Desk Audit Template: General University Observations
Auditor: Click or tap here to enter text.
Auditor: Click or tap here to enter text.
Auditor: Click or tap here to enter text.
Important notes:
· This template is to be completed by all three auditors on the Audit Team, via Google Docs.
· The first phase of the desk audit helps to form some preliminary impressions of the university’s general QA practices and to situate these within a wider perspective of the overall Cyclical Audit. These impressions will be based on the Institutional self-study, general university-wide documentation, and, once the desk audit phase is complete, the program-specific documentation.
· This template includes some related sample site visit questions from previous audits. These can be used as a model when drafting possible related questions for the site visit. The Secretariat will use any proposed questions to help build the site visit questions. Ensuring there is sufficient detail / context and page referencing is really helpful to this task and therefore much appreciated! NOTE: there is also a template of standard site visit questions that are typically asked at most audits and these will be merged with the questions identified in this report, as appropriate. This template is available to view by clicking here on QAMS.
· Additional guidance (in italics) has been built into the template throughout. Please don’t hesitate to reach out to the Secretariat and / or another member of the Audit Team should you have questions.

1. [bookmark: Characterize_Audit]Impact of Previous Audit on Current Audit
i. What impact, if any, do the findings of the previous Audit Report (i.e., its conclusions, recommendations, suggestions and / or causes for concern) have on this current audit?
	Auditor
	Issue (previous audit’s recommendation, etc.)
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Question(s) for Site Visit Some related sample questions from past audits:
a. Recommendation 2 from the previous audit required that the University’s graduate programs must develop explicit learning outcomes and map them to their curricula. [describe steps taken…]. Do you think there is more that can be done to support graduate programs that are continuing to struggle with learning outcomes and/or the curriculum mapping process?
b. Recommendation 4 from the previous audit indicated that the University should amend its IQAP to provide the relevant Deans (or their delegates) with the opportunity to respond to the external reviewers’ report on a proposed new graduate program. What has the University been doing to ensure that separate internal responses by the unit and the Dean to external reviewers’ reports (both for New Programs and CPRs) meet the spirit and the letter of the IQAP and the Framework?
c. The previous audit also recommended that the IQAP be amended to describe in more detail the external and internal reviewer selection process (rec 3). The ISS detailed some changes to the 2016 IQAP that have been put in place to address this recommendation since the University’s one-year response to the first audit was submitted and approved, including changes to the nomination form and improved email communications with the unit. How are you finding these changes to be working in practice? Can you tell us a bit more about how the process for selecting suitable reviewers and validating they are at arm’s length is working in practice?
d. The first recommendation from your previous audit indicated that the University must verify that each sub-criterion in its IQAP is dealt with in the self-studies before proceeding to the next stage of the review. The ISS indicated that there are now additional steps (steps listed). In practice, how useful have these new measures proven to be and are there are discernable changes to the quality of the self-study as a result?
[bookmark: _Hlk140483074]In addition to providing the proposed wording for the site visit question(s), please also suggest which stakeholder group(s) you think each question might be addressed to. Possibilities include: Senior QA team; program representatives; Deans; Senate (or equivalent) sub-committee, and / or Teaching and Learning Centre reps, etc. The lead auditor should complete this table first, with the other auditors adding any additional questions, as needed. Please add rows to table, as necessary.
	Auditor
	Question(s) for the Site Visit
	Stakeholder Group(s)

	
	1. 
	

	
	2. 
	

	
	3. 
	


2. Impact of the Institutional Self-Study
i. Does any of the information provided in the Institutional self-study suggest particular areas of focus for the desk audits? 
	Auditor
	Issue from the Institutional Self-study
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Question(s) for Site Visit Some related sample questions from past audits:
a. The Institutional Self-study indicated that there appears to be a lack of understanding within the University regarding the length of time required for the full development, review and approval of a new program. Is there more that your offices and / or the Quality Council could do to help manage expectations in this regard?
b. The Self-study in section X) (p. Y) also indicated that the feedback received when preparing the ISS suggested that there is room to improve to improve on the “broader collaboration, cooperation and communication between administrative units across the university that have a role to play in quality assurance.” You suggested that one possible way of addressing this is to further revise templates and processes to include prompts for collaboration and consultation so that these are built right into the requirements. This sounds like a helpful step. Are there plans to start this and any other related work, following the Quality Council’s re-ratification of your revised IQAP?
c. The Institutional Self-study states on page X that the new program monitoring process has not been implemented correctly, and that new programs have not been asked to submit a monitoring report (number) years after being launched. The Self-study also noted that a template for this monitoring report is to be developed, which is an important step in rectifying this situation. Do you have any insights as to how and or why this process was missed that you’re able to share with us? Are there any new programs that have been monitored to some degree and is this process working well?
	Auditor
	Question(s) for the Site Visit
	Stakeholder Group(s)

	
	1. 
	

	
	2. 
	

	
	3. 
	


3. Quality Council or Appraisal Committee Interaction
i. Have you been made aware of communications between the Quality Council and the University that may have an impact on the focus of this audit? For example, has there been any communication related to the University’s submissions (or lack thereof) of FARs/IPs and / or the quality of the new program submissions to the Appraisal Committee? If so, how would you characterize these interactions? Additionally, were there any recommendations from the Quality Council for particular areas to explore as part of the university’s process for Cyclical Program Reviews?
	Auditor
	Issue from the Quality Council / Appraisal Committee
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
		


[bookmark: _Hlk141791988]Question(s) for Site Visit 
	Auditor
	Question(s) for the Site Visit
	Stakeholder Group(s)

	
	1. 
	

	
	2. 
	

	
	3. 
	



4. Inclusion of EDII
ii. Are there specific indications of EDII in the IQAP that should be explored further during the site visit?
	Auditor
	IQAP Specification re: EDII
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
		


Question(s) for Site Visit 
	Auditor
	Question(s) for the Site Visit
	Stakeholder Group(s)

	
	4. 
	

	
	5. 
	

	
	6. 
	


[bookmark: _GoBack][…continued below]
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5. Post-Desk Audit Comments
i. Based on the findings from your desk audits, are there elements specifically related to the IQAP that should be explored through questions at the site visit? And / or are there comments on the IQAP you would like to be considered for the Audit Report? These may be supportive or suggestive.
	Auditor
	[bookmark: _Hlk140527932]Related Desk Audit(s)
	Location of Issue in Material Submitted for Desk Audit
	IQAP Item to Highlight / Question for Site Visit 
	Other Comments, including for the Audit Report

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


ii. Similarly, are there any overarching comments related to the continuous improvement process demonstrated by your desk audit of the CPR(s) and / or new program(s) selected for audit?
	Auditor
	Related Desk Audit(s)
	Location of Issue in Material Submitted for Desk Audit
	Area of Continuous Improvement / Question for Site Visit 
	Other Comments, including for the Audit Report

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


iii. Finally, having now completed your desk audits, are there any other overarching comments for this audit that are important to note?
	Auditor
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



