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I. Scope: The following procedures apply to all academic degree programs.  
 

II. Purpose: To define the procedures the Continuous Improvement Committee’s review process for 
both annual and 5-year program reviews.  

 
III. Procedures: 

 
Continuous Improvement Committee (CIC) Membership 
CIC membership will include one member serving as chair to the committee and membership 
representative of each of the University’s schools, Canadian programs, the Office of Institutional 
Effectiveness, and operational units (e.g., the office of the registrar, financial aid, enrollment 
management, the business office, etc.) 
 
At the start of the academic year, the Provost and the CIC chair prepare a schedule that determines 
formal reviews for all academic programs. Formal reviews will be Annual or 5-Year Program 
Reviews depending on when the program started, was last reviewed, or if it is currently undergoing 
another external review as part of its programmatic accreditation or regulatory requirements.  
 
CIC Annual Review Procedure 
The schedule is provided to the school deans for review and accuracy. The dean of each school is 
responsible for ensuring that programs within the school are reviewed annually and that the Annual 
Program Peer Review report (APPR) template aligns with standards as outlined in Policy #3500.01.  

 
The APPR template aligns with the major components of City University of Seattle’s Academic 
Model and with Northwest Commission on Colleges and University (NWCCU) accreditation 
standards.  
 
The APPR template contains quantitative program and school data. Within the template, links are 
provided to resources where additional data can be obtained for deeper analysis. The program 
director begins by reviewing the previous year’s APPR, which is archived on the CIC’s 
SharePoint site. The program director reflects on the previous year’s targeted improvements and 
goals and develops a plan for the current APPR template. The reflection of the previous year’s 
goals and the analysis of the current year’s data ensures a complete review cycle from year to 
year.  
 
Following the Program Director’s completion of the APPR template, the school’s Dean reviews 
the prepared report with the program director. The school’s Dean and the program director review 
the report with an eye on, but not limited to, completeness of the APPR report specific to teaching 
and learning, reflective analysis of the previous year’s goals to current year data, and a prepared 
action plan of goals and improvements for the coming year. Updates are made as necessary. 
Completed APPRs ensure program alignment with the school and the University Academic Model 
and strategic plans.  
 
The Program Director submits the APPR to CIC for peer review. Following completion of the 
peer review, the program director reviews the peer comments in the report and updates the 
APPR as necessary before their scheduled appearance with CIC.  
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Within the CIC appearance, the goal is to encourage discussion, collaboration, and sharing of 
ideas. Following the scheduled appearance with the CIC, should modifications to the APPR be 
determined, the Program Director may be asked to amend the document. 

Upon completion of the Annual Review cycle, the CIC gathers key trends in teaching and learning 
and common efforts across programs. The CIC Chair then submits the report to the Provost. The 
Provost shares the summary of results, as appropriate, with the President and the President’s Cabinet. 
 
5-Year Program Review: External Review Process  
Each program is externally reviewed on a 5-year cycle. The 5-Year Program Review includes 
consideration by an independent peer consultant or panel external to City University of Seattle. 5-
Year Program Reviews may be scheduled to coincide or coordinate with other external reporting 
requirements (such as accreditation or applications to a ministry of education) or to address a special 
concern about a particular program. Reviews coinciding or coordinating with external reporting 
requirements must still address the core criteria for academic program review described in the report 
format section. Should a program be externally reviewed through the program’s accrediting body, 
the data that informs that review can be used to in the CityU External Program Review Report 
(EPRR). Ordinarily, the length of time between reviews is no more than five years, but the Provost 
may grant exceptions to this timeframe. 
 
External program review ensures continuous improvement through critical self-examination and 
evaluation. The objective of the 5-Year Program Review is to inform CityU administration, 
academic affairs committee, and regulatory agencies of the following: 
 

• The overall quality and direction of the University’s undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral 
programs, within the curriculum, teaching, learning, and if applicable, co-curricular 
activities.  

• The overall quality and direction of research, scholarship, and creative activity of program 
faculty. 

• The advisability and efficacy of changes in the short-term and long-term resource allocations 
to the program. 

 
Program reviews emphasize the University’s plans for growth and improvement of instruction, 
learning, and scholarship in the context of the program’s strengths and recent accomplishments.   
 
External Review Procedure 
An External Program Review Report (EPRR) will include consideration by an independent peer 
consultant external to City University of Seattle. Reviews of BC programs must include a minimum 
of 3 external reviewers. The Program Director works with the school’s Dean and the CIC to facilitate 
the review. Facilitation includes preparing all documents as found in Section 1 of the EPRR and 
posting them in a shared folder for easy access.  
 
Selection of Reviewer(s) 
The Program Director identifies five candidates and their contact information as the potential 
reviewer(s). The identified reviewer(s) are to be within the discipline and well-equipped to offer 
programmatic feedback. The reviewer(s) must hold a degree within the discipline and be higher than 
the degree program under review (e.g., to review a bachelor’s degree program, the review(s) must 
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hold a master’s degree or higher. To review a master’s or doctoral degree program, the reviewer(s) 
must hold at least a doctoral degree, preferably a terminal degree in the discipline. Reviewers of any 
of the University’s Canadian programs must additionally have experience in the design, delivery, or 
administration of a similar program offered at a degree-granting institution. For programs operating 
in Alberta, reviewers of degree programs of any level must hold doctoral degrees and hold (or have 
held) academic appointments at the senior level.  

The Program Director and the school’s Dean discuss the list of potential external reviewers. The 
Dean selects one or two individuals to serve as consultant(s) reviewers. The Dean may elect to 
contact the candidates and interview them by phone or otherwise seek more information before 
deciding. If, in the opinion of the Dean, no suitable consultant(s) has/have been presented, the Dean 
may request additional names from the Program Director. In Canada, the Vice President of Canadian 
Academic Programs will fulfill the Dean’s role. 

Independence of External Reviewers, Conflict of Interest, and Documents Required Prior to Review1 
External reviewers are to be truly independent and free of any actual or perceived conflict of interest 
that might call into question the impartiality of their review. Reviewers with a conflict of interest 
would include the following: 

• Reviewers from an institution that is affiliated (involved in the delivery, instruction, or
conferring of the degree under review) with CityU;

• Reviewers with personal or financial interests with the institution or the administration of the
program to be reviewed;

• Reviewers in an intimate relationship with a member of CityU leadership or administration
of the program to be reviewed;

• Reviewers who have immediate family members with personal interests, financial or
otherwise, with CityU;

• Reviewers who were formerly employed by CityU or that had any other connection with the
University in the previous 24-months; and

• Reviewers who participated in a review of a CityU program for a regulatory or accrediting
body in the previous 3 months

A consultant contract between the reviewer (s) and City University of Seattle is required. Prior to 
entering a contract, the reviewer’s Curriculum Vitae (CV) must be submitted to the Provost’s Office 
via an email to provost@cityu.edu. To ensure that all potential reviewers meet these standards of 
impartiality, the Provost’s Office will verify if any conflict of interest exists. Once the Provost’s 
Office confirms that no conflict of interest has been identified, the Program Director will receive the 
following for execution by the external reviewer: the consultant contract and a consent form enabling 
the reviewer’s CV to be shared with regulatory and/or accrediting bodies as needed. The partially 
executed agreement will be submitted back to the Provost’s Office via email (provost@cityu.edu) for 
execution by CityU’s President.  

The Program Director issues the invitation, contract, and all supporting documentation. For each 
reviewer a copy of the duly signed consultant contract, the reviewer’s CV, and the written document 

1 The conflict of interest standards above were informed by the guidelines found in the Campus Alberta Quality 
Council’s Handbook: Quality Assessment and Quality Assurance (2022) and the Degree Quality Assessment Board’s 
“Conflict of Interest and confidentiality Policy, Board Members and External Experts.”  

mailto:provost@cityu.edu
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granting permission to share the reviewer’s CV with the regulatory or accrediting bodies must be 
submitted to the Provost’s Office via email to provost@cityu.edu.  
 
Location, Components, and Format of Reviews  
External reviews can be conducted remotely or in person, to be determined by the Dean and in 
accordance with all applicable regulatory and/or accrediting requirements. External review of 
Canadian programs must include interviews (i.e., panel sessions) and site visits. Before the external 
reviewer(s) begin reviewing the program, the Program Director submits to CIC program 
documentation to support the EPRR process. The CIC provides these materials to the external 
reviewer(s). This begins the review process. 
 
External reviewer(s) may conduct interview sessions with relevant CityU populations. All 
participants should be prepared to address the external reviewer’s questions. Interview sessions can 
include students, faculty, and University service departments (financial aid, library, career services, 
etc.). All interviews are coordinated utilizing the school’s admin for support.  
 
The reviewer(s) completes Section 2 (Version, A, B, or C, according to the location of the program) 
of the EPRR and submits the completed report to the Program Director within 30 days following the 
final scheduled interview or determined end of the review date. Upon receipt of the completed 
report, the Program Director completes the remaining sections of the 5-Year Program Review Form 
and disperses the final report to the school’s Dean, the Provost’s Office (provost@cityu.edu), CIC, 
and the business office as documentation for payment of reviewer(s) services.  
 
The EPRR report and supporting documents are reviewed by the CIC for the program within the 
current year. Procedures for archiving the document are the same as annual reviews.  
 

  

mailto:provost@cityu.edu
mailto:provost@cityu.edu
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  Recommended Format for External Program Review Report (EPRR) 

 
Section 1 

To be completed by the Program Director  
 
Program Overview 
Artifacts and documentation that present an overview of the program. Include a discussion pertaining to the 
community’s need and demand for the program.  

1. Program description. 
2. Program Design Guide (PDG). 
3. Syllabus and Reading List for each course in the program.  
4. 5-year Program Review Form (completed, but not yet peer-reviewed) 
5. Accreditor details such as outcomes, etc. (should the program be accredited).  
6. Locations and modes of delivery the program offers. 
7. Student Program Plan(s). 
8. Resume/CV for all faculty who teach in the program. 

Mission and Goals 
Include CityU and Program (if available) Mission, Vision, and Values.  

1. Discuss the learning outcome alignment as they pertain to CityU’s and the Program’s Mission, 
Vision, and Values. 

2. Discuss the alignment of the program learning outcomes (PLOs) with the school’s and University’s 
strategic goals. 

3. Discuss how the PLOs have contributed to the school’s and University’s strategic goals. 

Program Development 
1. Discuss the market need for the program and ways in which the program is designed to attract 

students and fulfill the needs of the industry. 
2. Provide a written structure of how your program develops learning outcomes and curriculum. 
3. Define the processes CityU engages in to approve programs, PLOs, and curriculum. 
4. Define the processes CityU engages in to review program and course changes including how the 

program uses data on student learning outcomes to determine appropriate changes. 

Curriculum Quality and Student Learning 
By reviewing the artifacts included in the Program Overview, discuss: 

1. Specific aspects as to how the program has and/or has not met is learning and teaching goals and 
objectives.  

a. Discuss how the specific items mentioned above are reasonable and reflective of the 
community’s current needs and expectations of the program. 

2. How APPR data has been used to modify the curriculum. 
3. Student completion timelines. 
4. How student End of Course Evaluations (EOCEs) have helped to improve curriculum and learning.  
5. How faculty are engaged in the curriculum process pertaining to teaching and learning. 

Student Enrollment/Success 
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1. Discuss enrollment trends over time including the number of new students entering the program, 
student persistence and retention, and completion rates. 

2. Within the context of the discipline, discuss the quality and readiness of incoming students. Also, 
describe how the program delivery, curriculum, and instruction contributed to the quality of 
graduates as they leave the program.  

Faculty 
1. Discuss faculty qualifications, experience, scholarship, and professional activities. 
2. From the End of Course Evaluations (EOCEs) that students complete, discuss: 

a. Three positive areas instructors do well, 
b. Three areas where faculty could improve. 

Resources 
Discuss resources available to students.  

1. Library resources, 
2. Financial Aid,  
3. Career Services, 
4. Counseling services, 
5. Academic support services 
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Section 2 Version A (U.S. & Non-Canadian Programs) 
 

To be completed by the External Reviewer(s) 
 
Program Overview 

1. In your review, evaluate overall program strengths and areas of future growth within the program. 
2. From your perspective and knowledge as a leader in this industry, assess the community’s needs and 

demand for the program.  

Mission and Goals 
From your perspective and knowledge as a leader in this industry, comment on the following: 

1. How the program’s mission, vision, and values are reasonable and reflective of current industry 
expectations and trends. 

2. How the program’s learning outcomes (PLOs) are reasonable and reflective of current industry 
expectations and trends. 

Curriculum Quality and Student Learning 
From your perspective and knowledge as a leader in this industry: 

1. Assess the Program Design Guide (PDG), the PLOs, and curriculum quality. 
2. Comment on the PDG, the PLOs, and curriculum alignment. 
3. Comment on how effective End of Course Evaluations have been used to modify the curriculum.  
4. Assess the degree to which students are achieving the PLOs. 
5. Discuss the strengths and areas of future growth of the program specific to student learning. 

Student Enrollment/Success 
1. Within the context of the discipline, evaluate the quality of both incoming and graduated students 

of the program. 
2. Are the program’s standards of quality appropriate? 

 
Faculty 

1. Within the context of comparable programs in the discipline/industry, comment on the following:  
a. Faculty qualifications, experience, scholarship, and professional activities. 
b. Teaching effectiveness (e.g., methods of instruction, delivery, and course materials). 

Resources 
1. Describe the adequacy of resources within the context of the program. 

Program Strengths and Challenges  

1. Within the context of the designated self-study areas (e.g., Curriculum, Student Enrollment and 
Success etc.) evaluate the overall strengths and challenges of this program. 

 
 
CityU would like to acknowledge the contributions of Eastern University, Iowa State University and 
University of California Santa Cruz in developing this outline. 
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Section 2 Version B (Canadian Graduate Programs Operating Out of Alberta)2 
 

To be completed by the External Reviewer(s) 
 
 
Instructions: Please evaluate the program against the below standards.  
 

1. Faculty and Staff 
The program, whether disciplinary or interdisciplinary in nature, is supported by suitably qualified 
academic faculty and instructional staff to develop and deliver the graduate degree program and to 
supervise students. Faculty will have an appropriate level of scholarly output and/or research or 
creative activity for the graduate program involved. The institution will have a critical mass of 
scholars/researchers, not only in the program area but in related areas, with a range of expertise to 
allow for intellectual leadership and challenge. The program will be anchored by a designated 
complement of faculty who are primarily responsible for its delivery and continuity. 
 

2. Commitment to Research and Scholarship 
The institution and the program being proposed have a research culture (the scholarly context within 
which graduate study will occur) which is fundamental to maintaining and enhancing high quality 
graduate programs. The institution is clearly committed to research which promotes the depth and 
breadth of knowledge, both within the field/discipline, and in a cognate field/discipline when 
necessary. 

 
3. Academic and Program Policies and Procedures  

The program is governed by academic policies appropriate to the administration of a full-time or 
part-time graduate program including, but not limited to, those dealing with admissions, placement, 
applicable residency requirements, maximum time limits for completion, assessment, progression 
and graduation requirements, supervisory committee requirements, comprehensive/candidacy 
examination requirements, thesis oral examination committee and procedures, credit transfer and 
prior learning assessment, appeals, academic dishonesty, intellectual property rights, and ethical 
guidelines for research.  
 

4. Graduate Supervision Plans 
The institution has a detailed graduate supervision plan in place to organize the advising, supervision 
and monitoring of graduate students. The proposed program has criteria for the appointment of 
faculty who will supervise graduate students, and for the appointment of supporting or adjunct 
faculty and mentoring practices to enhance the supervisory skills of faculty. The proposed program 
specifies graduate supervisory loads for faculty, advising and monitoring practices for graduate 
students, and procedures for the monitoring and evaluation of students that will provide adequate 
feedback to the program administrators and to the student. 

 

 
2 To ensure full compliance with regulatory expectations regarding format and the sharing of applicable guidelines with 
reviewers, the standards shared in Section 2 Version B represent direct quotes from the Campus Alberta Quality 
Council’s Handbook: Quality Assessment and Quality Assurance (2022). External Reviewers would also receive a full 
version of this originating text as part of their review materials.   
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5. Quality of Students 
Admission to master’s or doctoral programs will normally require either a recognized undergraduate 
or graduate degree with an appropriate specialization or relevant bridging studies. Institutions will 
expect those admitted to graduate programs to have achieved an academic standing in the previous 
degree (or equivalent) to enable success in the program and will require that students maintain 
standards appropriate to graduate study in order to progress and graduate from the program. The 
proposed program will have a systematic and effective process for recruiting high quality graduate 
students. The extent and nature of financial support available to students and the financial resources 
dedicated to support the proposed size, scope and nature of the program and a critical mass of 
students will be described. 

 
6. Resource Capacity 

The program is supported by the physical resources, both start-up and continuing, needed to assure 
its quality. These include, where applicable, space for graduate students, equipment, library and 
learning resources (physical and electronic), laboratories, computing facilities, shops, specialized 
equipment and work placements. There is an institutional commitment to maintaining and 
supplementing resources and equipment as needed to meet standards applicable to the field.  

 
7. Recognition of the Degree 

The credential should align with Canadian standards and be recognized and accepted by other post-
secondary  
institutions, by employers, and by professional and licensing bodies, where applicable. The 
nomenclature of the degree should reflect its content. The program type and degree level should be 
consistent with Canadian practice in graduate education, as exemplified by the Canadian Degree 
Qualifications Framework (CDQF), and it should have learning outcomes as defined by the CDQF 
that are consistent with national and international standards of quality. 

 
8. Graduate Program Design, Content, and Delivery 

The program offers education of sufficient breadth and rigour to meet relevant national and 
international standards, and the content of the program, in both subject matter and outcome 
standards, is appropriate to the level of the graduate degree program and the field of study. The 
program’s design and content structure assures that the student will achieve the objectives of the 
program. Its curriculum must be current and reflect the state of knowledge in the field, or fields in 
the case of interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary programs. Learning methodologies are the 
methods of delivery that will be used to achieve the desired learning outcomes at an acceptable level 
of quality; the institution must have the expertise and resources to support the proposed method(s) of 
delivery and ensure its effectiveness. 

 
9. Graduate Program Evaluation 

The institution must have a process to maintain the currency of the program and the quality of its 
learning outcomes. The program is subject to a formal, approved policy and procedure requiring a 
cyclical review and improvement process, and includes assessment of the program against standards 
(including the institution’s own learning outcome standards for the program), and assessment of 
individual student work in the terminal stage of the program against program outcomes. Such 
assessments must include the advice of independent academic experts. 
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10. Credentialing  
Learning outcomes and other requirements for graduation in programs leading to professions (such 
as entry to practice programs) are designed to prepare students to meet the requirements of the 
relevant regulatory, accrediting, quality assurance or professional body. If the proposed program is a 
professional or clinical practice program, it has sufficient empirical and theoretical foundations so 
that study can be integrated with and informed by original research in the unit. 

 
Additional Standards for Blended, Distributed, or Distance Modalities 

 

Institutional Commitment  

1. Institutional Commitment: The mandate or mission, the academic plan, the goals of the institution 
and its policies must be well matched to the programs offered, whatever their mode of delivery. The 
institution is obliged administratively, financially and technically to create and sustain a program 
for a period sufficient to enable all admitted learners to complete a degree in the published 
timeframe. That timeframe must be appropriate and relevant for the learners for whom the program 
is intended and for the specific area of study addressed by the program. 
 

2. Institutional Ownership of the Program: The institution in which the learner is enrolled, not its 
contractors or partners, has an obligation to and a relationship with the learner. Although important 
elements of a program may be supplied by individuals or groups outside the institution or 
outsourced to other organizations or contractors, the responsibility for program quality remains with 
the credentialing institution(s), that is, the institution(s) awarding the degree. 

 
3. Collaboration and Joint Delivery: Council recognizes that institutions may enter into agreements 

with partners or consortia for programs that rely on blended, distributed and distance modes of 
delivery. In instances where several institutions are delivering a program jointly, the responsibility 
for program quality will be shared jointly, even though the onus for quality rests ultimately with the 
credentialing institution(s). It is therefore important that when adopting materials supplied by other 
institutions or developed within a consortium, the credentialing institution(s) negotiate permission 
to amend materials if changes are necessary to meet institutional standards of quality. Where 
collaboration or joint delivery of a program is contemplated, Section 4.6 in Council’s Handbook 
(collaborative delivery of degrees) should be considered. 

 
4. Risk Management and Mitigation: An institution using blended, distributed or distance learning 

modes should demonstrate that it has in place appropriate risk management provisions, including 
those that ensure that technological infrastructure is stable, reliable, well maintained and secure, 
that a disaster recovery plan is available in the event that servers or other technologies fail, and that 
learners will not be adversely affected should an agreement with a partner or contractor be 
abrogated. 

 
5. Privacy, Identity and Confidentiality: The institution recognizes that appropriate safeguards must 

be in place to assure the authentication of learner identity and the integrity of learner work in 
blended, distributed and distance programs. The institution educates faculty and learners about 
effective practices to protect academic integrity in online learning environments, and maintains 
procedures designed to address breaches when they occur. Documented procedures and appropriate 

https://caqc.alberta.ca/handbook/
https://caqc.alberta.ca/handbook/
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storage protocols assure that security of personal information is protected in conducting 
assessments and evaluations and in the dissemination of results. It is equally important to establish 
procedures and timelines by which personal data no longer needed for authentication purposes will 
be destroyed. 

 
6. Accessibility: Given that learners have diverse learning needs, the institution should assure that the 

diverse needs of learners are appropriately addressed, and when necessary, accommodated. 
 

7. Intellectual Property: The institution has policies to deal with the requirements of copyright and 
intellectual property laws and to address issues pertaining to digital rights management and 
appropriate use of learning object repositories. 

 
8. Technology and Renewal: The technology used to administer and deliver the program, both 

pedagogically and administratively, is adequate to facilitate program delivery, and institutions are 
committed to appropriate updating of any technologies employed, and the identification and 
evaluation of emerging technologies. Sufficient resources need to be available for development and 
sustainability. The support for the building and maintenance of the technology for learning 
activities is maintained and supported and is as failsafe and secure as possible.  

 
Program Planning and Design  
 
9. Appropriate Planning: There is a clear, well-understood process by which the program evolves 

from conception to approval to implementation to institutional review to continuous improvement. 
The instructional methods, modes of delivery and assessments of learning and feedback used 
should be aligned with articulated learning outcomes for the course or program. 

 
10. Team/Collaborative/Networked Learning: Due consideration should be given to the substantial 

amount of learning that comes from peers, and to the implications of cohort models and other team, 
collaborative and networked learning environments. 

 
11. Course Development and Evaluation: Instructional and course materials should be reviewed 

regularly to ensure that they continue to meet the requirements and standards for the program. The 
intended learning outcomes should be reviewed regularly to ensure clarity and appropriateness, and 
their effectiveness evaluated through several appropriate methods. 
 

Learners (Blended, Distributed, or Distance Only) 
 

12. Advice to Learners: Learners are fully advised about the competencies, the self-discipline and the 
equipment they will need to have in order to participate in the program, and are provided with 
information about the programs, courses, required texts and/or materials and other requirements in a 
timely manner to enable them to acquire the materials for their course as it begins. Learners should 
also be informed of the costs associated with the mode of delivery of their program. 
 

13. Learner Support: Learners are provided with training in how to use on-line tools and are updated 
when changes are planned or implemented. 
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14. Hardware and Software: Procedures are in place to ensure that learners are supported in their use 
of the hardware and software required and have access to advice on these matters. In particular, 
before starting the program, learners are advised of the technical and time requirements (e.g., 
synchronous learning sessions). 

 
15. Learner Services: Learners are informed about what learner services (e.g., academic advising, 

counseling) are available, if any, to assist them and to address any complaints they have, or they are 
referred to the appropriate institutional documentation. 

 
Academic Staff 
 
16.  Oversight of Program Curricula: Program curricula, assessment and oversight are the 

responsibility of academically qualified persons. The presentation, management, assessment and 
evaluation of the program are the responsibility of staff with appropriate academic qualifications. 
 

17. Technology Training: All those involved in course design and delivery are adequately trained and 
assisted in the technology and pedagogy of on-line learning. Academic staff are assisted and 
supported in making the transition from classroom to online teaching or vice versa, and are assessed 
and mentored as they progress in their online teaching. 

 
18. Technical Support: Academic staff are provided with an orientation to, and sufficient ongoing 

training/technical support for any hardware and software resources required in the program, and are 
also updated in a timely manner about any impending or actual changes that could affect their 
access to or involvement in their online programs. 
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Section 2 Version C (Canadian Programs Operating Out of British Columbia)3 
 

To be completed by the External Reviewer(s) 
 
Instructions: Please evaluate the program against the below standards.  
 
Degree Level Standards  
The focus of the degree level standards is on the expectations of graduates at each degree. The standards 
stipulate the demonstrable transferable learning skills and level of mastery of a body of specialized 
knowledge in six dimensions: (1) Depth and breadth of knowledge; (2) Knowledge of methodologies; (3) 
Application of knowledge; (4) Communication skills; (5) Awareness of limits of knowledge; and (6) 
Professional capacity/autonomy.  
 
Credential Recognition and Nomenclature 
The institution must demonstrate that the program’s learning outcomes and standards are sufficiently clear 
and at a level that will facilitate recognition of the credential by other postsecondary institutions, professional 
and licensing bodies, and employers. Where appropriate, the program, courses or curricular elements are 
designed to facilitate credential recognition by other post-secondary institutions and by employers, both 
within the province and other jurisdictions. 
 
The name of a degree should convey long-term meaning; the content of a degree program should be 
consistent with the name; and the reputation of the institution and of post-secondary education in British 
Columbia should be enhanced by the quality of the offering. Beyond that is the value to graduates of having 
a professional credential recognized by appropriate licensing and accrediting bodies as the basis for entry to 
practice. 
 
Curriculum/Program Content  
The management structures and methods of the program are well defined and permit delivery of the quality 
of education necessary for students to attain the learning outcomes. The institution must demonstrate that the 
program in both subject matter and learning outcome standards, offers an education of sufficient breadth and 
rigour to be comparable to similar programs at the proposed degree level offered by recognized provincial, 
national and international post-secondary institutions. The curriculum must be current and reflect the state of 
knowledge in the field, or fields in the case of interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary programs. 
 
Learning Methodologies/Program Delivery 
Learning methodologies are the methods of delivery that will be used to achieve the desired learning 
outcomes at the degree level standard and at an acceptable level of quality. The institution must demonstrate 
that it has the expertise and resources to support the proposed method of delivery and ensure its 
effectiveness. In some cases, it may be more appropriate for the institution to demonstrate that it has a 
realistic plan to put the necessary expertise and resources in place. 
 

 
3 To ensure full compliance with regulatory expectations regarding format and the sharing of applicable guidelines with 
reviewers, the standards shared in Section 2 Version B represent direct quotes from the Degree Quality Assessment 
Board’s Degree Program Review Criteria and Guidelines (2017). External Reviewers would also receive a full version 
of this originating text as part of their review materials.   
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Admission and Transfer/Residency  
The institution should demonstrate that the program is designed to provide flexible admission and transfer 
arrangements. Where appropriate, the program, courses or curricular elements are designed to facilitate credit 
transfer by other post-secondary institutions both within the province and other jurisdictions. 
 
Faculty 
The institution must demonstrate that it has the human resources necessary to develop and deliver a quality 
degree program. In some cases, it may not be feasible for an institution to hire faculty until it receives 
program approval. In these cases, the institution should provide the specific faculty selection criteria that will 
be used to ensure new faculty hires have the necessary qualifications for the degree level being offered and 
program being proposed. 
 
Program Resources  
The institution must demonstrate that it has the physical, learning, and information resources (both start-up 
and development) needed to assure a program of acceptable quality. These include facilities, equipment, 
library resources, laboratories, computing facilities, shops, specialized equipment, etc., and cooperative work 
placements where this is a component of the program. In some cases, an institution may not be able to ensure 
resources are in place until after it receives program approval. In these cases, the institution may bring 
forward a proposal based on a realistic plan for putting the appropriate resources in place as an alternative to 
demonstrating that all resources are in place. 
 
Program Consultation 
The institution must demonstrate that it has consulted appropriate individuals and organizations (employers, 
students, program advisory committees, and, via external review, post-secondary institutions) in the 
development of the program proposal. 
  
Program Review and Assessment 
In order to ensure the ongoing currency of the program and the quality of its learning outcomes, the  
institution must show evidence that a program review and assessment procedure is in place. 
 
Lasting and Meaningful Reconciliation4 
The institution is expected to support the ongoing process of reconciliation. True reconciliation will take time 
and ongoing commitment to work with Indigenous peoples as they move towards self-determination. 
Guiding these efforts, the institution must also remain focused on creating opportunities that implement the Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission Calls to Action. 
 
Equity and Anti-Racism5 
As a part of the post-secondary sector, the institution has a moral and ethical responsibility to tackle systemic 
discrimination. The institution is additionally encouraged to adopt the Gender-Based Analysis Plus (GBA+) lens to 
ensure equity is reflected in its operations (e.g., physical and human resources) and programs. 
  

 
4 Language for this section borrows heavily from the most recent Special Terms and Conditions of Consent issued to 
CityU by the Minister of Post-Secondary Education and Future Skills. 
5 Ibid. 
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I. Responsibility: The Provost will review this policy annually and make updates when necessary.

Revision History 

Review Date: Revised By: Approval Date: New Review Date: 
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