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Introduction to Laurentian University’s 

Quality Assurance Audit 

Laurentian University is a mid-sized, primarily undergraduate, bilingual university situated in 
northern Ontario. Established in 1960, Laurentian has a federated structure, which includes 
Huntington University, Thorneloe University, and the University of Sudbury; it is also affiliated 
with Université de Hearst. The University additionally offers its degree programs at many 
college sites (Georgian College, St Lawrence College, Northern College, Sault College, 
Cambrian College and Collège Boréal), and it is also the east campus of the Northern Ontario 
School of Medicine (NOSM), which was established in 2005.  

Laurentian University’s 9,700 students are registered in a wide range of academic and 
professional programs, including over 150 undergraduate and over 25 graduate programs. 
Professional programs include Concurrent Education in English, Engineering, Forensic Science, 
Indigenous Social Work, and Midwifery. In keeping with its francophone mandate, Laurentian 
University takes great pride in being the largest bilingual provider of distance education in 
Canada offering more than 300 courses. 

In June 2011, the Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance (the Quality Council) 
ratified Laurentian University’s Institutional Quality Assurance Process (IQAP) as being in 
conformity with the Quality Assurance Framework (QAF), which guides quality assurance at all 
Ontario universities. The Quality Assurance Audit assessed Laurentian’s adherence to its IQAP 
by examining the University’s practices for new program approval, cyclical program review, 
expedited approvals and major modifications to existing programs.  

In addition to the standard quality assurance processes required by the QAF, Laurentian’s IQAP 
also includes a separate mechanism for the cyclical review of NOSM’s MD Program, which is 
offered in partnership with Lakehead University. The auditors learned that Laurentian University 
has been working with Lakehead University on revisions to both universities’ IQAPs to include 
steps to be taken for the introduction of new graduate programs at NOSM.  

While Laurentian’s Senate established its Academic Planning Committee/ Comité de 
planification académique (ACAPLAN/COPA) before the introduction of the University’s IQAP, its 
mandate is now to oversee the application and execution of Laurentian’s IQAP and all related 
curricular quality assessment of the programs offered at the University. This Committee “works 
cooperatively with the Vice-Presidents, the Deans, the Council of English Language Programs 
(CELP), le Conseil des programmes en français (CPF), the Faculty Councils and the academic 
units” (IQAP, page 3). 
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Audit Process 

The Quality Assurance Framework (QAF) specifies (page 25) that each university in Ontario will 
be audited once every eight years, with the objective of determining whether or not the 
institution has, over those eight years, complied with the provisions of its IQAP, as ratified by the 
Quality Council, with respect to cyclical program reviews (CPRs), New Program Proposals, 
Expedited Approvals and major modifications. The Quality Council establishes a panel of 
auditors in collaboration with the Ontario Council of Academic Vice-Presidents (OCAV) (QAF 
5.1) for the purpose of conducting these audits. 

Assignment of at least three auditors 

The first step in the audit of any university is the assignment of at least three auditors, by the 
Executive Director of the Quality Council, to conduct the institutional audit (QAF 5.2.1). Selected 
at arm’s length from the institution that is undergoing the audit, auditors are supported before, 
during, and after the site visit by the Quality Assurance Secretariat. The following members 
comprised the audit team for the Laurentian University audit (see Appendix A for brief 
biographical information of the auditors): 

• Dr. Suzanne Crosta 
• Dr. Michel Laurier 
• Dr. Sarah McKinnon 
• Dr. Alan Harrison, Quality Council Secretariat 
• Ms. Cindy Robinson, Quality Council Secretariat 

Auditors’ independent selection of programs for audit 

The next step in the audit process (QAF 5.2.2) involves the auditors independently selecting 
programs for audit, typically nine, that represent different quality assurance practices at the 
undergraduate and graduate levels. This includes cyclical program reviews, the development of 
at least one New Program Proposal and/or Expedited Approval, and a major modification to an 
existing program approved within the eight-year period covered by the audit. 

The Executive Director of the Quality Council authorizes the proposed selection, assuring, for 
example, a reasonable program mix. Specific programs, or a larger selection of programs, may, 
in certain circumstances, be included in the audit (see, for example, QAF 5.2.5 b), or if the 
university itself so requests. In addition to the required documentation, the auditors may 
consider other elements and related documentation when these are cited by the institution in its 
quality assurance processes. 
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The auditors selected the following Laurentian University programs for audit: 

New Programs: 

• Forensic Identification, BFI  
• Master of Indigenous Relations, MIR 

Cyclical Program Reviews: 

• Chemistry/Biochemistry, BSc 
• Études françaises, BA 
• History, MA 
• Music, BA 
• Rural and Northern Health, PhD 

Major Modifications: 

• Specialization in Data Analytics, BSc 
• Spécialisation en psychologie et majeure en études interdisciplinaires (Université de 

Hearst), BA spéc. 

Desk Audit of Institutional Practices 

Step 3 involves a desk audit of the institutional quality assurance practices (QAF 5.2.3). Using 
the institution’s records of the sampled programs’ quality assurance activities and associated 
documents, this audit tests whether the institution’s practice conforms to its own IQAP, as 
ratified by the Quality Council.1 It is essential that the auditors have access to all relevant 
documents and information to ensure a clear understanding of the institution’s practices. The 
desk audit serves to raise specific issues and questions to be pursued during the on-site visit 
and to facilitate the conduct of an effective and efficient on-site visit. The documentation to be 
submitted for the programs selected for audit includes all documents and other information 
associated with each step of the institution’s IQAP, as ratified by the Quality Council, and the 
record of any revisions of the institution’s IQAP, as ratified by the Quality Council. Institutions 
may provide any additional documents at their discretion. 

                                                

 
1 Changes to the institution’s process and practices within the eight-year cycle are to be expected. The test of the 
conformity of practice with process will always be made against the ratified Institutional Quality Assurance Process 
that applies at the time the quality assurance activity is undertaken.  
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During the desk audit, the auditors will also determine whether or not the institution’s web-based 
publication of the Executive Summaries of the Final Assessment Reports, and subsequent 
reports on the implementation of the review recommendations for the programs included in the 
current audit, meet the requirements of QAF 4.2.6. The auditors undertake to preserve the 
confidentiality required for all documentation and communications and meet all applicable 
requirements of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FIPPA). All 
documents reviewed by the audit team were provided by the University. 

On-Site Visit at Institution 

Having reviewed the university documentation and prepared their desk audits, auditors 
discussed their preliminary findings via teleconference. Auditors conducted an on-site visit with 
Laurentian University from November 15 – 17, 2017. The on-site visit provides an opportunity 
for the University to answer the auditors’ questions and to address information gaps identified 
during the desk audit. The visit allows the auditors to get “a sufficiently complete and accurate 
understanding of the institution’s application of its IQAP so that they can meet their audit 
responsibilities” (QAF 5.2.4). (The site visit schedule is included in Appendix B, which also 
provides the complete list of those who met with the auditors during their stay.) 

Preparation of Audit Report 

The Audit Report is produced following the site visit. As per QAF 5.2.5, the Audit Report 
provides a status report on the programs selected for audit. The status report will note the 
degree of compliance with the institution’s IQAP as well as any notably effective policies or 
practices revealed in the course of the audit. Where appropriate, the Report will make 
suggestions and recommendations and identify any causes for concern, as defined in QAF 
5.2.5: 

 Suggestions are forward-looking, and are made by auditors when they identify 
opportunities for the institution to strengthen its quality assurance practices. Suggestions do 
not convey any mandatory obligations and sometimes are the means for conveying the 
auditors’ province-wide experience in identifying good and, even on occasion, best 
practices. Institutions are under no obligation to implement or otherwise respond to the 
auditors’ suggestions, although they are encouraged to do so. 

 Recommendations are recorded in the auditors’ report when they have identified failures to 
comply with the IQAP and/or there is misalignment between the IQAP and the Quality 
Assurance Framework. The institution must address these recommendations. 

 Causes for concern are potential structural weaknesses in quality assurance practices that 
auditors may identify, for example, when, in two or more instances, the auditors identify 
inadequate follow-up monitoring; a failure to make the relevant implementation reports to the 
appropriate statutory authorities; or the absence of the Institutional Manual (see QAF 4.2.8). 

The auditors prepare a draft Report and a Summary of the Principal Findings suitable for 
publication. The Quality Council Secretariat then forwards a copy of both to the institution for 
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comment. This consultation is intended to ensure only that the Report and associated Summary 
do not contain errors or omissions of fact. The institution submits a response to the draft Report 
and associated Summary within 60 days. The auditors may use this response to revise their 
Report and/or associated Summary before submitting them to the Executive Director of the 
Quality Council who presents them to the Audit Committee. The Audit Committee reviews the 
Report and associated Summary and recommends approval to the Quality Council (QAF 5.2.6). 

The Quality Council Secretariat forwards the approved Report and associated Summary to the 
institution and to the Ontario Council of Academic Vice-Presidents (OCAV), the Council of 
Ontario Universities (COU), and the Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development 
(MAESD) for information (QAF 5.2.7). The approved Summary of the overall findings, including 
a record of the recommendations, is posted on the website of the Quality Council. The summary 
is also forwarded to the institution for posting on its website (QAF 5.2.8). 

Within a year of the University receiving the approved final audit report, the institution will inform 
the auditors, through the Secretariat, of the steps it has taken to address the recommendations. 
The auditors will draft a Report commenting on the scope and adequacy of the institution’s 
Response, together with a draft Summary of their commentary, suitable for publication. The 
auditors’ Report and Summary are then submitted to the Audit Committee, which considers 
them and makes a recommendation to the Quality Council regarding the acceptability of the 
institutional one-year follow-up Response (QAF 5.2.9). The auditors’ Summary of their Report 
on the scope and adequacy of the institution’s Response is posted on the Quality Council 
website and a copy is sent to the institution for publication on its website; copies are also sent to 
OCAV, COU and MAESD for information (QAF 5.2.10).  

Introduction 

Laurentian University has federated and affiliated partners, a bilingual and tri-cultural mandate 
(English, French and Indigenous), and dispersed research centres. It has embraced the need to 
develop, manage and continuously improve its quality assurance policies and practices. It has 
also engaged with northern communities, developing customized professional programs, 
fostering collaboration and consultation when creating new programs.  

The auditors found Laurentian University’s administration, faculty and staff were committed to 
the quality assurance process. The auditors registered strong leadership support from the 
Offices of the President and the Vice-President, Academic & Provost including the important 
work of their Executive Team members, Deans and Leadership Group, all of whom have 
contributed to greater awareness and improvement in the development of quality assurance 
policies and practices. The auditors also recognized that many individuals, whether 
administrative staff or faculty members serving on committees that are part of quality assurance, 
take on a heavy responsibility, and do so willingly and enthusiastically.  

The auditors understand that the audit process takes a great deal of coordination and planning 
for all sectors of the University, from staff and students to faculty and administration. The 
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institutional preparation for the audit of selected programs offered by Laurentian University 
requires a significant amount of time and human resources to ensure auditors receive complete 
documentation for the audit well in advance. The Office of the Provost facilitated all aspects of 
the desk audit and site visit effectively and in a way that helped the auditors complete their work 
smoothly. The audit team appreciated the careful organization of the meetings during a tightly 
scheduled site visit and is grateful that requests for additional information and documentation 
were handled diligently and expediently. The audit team members also offer their thanks for the 
hospitality and assistance they received throughout their stay.  

Throughout the visit, all parties involved in discussions with the auditors were keenly interested 
in the processes and offered frank commentary on their experiences. These meetings helped 
inform the writing of the Audit Report significantly.  

One issue that was identified as requiring significant attention relates to program learning 
outcomes. From the material submitted for audit, the auditors observed that, for the most part, 
the University focuses its attention on course-level learning outcomes. While this is good 
pedagogical practice, it does not align with the requirement in the QAF that all institutions 
articulate and implement program-level learning outcomes. The auditors view this as a systemic 
weakness, and have therefore identified the absence of attention to program-level learning 
outcomes as a Cause for Concern. Auditors learned during the site visit that Laurentian intends 
to address this issue, but the University did not articulate how this will be done. The One-year 
Response to the Audit must identify how and when this issue is to be remedied.  

Before presenting the Status Report on the audited programs, the auditors first provide a more 
general overview of their observations on quality assurance practices at Laurentian University. 
This section of the report consists of five components: 

1. Commendations: Commendations recognize institution-wide instances of substantial 
support for the quality assurance agenda. 

2. Best Practices: Best Practices identify specific quality assurance procedures that are 
particularly well administered—procedures that could be held up as models of practice and 
procedure for other institutions. 

3. Causes for Concern: Causes for Concern are normally identified when there are structural 
or systemic weaknesses found in the institution’s quality assurance practices. When 
identified, the Quality Council will decide on the appropriate next steps. 

4. Recommendations: As mentioned above, in connection with the preparation of the Audit 
Report, Recommendations, which must be addressed by the institution, identify instances of 
non-compliance with the institution’s IQAP and/or cases of misalignment between its IQAP 
and the QAF; and 

5. Suggestions: Suggestions, which the institution may consider at its discretion, are offered 
as opportunities to strengthen its quality assurance processes. 
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1. Commendations 

During the site visit, the auditors heard consistent praise for the Office of the Provost and the 
Interim Vice-President, Academic, the Associate Vice-President, Academic and Indigenous 
Programs and the hard work of the Executive Assistant to the Office of the Provost. The 
auditors recognized a close and significant involvement with quality assurance processes and 
activities. This is manifest in the processes involved in the committee structures and monitoring 
role used to approve new programs and major modifications, and support cyclical program 
reviews. This work is the responsibility of CELP/CPF, which focuses on new courses and 
programs, and ACAPLAN/COPA, which reviews and ensures compliance with quality assurance 
standards. Members of these two committees, consisting of faculty, students, and staff 
representing a variety of ranks, disciplines, and Faculties, shared openly their practices for 
reviewing the package of materials they receive. In addition, they talked very positively about 
the ways in which the work of their committees gave them new insights into the variety of 
courses and programs delivered at the Sudbury campus and other northern campus sites. 

Laurentian University is unique in the province in including students as part of a program review 
team, which allows students to provide context from their perspective. Although students were 
not always well informed about their role, the University has made an effort to involve them in 
the process, which is to be commended. 

During conversations with faculty, staff, students and committee members, the auditors noted 
the widespread acknowledgment of the quality assurance process, particularly the external 
perspective and the validation they received about the quality of their programs. In addition, 
proponents for the new Master of Indigenous Relations indicated that building this program 
helped the institution adapt and better understand its approaches to indigenous learning. 
Overall, faculty and students showed a positive engagement and program representatives found 
the exercise most useful in assessing their practice and in building a kind of “strategic plan” for 
the future. The auditors were pleased to hear high praise for Tableau, a recently available 
central software and intelligence tool for improving data gathering and analysis. New program 
proponents in particular noted Tableau’s value and its resulting efficiencies.  

2. Best Practices 

Several best practices at the University were identified during the desk audit and the site visit. 
An especially noteworthy example was the extensive consultation that occurred during the 
various stages of the quality assurance processes, not only within Laurentian but also with all 
relevant stakeholders (for example, Études françaises, Indigenous communities, Ontario Police 
College, and judicial bodies). During the site visit, the auditors heard more fully about the 
extensive nature of these discussions. In the case of new programs for instance, faculty 
members consistently told of the inclusive processes used to put together self-studies, including 
retreats, departmental meetings, and sub-groups working together to assemble the required 
documentation (Bachelor in Forensic Science; Master of Indigenous Relations).  
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The auditors were impressed too with the workings of CELP/CPF and ACAPLAN/COPA, and 
considered the dedication of the members, the methods of reviewing the packages of materials, 
and the extensive consultation with all parties involved, as good practices.  

Notwithstanding these strengths of Laurentian’s quality assurance process, the auditors, after 
first expressing a Cause for Concern, offer below both Recommendations and Suggestions 
designed to align policy and practice and to enhance the current processes. 

3. Cause for Concern 

Cause for Concern: Ensure program-level learning outcomes are established for all 
programs at Laurentian University.  

Program-level learning outcomes are a critical component of the QAF’s evaluation criteria for 
both New Program Proposals and cyclical program reviews. While the auditors found program-
level learning outcomes in the documentation submitted for the development of the Master of 
Indigenous Relations program, the same could not be said for the other programs audited. In 
addition, auditors’ discussions with those administering quality assurance, the central 
committees charged with overseeing quality assurance activities, and those involved in program 
coordination, all indicated that program-level learning outcomes are not yet the critical 
foundation of quality assurance at Laurentian that they need to be. 

Although ACAPLAN/COPA has been instrumental in ensuring harmonization, quality and 
consistency in the assessment of course-level learning outcomes, it has yet to assume its 
oversight role in implementing and engaging with program learning outcomes, which represents 
an essential requirement of the QAF. 

Given the centrality of program learning outcomes to the quality assurance process, the 
University must enhance the processes associated with developing, documenting and 
assessing program-level learning outcomes for all existing programs. It is not for this report to 
indicate how Laurentian should do this, except to say that the University’s response to the 
Cause for Concern should provide enough details about how and over what period the task will 
be addressed to assure the Quality Council the task will be comprehensively addressed.  

An important consideration in this respect will be any program undergoing a cyclical program 
review because the evaluation criteria that guide an academic unit in producing the self-study 
(IQAP Appendix D) require that there be program- and course-level learning outcomes, and the 
external reviewers’ report must assess how well these criteria are met (IQAP Appendix E).  
Additionally, the program-level learning outcomes are not only to be stated but also connected 
to the degree level expectations, admission requirements, modes of delivery, and methods of 
assessment. The same is true for New Program Proposals. The challenge for the University in 
this regard is to ensure that program-level learning outcomes are embedded in the development 
and implementation of new programs and become part of the culture of quality assurance at the 
University. 
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The assessment of program-level learning outcomes is also of concern. Using program-level 
learning outcomes is a curriculum design approach that has some impact on teaching and 
assessment practices. The combination of courses must be considered so that each course 
contributes to reaching the program level outcomes, by building new knowledge on the basis of 
previous courses without undue overlapping. In most cases, hands-on activities must be 
planned. As far as assessment is concerned, its validity rests on the similarly of the expected 
outcomes and the assessment tasks. 

4. Recommendations 

Recommendations on overall quality assurance processes 

Laurentian University must: 

Recommendation 1: Implement a better tracking tool in order to retain complete and 
accurate documentation for each step of all quality assurance.  

The QAF states: “It is essential that the auditors have access to all relevant documents and 
information to ensure they have a clear understanding of the institution’s practices” (5.2.3). 
While every effort was made to provide the required documentation, there were a few instances 
where documents were missing or unavailable (e.g., Études françaises; Bachelor of Forensic 
Science). The retention and tracking of documentation is consistent with the quality assurance 
objectives of transparency and accountability and, in addition, allows the institution to manage 
and assess its own quality assurance processes and practices for further improvements and 
refinements.  

A tracking system would undoubtedly assist in ensuring that all the steps in the cyclical program 
review process are diligently followed and thoroughly complete. This tracking system ought to 
be easily available to all the constituencies and serve as a reference guide for faculty, students, 
staff, chairs, and University committees, managing permissions as appropriate. 

Recommendation 2: Ensure that there are explicit sign-off protocols indicating that the 
self-study and New Program Proposal are complete and address all of the elements, 
including all evaluation criteria, required by the University’s IQAP. 

While several of the self-studies or New Program Proposals effectively addressed most aspects 
of the required evaluation criteria, there were several instances in which important aspects of 
the evaluation criteria were covered only briefly or omitted altogether (Chemistry/Biochemistry, 
Music). The IQAP states that for New Program Proposals “The Dean reviews the proposal, to 
be sure that it fully meets the requirements of the template and of the IQAP” (page 5) and that 
the Dean “may send the proposal back, to its originators for amendments” and even “decline to 
advance the proposal to the next step” (page 5). The IQAP establishes a similar requirement for 
the cyclical program review self-study, and indicates, “The Dean reviews and approves the self-
study” (page 11). Given the authority of the Dean and his/her oversight role in the process, it is 
important to have evidence of a sign-off. For the most part, the auditors could not find 
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documentation connected to the process of signing-off on completeness and approval to move 
forward. A dated signature or an email by the administrator responsible should be part of this 
process and retained as part of the documentation. During the site visit, verbal confirmation was 
given that there were signatures for new program proposals but that these were only available 
in hard copies. These should be scanned for electronic storage and future reference. The 
University might consider amending its IQAP in order to ensure formal sign-off. 

Recommendations specific to cyclical program reviews 

Laurentian University must: 

Recommendation 3: Ensure that the Schedule of Reviews includes all programs listed 
under the University’s jurisdiction, regardless of where the program is actually offered. 

The list of programs offered at Laurentian does not fully mirror the list of its Cyclical Review 
Schedule. There appear to be more than thirty programs offered by Laurentian that are not 
listed in the Schedule of Reviews (for example, Architectural Studies, Criminology, English, 
Environmental Science, Ethics, and Music Studies).  

An accurate Schedule of Reviews is a requirement under the Quality Assurance Framework. 
Furthermore, given the federated structure of the University, an up-to-date and complete listing 
of all degree programs offered by Laurentian University on all northern post-secondary campus 
sites would underscore the diversity of programming and the central role of the University in 
ensuring the quality assurance mechanisms in assessing degree programs. Since ultimate 
responsibility for quality assurance compliance lies with Laurentian University (Senate), this 
Schedule of Reviews should reflect these partnerships in all University and college websites, as 
appropriate. 

Recommendation 4: Ensure that every program offered by Laurentian University is 
reviewed at least once every eight years and that the Schedule of Reviews is consistent 
with this requirement. Should there be any deviation from this Schedule of Reviews, the 
reasons must be clearly documented and recorded for reference. 

This is a requirement under the Quality Assurance Framework and the IQAP clearly states: “In 
no case may a program go without a review for more than 8 years” (page 11). There are a 
number of exceptions listed in the current Laurentian University Schedule of Reviews, for 
example Economics, Law and Justice, Commerce and Administration (MBA), Modern 
Languages and Literatures, Northern and Community Studies, Sociology (graduate), and 
Physics. 

The auditors further found that all four of the cyclical program reviews selected for audit (i.e., 
Études françaises, History (undergraduate and graduate), Music, Rural and Northern Health) 
did not meet the eight-year requirement. The Office of Provost must ensure cyclical program 
reviews are undertaken within the eight-year window and clearly document reasons for any 
deviation.  
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It should also ensure that cyclical program reviews are completed in a timely way and that the 
commencement of the next cyclical program review take place within eight years of the initiation 
of the previous review, not its completion.  

Recommendation 5: Ensure that faculty, staff and students are engaged in preparing the 
CPR self-study and record the extent of their involvement and contributions in the 
Introduction of the self-study. 

The auditors found variation in the involvement of faculty, staff, and students in the self-study 
process. These stakeholders have a prescribed role in the preparation and writing of the self-
study, and their participation and contributions should be clearly stated in each case. Perhaps 
most notable was the absence of staff participation, as seen in the documentation provided for 
Chemistry/Biochemistry, Études françaises, History, Rural and Northern Health, and the lack of 
clear instructions about the support role they can play in organizing and leading focus groups, 
surveys, and the like. The range of student engagement from quite formal involvement in the 
writing of the self-study to passive observer of the process also requires attention. Some further 
thought should be given to how to ensure deeper as well as broader participation. Faculty, staff 
and students should not only be encouraged to participate in the process, but also be given the 
opportunity to provide input.  

Recommendation 6: Ensure that the processes for distributing the Final Assessment 
Report (FAR) and the Implementation Plan (IP) within the University community 
(administrators, faculty, staff and students) are followed in all respects. (QAF 4.2.6 a) 

The IQAP clearly specifies the process for distributing FARs and IPs: “ACAPLAN/COPA’s report 
is transmitted to the program, the Dean and those responsible for implementing the changes 
such as the Budget Committee for resources” (page 13), in addition to being submitted to 
Senate and the Board for information and posted on the University website (page 13). Although 
the statement indicates who receives copies of the final version of the FAR and IP, it remains 
silent on how these important final documents are distributed internally to the academic unit and 
faculty. The auditors did not see a consistent practice in communicating these final reports to 
the various constituencies; some program representatives confirmed reception, others were 
unaware of its existence, and some did not know where they were posted on the University 
website. Final distribution should be set out more clearly in the IQAP and followed in practice.  

Auditors noted the high interest of faculty members and students in the outcomes of quality 
assurance activities but many noted that they were unaware if their contributions to the process 
were taken into account by the different committees involved. Auditors noted that faculty 
members underscored, and at times strongly so, the lack of follow up on outcomes of the CPRs. 
Units cannot act on and implement recommendations if they do not receive FARs and IPs. 
Some recommendations may require consultations and actions at several levels if they are to 
implement. Moreover, FARs and IPs are important resource and reference documents when 
units are preparing their short and long-term strategic plans.  
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Recommendation for cyclical program reviews and new degree program approvals 

Laurentian University must: 

Recommendation 7: Ensure that there are separate internal responses to external 
reviews from the academic unit and the relevant Dean in New Program Proposals and 
cyclical program reviews. (QAF 2.2.8. and 4.2.4 f) 

In the case of external reviews for new programs, the QAF requires “responses from both the 
proposing academic unit and the relevant deans or their delegates" (QAF 2.2.8). The IQAP 
requires that “The initiators of the proposal respond in writing to the external report. Part of the 
response may include amendments to the original proposal. The response is sent to the Dean, 
who adds his or her response” (page 6). While this statement does indicate that there is 
involvement of the academic unit and the Dean, it is not clear that this requires separate 
responses from the unit and the Dean. 

The University should take every measure to obtain, and include in subsequent documentation, 
separate responses of both academic units and the relevant Dean(s) to external reports on new 
programs. In the case of the Bachelor of Forensic Science (BFI), program proponents admitted 
during the site visit that they did not see the External Reviewer’s Report and ACAPLAN/COPA 
noted in its report to Senate that it did not include the Departmental Response. The decanal 
response did not comment fully on the proposal and only confirmed no changes were made to 
the original version. The University must amend its IQAP in order to affirm that two separate 
responses are required. 

Recommendation 8: Implement a process for dealing with external reports that do not 
meet the requirements of the IQAP.  

The IQAP sets out requirements for the content of the External Review Report and includes for 
external reviewers two templates:  

1. Template for the Reviewers’ Report for New Programs (Appendix I, page 53-54) 
2. Template for the Reviewers’ Report on Existing Programs (Appendix J, page 55-56) 

Some external reviewers did not use the template (Études françaises, Chemistry and 
Biochemistry), and another made extensive recommendations and suggestions beyond the 
scope of the exercise (Music). The University should develop a process for dealing with external 
reports to ensure a consistent and meaningful assessment of the quality of the academic 
program being proposed or reviewed. Developing Terms of Reference or a Mandate for 
External Review would be useful to guide externals on their assignment and responsibilities.  
This guidance could for example indicate that the report should focus more on outputs than 
inputs, more on program-level learning outcomes than course-level learning outcomes, and 
address the assessment of students’ achievement of learning outcomes.  
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Recommendation specific to major modification approvals 

Laurentian University must: 

Recommendation 9: Amend the IQAP (Appendix B, page 25-26) to clarify the processes 
for, and the distinctions between, New Program Approvals and major modifications. The 
clarification should include the distinction between the two processes as well as detailed 
steps for introducing or phasing out major modifications and monitoring and follow- up 
mechanisms.  

There appears to be some confusion about the processes to be followed for a major 
modification to a degree program. In both sampled programs (Bachelor of Computer Science 
with Specialization in Data Analytics – Barrie Campus; Baccalauréat ès arts avec specialisation 
en psychologie et majeure en études disciplinaires – Collège Universitaire de Hearst), faculty 
members were advised to follow the Template for “new programs”.  

Since Laurentian University has ultimate responsibility and academic oversight for quality 
assurance compliance, it should delineate the approval steps for each quality assurance 
process more explicitly for its partner institutions. The IQAP’s instructions according to which 
“major modifications will follow steps 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of the procedures in the previous 
section” (page 10) refer faculty and staff to the “Flow Chart 1: Process for New Program 
Approval” (page 8). This has led to confusion all the more so because the questions in Appendix 
A (#8) of the Template also ask faculty whether “outside experts – for example, from the 
community, from industry, from the concerned professions and/or practical training programs – 
been consulted in the preparation of this proposal?” (Page 23) 

Although the process outlined in the IQAP for major modifications does not require external 
review, the auditors noticed that that the proposal for a Bachelor of Computer Science with 
Specialization in Data Analytics had undergone an external review and was in fact treated like a 
new program in all regards except seeking Quality Council approval. This major modification 
was furthermore made to a program that was never submitted nor approved by Quality Council.  

The interdisciplinary option proposed for the Psychology program offered at the Université de 
Hearst was approved as a “new program”, treated as such by senior administrators at the time, 
with Hearst only informed in the final phase that the process was different. The program 
representatives with whom the auditors met found the distinctions between the definitions of 
major modifications and new programs unclear and the processes too complex and 
cumbersome to follow. In the end, both approved major modifications options were never 
introduced and offered to students. In both these cases, faculty members and 
affiliated/federated partners have inquired about the process of phasing out approved major 
modifications.  

Laurentian University must clarify the approval processes to be followed for their 
affiliated/federated institutions and work with the institutions to ensure that the processes are 
clear and easily understood, and avoid duplication as much as possible. 
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5. Suggestions 

There are five suggestions, which are listed below. The first two are concerned with overall 
quality assurance process, and the remaining three address the cyclical program review 
process. 

Suggestions on Overall Quality Assurance Processes 

Suggestion 1: Develop a policy for how new programs, cyclical program reviews and 
major modifications offered at all affiliated and federated partner institutions and 
colleges are listed and advertised in University and college publications and/or posted 
on websites. 

During the desk audit phase and on-site visit meetings, the auditors noticed that some 
interdisciplinary programs, collaborative programs, or degree programs offered at different sites 
did not appear on different University and college documents and their respective status was 
unclear.  

Suggestion 2: Revise the IQAP in order to include more detail about the nomination and 
review process of potential external reviewers for cyclical program reviews and New 
Program Proposals, with particular emphasis on clearer exposition of arm’s length status 
requirements. (QAF 4.2.4) 

Although the auditors found a consistent practice of requesting a set number of names (four for 
cyclical program reviews, as per the University’s IQAP) of potential reviewers from the academic 
program unit, there was some variation in the minimum number of potential reviewers submitted 
to the Provost’s Office for cyclical program reviews and new programs. The IQAP is clear on the 
qualifications required of those nominated to act as external reviewers for new programs (page 
6) and cyclical program reviews (p.12). The requirements cover academic qualifications, rank, 
diversity and gender balance. However, requirements for the arm’s-length relationship to the 
program or department appear in the “Process for New Program Approval” (page 6 #3), but are 
absent in the “Process for Cyclical Review of Existing Programs” (page 12, #4). Upon probing, it 
was clear to the auditors that Laurentian University has a very rigorous process for ensuring that 
the reviewers are at arm’s length (Études francaises, Master of Indigenous Relations). The fact 
still remains that the documentation did not always indicate that steps had been taken to ensure 
the external reviewers were at arm’s length from the program or department (Chemistry and 
Biochemistry; Music; Rural and Northern Health).  

Suggestions specific to cyclical program reviews 

Suggestion 3: Provide more detail in the section of the self-study on "Participation of 
faculty, staff and students in the self-study" (Appendix D, page 35) by describing the 
roles of all those involved, and ask that the self-study document clearly the 
comprehensive nature of faculty, student and staff involvement. 
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The IQAP states that the self-study is a "broad-based, reflective, and forward-looking report, 
and should include critical self-analysis" (page 12) and that “it is to be rigorous, objective and 
searching” (Appendix D, p.34). Further, the IQAP requires that the Introduction to the self-study 
include information on the “participation of faculty, staff and students” (Appendix D, 1.a.v., page 
35). In the cyclical program reviews audited, the information on participation was however very 
brief and did not clearly indicate who was involved, at what stages, and to what degree. Student 
involvement, for instance, was not always documented, nor was the involvement of internal 
faculty members.  

During the site visit, the auditors learned that there was, generally speaking, good involvement 
of faculty, staff, and students in the review, but it was challenging to determine this from the 
documentation. For example, in some instances, there was no documentation of student 
involvement in the cyclical program review. In others, there were references to student 
participation in the Review Committee. In yet other cases, there was no documentation of the 
nature of faculty involvement in the completion of the self-study. The auditors suggest that the 
IQAP be revised to include more detail on the types of engagement to be undertaken by faculty, 
staff and students. In addition, the section in the self-study template on this participation should 
include instructions for providing a detailed description of this involvement.  

Suggestion 4: Provide orientation sessions for internal reviewers (faculty and students) 
participating in the External Review Committee in order to apprise them of their roles and 
responsibilities in the cyclical program review process and within the broader context of 
quality assurance practice at the University.  

During the audit site visit, faculty and students were very enthusiastic about the opportunity to 
be internal reviewers and found the exercise a good learning experience. Some expressed their 
wish for better training or clarity about their roles and purpose in participating in a cyclical 
program review. Others voiced their concerns that they did not fully understand their roles and 
duties at the time and would have considered expanding their involvement if they had better 
understood the ways in which their participation fits within the bigger picture.  

Faculty members enjoyed the opportunity to learn more in a broader context about academic 
programming, but they too expressed the wish that there be university guidelines or policies 
concerning their roles as internals. 

Students who were selected to participate in the Review Committee echoed the same 
sentiments. Laurentian University is unique in integrating students in the External Reviewing 
committee, but it would be nonetheless helpful to provide students with information on their role 
and purpose on the Reviewing Committee.  

It was also evident from the auditors’ conversations with students that many felt that they would 
benefit from follow up, specifically on the outcome of the review. The students who had been 
involved in CPRs of their program, for example, were unaware that FARs and IPs were part of 
the process or that these documents would be posted on the University website. 
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Suggestion 5: Design a workshop or seminars on program learning outcomes and their 
connections to evaluation criteria for the Cyclical Program Review Committee (CPRC) 
and the wider University community. 

This suggestion is complementary to the previously documented Cause for Concern. As part of 
their desk audits, the auditors read statements on course-level learning outcomes and their 
assessment at all levels of the university and were impressed with the thorough and meticulous 
attention paid to the outcomes. 

The same cannot be said for program-level learning outcomes. The auditors noted that in many 
cases, these were not mentioned at all. In one instance (PhD in Rural and Northern Health) the 
outcomes were associated with “competencies” but there was no clear indication of how these 
competencies would be developed. Training workshops would underscore the importance of 
program-level learning outcomes, the appropriate alignment of these outcomes with degree 
learning expectations and curricular offerings, and other related evaluation criteria. Every effort 
should be made to create workshops and seminars focused on assisting faculty with the 
development of program-learning outcomes, how they can be complementary to core 
competencies in professional program accreditation, and how student achievements of these 
program-level learning outcomes may be measured. Fostering such understanding and 
engaging the whole university community (in addition to its higher education partners) in 
discussions of program-level learning outcomes across a variety of disciplinary and professional 
programs would not only improve the quality of education for students but also enrich the quality 
and consistency of degree programs. It would also draw attention to Laurentian’s leadership role 
in championing quality assurance policies and activities, both on its campuses and among its 
affiliated and federated post-secondary partners. 

Conclusion 

Laurentian University shows strong evidence of valuing the quality assurance process, as 
established under the Quality Assurance Framework and Laurentian’s own IQAP. Auditors are 
aware that work continues on improving current practices. The recommendations and 
suggestions proposed in this report are aimed at assisting in that effort. During the site visit, the 
auditors were informed of some specific changes to practice that Laurentian already plans. 
These changes, coupled with the University’s responses to the recommendations and 
suggestions in this report, will necessitate Laurentian revising its IQAP and submitting it to the 
Quality Council for re-ratification. Given the University’s thoughtful approach to quality 
assurance, the auditors are confident that this will be done earnestly. 

This audit of quality assurance at Laurentian has revealed a commitment to building a stronger 
quality assurance culture, one that is appropriately reflective of the University’s bilingual 
character and tri-cultural mandate. The introduction of new programs, major modifications to 
existing programs, and cyclical program reviews have been undertaken with thoughtful 
consideration of how the University can better fulfill its mission with academic rigour and 
benefits to its constituency and community. The Offices of the President, the Provost and the 
Associate Vice-President, Academic and Indigenous Programs have been unwavering in their 
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support of quality assurance processes and activities and have expressed their willingness to 
refine the IQAP as the system continues to evolve. The diligence of those involved in cyclical 
program reviews and in the introduction of new programs is noteworthy as is the dedication and 
hard work of University committee members who oversee and ensure compliance with quality 
assurance values and processes. The Review Committee team concept with its inclusion of 
students is unique among Ontario universities. The recommendations and suggestions offered 
in this Audit are aimed at enhancing a set of protocols and practices already in motion.  

There are, however, still areas for improvement as noted in the Cause for Concern. Building on 
the investment made in developing and reviewing course-level learning outcomes, the 
University must make every effort to focus on program-level learning outcomes and the 
assessment of student achievement of these learning outcomes. In order to expand 
participation and involvement, the auditors have recommended and suggested additional 
opportunities for peer and student input, and guidelines and orientation sessions for internal 
reviewers. There are areas where the process can be improved, notably in developing 
consistent practices in obtaining and reviewing internal/external responses to program reviews 
and in distributing the Final Assessment Reports and Implementation Plans to the academic 
units and the University community.  

In the pages that follow, there are more specific observations and comments arising from 
separate audits of individual programs. These individual audits provide case studies for the 
examination of the alignment of IQAP policy and procedures with the practices undertaken in 
new program proposals, cyclical program reviews, expedited approvals, and major modifications 
to existing programs. Consideration of these individual instances has informed the development 
of the more general set of Recommendations and Suggestions in the audit.  
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Status Report on Programs Reviewed 

This section of the report provides details of the audit results for each of the sampled program 
reviews. In each case, the report identifies any gaps in compliance with Laurentian University’s 
IQAP (IQAP), as well as examples of notably effective policies and practices. The report on 
each review contains references to Suggestions and Recommendations, as appropriate.  

Unless commented on below, the relevant step(s) of the IQAP have been followed and the 
University’s actions are in compliance with the IQAP. 

New Program Approvals 

1. Forensic Identification, BFI: Concentration 

The proposal for this customized three-year program responds to the Hart House Report on 
Forensic Science in Canada (2012) to professionalize forensic identification officers and was 
initiated and approved to move forward in October 2013. It responds to the University’s strength 
in offering distance education. It is the first of its kind in North America and is offered exclusively 
to Canadian police officers. There were extensive consultations with stakeholders and 
articulation agreements signed to ensure a smooth transition for students with diplomas from 
the Ontario Police College (OPC) wishing to pursue their degree at Laurentian University. In 
accordance with the articulation agreement with the OPC, students are given advanced 
standing for the two diplomas (60 credits) and the remaining 30 credit will be offered by the 
Department of Forensic Science at Laurentian University. Courses are offered via a hybrid 
delivery model (e-learning and practicums).  

a. Initial Notification (QAF Flow Chart 3, IQAP page 5) 

The Director of Forensic Science Initiatives spearheaded the proposal and consulted with 
the Chair, Dean and Senior administrators, the Registrar’s Office along with Continuing 
Education administrators from the outset. Proponents of the program followed the New 
Course Template to identify and assess learning outcomes. The proposal was reviewed by 
the Department’s and Faculty’s curricular committees. There was also evidence, confirmed 
at the site visit, that the Director played a coordinating role, ensured broad consultation, and 
responded to feedback.  

b. Development of New Program Proposal (IQAP, page 5-8; Appendices A, page 19-24; 
Evaluation Criteria, Appendix B, page 25-26)  

Considerable consultation with various stakeholders informed the development of this Brief. 
Program and course learning outcomes were well developed and connected with admission 
requirements, curriculum offerings in jurisprudence and in forensic science, modes of 
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delivery and assessments. As stated, articulation agreements were drawn to ensure the 
smooth admission process and integration of students into the program.  

c. Sign off on Brief (IQAP, page 5 and Appendix A page 19) 

There was no evidence of a formal sign-off on the proposal to confirm the proposal is 
acceptable to move forward. [See Recommendation 2] 

d. External Appraisal Review Committee (IQAP, page 5) 

The package did not include correspondence or documentation on the selection process of 
the External Reviewers nor was there any evidence that the arm’s-length status of the 
nominated reviewers was confirmed. [See Suggestion 2]  

There was reference to an on-site visit in the External Appraisal Report but the site visit 
schedule was not included in the package. However, the External Appraisal Report does list 
faculty and administrators interviewed at Laurentian University as well the representative 
from the Forensic Identification Training Unit from the Ontario Police College. [See 
Recommendation 1] 

e. External Appraisal Report (IQAP page 5-6, Appendix I, page 53-54) 

The External Appraisal Report addressed all the evaluation criteria covered in the template, 
however the template itself does not emphasize the centrality of program and learning 
outcomes. In reviewing the Brief and the external reviewer’s report, even CELF 
recommended “stronger and more concise language” around learning objectives and 
learning outcomes, modes of delivery and additional resources. IQAP 2.4.5 provides no 
detail about what an Appraisal Report should contain. The auditors are of the view that if 
external reviewers are to follow this template, then it would be wise to review it so that it 
aligns clearly the degree level expectations and program learning outcomes with 
admissions, assessments, and the delivery model. The auditors recognize Appendix 1 
where the degree expectations are listed alongside the program learning objectives and 
outcomes. There is also a listing by level of program learning outcomes and courses aimed 
at providing those outcomes. [See Cause for Concern and Suggestion 5]  

f. Internal Responses to External Appraisal Report (QAF 2.2.8 and 4.2.4f; IQAP, page 6 ) 

No documentation was provided to show the responses from the Department. During the 
site visit, the Director claimed that he never saw the External Reviewer’s Report and 
therefore never responded to it. [See Recommendation 7] 

The Acting Dean at the time did not comment on the Brief but simply confirmed that there 
are no changes to be made to it. [See Recommendation 7] 
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g. Institutional Approvals (IQAP, page 6) 

CELP confirmed that there was “no response from Department” but approved the proposal. 
[See Recommendation 2] 

h. Quality Council Approval (IQAP, page 7) 

The University’s response (dated March 24, 2014) to the Letter from Appraisal Committee 
dated March 5, 2014 was not included in the package. However, Quality Council did confirm 
approval to commence within the thirty-six months of approval on April 17, 2014. [See 
Recommendation 1 and Suggestion 1]. 

i. First Cyclical Review (IQAP, p.7) 

The auditors were able to ascertain from the flow chart and the Schedule of Program 
Reviews that the first cyclical review of the program will take place in 2021/2022.  

2. Master of Indigenous Relations, MIR  

This program is a two-year graduate degree offered by the School of Indigenous Relations.  It 
was part of an institutional plan and received full support from the University and the proposal 
navigated successfully all the steps outlined in their IQAP. Program representatives generally 
felt that the Indigenous worldview had been considered through the process. The auditors 
noticed efforts to develop learning outcomes at the courses and program levels.  

a. Sign off on Brief (IQAP, page 5 and Appendix A page 19) 

Auditors found letters of support but that there was no sign-off on the brief. [See 
Recommendation 2] 

b. Monitoring of new program (IQAP, page 7) 

Laurentian IQAP (page 7, §14) indicates that the Dean should establish a monitoring 
process for the first 4 years of the program. Although Auditors received some data on 
enrolment, there was no documentation or evidence provided in the documentation package 
about the monitoring of this new program. [See Recommendation 1 and Suggestion 1] 

c. First Cyclical Review (IQAP 2.7.4) 

Auditors found the processes compliant. The first cyclical program review is scheduled for 
2021/2022. A report was due to the Quality Council on September 8, 2017. 
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Cyclical Program Reviews 

1. Chemistry/Biochemistry, BSc: Undergraduate (2013/14) 

The Department of Chemistry/Biochemistry offers several undergraduate degree options: BSc 
3-year and 4-year in Chemistry; BSc 4-year in Biochemistry; Concentration in Chemistry; 
Specialization in Chemistry/Biochemistry, Option in Pharmaceutical Chemistry, Major, Minor, 
Certificate in Environmental Chemistry and an Honours diploma in Chemistry, all of which were 
subject to this cyclical program review.  

a. Self-study: Internal Program Perspective (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38) 

i. Development of self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, page 34-38) 

The self-study was written by the Chair with significant input from faculty members. 
Drafts were circulated several times for comments and departmental meetings held to 
discuss it. During the site visit, auditors were informed that there was no template in 
place at the time. The self-study did not outline the ways in which faculty, students, 
and staff were involved in the preparation and writing of the self-study. There is no 
mention of staff participation anywhere in the self-study. [See Recommendation 5 
and Suggestion 4] 

ii. Content of the self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38) 

During the site visit, the program representatives informed the auditors that there was 
no template. They followed the evaluation criteria from previous reports and the unit 
was given the new criteria to be added. Most of the major categories listed in the IQAP 
template were examined in the self-study. The only exceptions noted are related to the 
learning outcomes. All data included in the self-study were gathered and produced by 
the Department. [See Cause for Concern and Suggestion 5]  

iii. Sign-off and approval for completeness of self-study (IQAP, page 12) 

The documentation does not contain any evidence of a sign off for the completeness 
of the self-study. However at the site visit, program representatives confirmed that the 
self-study was submitted to the Dean’s Office. [See Recommendation 2]  

iv. External Review Report (IQAP, Appendices E, page 39-41; J, page 55-56) 

The Review Committee’s report followed the template established from the Terms of 
Reference; however, since mapping learning outcomes to DLEs was not part of the 
self-study, the Review Committee did not comment on this. The external reviewers 
mentioned learning outcomes and DLEs in passing, but outcomes and their connection 
to assessment of learning is not dealt with in detail. Moreover, there did not appear to 
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be a section on the connection of learning outcomes with modes of delivery. [See 
Cause for Concern and Suggestion 5] 

v. Follow-up Process (IQAP, page 13 ) 

Program representatives commented that the review led to the implementation of 
proposed changes in a very timely manner. However, the lack of a template for the 
self-study at the time, no centralized data support, or training in developing and 
assessing program learning outcomes limited the benefits of the exercise. [See Cause 
for Concern] 

2. Études françaises, BA: Undergraduate (2012/13) 

The Department offers three and four-year French programs: BA (Français); and BA (French); 
specialization, major, concentration, minors (French as a Second Language, French Language 
and Civilization; Linguistics, Literature, Psycholinguistics). The cyclical program review 
encompassed all these degree options as well as the BScS program in Orthophonie (Speech 
Pathology in French) now housed in the Faculty of Health. 

a. Self-study: Internal Program Perspective (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38) 

i. Development of self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, page 34-38) 

The Chair wrote the self-study in consultation and collaboration with faculty members. 
The involvement of undergraduate and graduate students was significant: they 
contributed to the self-study; they were polled and the results were integrated in the 
self-study. At the time of this review, there was no template. The Department 
compared the new process requirements with the former ones and made sure they 
met the IQAP requirements. Although the self-study includes learning objectives and 
outcomes, curricular mapping, and assessment for the program, the program 
representatives told the auditors that the institutional focus is on course learning 
outcomes. [See Cause for Concern] 

ii. Content of the self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-37)  

The self-study contextualizes the program within the “institution’s mission” and 
comments on the importance of the program to the larger University and beyond. 
Given that there was no template at the time, the Department ensured that the self-
study addressed the evaluation criteria. The self-study itself does present sets of 
learning outcomes in the body of the document and connects them to the areas of 
admission, curriculum, and assessment methods. Finally, the extensive inclusion of 
data is impressive and compliant with IQAP. It is noteworthy that the Department had 
to collect and integrate the required data into the self-study, as there was no central 
institutional data office to support them. [See Recommendation 1 and Suggestion 5]  
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iii. Sign-off and approval for completeness of self-study (IQAP, page 12) 

The documentation does not contain any evidence of a sign off for the completeness 
of the self-study. During the site visit, program representatives confirmed that the self-
study was submitted to the Dean’s Office. [See Recommendation 2] 

b. External Evaluation: External Perspective (IQAP, Appendix E, 39-41) 

i. Review Committee (IQAP, page 12-13, Appendix D, page 38 ) 

The process of nominating, selecting and notifying the Review Committee members 
follows the IQAP. During the site visit, faculty members confirmed their awareness of 
arm’s length requirements and shared with auditors the set of criteria that determined 
their list of nominations. There is a statement at the end of each proposed reviewer 
about not having a “close or personal relationship with any members of our 
department” (page 60-62).  

The Review Committee included one external reviewer and four internal members, two 
of whom were students. There was no documentation submitted on the selection 
process of internal members, nor any reference to their training for their respective 
roles. [See Suggestion 2] 

ii. External Review Report (IQAP, Appendices E, page 39-41; J, page 55-56) 

The External Reviewer’s Report did not follow a template. The site visit took place 
September 30 – October 1, 2013 and the External Reviewer’s Report was signed and 
dated December 10, 2013. The External Reviewer’s Report addressed all the 
evaluation criteria but did not delve specifically into the program learning outcomes. 
[See Cause for Concern and Recommendation 8] 

3. History, MA (2015/16) 

The History Department’s Master’s program was last reviewed in 2005/06 under OCGS and 
faculty members seem very familiar with those processes. The cyclical program review was 
already postponed from the year before, as confirmed by the Provost. The review had been 
scheduled for 2014-15, but the process was still ongoing in the 2016-17 academic year.  

The transition to Quality Assurance was deemed valuable both as a legacy in the improvements 
made to the program because of the CPR process, and for the future, as a kind of mini-strategic 
plan. Overall, the program representatives felt that the program was validated by the positive 
External Review Report. 

a. Self-study: Internal Program Perspective (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38 ) 
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i. Development of self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, page 34-38) 

As previously mentioned above, the Department submitted the self-study March of 
2015 instead of December 15, 2014. The site visit took place in January 2016. There 
were no reasons given for these two significant delays. [See Recommendation 1] 

During the site visit, auditors got a fuller sense of the ways in which the self-study 
evolved and the different types of contributions made by faculty, students, and staff 
(there is no mention of staff involvement in the document itself). Some alumni and 
students were polled for input but the self-study itself should record in a fuller way the 
nature of the involvement of faculty, students, and staff throughout the preparation of 
the self-study. Students, for example, should be consulted more formally (survey, 
focus groups, written submission). [See Recommendation 5 and Suggestion 4] 

ii. Content of the self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-37) 

The self-study offers a relatively full discussion of the evaluation criteria set out in 
IQAP, Appendix D. However, it is very general in its discussion of the connection of the 
program with the institution’s mission and the larger Faculty objectives. Although the 
self-study addressed some of the evaluation criteria, it did not address program 
learning outcomes. Indeed, they seem not to have been understood and stressed 
sufficiently in the Self-Study as it centered primarily around the 5090 (capstone) 
course in the non-thesis stream. Clarity with that course and its deadlines seem to 
have helped to define deadlines for the thesis stream as well. [See Cause for 
Concern] 

b. External Evaluation: External Perspective (IQAP, Appendix E, 39-41) 

i. Review Committee (IQAP, page 12-13, Appendix D, page 38) 

The Department submitted names of arm’s length external reviewers to the Provost. 
No documentation was included on the qualifications of external reviewers. At the site 
visit, auditors learned that the Dean nominated internal representatives and the 
Department nominated graduate student members. There was no documentation on 
the selection of internal members. Students on the External Review Committee 
enjoyed their experience but wished better guidance for their role. Perhaps a workshop 
or training session could be organized not only to explain their role but to enable them 
to contribute more fully to the process. [See Suggestions 2 and 3] 

ii. External Review Report (IQAP, Appendices E, page 39-41; J, page 55-66 ) 

The Review Committee’s report is extensive and addresses all the major areas of the 
evaluation criteria, although some areas are discussed more fully than others. As with 
the self-study, the sections on assessment of learning, admission requirements, and 
the overall structure of the curriculum are not connected to the program learning 
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outcomes. These sections in general tend to be somewhat non-specific. [See Cause 
for Concern and Recommendation 8] 

c. Reporting Requirements (IQAP, page 13) 

i. Distribution of Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan  

Although the FAR/IP is thorough and comprehensive, there was no documentation 
submitted to support whether the History Department received these documents. [See 
Recommendation 6] 

ii. Report to Quality Council (IQAP, page 13) 

There was no documentation to or from Quality Council submitted to evidence this 
step occurring. [See Recommendation 1] 

iii. Follow-up Process (IQAP, page 13) 

Given the delays in submitting the self-study (March 2015), in organizing the site visit 
(January 2016) and in presenting and approving ACAPLAN/COPA’s report, including 
the FAR/IP (December 2016), the 18-month report is not due until May 2018. 
Consequently, the Schedule of Reviews which accurately calls for the next review in 
2021-22 is contradicted by the IP which indicates that it will occur in Fall 2023 (two 
years later). The timing of the next review should align with the original Schedule of 
Reviews. [See Recommendation 4] 

4. Music, BA: Undergraduate (2013/14) 

The program found value in the IQAP review process because, though time-consuming, it 
allowed them to learn about practices elsewhere and make useful changes to the program. 
However, it appears that the Department has a limited understanding of the role of Program 
Learning Outcomes and of the difference between this and the previous UPRAC review 
process.  

a. Self-study: Internal Program Perspective (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38) 

i. Development of self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38 ) 

The self-study was drafted by the Chair, with Departmental participation and input. 
However, it was not evident how students were involved in the review as there was no 
evidence of student involvement in the drafting of the self-study. There seemed to be 
no formal consultation with students (alumni survey, focus groups). At the site visit, the 
auditors were told that students had been consulted during the drafting of the self-
study, and that students serving as representatives on committees would have seen 
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drafts but there is no documentation to support this claim. [See Recommendation 5 
and Suggestion 4]  

ii. Content of the self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-37) 

The evaluation criteria were addressed but certain documents were missing. For 
example, the Department believes that there was a Library report and that the 
University provided data from a central source (Tableau) but these claims could not be 
verified by the documentation submitted for audit [See Recommendation 1]. 

The Department did use the IQAP Template. On the issue of program learning 
outcomes, the faculty of the Department had varying degrees of understanding. At the 
leadership level, experience on CELP was helpful in addressing these in the self-
study. Admittedly, the Department as a whole would benefit from workshops and 
seminars on program learning outcomes so that these can be fleshed out and 
connected to other evaluation criteria, such as measuring students’ achievement of 
these outcomes. For example, the Department believes that the success of its alumni 
is a way of evaluating whether the program is meeting its mission. This could be 
substantiated by integrating students’ performance in the various program learning 
outcomes developed for the program. In the end, program learning outcomes were not 
sufficiently understood or stressed sufficiently in the self-study. [See Cause for 
Concern and Suggestion 5] 

iii. Sign-off and approval for completeness of self-study (IQAP, page 12) 

No documentation was included to indicate decanal sign-off. [See Recommendation 
2] 

b. External Evaluation: External Perspective (IQAP, Appendix E, 39-41 ) 

i. Review Committee (IQAP, page 12-13, Appendix D, page 38 ) 

The auditors found the process generally compliant. The Department submitted four 
names for external reviewer, two of whom were known to them by reputation (since it 
is a small discipline). The Department had set criteria and wished for experts who were 
familiar with smaller institutions and had administrative experience as a way of 
determining the arms-length requirement. However, no information was provided about 
the selection of internal reviewers or students. [See Suggestion 2]  

ii. External Review Report (IQAP, Appendices E, page 39-41; J, page 55-56) 

This External Reviewer Report was written with some input from other committee 
members. The external reviewer did not use the Template provided in the IQAP, and 
therefore did not address sufficiently or at all the necessary evaluation criterion. The 
External Reviewer Report nonetheless produced 65 recommendations, some of which 
were beyond the scope of the exercise. In order to address these gaps, some thought 
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should be given to producing a fact-checking of the report to ensure that it meets all 
the evaluation criteria. [See Cause for Concern and Suggestion 3] 

iii. Report to Quality Council (IQAP 5.8.5) 

Auditors found the processes compliant. FAR and IP submitted to Quality Council but 
no documentation to or from Quality Council. [See Recommendation 6] 

5. Rural and Northern Health, PhD (2012/13) 

Rural and Northern Health is an interdisciplinary doctoral program whose main focus is to train 
highly qualified professionals in health research and to promote the development of health 
research expertise in rural and northern communities.  

a. Self-study: Internal Program Perspective (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38 ) 

i. Development of self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-38 ) 

The program conducted a survey to obtain feedback from current students and alumni. 
Membership of faculty members that primarily belong to the School on Rural and 
Northern Health (SRNH) remain unclear and this question was raised at several levels.  

From an interdisciplinary perspective, there was no information provided in the self-
study about how faculty, students, and staff interacted and were involved in the 
production of the document. [See Recommendation 5 and Suggestion 4] 

ii. Content of the self-study (IQAP, Appendix D, 34-36) 

The Self-study submitted to the Dean in December 2012 provided a description of the 
current program, course offerings and the profile of the unit. Although auditors were 
told during the site visit that the course learning outcomes are clear and appropriate, in 
reality, they have conflated program objectives and core competencies (page 9). In 
another section, program representatives emphasized the relationship between 
program and learning objectives but remain silent on program learning outcomes 
(page 44). Indeed, the PhD courses were designed to meet very specific 
competencies but are broadly defined. However, the core competencies are all 
mapped and according to the program director, the steps in this PhD program provide 
opportunities to assess if the students are meeting the program’s learning outcomes. 
[See Cause for Concern, Suggestion 5] 

Given the time lag from the submission of the self-study (December 2012) and the site 
visit (October 21-22, 2013), a 4-page update was sent on October 9, 2013 to update 
new developments such as structural changes, successful PhD defences, new 
admissions in additional to additional activities and resources to recruit and support 
students.  
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iii. Sign-off and approval for completeness of self-study (IQAP, page 12) 

The Academic Council of the School of Rural and Northern Health made a formal sign-
off (by E-mail). Auditors found no documentation from the Dean. [See 
Recommendation 2] 

b. External Evaluation: External Perspective (IQAP, Appendix E, 39-41) 

i. External Review Report (IQAP, Appendices E, page 39-41; J, page 55-56) 

The Review Committee’s report followed the template provided more closely than did 
the self-study and addressed all the evaluation criteria. The reviewers found that the 
program lacked a conceptual framework that could define the field and provide a basis 
for devising learning outcomes. It follows that learning outcomes were not addressed 
at all, and hence there was no discussion of their connection to admission 
requirements, the structure of the curriculum, assessment, or modes of delivery. 
Degree Level Expectations were also not addressed. [See Cause for Concern and 
Suggestion 5]  

During the auditors’ site visit, some progress on this front was noted. A draft of the 
conceptual framework had already been circulated. 

c. Reporting Requirements (IQAP, page 13) 

a. Distribution of the Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan  

No evidence was provided that the distribution of the FAR/IP and summary was 
announced to the unit and the auditors were told that those interviewed did not recall 
being informed that the FAR/IP had been posted. [See Recommendation 6] 
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b. Report to Quality Council (IQAP, page 13) 

Although these documents were submitted to the Quality Council, the auditors did not 
find them dated. [Recommendation 2] 

Major Modifications 

1. Bachelor of Computer Science with Specialization in Data Analytics, BSc  

This major modification is actually a proposal to modify a New Program Proposal designed for 
the Barrie campus. After the decision to close the Barrie campus was made, Senior 
Administration asked the Computer Science Department to propose Data Analytics as a 
specialization within the existing Computer Science program rather than ask for a New Program 
in Sudbury (thought to be the easier path to approval). Therefore, some of the IQAP steps 
followed in the documentation package were those of a New Program, though the proposal brief 
was designated a major modification. However, due to current financial/hiring restraints, the 
New Program/major modification (specialization) has never been offered on either campus. 
[See Recommendation 8] 

a. Annual Report to Quality Council (IQAP, page 10) 

This major modification was part of Laurentian’s Annual Report (2015/16) to Quality Council 
in July 2016, but there was no documentation on the response or approval from Quality 
Council in the package submitted to Auditors. [See Recommendation 1] 

2. Baccalauréat ès arts avec spécialisation en psychologie et majeure en études 
interdisciplinaires (Université de Hearst) 

This major modification originated from the Université de Hearst. It involved adding an 
interdisciplinary component to their Specialist Program in Psychology. As an affiliated institution, 
Hearst has to follow its own policy for curricular revisions before undergoing Laurentian’s IQAP 
processes. However, this became a theoretical matter since the institution management team 
realized they could not afford to offer this program and do not plan to offer it in the future. 

It is noteworthy that IQAP contains specific sections for new programs approval and cyclical 
program review at Hearst but nothing for major modifications.  

a. Initial Stages (IQAP, page 5) 

Université de Hearst, as an affiliated institution, sent the Provost a proposal for a “new 
program” on October 12 2012. This proposal had been reviewed by Hearst faculty members 
and approved by its Senate. The proposal was one component of a major reform that aimed 
at developing interdisciplinary programs. The Hearst President was informed that this 
proposed program modification had to follow the IQAP processes for creating a new 
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program. However, the documentation does not indicate how Hearst and Laurentian 
coordinated the process for this major modification. [Recommendation 8] 

b. Proposal (IQAP, page 9; Appendix B, page 25-26) 

The intent was to reduce the existing Psychology program from 66 to 60 units and combine 
a new major in Interdisciplinary Studies of 42 units – that would include six new courses. 
The whole program would require 120 units. Learning outcomes were specified for each 
year of the program.  

c. Institutional Approval Process (IQAP, page 6-7) 

Auditors found the processes compliant, although it was first approved as a new program 
(December 21, 2012 by CPF) and then as a major modification on January 15, 2013. 
Questions were raised about whether an external review was actually necessary and Hearst 
representatives inquired about a more efficient process. [See Recommendation 8] 

d. Subsequent University Process (IQAP, page 7) 

During the site visit, Hearst representatives mentioned that the curriculum was too 
demanding, the “block” system too restrictive and the number of potential students too small 
to offer the program. After having undergone a rather cumbersome process, they decided in 
the final analysis to suspend the interdisciplinary option and revert back to their existing 
Psychology program but with a reduction of required units. [See Suggestion 1]  
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Appendix A: Members of the Audit Team 

Dr. Suzanne Crosta, McMaster University 

Professor Crosta is an author and scholar of French/Francophone literatures. Along with serving 
the broader profession in many capacities (editor, adjudicator, external examiner for PhDs, 
conference organizer…), she has given a considerable amount of service to the University. In 
the last 12 years, Dr. Crosta served in the leadership of the Faculty of Humanities. From 2001 to 
2007, she was Associate Dean and became Chair, Admissions and Curriculum Committee at 
Undergraduate Council. From 2007-2013, Dr. Crosta she served as Dean of the Faculty of 
Humanities. Her leadership as Dean of the Faculty led most notably to the establishment of nine 
major new undergraduate and graduate programs and four new institutes and centres. Dr. 
Crosta piloted new undergraduate programs in the Cognitive Science of Language, Music 
Cognition, Fine Arts, Justice, Political Philosophy and Law and Professional Communication. Dr. 
Crosta also established four new graduate programs: the MSc and PhD in Cognitive Science of 
Language, the MA in Communication Studies and New Media, the MA and PhD Diploma in 
Gender Studies and Feminist Research, and the PhD in Francophonie and Diversité.  

Her accomplishments also include leading and/or contributing to the creation and approval of 
the L.R. Wilson Institute for Canadian History in the 21st Century, the Ruth and Lewis Sherman 
Foundation for Digital Scholarship and the Centre for Scholarship in the Public Interest. Dr. 
Crosta has written extensively on the nexus between teaching and research. She is often called 
upon to lead workshops and conferences on frontier issues in research and scholarship 
affecting post-secondary education, particularly in the Humanities and Social Sciences. She has 
served as vice-president (Research Policy) for the Canadian Federation for the Humanities and 
Social Sciences for two terms (2004-2009) and serves on several editorial boards. In 
recognition of her unwavering commitment to student learning and career training of students, 
she became the first honorary member of the McMaster Humanities Society in 2013.  

Dr. Michel Laurier, Faculty of Education, University of Ottawa 

Michel Laurier is a full professor with the Faculty of Education and was dean of the faculty from 
2012 until July 2015, when he was appointed vice-president academic and provost. Before 
arriving at the University of Ottawa he had been Dean of Education at the University of Montreal 
for 8 years.  

He holds a PhD (Curriculum) from the University of Toronto. His research involves testing and 
evaluation with a particular interest in the assessment of language competencies and the 
development of computerized testing instruments. He has published a number of articles on 
these topics and was a contributing author of a new edition of Principes de la mesure et de 
l’évaluation des apprentissages. He has been involved in developing government policies 
related to learning assessment and in creating competency scales for adult immigrants learning 
French. He led the development of various instruments for measuring first- and second-
language proficiency. He also conducts research on programs for teaching heritage languages. 
He is currently part of a team of researchers working on the use of communication and 
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information technologies in learning assessment and another team focusing on second 
language proficiency of health practitioners working with minority groups. 

Dr. Sarah McKinnon, OCAD University 

Dr. McKinnon served as Vice-President Academic at OCAD U from 2002-2012, during the 
period in which OCAD became degree-granting. She was a member of OCAV when the Ontario 
Universities Council on Quality Assurance was formed and was an author of the OCAD U 
Quality Assurance policies. She was also the OCAV representative to the OUAC Advisory 
Board and the Co-Chair of the COU Reference Group on Accessibility as an OCAV appointee.  

Since leaving OCAD U in 2012, Dr. McKinnon has held the position of Senior Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Dean at the School of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston. One of her major 
responsibilities has been to assist in the School’s achievement of New England Association of 
Schools and Colleges (NEASC) regional accreditation, accomplished in 2014. She is returning 
to Toronto in the summer of 2016. 

Prior to her tenure at OCAD U, Dr. McKinnon was Professor of Art History at the University of 
Winnipeg. There she was also founding University Art Curator, Chair of the History Department, 
Associate Dean and Dean, Faculty of Arts and Sciences. She developed and taught in the 
undergraduate art history major at the University of Winnipeg. 
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Appendix B: Site Visit Schedule 

AGENDA 
Quality Council Audit  

Date November 15, 16 and 17, 2017 

Audit Team:  
Suzanne Crosta, Department of French, McMaster University 
Michel Laurier, Past Interim Provost, University of Ottawa 
Sarah McKinnon, Past Provost, OCAD University 
Alan Harrison, Interim Executive Director, Quality Assurance 
Cindy Robinson, Manager, Quality Assurance  

Day 1 of visit – Wednesday, November 15, 2017 
Senate Room, Room 1125, 11th Floor of the RD Parker Building 

8:30 am to 10 am Audit Team Meets to review LU submission 

10 am to 12 noon Audit Team meets with: 
Dr. Serge Demers, Interim Vice-President, Academic and Provost  
Dr. Sheila Cote-Meek, Associate Vice-President, Academic and Indigenous 
Programs 
Ms. Linda Mainville, Executive Assistant to the Vice-President, Academic and 
Provost 

12 noon – 1:00 pm Lunch with Deans and University Librarian 
Dr. Elizabeth Dawes, Dean, Faculty of Arts 
Dr. Lace-Marie Brogden, Dean, Faculty of Education 
Dr. Céline Larivière, Interim Dean, Faculty of Health 
Dr. Osman Abou-Rabia, Dean, Faculty of Science, Engineering and Architecture 
Dr. Stephen Havlovic, Dean, Faculty of Management 
Dr. David Lesbarerres, Dean, Faculty of Graduate Studies 
Brent Roe, MA, MLIS, University Librarian (Via Teleconference) 

1:00 pm – 2:00 pm 
 

Audit Team meets with Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry 
(Cyclical) 
Dr. Eric Gauthier, Chair, Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry 
Dr. Sabine Montaut, Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry 
Dr. Thomas Merritt, Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry 
Dr. Louis Mercier, Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry 
Dr. Stefan Siemann, Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry 
 

2:00 pm – 3:00 pm Audit Team meets with Département d’études françaises (Cyclical) 
Rencontre entre l’Équipe de vérification et les membres du Département 
d’études françaises 
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Professeure Renée Corbeil, Directrice, Département d’études françaises 
Dr. Amélie Hien, Département d'études françaises 
Dr. Ali Reguigui, Département d'études françaises 
Dr. Julie Boissonneault, Département d'études françaises 
Dr. Thierry Bissonnette, Département d'études françaises 
Dr. Johanne Melançon, Département d'études françaises 
 

3:00 pm -3:30 pm Health Break 

3:30 pm – 4:30 pm 
 

Audit Team meets with Graduate Studies Faculty Council 
Dr. David Lesbarrères, Dean, Faculty of Graduate Studies 
Members of the Graduate Studies Council 

4:30 pm – 5:15 pm Audit Team meets with Bachelor of Computer Science with Specialization 
in Data Analytics (Major Modification) 
Dr. Kalpdrum Passi, Past Chair, Department of Mathematics and Computer 
Science 
Dr. Youssou Gningue, Department of Mathematics and Computer Science 
Dr. Patrice Sawyer, Department of Mathematics and Computer Science 
Dr. Ratvinder Grewal, Department of Mathematics and Computer Science 
Dr. Julia Johnson, Department of Mathematics and Computer Science 
Dr. Aaron Langille, Department of Mathematics and Computer Science 

Day 2 of visit – Thursday, November 16, 2017 
Senate Room, Room 1125, 11th Floor of the RD Parker Building 

8:30 am – 9:30 am Audit Team meets with History (MA) (Cyclical) 
Dr. Mark Kuhlberg, Coordinator of the MA in History 
Dr. Joel Belliveau, Department of History 
Dr. Sara Burke, Department of History 
Dr. Daniel Byers, Department of History 
Dr. David Leeson, Department of History 
Dr. Janice Liedl, Department of History 
Dr. Serge Miville, Department of History 

9:30 am – 10:30 am Audit Team meets with Council of English Language Programs 
(CELP) 
Dr. Sheila Cote-Meek, Associate Vice-President, Academic and 
Indigenous Programs, Chair 
Members of CELP 

10:30 am – 10:45 am Health Break 
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10:45 am – 11:30 am Audit Team meets with Conseil des programmes en français 
(CPF) 
Dr. David Lesbarrères, Vice-recteur associé aux affaires 
francophones par intérim, Président 
Membres du CPF 

11:30 am -12 noon Audit Team meets with Internal Committee Members 
Dr. Clarence J. Virtue, Department of Physics 
Dr. Patricia Brace, Department of English 
Dr. Alain Beaulieu, Département de philosophie 
Dr. Simon Laflamme, Département de sociologie 

12:00 pm – 1:15 pm Lunch with Dr. Pierre Zundel, Interim President  
University Club 

1:15 pm – 2:00 pm Audit Team meets with Department of Music (Cyclical) 
Dr. Charlotte Leonard, Chair, Department of Music 
Dr. Robert Hall, Past Chair, Department of Music 
Allan J. Walsh, Artistic Director, Jazz Sudbury (Part-time faculty) 
Dr. Patricia Brace, Department of English (Internal IQAP Committee 
member) 

2:00 pm – 2:45 pm Audit Team meets with School of Rural and Northern Health 
(Ph.D.) (Cyclical) 
Dr. Elizabeth Wenghofer, Director, School of Rural and Northern 
Health 
Cassandra Sigurdson, Administrative Assistant, School of Rural and 
Northern Health 

2:45 pm to 3 pm Health Break 

3:00 pm – 4:00 pm Audit Team meets with: 
Michelle K. Brunette, Special Advisor on Retention and Sustainability 
Shauna Lehtimaki, Director, Institutional Planning 

4:00 pm – 4:45 pm Audit Team meets with  
Université de Hearst - Baccalauréat ès arts avec spécialisation en 
psychologie et majeure en études interdisciplinaires 
(Modification majeure) 
Via Teleconference –  
Marc Bédard, vice-recteur aux affaires académiques 
Sylvie Roy, Secrétaire générale 
Luc Bussières, Recteur (si disponible) 
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Day 3 of visit – Friday, November 17, 2017 
Senate Room, Room 1125, 11th Floor of the RD Parker Building 

9:00 am – 10 am Audit Team meets with Forensic Identification (BFI) (New Program) 
Dr. Brian Donohue, Director of Forensic Science Initiatives 
Dr. James Watterson, Chair, Department of Forensic Science 
Prof. Michele Bobyn, Department of Forensic Science 
Dr. Scott Fairgrieve, Department of Forensic Science 

10:00 am to 11:00 am Audit Team meets with  
Members of the Academic Planning Committee of Senate 
(ACAPLAN/COPA) 
 

11:00 am – 11:15 am Health Break 

11:15 a.m. – 12:00 pm Audit Team meets with Master of Indigenous Relations (MIR) (New 
Program) 
Dr. Taima Moeke-Pickering, Past Director, School of Indigenous Relations 
Prof. Susan Manitowabi, Director, School of Indigenous Relations 
Dr. Darrel Manitowabi, School of Northern and Community Studies 
Dr. Dan Cote, School of Indigenous Relations 
Dr. Tammy Eger, School of Human Kinetics 
Dr. Celeste Pedri, School of Northern and Community Studies 
Dr. Pamela Toulouse, School of Education 

12:00 pm – 12:30 pm Lunch with students (Pizza) 
Alicia Boston (History) - confirmed 
Jacques-Andre Bouin (History) – confirmed 
Sophia Kam (Ph.D. in Rural and Northern Health) – confirmed 
Basem Gohar (Ph.D. in Rural and Northern Health) – confirmed via 
teleconference 
Jenna Nolson (Music) – invited 
Zack Martel (Music) – invited 
Alexandrine Martel (Chemistry and Biochemistry) – invited 
Jessy-Leigh Gasparetto (Chemistry and Biochemistry) – invited 

12:30 pm – 1:15 pm Audit Team Debrief Meeting 

1:15 p.m. – 1:45 p.m. Audit Team wrap up meeting with Dr. Serge Demers, Interim Vice-
President, Academic and Provost 
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