)
intended steady-state annual enrolment and steady-state total
enrolment projections and the year(s) in which they will be
achieved
o evidence of student demand through application statistics, for
example: number of enquiries, applications received, number of
qualified applicants, use of macro-indicator data (graduate only)
o origin of student demand (% domestic and visa students;
graduate only - the undergraduate or master's programs from
which students would be drawn)
o duration of the projected demand (e.g. short, medium or longterm demand from specified sources)
o evidence of review and comment by appropriate student
organization(s)
 The University should ensure there is convincing evidence that graduates of
the program are needed in specifically identified fields (academic, public
and/or private sector).
 For professional program areas, the university should ensure congruence
with current regulatory requirements of the profession.
 In making these determinations, institutions should consider:
o dimensions of the societal need for graduates (e.g. socio-cultural,
economic, scientific, technological)
o geographic scope of the societal need for graduates (e.g. local,
regional, provincial, national)
o trends in societal need for graduates
o duration of the societal need (e.g. short, medium, or long-term)
o examples of evidence for the above would be:
 letters from a variety of potential employers of graduates who
have seen the curriculum and commented upon the need for
graduates within their organization and, more broadly, in their
field of endeavour
 professional society and/or association comments about the
need for graduates based on a review of the curriculum
 employment surveys, survey of the number of positions
advertised in, for example, the CAUT Bulletin, AUCC University
Affairs, etc.
 statistics related to the number of Ontario students leaving the
province to study in the same field elsewhere in Canada or
abroad
o

6. Societal Need
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Criteria
7. Duplication

Institutional Check List
 The University should cite similar programs offered by other institutions in the
Ontario university system.
 The University should provide evidence of justifiable duplication based on
societal need and/or student demand in cases where there are programs in
the system that are the same or similar (Comments from other institutions
regarding proposed new undergraduate programs will be sought by the
Ministry. Comments regarding Health Science programs will also be sought
from the Ministry of Health).
 The University should indicate innovative and distinguishing aspects of the
program.
 The University should indicate why the institution is offering the program on a
“stand-alone” basis rather than merging its resources with another institution
in a joint program.
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Attachment 3: 2009-2010 Program Approvals Certification Form

_________________________________
Program Name and Degree Designation
(Please attach the Program’s Calendar Entry)

____________________________
Institution

The university certifies that the following six criteria have been evaluated and met for the above proposed new
program:
□

The program has undergone a nomenclature confirmation review by the University
Senate for Group A undergraduate programs and by the Ontario Council on Graduate
Studies for Group B graduate programs.

□

Senate has certified program quality for Group A undergraduate programs and the
Ontario Council on Graduate Studies has done so for Group B graduate programs. (For
graduate programs, a copy of OCGS approval is required)

□

The governing body of the institution has certified that the program can be financed by
institutional resources unless the Minister has given prior approval of additional funding
to cover any portion of program costs that cannot be absorbed by the institution.

□

The program is consistent with the aims, objectives and existing strengths of the
institution.

□

There is convincing evidence of student demand.

□

There is convincing evidence of societal need.

The university submits the attached information as evidence that any duplicative similarities to
existing programs in Ontario or Canada are justifiable for reasons of public funding.

_______________________________
(Signature of President)
_______________________________
(Date)
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Attachment 4: 2009-10 Program Developments Report

Institution: ______________________
Institutional Contact: _____________________
Telephone Number: _____________________
A. Rationalized / Restructured Programs
Program Name
Degree
Designation

B. Merged Programs / Departments
Program/Department Name

C. Closed Programs
Program Name

Degree
Designation

Degree
Designation

Date Effective Additional Information
(e.g. existing program based on)

Date Effective Additional Information
(e.g. existing program/department
based on)

Date
Effective

Additional Information

Please fax the Annual Development Report, also referred to as the Faxback Report, to Nadira Ramkissoon,
Universities Unit, Postsecondary Accountability Branch, Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities to 416325-0108 by May 3, 2010. You may also email the report to nadira.ramkissoon@ontario.ca.
Relevant calendar copy information should also be provided (Attach additional pages if necessary).
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Attachment 5: Program Approval Summary

2009-2010 PROGRAM APPROVAL SUMMARY
Please submit one form per program and attach the following:
1) Program Approval Certification Form
2) Program Calendar Information (including a list of courses offered each year with credits
attached to each course)
3) OCGS approval required
Institution:
Name of program:
Length of Program:
# of Semesters/Year:
Expected Start Date for Program:
Suggested FORPOS Code & Program Weight:
Suggested CIP code:
Proposed Tuition Fee & Explanation
Include:
• Examples of comparator programs used
to set the tuition level (internal and/or
external)
• How tuition fees are charged (flat or
program fee, or by course credit)
• Annualized tuition fee
Note: Tuition fee should exclude all centrally
collected ancillary fees and student
referenda fees.
Does this program include a thesis option?
In addition to the checklist provided by the ministry, please describe the following criteria below:
Brief Program Description:
Certification by the executive head that
there is convincing evidence of social need:
Convincing evidence that any duplicative
similarities to the existing programs in
Ontario/Canada are justifiable reasons of
public funding (please list/briefly describe
similar programs):
If this is a collaborative program with
another college/university, please identify
partners and describe the arrangements by
which institutions report enrolments as
eligible to be counted for funding purposes.
Institutional Contact Person:
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Appendix ED - Guidelines for the Program Self-Study, Existing
Programs
The self-study is to be broad-based, reflective and forward-looking, and is to include critical analysis. It is
to be rigorous, objective and searching.
Unless the Provost directs otherwise, the self-study is to review all degree programs that are the
responsibility of the unit, including graduate and undergraduate programs, programs delivered with
other institutions or on other sites, and programs delivered through non-typical modes.
In some cases, the self-study may form the basis for both the normal program review and an
accreditation review. In such cases, it must meet the requirements of both processes.
The immediate purpose of the self-study is to constitute the basis for the review. The self-study should
have value well beyond this, however. When conducted seriously and analytically, it provides the basis
for a probing self-examination by the program members, for the purpose of rethinking the curriculum
and the full student experience in the program.
The program head initiates and makes sure that the self-study is carried out. He/she establishes a self-study
committee to undertake the process, the committee to consist of at least five people, including the program
head, at least two other full-time faculty members and two students. If graduate programs are involved, the
graduate coordinators of these programs will be part of the self-study committee. At the discretion of the
department/program, the self-study committee may be larger. The self-study committee prepares a draft
of the self-study and presents it to the full department/program. The self-study must be approved by
the department/program before it is sent to the next step. The Dean reviews and approves the selfstudy, to assure that it is complete and analytical, and that it meets the appropriate guidelines. The
Dean may return the self-study to the department/program for amendment. When the Dean is satisfied
with the self-study, he/she informs the Provost.
The self-study document will not exceed 35 pages, although appendices can be as lengthy and specific as
desired. Since it will be made available to the Review Committee (Note: Appendix KJ), its content should, in
a general sense, assist the Review Committee in examining the following aspects, and therefore should
reflect the Review Guidelines.
The self-study for existing programs should address the following points:
•

Consistency of the program with the general objectives of the University’s mission and academic
plans;

•

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the admission requirements, e.g., preparation and
achievement, for the learning outcomes of the institution and the program;

•

Appropriateness of the program’s structure and curriculum to meet its learning outcomes;

•

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the mode of delivery (including, where applicable, distance or
on-line delivery) to meet the program’s learning outcomes;

•

The level of achievement of students, consistent with the learning outcomes of the educational
goals for the program and the degree, and institutional standards;
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•

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the utilization of the existing human/physical/financial/library
resources;

•

Definition of indicators that provide evidence of quality student clientele (e.g. applications,
registrations and identified workforce needs), quality of faculty, student quality, quality of
graduates, program outcomes (graduation rate, length of studies, etc.) and demonstrated
achievement of its learning outcomes.

•

The integrity of the data will be ensured by using only data provided by the Institutional Planning
Office.

•

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

The unit shall submit the self-study through the Dean who, if he/she approves, will forward to the office of
the Provost, in three separate parts:
1)

THE PROGRAM (for every location and method of delivery)

2)

CURRICULA VITAE OF THE FACULTY

3)

LIST OF PROPOSED CONSULTANTS

1.

THE PROGRAM brief is to contain the following information organized (as far as possible) in the
following manner.
a.

Introduction
i.

Brief listing of program(s).

ii.

Objectives of the program(s) and mission statement.

iii.
The learning outcomes of the programs based on
level expectations

degree

iv.

Review concerns (if any) expressed in previous appraisal, and actions taken.

v.

Participation of faculty, staff and students in the self-study.

vi.
Insure input of others deemed to be relevant and useful, such as graduates of the
program, representatives of industries, the professions, practical training programs, and
employers may be included.
vii.
b.

Special matters and innovative features (if any).

The Faculty
i.

List of both full-time and part-time faculty; identify core faculty. In the case of a
graduate program in which a field or several have been identified, a listing of
faculty members by fields is required.
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c.

ii.

Research Funding – by faculty members for past five years by source (granting
councils, industry, government, foundations, other).

iii.

Current teaching loads (graduate and undergraduate), showing the number of
courses taught by each faculty member.

iv.

Career number, and current, supervision of bachelor's theses and graduate
students, by faculty member (summary table).

v.

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the utilization of existing human resources.

Library Resources
i.

A summary statement on holdings pertinent to the program, collection policy, and
expenditures for last five years (where available).
DO NOT SUBMIT DETAILED DOCUMENTATION ON LIBRARY HOLDINGS, but have
available if required by consultants.

ii.

d.

e.

Explanation of the use made of existing library and archives services and
resources including but not limited to: the liaison librarian or archivist; library
and archives instruction; collection development; discipline-specific learning
resources; and reference support.

Physical Resources

i.

Laboratory and computer facilities for teaching and for research - major equipment
available for use, commitments/plans (if any) for next five years.

ii.

Space - list current faculty, laboratory, graduate student and general research
office space, commitments/plans (if any) for next five years.

iii.

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the utilization of existing physical resources.

Students
i.

Enrolment and graduations for past five years by program.

ii.

Educational and/or employment status of students graduating over the past five
years.

iii.

Projected enrolments (FT; PT) for next five years, by program, with a rationale for
the numbers provided.
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f.

g.

h.

Program Regulations and Courses
i.

Regulations for the program(s) including: appropriateness and effectiveness of the
admission standards and explanation of admission policies for each program;
course requirements, examinations, evaluation procedures; thesis evaluation
procedures, language requirements (if any), and other requirements; residence
regulations. Also, a statement on the appropriateness of generic admission
requirements is required.

ii.

Total courses listed, including: courses actually offered with enrolments (past
three years); combined graduate/undergraduate courses (if any) offered (past
three years). A statement concerning the structural relationship between the
undergraduate program(s) and the graduate program(s) is required.

iii.

Collateral and supporting departments: list only those involvements that are
substantial, indicating the nature of the co-involvement (i.e. joint research,
graduate teaching, etc.).

iv.

Course outlines and other documents relevant to the content of the courses.

v.

Appropriateness of the program’s structure and curriculum to meet its learning
outcomes of the degree which shall be designed, structured and delivered so
that graduates may demonstrate achievement, in ways appropriate to the
values and ambitions of the institution, of its undergraduate degree level
expectations.

vi.

Rationales for curriculum organization - requirements, relevance and justification
of courses. How courses are related and how they build on previous learning. An
indication or demonstration of undergraduate student outcomes in relation to
learning outcomes of the program (value added education).

vii.

Curriculum map showing the impact of each course towards the attainment of the
degree level expectations.

viii.

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the method of delivering including distance
and on-line to meet the program’s learning outcomes.

ix

A statement that explains how the program meets its learning outcomes, and how
the learning outcomes fit into the mission of the University.

x

Statistical summaries only of student course evaluations.

Planning
i.

Strengths and weaknesses: Conclusion

ii.

How do you plan to reach your goals?

Conclusions
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i. Areas requiring improvement
ii. Areas that hold promise for enhancement
2. THE CURRICULA VITAE OF THE FACULTY - to be presented in the same format for all faculty listed and
also to be presented separately from the section on the program. Each C.V. is to be organized
according to the Laurentian University format.
The key information which must be readily accessible in every CV is:
•
•
•

Peer-reviewed publication (lifetime, and in the past seven years)
Research funding (in the past seven years)
Graduate teaching and supervision (lifetime, and in the past seven years)

For some faculty members (for example in the performing arts), other types of scholarly work (including
performances) will normally be included.
3.

4.

THE LIST OF PROPOSED CONSULTANTS - to be presented in the same format for each nomination
and also to be presented separately from the other two sections. The list is to contain the following
information organized in the following manner:
a.

name

b.

rank/position

c.

institution/firm - current address, please also include telephone number

d.

degrees - designation, university, discipline, date

e.

professional experience/expertise relevant to the consultantship

f.

statement that the proposed consultant does not have a close personal or professional
relationship with any member(s) of the unit

With respect to the LIST OF PROPOSED CONSULTANTS, the Departments/Schools must:
a.

propose at least 4 nominations

b.

designate the nominees by program

c.

not contact the nominees with respect to the nominations.
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Appendix FE - Guidelines for the review of ongoing programs
The Committee reviews the self-study submitted by the unit, requests any additional information
that is needed, and spends at least two days visiting the unit. During the on-campus visit, the Committee
first meets in camera to discuss procedures, concerns and additional information that might be required.
The Committee then meets with faculty, staff, undergraduate students within the unit, the Dean, the
Provost, the Associate Vice-President, Learning and Teaching, and the Dean of Graduate Studies (if
appropriate) and any other member of the university community who can provide relevant information
(e.g. University Librarian, Director of Computing Services, etc.). Prior to concluding the visit, the External
Reviewer meets with the Provost and Dean and, if appropriate, the Dean of Graduate Studies, for a
debriefing session to provide preliminary oral feedback on the outcome of the visit and an evaluation of the
process.
The review team produces one report. The report is authored by the external consultant(s), but
it is the responsibility of all members of the committee. The internal members of the committee are
consulted during the writing, and indicate whether they approve of the report. The report is submitted
to the Provost (and, in the case of a federated or affiliated university, the President of the federated
university) no later than six weeks after the on-site visit.
The report addresses aspects of the department / faculty / institution that influence the quality of
the program. The spirit of the review should be constructive and analytical. The report should state what
the unit has done since its last review.
The members of the review committee are to respect the confidentiality that is required for all aspects of
the review process.
The report should include, but is not limited to, the following:
•

an outline of the visit (who interviewed, facilities seen, other relevant activities);

•

Consistency of the program with the general objectives of the institution’s mission and academic
plans, and with the standards, educational goals, learning outcomes of the degree, which shall be
designed, structured and delivered so that graduates may demonstrate achievement, in ways
appropriate to the values and ambitions of the institution, and of its degree level expectations.

•

The curriculum reflects the current state of the discipline or area of study

•

Evidence of any significant innovation or creativity in the content and/or delivery of the program
relative to other such programs

•

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

•

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the admission requirements, e.g., preparation and
achievement, with respect to the learning outcomes of the institution and the program;

•

Appropriateness of the program’s structure and curriculum to meet its learning outcomes, especially
in the student’s final year;

•

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the mode of delivery (including, where applicable, distance or
on-line delivery) to meet the program’s learning outcomes;

•

The level of achievement of students, consistent with the educational goals, learning outcomes for
the program, the degree, and institutional standards,
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•

Identify and commend the program’s notably strong and creative attributes;

•

Describe the program’s respective strengths, areas for improvement, and opportunities for
enhancement;

•

Appropriateness and effectiveness of the utilization of the existing
human/physical/financial/library resources;

•

Definition of indicators that provide evidence of quality student clientele (e.g. applications,
registrations and identified workforce needs), quality of faculty, student quality, quality of
graduates, program outcomes (graduation rate, length of studies, etc.) and demonstrated
achievement of its learning outcomes.

•

Recommendation of specific steps to be taken to improve the program, distinguishing between
those the program can itself take and those that require external action.

•

Note: additional criteria for graduate programs
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 twothirds of their course requirements be met through courses at this level.

The Provost forwards the report to the program and to the Dean. The unit will then have one month's
time from receipt of the report to formulate a response to the report. The unit’s response is forwarded
to the Dean, who in turn writes a response to both the report and the unit’s response. The Dean submits
all three documents to ACAPLAN. The Dean’s response should address the following:
•

Any changes in organization, policy or governance that would be necessary to meet the
recommendations;

•

The resources, financial and otherwise, that would be provided in supporting the implementation of
selected recommendations;

•

Identify the relevant dean(s) or academic administrator(s) responsible for the program, who will
provide their responses to each of the following:
1. The plans and recommendations proposed in the self-study report;
2. The recommendations advanced by the Review Committee;
3. The program’s response to the Review Committee’s report(s);
and will describe:
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4. Any changes in organization, policy or governance that would be necessary to meet the
recommendations;
5. The resources, financial and otherwise, that would be provided in supporting the
implementation
of selected recommendations; and
6. A proposed timeline for the implementation of any of those recommendations.
•

List of commendations
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Appendix GF - Definitions
Arm’s length: See definition in section 1.2
Certificate: Laurentian may grant certificates in acknowledgement of students’ participation in either
for-credit or not-for-credit activities at the undergraduate or graduate level. Not-for-credit programs are
not subject to approval or audit by these procedures. Certificate program involving for-credit
coursework and related activities use the Expedited Approval Process (see below) for initial approval.
Subsequently, the ongoing program will be submitted to its appropriate position in the cycle of program
reviews.
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 University’s own expression of those Expectations.
Degree Level Expectations: The Degree Level Expectations established by OCAV serve as Ontario
universities’ academic standards and identify the knowledge and skill outcome competencies that
reflect progressive levels of intellectual and creative development. They may be expressed in subjectspecific or in generic terms. Graduates at specified degree levels (e.g., BA, MSc) are expected to
demonstrate these competencies. Laurentian University has undertaken to adapt and describe the
degree level expectations that apply to its programs.
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Degree Program: The complete set and sequence of courses, combinations of courses and/or other
units of study, research and practice prescribed by the University for the fulfillment of the requirements
of a particular degree.
Diploma Programs: Laurentian 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
diploma programs are not subject to these procedures. Introduction of an Undergraduate Diploma
program involving for-credit coursework and related activities uses the Expedited Approval Process (see
definition below) in submitting them for the Quality Council’s approval. Subsequently, the ongoing
program is submitted to its appropriate position in the institution’s cycle of program reviews.
The Quality Council recognizes only three types or categories of Graduate Diploma and has specific
appraisal conditions (and an associated submission template) applying to each. In each case, when
proposing a new graduate diploma, a university may request an Expedited Approval Process (see
definition below).
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. When new, these programs require submission to the Quality Council for an
Expedited Approval Process (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.
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. When new, these programs require
submission to the Quality Council for an Expedited Approval Process (no external reviewers
required) prior to their adoption. Once approved, they are incorporated into the institution’s
schedule for cyclical reviews as part of the parent program.
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. Where the program has been conceived and developed as a distinct and
original entity, the institution will use the Expedited Approval Process (see below).
All such programs, once approved, will be subject to the normal institutional cycle of program reviews,
typically in conjunction with the related degree 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.
Expedited Approval Process: The Quality Council will normally require only an Expedited Approval
Process where:
• there are Major Modifications to Existing Programs, as already defined through the IQAP,
proposed for a degree program or program of specialization; or
•
•

there are proposals for new for-credit graduate or undergraduate certificates or diplomas.

The Expedited Approval Process requires the submission to the Quality Council of a Proposal Brief of the
proposed program change/new program (as detailed above) and the rationale for it. The process is
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expedited by not requiring the use of external reviewers. The outcomes of these expedited approval
processes will be conveyed to the proposing institution directly by the Executive Director and reported
to the Quality Council.
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.
Graduate Level Course: A course offered by a graduate program and taught by institutionally-approved
graduate faculty, where the learning outcomes are aligned with the Graduate Degree Level Expectations
and the majority of students are registered as graduate students.
Inter-Institutional Program Categories:
1.

2.

3.

4.

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 Degree 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
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.

In the case of the Cotutelle, since this arrangement relates to an existing, approved program, no
separate appraisal or review processes will apply.
For all inter-institutional programs in which all partners are institutions within Ontario, the Quality
Council’s standard New Program Approval and Cyclical Program Review Processes will apply to all
elements of programs regardless of which partner offers them, including Ontario Colleges of Applied
Arts and Technology and Institutes of Technology and Advanced Learning. For joint programs in which
some partners are institutions outside Ontario, the elements of the programs contributed by the out-ofprovince partner will be subject to the quality assurance processes in their respective jurisdictions. The
Quality Council will maintain a directory of bodies whose post-secondary assurance processes are
recognized and accepted as being comparable to our own. In cases where such recognition is not
available, the Quality Council will determine, on a case-by-case basis, the appropriate action to be taken
on quality assurance if the collaboration is to be permitted to proceed.
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.” (QAF, 2010)
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Major Modifications to Existing Programs:
a) (Examples of ) Requirements that differ significantly from those existing at the time of the
previous cyclical program review
• The merger of two or more programs
• New bridging options for college diploma graduates
• Significant change in the laboratory time of an undergraduate program
• The introduction or deletion of an undergraduate thesis or capstone project
• The introduction or deletion of a work experience, co-op option, internship or practicum, or
portfolio
• At the master’s level, the introduction or deletion of a research project, research essay or thesis,
course-only, co-op, internship or practicum option
• The creation, deletion or re-naming of a field in a graduate program
• Any change to the requirements for graduate program candidacy examinations, field studies or
residence requirements
• Major changes to courses comprising a significant proportion of the program (may be defined in
quantitative terms; typically, institutions have chosen one-third)
b) (Example of) Significant changes to the learning outcomes
• Changes to program content, other than those listed in a) above, that affect the learning
outcomes, but do not meet the threshold for a ‘new program’
c) (Examples of) Significant changes to the faculty engaged in delivering the program and/or to the
essential resources as may occur, for example, when there have been changes to the existing
mode(s) of delivery (e.g. different campus, online delivery, inter-institutional collaboration)
• Changes to the faculty delivering the program: e.g. a large proportion of the faculty retires; new
hires alter the areas of research and teaching interests
• A change in the language of program delivery
• The establishment of an existing degree program at another institution or location
• The offering of an existing program substantially online where it had previously been offered in
face-to-face mode, or vice versa
• Change to full- or part-time program options, or vice versa
• Changes to the essential resources, where these changes impair the delivery of the approved
program
d) The addition of a new field to an existing graduate program. This modification is subject to an
optional Expedited Approval. Note that institutions are not required to declare fields for either
master’s or doctoral programs
e) ACAPLAN will act as arbiter to determine whether changes constitute “major modifications”.
The following are not Major modifications:
• The approval of an articulation agreement with a college
• Changes in admission requirements that are a result of changes from the high school curriculum
Mode of Delivery: The means or medium used in delivering a program (e.g., lecture format, distance,
on-line, problem-based, compressed part-time, different campus, inter-institutional collaboration or
other non-standard form of delivery).

Senate Page 107

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). To clarify, for the purposes of this Framework,
a ‘new program’ is brand-new: that is to say, the program has substantially different program
requirements and substantially different learning outcomes from those of any existing approved
programs offered by the institution. Examples of what constitutes a ‘new program’ are provided in the
Guide.
The approval process for the introduction of new undergraduate and graduate programs follows the
New Program Approval Protocol in Framework Section 2. All Proposal Briefs submitted to the Quality
Council will report whether the program is a professional program and/or a full cost recovery program.
Program Head: The program head can vary between a Chair, a Director or a Coordinator.
Program of Specialization: An identified set and sequence of courses, and/or other units of study,
research and practice within an area of disciplinary or interdisciplinary study, which is completed in full
or partial fulfillment of the requirements for the awarding of a degree, and is recorded on the graduate's
academic record (e.g., a major, honours program, concentration or similar).
It should be noted that:
• A program constitutes “full” fulfillment of the requirements for the awarding of a degree when
the program and degree program are one and the same;
• A program constitutes “partial” fulfillment of the requirements for the awarding of a degree
when the program is a subset of the degree program. Typically, a bachelor’s degree requires the
completion of a program of specialization, often referred to as a major, an honours program, a
concentration or similar.
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Appendix HG - Ontario Council of Academic Vice Presidents
(OCAV) Guidelines for University Undergraduate Degree Level
Expectations
Introduction
The globalization of higher education has led to the need to be able to compare and contrast the variety of
qualifications granted by academic institutions for credit transfer, graduate study preparation and professional
qualification. Similarly, jurisdictions with decentralized systems are looking for ways to measure academic
equivalencies. In addition, in order to be able to evaluate and monitor the effectiveness of all aspects of
instruction, institutions, accrediting authorities and funding bodies have begun to clarify the outcomes expected of
graduates. OCAV, aware of a national initiative to state degree expectations, has prepared this document to reflect
expectations of performance by the graduates of the Baccalaureate/Bachelors programs of Ontario’s publicly
assisted universities.
The degree level expectations presented below elaborate the intellectual and creative development of students
and the acquisition of relevant skills that have been widely, yet implicitly, understood. Below, they are explicitly
stated.

Baccalaureate/Bachelor’s
Degree

1. Depth and Breadth of
Knowledge

This degree is awarded to
students who have
demonstrated:
a) a general knowledge and
understanding of many key
concepts, methodologies,
theoretical approaches and
assumptions in a discipline

b) a broad understanding of
some of the major fields in a
discipline, including, where
appropriate, from an
interdisciplinary perspective, and
how the fields may intersect with
fields in related disciplines
c) an ability to gather, review,
evaluate and interpret
information relevant to one or
more of the major fields in a
discipline

Baccalaureate/Bachelor’s
Degree: Honours
This degree is awarded to
students who have
demonstrated:

a) a developed knowledge and
critical understanding of the key
concepts, methodologies,
current advances, theoretical
approaches and assumptions in a
discipline overall, as well as in a
specialized area of a discipline
b) a developed understanding of
many of the major fields in a
discipline, including, where
appropriate, from an
interdisciplinary perspective, and
how the fields may intersect with
fields in related disciplines
c) a developed ability to: i)
gather, review, evaluate and
interpret information; and ii)
compare the merits of alternate
hypotheses or creative options,
relevant to one or more of the
major fields in a discipline
d) a developed, detailed
knowledge of and experience in
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d) some detailed knowledge in
an area of the discipline

e) critical thinking and analytical
skills inside and outside the
discipline
f) the ability to apply learning
from one or more areas outside
the discipline

research in an area of the
discipline
e) developed critical thinking and
analytical skills inside and outside
the discipline
f) the ability to apply learning
from one or more areas outside
the discipline

2. Knowledge of Methodologies

… an understanding of methods
of enquiry or creative activity, or
both, in their primary area of
study that enables the student
to:
• evaluate the appropriateness
of different approaches to
solving problems using well
established ideas and
techniques; and
• devise and sustain arguments
or solve problems using these
methods.

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

3. Application of Knowledge

a) the ability to review, present,
and interpret quantitative and
qualitative information to:
i) develop lines of argument;
ii) make sound judgments in
accordance with the major
theories, concepts and methods
of the subject(s) of study; and

a) the ability to review, present
and critically evaluate qualitative
and quantitative information to:
i) develop lines of argument;
ii) make sound judgments in
accordance with the major
theories, concepts and methods
of the subject(s) of study;
iii) apply underlying concepts,
principles, and techniques of
analysis, both within and outside
the discipline;
iv) where appropriate use this
knowledge in the creative
process; and

b) the ability to use a basic range
of established techniques to:
i) analyse information;

b) the ability to use a range of
established techniques to:
i) initiate and undertake critical
evaluation of arguments,
assumptions, abstract concepts
and information;
ii) propose solutions;

ii) evaluate the appropriateness
of different approaches to
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solving problems related to their
area(s) of study;
iii) propose solutions; and
c) the ability to make use of
scholarly reviews and primary
sources.
4. Communication Skills

… the ability to communicate
accurately and reliably, orally and
in writing to a range of
audiences.

5. Awareness of Limits of
Knowledge

… an understanding of the limits
to their own knowledge and how
this might influence their
analyses and interpretations.

6. Autonomy and Professional
Capacity

a) qualities and transferable skills
necessary for further study,
employment, community
involvement and other activities
requiring:
• the exercise of personal
responsibility and decisionmaking;
• working effectively with
others;

iii) frame appropriate questions
for the purpose of solving a
problem;
iv) solve a problem or create a
new work; and
c) the ability to make critical use
of scholarly reviews and primary
sources.

b) the ability to identify and
address their own learning needs
in changing circumstances and to
select an appropriate program of
further study; and

… the ability to communicate
information, arguments, and
analyses accurately and reliably,
orally and in writing to a range of
audiences.
… an understanding of the limits
to their own knowledge and
ability, and an appreciation of
the uncertainty, ambiguity and
limits to knowledge and how this
might influence analyses and
interpretations.
a) qualities and transferable skills
necessary for further study,
employment, community
involvement and other activities
requiring:
• the exercise of initiative,
personal responsibility and
accountability in both personal
and group contexts;
• working effectively with
others;
• decision-making in complex
contexts;
•
b) the ability to manage their
own learning in changing
circumstances, both within and
outside the discipline and to
select an appropriate program of
further study; and

c) behaviour consistent with
academic integrity and social
responsibility.

c) behaviour consistent with
academic integrity and social
responsibility.

Updated: October 24, 2005
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Appendix IH - OCGS Degree Level Expectations for Graduates of
Each Credential
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Appendix JI - TEMPLATE FOR REVIEWERS’ REPORT FOR NEW
PROGRAMS
Reviewers’ Report on the Proposed (INSERT DEGREE) Program in (INSERT PROGRAM NAME) at Laurentian
University.
(REVIEWER 1)
UNIVERSITY ADDRESS

(REVIEWER 2)
UNIVERSITY ADDRESS

1. OUTLINE OF THE REVIEW
Please indicate whether this review was conducted by desk audit or site visit. For those reviews that included a site
visit, please indicate the following:
• Who was interviewed?
• What facilities were seen?
• Any other activities relevant to the appraisal.
2. EVALUATION CRITERIA
NOTE: Reviewers are asked to provide feedback on each of the following Evaluation Criteria.
2.1 Objectives
• Consistency of the program with the institution’s mission and academic plans.
• Clarity and appropriateness of the program’s requirements and associated learning outcomes in addressing the
institution’s own undergraduate or graduate Degree Level Expectations.
• Appropriateness of degree nomenclature.
• Appropriateness of the degree map.
2.2 Admission requirements
• Appropriateness of the program’s admission requirements for the learning outcomes established for completion
of the program.
• Sufficient explanation of alternative requirements, if any, for admission into a graduate, second-entry or
undergraduate program, such as minimum grade point average, additional languages or portfolios, along with how
the program recognizes prior work or learning experience.
2.3 Structure
• Appropriateness of the program's structure and regulations to meet specified program learning outcomes and
degree level expectations.
• For graduate programs, a clear rationale for program length that ensures that the program requirements can be
reasonably completed within the proposed time period.
2.4 Program content
• Ways in which the curriculum addresses the current state of the discipline or area of study.
• Identification of any unique curriculum or program innovations or creative components.
• For research-focused graduate programs, clear indication of the nature and suitability of the major research
requirements for degree completion.
• 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.
2.5 Mode of delivery
Comment on the appropriateness of the proposed mode(s) of delivery to meet the intended program learning
outcomes and Degree Level Expectations.
2.6 Assessment of teaching and learning
• Appropriateness of the proposed methods for the assessment of student achievement of the intended program
learning outcomes and Degree Level Expectations.
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• Completeness of plans for documenting and demonstrating the level of performance of students, consistent with
the institution’s statement of its Degree Level Expectations.
2.7 Resources for all programs
• Adequacy of the administrative unit’s planned utilization of existing human, physical and financial resources, and
any institutional commitment to supplement those resources, to
support the program.
• Participation of a sufficient number and quality of faculty who are competent to teach and/or supervise in the
program.
• Evidence that there are adequate resources to sustain the quality of scholarship produced by undergraduate
students as well as graduate students’ scholarship and research activities, including library support, information
technology support, and laboratory access.
2.8 Resources for graduate programs only
• Evidence that faculty have the recent research or professional/clinical expertise needed to sustain the program,
promote innovation and foster an appropriate intellectual climate.
• Where appropriate to the program, evidence that financial assistance for students will be sufficient to ensure
adequate quality and numbers of students.
• Evidence of how supervisory loads will be distributed, and the qualifications and appointment status of faculty
who will provide instruction and supervision.
2.9 Resources for undergraduate programs only
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
opportunities (if required); and (e) the role of adjunct and part-time faculty.
2.10 Quality and other indicators (to be inclusive of the institution’s own additional quality
indicators)
• Definition and use of indicators that provide evidence of quality of the faculty (e.g. qualifications, research,
innovation and scholarly record; appropriateness of collective faculty expertise to contribute substantively to the
proposed program).
• Evidence of a program structure and faculty research that will ensure the intellectual
quality of the student experience.
NOTE: Reviewers are urged to avoid using references to individuals. Rather, they are asked to
assess the ability of the faculty as a whole to deliver the program and to comment on the appropriateness of each
of the areas of the program (fields) that the university has chosen to
emphasize, in view of the expertise and scholarly productivity of the faculty.
3. OTHER ISSUES
4. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
NOTE: The responsibility for arriving at a recommendation on the final classification of the program belongs to the
Appraisal Committee. Individual reviewers are asked to refrain from making recommendations in this respect.
Signature:

Date:

Signature:

Date:
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Appendix KJ - TEMPLATE FOR REVIEWERS’ REPORT ON
EXISTING PROGRAMS
External Reviewers’ Report on the (INSERT DEGREE) Program in (INSERT PROGRAM NAME) at Laurentian
University.
(Reviewer 1)
UNIVERSITY ADDRESS

(Reviewer 2)
UNIVERSITY ADDRESS

1. OUTLINE OF THE VISIT
• Who was interviewed?
• What facilities were seen?
• Any other activities relevant to the appraisal.
2. PROVIDE FEEDBACK ON THE EACH OF THE FOLLOWING EVALUATION CRITERIA
2.1 Objectives
• Is the program consistent with the institution’s mission and academic plans?
• Are the program requirements and learning outcomes clear, appropriate and in alignment with the institution’s
statement of undergraduate and/or graduate Degree Level Expectations?
• Is the program map complete and appropriate?
2.2 Admission requirements
• Are admission requirements appropriately aligned with the learning outcomes established for completion of the
program?
2.3 Curriculum
• Does the curriculum reflect the current state of the discipline or area of study?
• What evidence is there of any significant innovation or creativity in the content and/or delivery of the program
relative to other programs?
• Are the modes of delivery appropriate and effective to meet with program’s identified learning outcomes?
2.4 Teaching and assessment
• Are the methods used to assess student achievement of the defined learning outcomes and degree level
expectations appropriate and effective?
• Are the means of assessment (particularly in the students’ final year of the program) appropriate and effective to
demonstrate achievement of the program learning outcomes and the institutions (or program’s) own degree level
expectations?
2.5 Resources
• Assess the appropriateness and effectiveness of the academic unit’s use of existing human, physical and financial
resources in delivering its program(s). Note reviewers must recognize the institution’s autonomy in determining
priorities for funding, space and faculty allocation.
• Comment on the appropriateness and effectiveness of academic services (e.g. library, co-op, technology, etc.) to
support the program(s) being reviewed.
2.6 Quality Indicators (to be inclusive of the institution’s own additional quality indicators)
• Comment on the outcome measures of student performance and achievement for the program(s).
• Faculty: comment on: the qualifications; research and scholarly record; class sizes; % classes taught by
permanent or non-permanent (contract) faculty; number, assignments and qualifications of part-time or
temporary faculty.
NOTE:
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Consultants are urged to avoid using references to individuals. Rather, they are asked to assess the ability of the
faculty as a whole to deliver the program and to comment on the appropriateness of each of the areas of the
program(s) that the university has chosen to emphasize, in view of the expertise and scholarly productivity of the
faculty.
• Students: comment on: applications and registrations; attrition rates, times-to-completion; final year academic
achievement; graduation rates; academic awards; student in-course reports on teaching.
• Graduates: comment on: rates of graduation; employment after six months and two years after graduation; post
graduate study; skills match’ alumni reports on program quality (if available and permitted by FIPPA).
2.7 Additional graduate program criteria
• Is the students’ time-to-completion both monitored and managed in relation to the program’s identified length
and program requirements.
• What is the quality and availability of graduate supervision?
• What quality indicators does the program use to provide evidence of faculty, students and program quality, for
example:
a) Faculty: funding, honours and awards, commitment to student mentoring
b) Students: grade-level for admission, scholarly output, success rates in provincial and national scholarships,
competitions, awards and commitment to professional and transferable skills
c) Program: evidence of program structure and faculty research that will ensure the intellectual quality of the
student experience
d) Sufficient graduate level courses that the students will be able to meet the requirement that two-thirds of their
course requirements be met through courses at this level.
2.8 Quality enhancement
• Comment on initiatives taken to enhance the quality of the program and the associated learning and teaching
environment
3. OTHER ISSUES
4. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Signature:
Date:

Signature:
Date:
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Senate Motion -- Pass/Fail Option 2020-21 Academic Year
For courses using letter grades for the Fall 2020 Term, the Fall/Winter 2020 Term,
and Winter 2021 Term, Senate offers students the following options : a) accept the
assigned grade, b) withdraw from the course and accept “W” on your transcript (no
course credit, no tuition refund), or c ) choose Pass (S) or Fail (F) grade.
For the Fall Term:
Students wishing to have a ‘W’ on their transcript under (b) above have until January
11, 2021, to email the Registrar’s Office to make this request. Students wishing to
have a ‘Pass/Fail’ grade, and under (c) have from the time course grades are received
but before 11:59PM Thursday, January 21, 2021, to indicate their intention via email to
the Registrar’s office. Once this option has been selected, a student cannot return to
the letter grade. Note: Students may elect for (a), (b) or (c) for any of their courses - ie,
students do not need to elect to choose one of the above for ALL of their courses.
Professional programs will be required to determine the definition of a Pass (S) grade
for their respective courses.
For the F/W 2021 Term and Winter 2021 Term:
Students wishing to have a ‘W’ on their transcript under (b) above have until May 28,
2021, to email the Registrar’s Office to make this request. Students wishing to have a
‘Pass/Fail’ grade under (c) above have from the time course grades are received but
before 11:59PM Friday, June 4, 2021, to indicate their intention via email to the
Registrar’s office. Once this option has been selected, a student cannot return to the
letter grade. Note: Students may elect for (a), (b) or (c) for any of their courses - ie,
students do not need to elect to choose one of the above for ALL of their courses.
Professional programs will be required to determine the definition of a Pass (S) grade
for their respective courses.
Rationale:
Laurentian University continues to improve the necessary infrastructure and support to
accommodate emergency delivery by providing quality and consistent remote and
online courses. As both faculty and students are continuing to adapt to alternative
delivery formats, modifications to the mechanisms for academic content, and
evaluation methods all have the potential to leave some instructors with limited
information regarding the degree to which students have shown mastery of course
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objectives, and therefore influence students’ likelihood of success.
As noted, present circumstances are sure to disadvantage some students. Given this
situation, students should be provided agency as to how the 2020-21 academic year
may be represented on their academic record as the pandemic, in many cases,
constitutes extenuating circumstances.
This motion is intended to allow the process to be simplified. The perceived benefits
include:
1. Reduced mental stress on students;
2. Expedited and more timely processing of students’ request;
3. A demonstration of empathy towards students whose academics have been
influenced this term;
4. Offer grading consistency for students in the 2020-21 academic year;
5. Falls in line with what is happening across the sector at other universities;
6. By allowing the students to communicate with the Registrar’s office directly,
faculty members and sessional instructors will not have to navigate grade changes
related to this motion;
7. This follows the same process that was offered to students for the Winter 2020
term and students were very grateful for this choice.
This motion recognizes that this decision will have implications and future
decisions will need to be made. These include:
1. The way in which Faculties interpret S/F in terms of academic progression,
scholarships and awards, etc.
2. The interpretation for and explanation to students of how a Pass grade may be
interpreted both at Laurentian and by external organizations.

Moved by: Malek Abou-Rabia
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Council of Ontario Universities
Academic Colleagues Report
October 2020
Conversation with Steve Orsini, President and CEO of the Council of Ontario Universities
Steve Orsini, recently appointed President and CEO of the Council of Ontario Universities (COU), joined
the Colleagues for a conversation on COU’s plans and priorities for government advocacy.
He stressed his desire to position COU and universities as partners to government that can help address
current government priorities and think long-term about the evolution of Ontario’s higher education
system.
Moving forward, COU will be focusing on three key priorities: (1) Enhancing advocacy to support financial
sustainability and postsecondary education policy changes; (2) Demonstrating to government and the
public an effective sector-wide response to COVID-19 (in terms of testing, scientific discovery and the
many other ways in which university faculties are supporting Ontario through the pandemic); and (3)
Growing and enhancing COU’s data analysis capacity.
Colleagues stressed the importance of highlighting the contributions of the humanities, social sciences
and fine arts to the pandemic response and economic recovery.
Steve Orsini shared his belief that the federal government is likely to pursue a pro-growth strategy—rather
than an increase in taxes or austerity policies—to pay down the debt that has been incurred due to the
pandemic. One way to stimulate that growth would be to make significant investments in universities to
drive innovation and graduate an adaptable, highly skilled workforce.
In addition, Colleagues prepared for the October 16 Council Meeting, where they will join Executive
Heads, and Dr. Carl James, Professor and Senior Advisor on Equity and Representation at York University,
for a conversation on anti-Black racism.
Colleagues agreed to share some examples of systemic anti-Black racism with Executive Heads and to
recognize that addressing anti-Black racism in all its forms requires sustained and concerted efforts from
everyone in the institution. They also agreed to focus the conversation on how Executive Heads can
provide resources to make meaningful change at the faculty level. For example, through targeted or
cluster hiring.
COU staff members updated the Academic Colleagues about several items, which include:
1-COVID updates
COVID-19 has cost universities an estimated $700 million in loss ancillary revenue and in additional
expenses related to the pandemic. Many universities were not able to achieve their enrolment targets,
particularly for international students. Universities are not clear about how enrolment will play out over
the academic term and there is concern about how this will impact university revenues. COU is asking the
government to provide support to ensure the financial stability of the sector.
Additionally, universities are working with the Ministry of Health to try and help the government address
its testing backlog.
2-Modernization Consultations
The Ministry is preparing a report back on what it heard during its modernization consultations. Ministry
officials have signaled that they expect to roll out several policy initiatives in the fall, including a new
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tuition framework. They also expect to share their direction in other areas, including micro-credentials
and work-integrated learning. COU has sent a letter to Minister Romano that highlights the sector’s
commitment to affordability, new cost pressures, and the long-term impact of frozen revenue levers.
3-International Students
Federal government has approved international students returning to Canada starting October 20, 2020.
A list of approved institutions should be released prior to this date. The Ministry is expected to provide
information to the sector on the status of applications, clarifications about the policy, approval processes,
and timelines.
4-Red Tape
Government has now introduced new “red tape” legislation (Bill 213), and has circulated a backgrounder
with more plans about reducing regulations. For the Ministry of Colleges and Universities this includes:
• Streamlined reporting – including consolidation of some Transfer Payment Agreements, a review of
accountability reports, and a review of OSAP reporting;
• A review of Tuition Set Aside and Student Access Guarantee programs;
• Support for an improved credit transfer system;
• A legislative exemption of universities from development charges;
• Legislative amendments to the enacting legislation of Redeemer, Tyndale and Canada Christian, to
make them universities and expand their scope of allowable degree programs; and
• There are also several changes relating to Private Career Colleges (PCCs), including streamlining
processes for approval of online learning and provincial approval for “Designated Learning Institute”
for the purpose of international students getting study permits.
5-Facilities Renewal Program (FRP)
Universities and colleges get annual payments to support facilities upkeep. The government just
announced a new distribution formula, and universities are receiving less money than in previous years.
Despite COU’s efforts to develop and present the Ministry with an evidence-based distribution formula,
next year’s university FRP allocation will be $80.9M – which is $20M less than previously planned. COU
continues to advocate for a fair, evidence-based distribution method and is also seeking one-time capital
funding for campus renewal.
6-Mental Health
Last week the government announced $19.5M in funding for postsecondary sector mental health
initiatives. About $3.25M of it is new funding – the bulk of it ($2.5M) is for new “partnership development”
to “support a series of initiatives delivered in partnership with community providers to enhance services
offered to students seeking mental health supports and build capacity in the postsecondary sector.”
Technical details will be out shortly.
Respectfully submitted,
Dr. Abdel Omri
Academic Colleague for Laurentian University
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REPORT OF THE ACADEMIC PLANNING COMMITTEE
TO THE REGULAR December 2020 SENATE
FOR DISCUSSION
QUALITY ASSURANCE - CYCLICAL PROGRAM REVIEW OF LAURENTIAN UNIVERSITY’S
WOMEN’S, GENDER AND SEXUALITY STUDIES PROGRAMS (Major and Concentration)
FINAL ASSESSMENT REPORT & IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
DECEMBER 2020
In accordance with the Laurentian University’s Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP), the Final
Assessment Report has been prepared to provide a synthesis of the external evaluation and Laurentian’s
response and action plan. This report identifies the significant strengths of the program, opportunities
for program improvement and enhancement, and sets out and prioritizes the recommendations that
have been selected for implementation.
The report includes an Implementation plan that identifies who will be responsible for approving the
recommendations set out in the Final Assessment Report; and who will be responsible for providing any
resources made necessary by those recommendations. The report also lists any changes in organization,
policy or governance that will be necessary to meet the recommendations; and who will be responsible
for acting on those recommendations; and timelines for acting on and monitoring the implementation
of those recommendations.
SUMMARY OF THE CYCLICAL PROGRAM REVIEW OF THE UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS IN
WOMEN’S, GENDER AND SEXUALITY STUDIES
On December 21, 2018, the program submitted its self-study to the Interim Dean of Arts, of Laurentian
University for external review.
The self-study presented an overview of both the Major and the Concentration programs in Women’s,
Gender and Sexuality Studies and then reviewed the program’s self-perception of the faculty, physical
and financial resources, students, and program outcomes. It concluded with an overall assessment of
the program’s strengths and weaknesses. Appendices 1 – 13 provide the following information: IQAP
Document 2018; Laurentian University’s Strategic Plan; Academic Advising Forms; Thorneloe
University’s Strategic Plan; Survey Results; WGSX Course Enrolments by Institution, Instructor, Part time
(PT), Full time (FT) and Mode of Delivery (Captured 2018-09-21); WGSX Courses; Faculty CV’s; WGSX
Degrees Granted 2013-2017; WGSX Program Enrolment Major and Concentration 2013-2017; Alumni,
Laurentian University, examples of graduates who hold a BA Major, Minor, or Concentration in
Women’s and Gender Studies, 2003-2018; On-campus syllabuses; and online syllabuses.
On September 19 and 20, 2019, after reviewing the self-study, the Review Team conducted a site visit.
The external reviewer was Dr. Lori Chambers, Research Chair in Gender, Law and Equity at the
University of Toronto. In addition, the team consisted of two Laurentian professors, Dr. Aven McMaster
from the department of Ancient Studies in the Faculty of Arts and Dr. Susan James of the Midwifery
Program in the Faculty of Health. Finally, the team included two students in the program, Casey
Sigurdson and Megan Lalonde.
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During the visit, the external reviewers met with the Vice-President Academic and Provost, as well as
with the President & Vice-Chancellor of Thorneloe University; the Associate Vice-President, Learning and
Teaching and the Dean, Faculty of Arts. The entire review team met with the Chair and the University
Librarian and with a group of students and graduates of the program. In addition, the team met with
three community stakeholders: Marlene Gorman, Executive Director of YWCA Genevra House; Shelly
Moore-Frappier, Director of the Indigenous Sharing and Learning Centre; and Tracy Gregory, SWANS
Executive Director. In addition, the review team met with the Faculty members of the department and
toured the facilities of the Women, Gender and Sexuality Studies Program.
On October 4, 2019, the external reviewer submitted her report. In it, she commented, “The program is
not only consistent with, but also integral to, the institution’s mission and academic plans.” and “I have
completed many reviews, and have rarely heard such uniformly positive commentary from students.”
In addition, she noted that:
●
●

●
●

●
●

The existing program is remarkably strong and vibrant DESPITE the failure of the university to
invest in full-time faculty..
The program requirements and learning outcomes are clear, appropriate and in alignment with
the institution’s statement of undergraduate and/or graduate Degree Level Expectations. The
Department invests significant effort and energy in renewing courses on a regular basis and
developing new courses to meet the interests and needs of diverse students.
As noted above, the courses are well designed, scaffolded, and the modes of delivery are
appropriate and effective to meet with program’s identified learning outcomes.
The quality indicators for this program are all excellent. Students who start in the program stay
in it. Students complete their degrees in a timely manner and find work in their chosen fields
shortly after graduation. The students with whom I spoke raved about the quality of their
education, their access to professors, the variety and depth of the courses taught, and the
personal commitment of the permanent faculty member.
The methods used to assess student achievement are appropriate and effective. They are also
creative and varied.
Despite being desperately over-worked, the faculty members strive continuously to improve the
quality of the program, to meet changing student needs, and to maximize the learning of their
students.

On November 11, 2019, the Office of the Provost received the joint reaction of the Unit and Dr. Joel
Dickinson, Dean of Arts. It forms the basis of what follows:
SUMMARY OF THE REVIEW TEAM’S RECOMMENDATIONS (R), THE DEPARTMENT’S (C) RESPONSES AS
WELL AS THOSE OF THE DEAN OF ARTS (D)
R1:
The university must immediately renew the 3-year contract, or create a similar new position,
to ensure that there are two full-time faculty members to run the program in 2020-2021.
C1:
We are pleased to note that after the Report was delivered to us in October 2019 we were able
to obtain a Memorandum of Understanding between our Employer and the Laurentian University
Faculty Association. This agreement extends Dr. Elia Eliev’s limited term appointment for one further
year to the end of 2021. We are very grateful to both Dr. John Gibaut and Dr. Fabrice Colin (LUFA) for
this turn of events, as it will allow stability for at least one more academic year.
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D1:

This is good news for the Department and Faculty of Arts.

R2:
This position (above) should, as soon as possible, be converted into a full-time, tenure-track,
appointment.
C1: We have had no assurances that beyond 2021 there will be two full time permanent faculty in
Women’s and Gender Studies, as there have been in the past.
D2: I leave this for the President to comment on.
P5: I am not sure that I agree with the expression that WGSX has been “fiscally abandoned”. The
departure of the second full-time tenured faculty member was that person’s option. The replacement of
that faculty member by an LTA signals a commitment to two full-time faculty members. While Thorneloe’s
fiscal future is both constrained and unclear, there is a commitment to two full-time faculty members in
WGSX, and to its cadre of sessional lecturers. However, the problem is not just the barriers of financial
constraint. I regret that the reviewer has taken as a given the low number of students who are majoring
(FTE) in WGSX. At the time of the review, levels of university funding in the Province of Ontario were, and
remain, heavily based on numbers of students enrolled in programs as majors, concentrations and
specialization. SMA3 will take some years to reduce funding based on program enrollment. Of all of
Thorneloe University’s departments, it seems to me that the one most strategically able to raise its
numbers of majors is WGSX. This represents a change in the culture of Thorneloe University.
R3:
The long-term objective must be to hire a third full-time faculty member within 3-5 years to
support the exceptionally strong work of this Department. This was recommended over 10 years ago
and is necessary for the growth potential of the program to be realized. (I note here that some
discussion should take place about how joint appointments between Thorneloe and Laurentian might
be operationalized, since ultimately it might better serve student needs, and the diverse needs of
multiple departments, to hire 2 joint appointees in WGSX and 2 other disciplines rather than one
stand-alone appointment in WGSX. My understanding of the current situation is that this would be
difficult, but bureaucratic red tape should not preclude best practices or work against the interests of
students).
The Report suggests that joint appointments between Thorneloe and Laurentian University
C3:
could be a way to meet these goals, based on the extensive interests of students in other programs in
the subjects of gender, sexuality, race, and equity, and in the specific areas of expertise of current
faculty. The Report asks that all parties consider how two joint appointments to other Laurentian
programs with WGSX could help realize a third full time appointment to Women’s and Gender Studies.
We are open to this type of suggestion and would like to hear further whether the administration thinks
this will be possible.
D3:
I support this recommendation in theory but fully understand the current barriers that are in
place. Dr. Gibaut and I are in discussions to try to recommend a solution to the University at large.
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R4:
Thorneloe should immediately provide training for all contract faculty (and any others who
wish) on D2L to maximize efficiency in the absence of a technical support person (and to reduce the
load on the Chair in responding to technical difficulties from contract workers);
C4:
Academic services in the form of technical support for our online programs continue to be our
most urgent need. Technical support for between 5-7 courses per semester was lost in July 2019 and
have yet to be replaced. Initial meetings have since been held with the current Director of Laurentian
Online (through which the BA Concentration and BA Major in Women’s and Gender Studies are
supported and advertised on behalf of Laurentian University). Unfortunately, they are unable to provide
us with service due to the limitations of their own budget and current mandate.
D1: I support this recommendation and commend the actions that have been taken in the interim.
P2: With the valued assistance of the chair of WGSX, Thorneloe has engaged on contract both an
instructional designer and a manager of Thorneloe’s distance education offerings.

R5:
The program and faculty should encourage the creation of a student association in order to
further publicize the existence and accomplishments of the program;
Conversations are underway to bring together likely core members of a renewed and active
C5:
WGS student association with a new launching at the annual undergraduate student symposium in
March 2019.
I am currently working on ways of bringing the student associations together to provide better
D2:
supports from my office. Please ask the head of the student association to contact me so that I may
connect them with our student who is working toward this goal.
R6:
The university should provide technical support to encourage the efforts to create an online
Majors program. The online Major, or four-year degree, would represent a unique program offering
not only in the north of the province, but in Canada more widely (apart from Athabasca), and has the
potential to attract significant new student numbers;
C6:
The Major in Women’s and Gender Studies Online at Laurentian is now in place. The Laurentian
University web page for Laurentian Online now reflects this change. Students can register for the Major
in the usual way, alongside any of the other existing program options. The Major has been listed with
the Ontario Universities Application Centre. The Major has also been listed at E-Course Ontario, the
other major online platform through which students find our courses.
D3:

I commend the work of the departments involved to make this possible.

R7:
Further discussions should take place between WGSX and other departments on the
Laurentian campus with regard to possible cross-listings, collaborations, and, ultimately, crossappointments; and
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C7:
Since the Report, Dr. Dickinson, Dean of Arts, has led important discussions at the Faculty of Arts
Council, and will do so again in collaboration with the Presidents of Thorneloe University and the
University of Sudbury again at an upcoming Town Hall on the future of Arts Programs at Laurentian
University. Faculty are ready to consider all options to enhance our students’ experiences at Laurentian
in the field of Women’s and Gender Studies. Colleagues in other departments/programs outside of
Thorneloe have approached us regarding the possibility of cross-appointments and the double-coding or
cross-listing of courses which would ensure even wider access to our courses. We believe these
approaches are genuine, and represent a shared interest in our areas of research and teaching
strengths.
D7:

I’m excited about exploring the possibilities.

P3: I agree. Cross appointments would be to the mutual flourishing of both Thorneloe’s WGSX as well as
other departments within the Faculty of Arts.

R8:
While it would be desirable to create a degree in French, Thorneloe is an English University,
and funds are currently very limited. Although a French degree cannot be created immediately, it is
important to have on-going conversations about how to expand options in French. This conversation
must always include Midwifery, as the Francophone stream of that program receives targeted funding
for these services. Some online options might be useful to attract a broader base of students, but any
such change/expansion must be mindful of this connection with Midwifery and funding from CNFS.
C8:
Funding from the Consortium national de formation en santé (CNFS) has been obtained to
ensure the continuity of first year offerings to French-language learners from Sage-femmes. We
understand that this funding will be in place for a period of five academic years, to help offset the cost
associated with offering WGSX 1005 FL. Because this course would also benefit French-language
learners in other health-related disciplines on campus, we would like to promote it with the School of
Nursing (French) and health promotion (French). In terms of a longer-term commitment to francophone
learners, we remain open to the possibility of collaborating on any and all French-language programs,
provided that teaching resources can be a shared responsibility.
D8:

I support this recommendation and the approach the department is taking.
ACAPLAN’S RESPONSE

ACAPLAN endorses the recommendations of the Review Team but notes the Unit and the Dean will not
follow up the following recommendations as they are either redundant or outside of their current scope
of focus:
R1:
The university must immediately renew the 3-year contract, or create a similar new position,
to ensure that there are two full-time faculty members to run the program in 2020-2021.
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C1:
We are pleased to note that after the Report was delivered to us in October 2019 we were able
to obtain a Memorandum of Understanding between our Employer and the Laurentian University
Faculty Association. This agreement extends Dr. Elia Eliev’s limited term appointment for one further
year to the end of 2021.
R4:
Thorneloe should immediately provide training for all contract faculty (and any others who
wish) on D2L to maximize efficiency in the absence of a technical support person (and to reduce the
load on the Chair in responding to technical difficulties from contract workers);
C4:
Academic services in the form of technical support for our online programs continue to be our
most urgent need. Technical support for between 5-7 courses per semester was lost in July 2019 and
have yet to be replaced. Initial meetings have since been held with the current Director of Faculty
Engagement (through which the BA Concentration and BA Major in Women’s and Gender Studies are
supported and advertised on behalf of Laurentian University). Unfortunately, they are unable to provide
us with service due to the limitations of their own budget and current mandate.
Since the writing of the report the following activities have been undertaken to ease the training
needs: an online course design specialist helps with updating the online courses; part time and full time
faculty have been directed to approach IT Services with all requests about basic maintenance of the D2L
web platform. Faculty have been made aware that they can access regular professional development
workshops offered by Laurentian IT, and that they can access other pedagogical support through the
regular activities and workshops offered by the Teaching and Innovation team in the Centre for
Academic Excellence.
R6:
The university should provide technical support to encourage the efforts to create an online
Majors program. The online Major, or four-year degree, would represent a unique program offering
not only in the north of the province, but in Canada more widely (apart from Athabasca), and has the
potential to attract significant new student numbers;
The Major in Women’s and Gender Studies Online at Laurentian is now in place. The Laurentian
University web page for Laurentian Online now reflects this change. Students can register for the Major
in the usual way, alongside any of the other existing program options. The Major has been listed with
the Ontario Universities Application Centre. The Major has also been listed at eCampous Ontario, the
other major online platform through which students find our courses.
R8: While it would be desirable to create a degree in French, Thorneloe is an English University, and
funds are currently very limited. Although a French degree cannot be created immediately, it is
important to have on-going conversations about how to expand options in French. This conversation
must always include Midwifery, as the Francophone stream of that program receives targeted funding
for these services. Some online options might be useful to attract a broader base of students, but any
such change/expansion must be mindful of this connection with Midwifery and funding from CNFS.

LAURENTIAN QUALITY ASSURANCE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR THE PROGRAM
In WOMEN’S, GENDER AND SEXUALITY STUDIES (Major and Concentration)
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Recommendation

Proposed Follow-up

Responsibility for
Leading Follow-up
President of Thorneloe
University

Timeline

R2: The 3-year
contract position
should, as soon as
possible, be
converted into a fulltime, tenure-track,
appointment; and
R3: The long-term
objective must be to
hire a third full-time
faculty member
within 3-5 years to
support the
exceptionally strong
work of this
Department.
R5: The program and
faculty should
encourage the
creation of a student
association in order to
further publicize the
existence and
accomplishments of
the program;
R7: Further
discussions should
take place between
WGSX and other
departments on the
Laurentian campus
with regard to
possible cross-listing
of courses,
collaborations, and
faculty crossappointments.

Convert contract
position into a full-time,
tenure-track
appointment

Hire a 3rd full-time
faculty members within
3-5 years

President of Thorneloe
University and Dean of
Arts

July 2021

The student association
should be revitalized
and plans for a
symposium are
underway

Chair of Department
and Dean of Arts

January 2021

Hold consultations
about possible
collaboration and crossappointments and
follow up with necessary
course revisions via
CELP, etc.

Chair of Department
and Dean of Arts

January 2021

January 2021

The Dean of Arts shall be responsible for monitoring the implementation plan. The details of progress
made shall be presented in the Dean’s Annual Report and filed with the Vice-President Academic and
Provost. The executive Summary and the monitoring reports will be posted on Laurentian University’s
web site.
CONCLUSION
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The Program in WOMEN’S, GENDER AND SEXUALITY STUDIES (Major and Concentration) is approved
to continue and it will be reviewed in the fall of 2026.
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Minutes of the meeting of the Senate Executive Committee – November 3rd, 2020
Present:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

O. Abou-Rabia
J. Alem
M.J. Berger
L.M. Brogden
P. Cavaliere
E. Chappell
M. Delorme
S. Demers
J. Dickinson

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

T. Eger
R. Haché
C. Lalonde
C. Larivière
Y. Pelletier
S. Richard
B. Roe
A. Thomson
D. Vares

A. President’s items – None

B. Approval of the previous minutes of the Senate Executive Committee
It was:
Moved by: E. Chappell
Seconded by: P. Cavaliere
That SENEX approve the minutes as presented.
It was requested to indicate that P. Cavaliere was present at the October 6th meeting.
The motion carried.

C. Review of the previous minutes of Senate (October 20th)
C. Larivière submitted editorial changes
R. Haché requested a change to p.19 to better reflect his intervention
The minutes as corrected were approved unanimously.

D. Tentative Agenda – November Senate :
Members of Senex discussed the following agenda item:
i)
ii)

Addition of ARA motion to modify the definition of Mature Student
CELP and CPF bylaw changes. There was a comment to adjust the motion to reflect the
ability of the AVPLT to designate someone in their place. Adjustments were made
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iii)

iv)

E. Chappell suggested adding a motion on the necessity to have a decision for the Spring
term taken as early as possible. S. Demers will work with E. Chappell and hopefully will be
added to the November agenda, if completed in time.
The motion brought forward by A. Reguigui and J. Turcotte on the academic and
administrative structure review by an ad hoc committee of Senate. The Speaker indicated to
Members that there were issues with the motion as presented :
• Motion Out of Order RONR (pg. 112 ln. 8)
No main motion is in order that would conflict with or that present substantially the same
question as one which has been temporarily but not finally disposed of, and which remains
within the control of the assembly.
• Dilatory Motions RONR (pg. 342 ln. 12)
A motion is dilatory if it seeks to obstruct or thwart the will of the assembly as clearly
indicated by the existing parliamentary situation.
• Improper Motions RONR (pg. 343 ln. 14)
Motions that conflict with the corporate charter, constitution, or bylaws of a society, or with
procedural rules prescribed.
The suggestion was that S. Demers and D. Vares reach out to the two proposers to identify a
way forward. The first option was to submit, for information to Senate, a document that
would be fed to ACAPLAN in order for them to use in their current Senate-mandated task.
The second option was to work with the two members to modify the current motion in
order to make it receivable. There was an opportunity for a vote to remove the item from
the agenda, but the same was attained through consensus.

It was:
Moved by: J. Alem
Seconded by: Y. Pelletier
That SENEX approve the agenda, as modified
E. Other Business – none

The meeting was adjourned at 3:50pm.
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ARTICULATION AGREEMENT
Between

LAURENTIAN UNIVERSITY
Bachelor of Social Work
and

CAMBRIAN COLLEGE
Social Service Worker

Cambrian College graduates of the 4-semester Social Service Worker program are included in this Agreement.
Admission criteria and requirements for the Bachelor of Social Work are:
a) Must have graduated from the 4 semester Social Service Worker program
b) Cambrian College graduates with a minimum GPA of 65% will be admitted to the pre-Social Work program
c) All students who wish to be admitted to the Bachelor of Social Work program must meet admissibility
requirements and must apply to the Professional Years of the program by March 1
Transfer Credits:
Cambrian College graduates entering the Bachelor of Social Work program will receive university credits based on
the following sliding scale:
a) Final cumulative GPA of 80%
PSYC 1105 (6 credits)
SOCI 1015 (6 credits)
SWLF 1007 (3 credits)
HUMA 9100 (9 credits)
SOSC 9100 (9 credits)
SWRK 3026 Critical Issues in Social Work (3 credits)
Cambrian College graduates with a minimum cumulative GPA of 80% AND a grade of 90% or higher in WES 1115
will be awarded an additional transfer for SWLF 1006 (3.0 credits).*
b) Final cumulative GPA of 70%
PSYC 1105 (6 credits)
SOCI 1015 (6 credits)
ARTS 9100 (3 credits)
SWLF 1007 (3 credits)
c) Final cumulative GPA of 65%
PSYC 1105 (6 credits)
ARTS 9100 (6 credits)
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Duration of agreement
The duration of this agreement will be five (5) years and will take effect at the time of the signature. *The duration
of the awarding of SWLF 1006 with a grade of 90% or better in WES 1115 will be reviewed by the School of Social
Work after one (1) year.
At the beginning of the fifth year, both Cambrian College and Laurentian University will review the agreement. The
Program Coordinator of the Bachelor of Social Work program will be responsible to initiate this review.
Either party can terminate this agreement by providing the other party with a written twelve (12) months notice
of termination. However, both parties agree that the cohort of students already admitted under this agreement
will be able to complete their degree program.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties have executed this Agreement as of the date stated below with effect from the
Effective Date.
Executed this___________day of_____________, 20____.
LAURENTIAN UNIVERSITY
Per:_________________________________________ Per_________________________________________
____________________________________________
Witness

_________________________________________
Witness

___________ COLLEGE
Per:_________________________________________ Per_________________________________________
____________________________________________
Witness

_________________________________________
Witness
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