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INTRODUCTION: 
 
George Brown College submitted its Self-Study Report to the Program Quality Assurance Process Audit 
(PQAPA) Panel in January 2011. The Self-Study Report summarized the results of an in-depth review 
initiated in Spring 2010 that engaged all employee groups from across the College. 
 
The Audit Panel conducted its 1.5 day site visit in March 2011 and presented an Audit Report in May 
2011. The Audit report confirmed that George Brown College’s quality assurance processes and 
practices are mature and all five criteria are met. The Audit Panel commended the College on: 
 

• An excellent self-study with supporting evidence. 
• The standardization of course outlines across the College, the Course Outlines Online Handbook 

and the Course Outline Management Tool (COMet). 
• The research report on Student Feedback Questionnaires. 
• The process for monitoring Program Advisory Committee (PAC) activity. 
• The strategic investment the College made to establish a community of learners, where faculty 

learn and support each other. 
• The recognition of the College as a top 100 employer three years in a row from Canada’s Top 

100 Employers. 
• The comprehensive orientation process for full-time and contract faculty. 
• The inclusion of laddering pathways within the program development and review process. 

 
The Audit Panel made two recommendations and seven affirmations to be addressed by George Brown 
College. This Interim Report provides an update on the related activities and processes undertaken since 
the Audit Report to address these recommendations and affirmations.  
 
George Brown College has made significant progress in implementing changes to directly address the 
recommendations and affirmations contained in the Audit Report.  These changes are well-aligned and 
supported by the College’s strategic imperatives established as part of its 2020 Strategic Plan. In moving 
forward, George Brown College is committed to ongoing refinement and embedding of the new quality 
assurance processes into the College’s regular activities and business planning cycle. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 
Recommendation #1: Ensure all programs are reviewed per policy every 5-7 years.  
 
 
Recommendation #2:  Establish a mechanism to communicate program learning outcomes in a 

student-friendly way.  
 

 

AFFIRMATIONS: 
 
Affirmation #1: The need to continue development of minimum standards for field education.  
 
 
Affirmation #2:  The development of a plan to address the challenges and supports required to 

ensure more access to PLAR.  
 
 
Affirmation #3:  Ensuring sufficient resources are available to review more courses against the online 

quality assurance standards.  
 
 
Affirmation #4:  The creation of a faculty performance review model for non-teaching faculty.      
 
 
Affirmation #5:  The development of consistent practices for the ongoing review of contract faculty.  
 
 
Affirmation #6:  The consistent follow-up on tying program review recommendations to annual 

business plans.  
 
 
Affirmation #7:  Ensuring that online courses are reviewed consistently to meet guidelines/standards 

for online learning.  
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FOLLOW‐UP ON RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AND RESULTS TO DATE: 
 
Recommendation #1: Ensure all programs are reviewed per policy every 5-7 years. 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 

To ensure that all college programs are reviewed per policy, George Brown College identified that 
the Office of Academic Excellence needed to develop a detailed program review schedule and 
access additional resources to complete the program reviews as scheduled. 

 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Recommendation? 
 

 Develop a rolling three-year schedule for review of all college programs.  
 

 Identify and confirm resources required to meet the three-year scheduled program review 
commitments. 

 
 

 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Recommendation? 
 

College area: The Office of Academic Excellence 
 
Contact:  Gary Kapelus, Chair Academic Excellence 

 
 

 What is the current status? 
 

 This recommendation is fully addressed. In 2012, the Office of Academic Excellence developed a 
rolling three-year schedule for all college programs. The schedule was approved by the 
Academic Management Committee and distributed to all divisions. The schedule is also posted 
on the College’s intranet for access by college staff. 

 
 The schedule of program reviews will be updated annually and distributed to all division heads 

each February. For example, the schedule starting with the 2013-14 academic year will be sent 
to the division heads in February 2013 indicating which programs will be reviewed over the next 
three academic years. Regular reviews and updates to the schedule will ensure the College is on 
track. Care will be taken to address special scheduling circumstances such as external 
accreditations. 

 
 As of September 2012, the Office of Academic Excellence has the required resources in place to 

ensure all programs are reviewed per policy every 5-7 years. These resources include three full-
time curriculum specialists, three full-time program reviewers and a part-time researcher. 
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Recommendation #2: Establish a mechanism to communicate program learning outcomes in a 
student-friendly way. 

 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 

 Program outcomes are reviewed during the program review process. This review includes 
checking alignment of the program outcomes with those published and occasionally revised by 
MTCU and checking alignment of course outcomes to the overall program outcomes. This 
established process helps ensure that our program outcomes are up to date. 

 
 The challenge for the College is to make all academic program outcomes readily available to 

students. Students do see individual course-level outcomes as most of these are now posted 
publicly via George Brown’s Course Outline Management Tool (COMet). However, students do 
not have easy access to the overarching expectations and outcomes of the whole program. 

 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Recommendation? 
 

 The College determined that the up-to-date program outcomes can be posted, along with the 
existing description of the program, on the College’s public website, which is where most 
prospective and current students look for information about a program. 

 
 Given the large number of programs at George Brown, it is not feasible to post all program 

outcomes simultaneously. The College is committed to posting program outcomes on its public 
website, prioritized as follows: 

 

 Over the next six months, post the up-to-date program outcomes associated with programs 
that were reviewed over the past five years, including those being reviewed in 2012-13.  

 

 The academic leader for each program (Chair, Director) will be responsible for conveying 
program outcome information to the College website team, along with the other program 
and course information that is typically updated for the website. 

 
 It is proposed that Deans integrate program outcomes into program materials and orientation 

information, starting with new intakes in September 2013. This will encourage program 
outcomes to be routinely communicated to students when they begin their program of study. 

 
 The Office of Academic Excellence will assist communication of the program outcomes through 

the College’s program review process. For example, if program outcomes are not already being 
communicated to students on the College’s website and in orientation, a formal 
recommendation to do so will be included in the program review report. 
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 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Recommendation? 
 

College area: The Office of Academic Excellence 
 
Contact:  Gary Kapelus, Chair Academic Excellence 

 

 What is the completion deadline? 
 

 Programs being reviewed in 2012-13 will be required to include program outcome information 
on the College’s website by Spring 2013. 

 
 All programs will be required to communicate program outcomes to new students by Fall 2013. 

 

 What is the current status? 
 

 Program reviews for 2012-13 are underway. 
 
 The Office of Academic Excellence is consulting with the Senior VP Academic and the Deans to 

confirm processes and timing related to program outcomes being integrated into orientation 
information. 
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FOLLOW‐UP ON AFFIRMATIONS 
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AND RESULTS TO DATE: 
 
Affirmation #1: The need to continue development of minimum standards for field education. 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 
Three goals were identified for this affirmation: 
 

1. As the minimum standards for field education are formalized, embed them into the program 
review process. 

 

2. Set target timelines for all programs to have a field education component. 
 

3. Set target timelines for all programs to meet the minimum standards for education. 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Affirmation? 
 

 Draft minimum standards for field education: A Working Group of an Academic Strategy 
Steering Team (ASST) conducted extensive, cross-college consultations in 2010-11 to draft 
minimum standards. The Working Group activities were informed by three reports developed 
for the College by consultant Paula Price. These reports related to various elements of field 
education including the cost of field education, best practices and the current environment. 

 
In June 2011, the Senior Management Committee (SMC) and the College’s Board of Governors 
approved the draft minimum standards. Throughout 2011-12, the Office of Academic Excellence 
used the draft minimum standards in 22 program reviews.  

 
Based on the feedback received from the program reviewers and program staff, the wording of 
the minimum standards was updated in May 2012 for clarity and effectiveness. See Appendix A 
for the current minimum standards. 

 
 Target set for all programs to have a field education component:  2015.  

 
 Target set for each division to meet all the minimum standards:  2020.  
 

 

 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Affirmation? 
 

 The Senior Vice President Academic is responsible for ensuring all Deans/Directors are aware of 
the minimum standards and target timelines. 

 
 Divisional Senior Management (Vice Presidents/Deans/Directors) provides updates to the Senior 

VP Academic as part of the College’s reporting processes. 
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 What is the completion deadline? 
 

 Target #1:  All programs must have a field education component by 2015.  
 

 Target #2:  Each division is required to meet all the minimum standards by 2020.  
 

 

 What is the current status? 
 

 Status of minimum standards for field education: Based on the feedback received from the 
program reviewers and program staff, the wording of the minimum standards as outlined in 
Appendix A is now confirmed in draft for implementation and review in upcoming program 
reviews. 

 
 Each program under review now completes the field education self-assessment:  Field 

education is now a standard item for discussion during the program review process with 
program staff completing the self-assessment as outlined in Appendix A. 

 
 Status of target for all programs to have a field education component by 2015:  69% of college 

programs have a field education component and the College is on track to achieve 75% by 2013. 
 
 Status of target that each division is required to meet all the minimum standards by 2020:  All 

divisions are on track to meet the 2020 target timeline. 
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Affirmation #2: The development of a plan to address the challenges and supports required to ensure 
more access to PLAR. 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 

The College identified the need for a program-by-program audit to better understand the current 
Prior Learning Assessment and Recognition (PLAR) process, including the barriers and challenges of 
supporting students through PLAR. The audit needed to include reviews of the administrative 
processes, procedures and forms as well as interviews with program staff as to logistical challenges 
facing both faculty and students. Through research of promising practices in other jurisdictions, the 
College would also identify tools and assessments that may support more seamless PLAR, and may 
also address the creation of program-specific tools in key programs where PLAR is in high demand.  

 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Affirmation? 
 

 Conduct an audit to assess current PLAR activity; followed by a needs analysis to determine 

opportunities for process/procedure and systemic change and expansion of promising practices. 
 

 Based on audit and stakeholder inquiry, identify four programs in the first year that will develop 

a suite of Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) documents, with stand-alone communication 
pieces, that can be shared with faculty assessors, students and front-line services. In the second 
year, increase participation with four more programs and then eight more programs in the 
following year.  

 
 Coordinate training for front-line support staff and faculty assessors to better enable effective 

RPL services. 
 

 Use the College’s intranet and public website to house a repository of shared documents and 
research. This will enable all departments providing RPL to access consistent information and 
documents and support a more seamless application of RPL services throughout the College. 

 
 Support and contribute to the development of Ontario RPL College Coalition; a group that 

facilitates knowledge sharing and leveraging of experiences. 
 

 Enhance data collection by exploring more efficient ways to collect and disseminate research 
and data. This improved information gathering will enable better strategic planning and 
applicant tracking. 

 
 Begin development on a new, comprehensive RPL strategy for George Brown College. 

 
 Collaborate with the College’s Community Partnership Office (CPO) and Centre for Continuous 

Learning areas to evaluate opportunities to develop an RPL process for an employer-sponsored 
cohort. This potentially includes creating a “new” flexible/shortened program that meets the 
cohort’s specific needs and results in attaining a college credential. 
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 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Affirmation? 
 

College area: Centre for Preparatory and Liberal Studies 
 
Contact:  Jan Carter, Manager of Immigrant Education, is tasked with the lead on addressing this 
affirmation, under Georgia Quartaro, Dean, Centre for Preparatory and Liberal Studies. 

 
 

 What is the completion deadline? 
 

The tasks are phased, with deadlines at year-end 2013, 2014, and 2015: 
 
 Embedded in Academic Plan 2012-2015: 
 

 2012-2013: Audit PLAR processes in the top 20 programs, with assessment tools developed 
and piloted in at least four programs. The goal is to increase PLAR applications by an 
additional 120 students. Explore one PLAR pilot to drive flexible delivery. 

 

 2013-2014: 5% increase of audited programs, evaluate/improve existing assessment tools, 
expand pilot to four new programs, and increase PLAR applications by an additional 80 
students. Launch a flexible delivery pilot with 15 students. 

 

 2014-2015:  5% increase of audited programs, evaluate/improve existing assessment tools, 
expand the pilot to eight new programs, and increase PLAR applications by an additional 160 
students. Evaluate the flexible delivery pilot results and develop two additional pilots. 
Launch the program with 30 students. 

 
 Embedded in Division Plan 2012-2013: 
 

 Conduct an audit to assess current PLAR activity; followed by a needs analysis to determine 
opportunities for process/procedure and systemic change and expansion of promising 
practices. 

 

 Based on results of the audit and stakeholder inquiry, identify four programs to develop a 
suite of RPL documents with stand-alone communication pieces that can be shared with 
faculty assessors, students and front-line services. 

 

 Coordinate training for front-line support staff and faculty assessors to better enable 
effective RPL services. 

 

 Use the College’s intranet and public website to house a repository of shared documents 
and research. This will enable all departments providing RPL to access consistent 
information and documents and support a more seamless application of RPL services 
throughout the College. 
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 Collaborate with the College’s Community Partnership Office (CPO) and Continuing 
Education areas to evaluate opportunities to develop an RPL process for an employer-
sponsored cohort. This potentially includes creating a “new” flexible/shortened program 
that meets the cohort’s specific needs and results in attaining a college credential. 

 Support and contribute to the development of Ontario RPL College Coalition; a group that 
facilitates knowledge sharing and leveraging experiences. 

 

 Enhance data collection by exploring more efficient ways to collect and disseminate 
research and data. This improved information gathering will enable better strategic planning 
and applicant tracking. 

 

 Begin development on a new, comprehensive RPL strategy for George Brown College. 
 
 

 What is the current status? 
 

 The PLAR audit currently underway. An additional part-time staff has been hired to ensure 
successful year-end completion for 2012-2013. 
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Affirmation #3: Ensuring sufficient resources are available to review more courses against the online 
quality assurance standards. 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 

This affirmation represents just one element of the activities George Brown College is undertaking 
to significantly enhance development and delivery of online learning. The College is in the process of 
building its capability and capacity to have the necessary programs and services in place to support 
the online learning needs of our students. Examples of the progress George Brown is making in this 
area:  

 
 Hired a Director of E-Learning (May 2012):  Dr. Rupert Collister was hired with a mandate to 

implement the Academic Computing Strategy. This includes building the College’s capabilities in 
instructional design and course development for e-learning and to work with other departments 
to provide users with training and technical support.  

 
 Confirmed the College’s Academic Computing Strategy (July 2012):  George Brown recognizes 

that e-learning is fast becoming a core pedagogical practice. It is also a primary terrain for 
innovation in teaching and learning. The Academic Computing Strategy outlines a strategy for 
making e-learning an essential element of GBC’s commitment to excellence in teaching and 
learning. “Academic computing” refers to the technologies and teaching practices that are the 
basic tools for e-learning. The term includes, but is not restricted to, fully online courses, hybrid 
courses, learning management systems such as Blackboard Learn, podcasts, digital assignments 
using videos, clickers and mobile devices, online testing, blogs, wikis, chat rooms, online learning 
groups or project teams using products such as Blackboard Collaborate or Skype, and other 
applications that enable learning and expand the space for collaboration among learners. It also 
includes the pedagogical principles and instructional design practices that distinguish e-learning 
from other pedagogical approaches. 

 
 Reorganized the Learning Innovations and Academic Development (LIAD) into The Innovation 

in Teaching and Learning Engagement hub (TITLEh) (July 2012):  The College is in the process of 
shifting its e-learning capabilities from using a centralized model toward a more decentralized 
approach or “Hub and Spoke” model. A key element of this new model is that resources for the 
College’s virtual learning environment will be better integrated into the academic divisions’ 
curriculum development and delivery processes while still being connected with the TITLEh hub. 
A search is currently underway to contract with up to eight new instructional designers, with 
several of these new resources being co-located in academic divisions. 

 
 Developed and conducted faculty training related to the migration from WebCT 8 to 

Blackboard 9.1 (January - October 2012):  The upgrade migration of the College’s Learning 
Management System (LMS) provided an opportunity to engage faculty in training related to the 
online learning environment. Over 450 faculty participated in approximately 60 workshops 
delivered to increase awareness and usage of the LMS functionality. In addition to the 
structured workshops, there were numerous drop-in sessions and one-on-one training with 
faculty. Faculty can also enrol in TITLEh’s new five-week Online Teacher blended course. 
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 Updated online supports (July 2012 - ongoing):  TITLEh staff are in the process of updating the 
College’s web-based resources, including sourcing helpful resources.  

 Increased student supports (May 2012 – ongoing): Student access to technical supports and 
assistance has expanded with the Library Learning Commons service desks and Student Service 
Centres receiving training and access to provide increased support services.  

 
 Initiated review of policies related to e-learning: The College has committed resources to a 

review of policies related to e-learning. This includes drafting a more comprehensive policy 
related to social media and its various components. 

 
 Faculty training related to the online teaching and learning environment:  A new initiative is 

just underway involving the department heads and staff from TITLEh, Staff Development and 
Academic Excellence. The three departments will collaborate in the development of a College-
wide training process to support, in the first stage, faculty in becoming competent to teach in an 
online environment. The planning process will also consider how best to support excellence in 
designing and evaluating e-learning curriculum. This process will also include the identification 
of existing best practice standards for online course design, delivery and evaluation.  These 
standards, once established, will ultimately be incorporated into the program review process. 

 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Affirmation? 
 
Within the context of the activities outlined above, the specific tasks associated with the affirmation: 

 
 Review the College’s “Quality Assurance Standards for Online Courses” developed in 2007 and 

update the standards as required. This process will include reviewing the applicability of the 
Quality Assurance Standards to online learning and related delivery methods:1 

 

 Online Delivery: A course where all or almost all of the content is web-based with no or a 
very small number of face-to-face meetings. Delivery methods included in the “online” 
category include multimedia, video conferencing, social networking, web-based LMS and/or 
learning objects. 

 

 Web Facilitated Delivery: Web resources and technologies are used to facilitate what is 
essentially a face-to-face course. May use web pages and LMS like Blackboard to post 
syllabi, readings and assignments.  

 

 Blended/Hybrid Delivery: Courses which have blended online/e-learning and face-to-face 
delivery. Substantial parts of the content are delivered online and discussions, team projects 
and activities are used for learning. The number of face-to-face sessions is decreased as the 
volume of online activity increases.  

 
 Identify appropriate resources to review more courses against the online quality assurance 

standards. 

                                                           
1
 These definitions were developed by the Postsecondary Education Quality Assessment Board of MTCU and 

integrated into its Guidelines for College degree programs.  
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 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Affirmation? 
 

College area:  The Innovation in Teaching and Learning Engagement hub (TITLEh) 
 

Contact:  Rupert Collister, Director of E-Learning  
 
 

 What is the completion deadline? 
 

 Complete the review and update of the “Quality Assurance Standards for Online Courses” in the 
2012-13 academic year. 

 
 Identify resources to address the affirmation starting in the 2012-13 academic year. It is planned 

that this activity will be part of securing the resources needed for the transition to the “Hub and 
Spoke” model as described above.  

 
 

 What is the current status? 
 

 Quality Assurance Standards review:  The review was initiated in July 2012. An updated draft of 
the Standards is in process. 

 
 Identifying resources to review more courses against the new online guidelines/standards:  For 

the 2012-13, the College has allocated approximately $500,000 to launch the Academic 
Computing Strategy. This budget includes allocations for infrastructure (e.g. licenses), 
professional development support for faculty, instructional design support and mobile learning 
support.  Recruitment activities are underway to contract up to eight instructional designers. 
These resources will be instrumental in ensuring that courses meet the College’s online quality 
assurance guidelines/standards. 
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Affirmation #4: The creation of a faculty performance review model for non-teaching faculty. 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 
The College identified the need for a model to be developed for non-teaching probationary faculty. 
This model will then be piloted and implemented across College for each area; such as librarians, 
counselors, instructional designers, etc. 

 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Affirmation? 
 

The initial task is to conduct an analysis of processes already in place across the various college 
areas. This information gathering will identify current best practices, identify gaps and support the 
development of a model process. 
 
Until the model process is piloted and rolled out, the College will continue to identify and undertake 
activities that support and promote consistent practices for performance review of non-teaching 
faculty. 

 
 

 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Affirmation? 
 

College area:  Staff Development of Human Resources  
 
Contact:  Deb Dunbar, Director, Organizational & Staff Development  

 
 

 What is the completion deadline? 
 

 Timelines for pilot and rollout activities will be established once the faculty performance review 
model for non-teaching faculty is developed. 

 
 Activities to support and promote consistent practices for performance review are ongoing as 

part of the Staff Development mandate. 
 

 What is the current status? 
 

Staff Development is conducting several activities: 
 
 Working with each college area so that non-teaching faculty or faculty with lighter teaching 

loads (e.g. Student Success Specialists) can be integrated into the planning of a relevant model 
for performance review. 

 
 Updating the current list of Faculty Teaching Competencies to incorporate unique roles for 

probation and the ongoing review cycle past the probationary period.  
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 Sharing a Counselor Evaluation Form with applicable college areas that focuses on counseling 
skills and competencies. 

 
 Gathering information on forms and procedures from two areas with non-teaching faculty: 

 

 Library Learning Commons – Librarians who are non-teaching faculty 

 Counselling & Career Coaching Office – Counselors and Disability Consultants  
 

This information will assist the development of a model review process as well as be used to 
draft a handbook that supports working with non-teaching faculty. 
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Affirmation #5: The development of consistent practices for the ongoing review of contract faculty. 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 

A 2009 research report entitled “Contract Faculty at George Brown College” contained 17 
recommendations. The recommendations were ratified by the College’s Academic Strategy Steering 
Team (ASST). Four priority areas were identified for immediate implementation with the remaining 
recommendations to be addressed as resources and budget became available. 

 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Affirmation? 
 

The priorities areas identified for immediate implementation were:  
1. Human Resources Department involvement in the hiring process  
2. Orientation – College Wide and Departmental 
3. Online Learning 
4. Formative and Developmental Feedback 

 
Activities related to contract faculty and these priority areas include: 
 
 Consistency in orientation: Staff Development created and now delivers a college-wide 

orientation that is advertised in all academic areas each semester with contract faculty invited 
to attend. Sessions are delivered free of charge via face-to-face and online delivery at various 
times during start-up of the semester.  Staff Development does not have the budget to 
compensate faculty for attending although this may occur through the relevant division. In 
addition, a variety of resources are available on the Staff Development website. The orientation 
manual with relevant links is currently being updated to capture changes over the past year.  

 
 Consistency in tracking of professional development: Staff Development implemented a 

centralized tracking system that allows faculty to register for all posted workshops. The system 
maintains a record of training attended. Both the employee and his/her manager have access to 
this information for review, tracking and portfolio-building purposes.  

 
 Consistency in gathering feedback: The teaching competencies for part-time, contract faculty 

are the same as what is expected for the College’s full-time faculty. In addition to the Student 
Feedback Questionnaire (SFQ) and other feedback forms, Staff Development is working with 
divisions to ensure appropriate procedures are in place for gathering and providing feedback. 

 

 Consistency in developing online learning skills: A course to build skills in the delivery of sound 
pedagogical practice is being revised and updated in collaboration with Staff Development, 
TITLEh, and the Office of Academic Excellence.  

 

 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Affirmation? 
 

College area:  Human Resources  
 

Contact:  Deb Dunbar, Director, Organizational & Staff Development  
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 What is the completion deadline? 
 

Activities are scheduled on an ongoing basis. 
 
 

 What is the current status? 
 

While much work is being done in this area, there are limited resources and the College must take 
an ongoing, incremental approach to integrating consistent practices. An additional complexity is 
that the academic divisions have a large number of non-full-time faculty. This requires customization 
of processes to provide formative, developmental feedback and individual programs that work best 
for each division. Customized activities include conducting visits, initiating conversations, processing 
survey feedback and processing issues as they arise. 
 
As there may be late hires, not all new employees are able to attend orientation sessions. To 
accommodate these circumstances, Staff Development makes resources available online or 
consultation can be provided. Staff Development also supports departmental orientation sessions 
and continues to promote the role it can play in supporting division orientation, training and 
reviews.  
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Affirmation #6: The consistent follow-up on tying program review recommendations to annual 
business plans. 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 
In our self-audit, George Brown College noted that “There is recognition that the program review 
may need to be tied more explicitly to the business planning process. When program areas are asked 
to provide feedback on the barriers to completing recommendations, a lack of resources (both 
financial and human) is often cited. It has been suggested that if the program review 
recommendations were more explicitly linked to the annual business plans, then appropriate 
resources could be assigned”.  

 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Affirmation? 
 

1. Clarify that program review recommendations as worded are realistic and achievable for the 
program:  The Dean of Academic Services and Student Affairs has assigned a senior researcher 
to conduct a review of Program Review. We are in the process of soliciting feedback from 
College leaders who have undergone the program review process in recent years regarding their 
views on the impact and achievability of the program review recommendations which they have 
received. This will assist us in ensuring that we craft realistic and achievable recommendations 
which take into account resource planning requirements (both in the development and wording 
of future recommendations). 

 
2. Ensure that program review recommendations that involve other college departments or 

services are realistic and achievable: During the development of program review 
recommendations, the Office of Academic Excellence is now explicitly involving any college 
department referred to in recommendations being considered. This will help assess if the 
department has or could obtain the resources needed to support the proposed 
recommendations. For example, if a recommendation being considered suggests that the 
academic program under review receive more digital resources from the library, or a training 
workshop from the Staff Development department, or a broader range of general education 
courses from the Liberal Arts division, the program reviewer ensures that those departments 
are involved in a dialogue prior to finalizing the recommendation. The early timing of this 
preliminary discussion and advising departments of the final program review recommendations 
that affect them also provides time for each area to consider resource demands in its business 
planning for the coming year. 

 
3. Review the outcomes of past recommendations: The College has in place a program review 

accountability mechanism for prompting and monitoring program leaders’ responses to 
program review recommendations. The Accountability Spreadsheet is prepared each Spring for 
every program that has undergone a program review in the past three years. The Accountability 
Spreadsheet lists outstanding recommendations from the previous program review. The timing 
of this activity provides a reminder to academic leaders about addressing outstanding 
recommendations and enables them to include these considerations in the subsequent annual 
business planning cycle, which begins in the Fall. 
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 The current accountability process also requires the academic program leader (Chair, Director) 

to document whether and how the recommendations have been addressed, or to provide a 
rationale if a recommendation has not or not yet been addressed. The completed accountability 
spreadsheet is presented to the respective Dean, who is accountable for reporting on progress 
in addressing program review recommendations at the Academic Management Committee 
(AMC) meeting in September each year. 

 
 With the recent changes in the College’s academic leadership (a new Senior VP Academic, a new 

Dean of Academic Services, and a new Chair of Academic Excellence with responsibility for 
program review), there now exists an opportunity to consider the overall resource impact of 
program review recommendations across all programs as part of the annual business planning 
cycle. On an annual basis, the Chair of Academic Excellence will now prepare a report for the 
Senior VP Academic which identifies key themes from previous program review 
recommendations which will impact College-wide business planning. For example, where a 
number of recommendations have identified the demand for more resources from the College’s 
libraries, academic computing services or staff development, this may be highlighted for further 
discussion in advance of annual business planning. 

 
 

 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Affirmation? 
 

College Area:  The Office of Academic Excellence 
 
Contacts: Gary Kapelus, Chair, Academic Excellence 

Brenda Pipitone, Dean, Academic Services and Student Affairs 
 

 

 What is the completion deadline? 
 

1. The review of Program Review will be completed in late Fall 2012. 
 

2. Explicit involvement of other departments in the development of program review 
recommendations is already under way. Starting in 2012-13, all program reviews now include 
consultations with other departments potentially impacted by review recommendations. 

 
3. A high level summary report on the themes of program review recommendations and potential 

resource implications will be provided each year in June, starting in June 2013. 
 
 
 

 What is the current status? 
 

As stated above 
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Affirmation #7: Ensuring that online courses are reviewed consistently to meet guidelines/standards 
for online learning. 
 
 

 What did the College identify as needing to be done? 
 

 Review the College’s “Quality Assurance Standards for Online Courses” developed in 2007 and 
update the standards as required. This process will include reviewing the applicability of the 
Quality Assurance Standards to online learning and related delivery methods:2 

 

 Online Delivery: A course where all or almost all of the content is web-based with no or a 
very small number of face-to-face meetings. Delivery methods included in the “online” 
category include multimedia, video conferencing, social networking, web-based LMS and/or 
learning objects. 

 

 Web Facilitated Delivery: Web resources and technologies are used to facilitate what is 
essentially a face-to-face course. May use web pages and learning management systems 
(LMS) like Blackboard to post syllabi, readings and assignments.  

 

 Blended/Hybrid Delivery: Courses which have blended online/e-learning and face-to-face 
delivery. Substantial parts of the content are delivered online and discussions, team projects 
and activities are used for learning. The number of face-to-face sessions is decreased as the 
volume of online activity increases.  

 
 Define and implement a review process to ensure online curriculum and delivery are 

consistently assessed against the College’s quality assurance standards.  
 

(Note: Related activities are described under Affirmation #3). 
 
 

 What tasks are/were associated with addressing the Affirmation? 
 

 Identify existing course development review processes that could be modified to better 
integrate quality assurance standards related to online learning.  

 
 Develop the review process and define related resources needed to ensure online curriculum 

and delivery are consistently assessed against the College’s quality assurance standards. 
 
 

 Who is tasked with the lead on addressing this Affirmation? 
 

College area:  The Innovation in Teaching and Learning Engagement hub - TITLEh 
 

Contact:  Rupert Collister, Director of E-Learning 

                                                           
2
 These definitions were developed by the Postsecondary Education Quality Assessment Board of MTCU and 

integrated into its Guidelines for College degree programs.  
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 What is the completion deadline? 
 

 Develop and implement the quality assurance assessment process for online learning in the 
2012-13 academic year. 

 

 What is the current status? 
 

 As outlined under Affirmation #3, the College has embarked on an extensive process to 
significantly enhance development and delivery of online learning. The College is in the process 
of building its capability and capacity to have the necessary programs and services in place to 
support the online learning needs of our students. 

 
 Integrating an e-learning form into the existing Program Planning and Review Committee 

(PPRC) processes:  The PPRC has broad representation from departments across the College and 
holds monthly meetings during the academic year to review plans for new program 
development and significant modifications to existing programs. In June 2012, the PPRC agreed 
that a new form be introduced into the PPRC review process to better identify and track e-
learning development and modification processes. The form includes a requirement that new or 
modified e-learning programs must be reviewed against the Quality Assurance Standards. See 
Appendix B for the draft form developed for this process. In addition, Rupert Collister, Director 
of E-Learning has become a member of the PPRC to represent the TITLEh area. 

 
 For the 2012-13, the College has allocated approximately $500,000 to implement the Academic 

Computing Strategy. This budget includes allocations for infrastructure (e.g. licenses), 
professional development support for faculty, instructional design support and mobile learning 
support.  Recruitment activities are underway to contract up to eight instructional designers. 
These resources will be instrumental in ensuring that courses meet the new online 
guidelines/standards. 

 
 As outlined in Affirmation #3, a new initiative is underway involving the department heads and 

staff from TITLEh, Staff Development and Academic Excellence. The three departments will 
collaborate in the development of a College-wide training process to support, in the first stage, 
faculty in becoming competent to teach in an online environment. The planning process will also 
consider how best to support excellence in designing and evaluating e-learning curriculum. This 
process will also include the identification of existing best practice standards for online course 
design, delivery and evaluation.  These standards, once established, will ultimately be 
incorporated into the program review process. 
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SUMMARY COMMENTS 
 
George Brown College places high priority on ensuring that its quality assurance processes reflect a 
rigorous and consistent approach to achieving and maintaining excellence in its learning and teaching 
environment.  The recommendations and affirmations contained in the Program Quality Assurance 
Process Audit Report provided an excellent framework for reviewing current practices. Using this 
framework, the College has worked hard and made significant progress toward improving and 
enhancing related processes. This progress includes: 
 

 Developing a rolling three-year schedule for program reviews and ensuring sufficient resources 
are in place to conduct the reviews. 

 
 Identifying and implementing a process that provides students with easy access to viewing 

program learning outcomes. 
 
 Establishing minimum standards for field education and integrating a self-assessment process 

that will contribute to all divisions meeting the minimum standards by 2020. 
 
 Developing and implementing a comprehensive plan to identify and address the challenges and 

supports required to increase access to PLAR. 
 
 Committing $500,000 in strategic initiative funding to implement the Academic Computing 

Strategy. This includes building and supporting the College’s capability and capacity for quality 
online learning. 

 
 Initiating a review of existing quality assurance standards for online learning and identifying 

resource and infrastructure requirements to support implementation of these standards. 
 

 Making incremental progress in the development and piloting of a faculty performance review 
model for non-teaching faculty.  

 
 Increasing consistency in practices related to the ongoing support and review of contract 

faculty. 
 
 Confirming consistent practices and reporting processes to support the integration of program 

review recommendations into the annual business planning cycle. 
 
 Developing a consistent process for reviewing online learning that includes the Program 

Planning and Review Committee reviewing plans for new e-learning components. 
 
The College is committed to integrating and refining these processes into regular college activities. 
Where resources are limited, there will be continued incremental progress toward achieving the target 
outcomes.  
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Appendix A 
 

Minimum Standards for Field Education at George Brown College 
May 2012 

 
Inclusion Criteria 

 
There are six general criteria that are used to identify what college programs will be designated as a field education program. 

1) Full-time Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities program status (regardless of the mode of delivery) 
2) Post secondary (requires an Ontario Secondary School Diploma or equivalent for admission into the program) 
3) Prepare students for work in an identified field or sector 
4) Non-apprenticeship program 
5) Two semesters or longer in duration of delivery 
6) Not an exempted program 

Exclusion Criteria 

There are three criteria that exempt a program from the field education designation:  

1) Program designated as preparatory in nature 
2) Liberal arts program 
3) Program that is concurrently offered in a field education format with a different program code. 

 
Definitions/Explanations 

Field Education External is the term used to refer to any form of applied learning at GBC that takes place outside the college in an uncontrolled 
environment  

Field Education Internal is the term used to refer to any form of applied learning at GBC that involves providing a service to a client in a 
controlled environment 
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Simulated learning experiences and laboratory learning experiences are not considered field education learning experiences 

 

Minimum Standard/Benchmark 
Fully 
Implemented 

Partially 
Implemented 

Not 
Implemented 

Comments 

1. The minimum number of field education courses per 
program is established at one course per program. 

 
   

2. The minimum standard for a field education course at 
GBC is established at 100 hours in length. 

 
   

3. Teaching and learning methods are primarily 
experiential and involve students having direct and 
indirect contact and interaction with clients and 
community members/stakeholders. 

 

   

4. Minimum prerequisite levels of student knowledge, 
skills, abilities, proficiencies, competencies in relevant 
areas are specified and related to the requirements of 
the course (e.g. Pre-placement English language skills 
benchmarks (including speaking & listening) 
established. 

 

   

5. Students are required to complete their pre-placement 
or co-placement requirements. (health record, police 
check, course work etc.).  

 
   

6. A written evaluation tool/guideline provided for 
evaluating student performance is structured from the 
knowledge, skills and competencies identified in the 
course outline learning outcomes. 

 

   

7. Methods of evaluation are outlined and include a 
minimum of one written evaluation. (to be completed by 
the supervising field placement staff or GBC staff) 

 
   

8. Student assignments include a reflective self-
assessment component which may be paper based, 
online, or occur in a concurrent integrative seminar 
course.  

 

   

9. Every student and employer has contact a minimum of 
three times during the experience: onset; mid-
experience, and the end of the experience. 

 
   

10. Final evaluation of student performance results in 
awarding an academic credit of either a Pass/Fail or 
Letter Grade. 

 
   



George Brown College – Appendix A – Minimum Standards for Field Education  3 

Minimum Standard/Benchmark 
Fully 
Implemented 

Partially 
Implemented 

Not 
Implemented 

Comments 

11. Field education coordination (FEC) are assigned within 
job descriptions with the minimum number of hours 
TBD. FEC duties might include: 

12. Preparation of course materials such as course outlines 
and evaluation tools 

13. Recruitment of employer placements 
14. Processing student applications 
15. Matching students with employers 
16. Supervision of students in a variety of locations 
17. Facilitating on-line discussions 
18. Evaluation of the course 

 

 

   

19. Annually recognize the important contribution made by 
each employer to student learning (e.g., thank you 
letter; social event; student award to selected 
employers). 

    

20. Field placement selection is based on identified student 
knowledge and skill, and employer-identified 
opportunities. 

 
   

21. The placement is committed to training and supervising 
students and supports the goal of the field learning 
experience. 

 
   

22. The employer provides an adequate number of 
appropriate staff to support students 

 
   

23. The employer understands what the students are 
supposed to learn based on outcomes identified by the 
college program and may identify the minimum 
knowledge and skill they expect of a student placed in 
their setting. 

 

   

24. The employer provides written feedback on every 
student's performance and on the field education 
experience. 

 
   

25. The program has a well developed set of policies and 
procedures that addresses issues related to the early 
termination and removal of the student from the field 
placement. 
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Appendix B 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E-LEARNING ASSESSMENT 
 
 

Name of Program:        
 

Date:       
 

Draft/Working Version 
 

 
Definitions3: 
 

 Web Facilitated Delivery
4
: Web resources and technologies are used to facilitate what is 

essentially a face-to-face course. May use web pages and learning management systems 
(LMS) like Blackboard to post syllabi, readings and assignments.  

 

 Blended/Hybrid Delivery: Course blends online/e-learning and face-to-face delivery. 
Substantial parts of the content are delivered online and discussions, team projects and 
activities are used for learning. The number of face-to-face sessions is decreased as the 
volume of online activity increases.  

 

 Online Delivery: A course where all or almost all of the content is web-based with no or a 
very small number of face-to-face meetings. Delivery methods included in the “online” 
category include multimedia, video conferencing, social networking, web-based LMS 
and/or learning objects. 

 

 
 

                                                           
3
 Note: Courses using any of these modes of engagement can also be utilizing mobile devices to facilitate or 

enhance student learning experiences, collaboration, communication, or administration. 
4
 These definitions were developed by the Postsecondary Education Quality Assessment Board of MTCU. However, 

GBC encourages faculty to make a shift in thinking from ‘delivery’ to ‘engagement’ or to ‘facilitating engagement in 
meaningful learning experiences’. This shift in thinking will naturally favour more hybrid or flexible approaches to 
e-learning. 
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E-Learning Assessment  
 

The purpose of this form is to identify how E-Learning tools, technologies5, and pedagogies will be 
integrated into courses and new programs in order to engage students in meaningful learning 
experiences, increase or diversify the student cohort, or provide efficiencies in administration.  

 

 
Program Name:        
 
Program Code (if applicable):       

 
School/Division:          

 
Requested by:          

 
Contact Person & Ext.         

 
Date:            
 

 
Purpose of submission: 

 
   New program to include curriculum development for web-facilitated, blended/hybrid, or online 
engagement 

   Modifying existing course(s) to increase web-facilitated, blended/hybrid, or online engagement 
 
 

 
Description of e-learning strategy (Provide an overview of the strategy and rationale for the changes; 
e.g. focus of e-learning development is to market the program to employed/mature students to assist in 
program completion. Include the estimated number of faculty and students impacted): 
 
      

 
 

List of courses impacted:  
 

Course 
Code Course Name 

Description of Proposed E-learning Development 
(also indicate if web-facilitated, blended/hybrid or  

fully online) 
Target date for 

QA review* 

                        

                        

                        

                        

  Add rows as required  

 
* Each modified course will need to be reviewed against George Brown College’s Quality Assurance 
Standards.  

                                                           
5
 Including mobile devices. 
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Resource Requirements: 
 

Resources to be Allocated Estimated Cost Comments/Description 
   Curriculum development 

 
$        

   Faculty Professional Development 
 

$        

   Additional Student Orientation / Supports 
 

$        

   Software  
 

$        

   Hardware 
 

$        

   Other:       
 

$        

 
 
Compliance with Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) (Describe what activities will 
be undertaken to ensure these courses or program will be in compliance with current and pending 
disability standards): 
 
      

 
 
Special Requirements (Describe any special requirements related to facilities or equipment; e.g., smart 
classrooms, video conferencing, mobile device usage): 
 
      

 

 
Recommendation 
 

Approve:        Reject:        

 
  
Comments:       
 
 
   

Director of E-Learning 

 

 Date 

 
Note:  Approval does not constitute budget approval or allocation. It is the responsibility of the 
Chair/Director to ensure that resources are built into the operating budget for implementation. 
 


