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LETTER FROM 

THE EDITOR

By Ron Richards 
Editor

Hello readers! 

I hope you enjoyed the content in the Winter 2017 issue. 

I am excited about this issue and believe it to be even better with lots of good content. I want 
to thank all the authors for their time given to prepare the content. Additionally, I want to 
thank those ACUA members who have dedicated their time to review and edit this issue.

Within this issue, you will find part two of the Auditing Compliance article started in the 
winter issue. There is an article on Enterprise Risk Management that is a bit larger than most, 
but really is a good read and one that we did not want to break up between two issues.

We also have articles introducing, or re-introducing benefits of ACUA membership.  
These include an article on the community offering, “Connect ACUA” and another on the 
ACUA Faculty.

Our friend from down under has authored an article on auditing academic processes, which 
was also the topic of a recent ACUA webcast. Additionally, the president of Audimation 
Services provided an article on the perks and pitfalls of training and last there is a great article 
that we are re-printing about difficult conversations.

There is even a bit of fun with a Word Find puzzle.

I will repeat and enhance my two requests from previous issues.

• Please consider submitting an article for a future issue of the Journal. We all like reading 
about what others are up to, and would be most interested in reading your article. The 
Journal has a good group of copy editors who can bring out the best in your idea.

o  If you have read an article, blog or column elsewhere that you think would be of 
interest to Journal readers, please forward that information and we will consider 
it for a future edition.

• Second, I would like to include a section publishing reader’s comments or brief letters 
regarding articles published in the previous edition of the Journal. Your thoughts and 
contributions would be greatly appreciated and are the only thing that can make this 
happen. These can be directed to Ron Richards at rrichard@westga.edu.

I, like you, am looking forward to what future issues bring. n
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LETTER FROM 

THE PRESIDENT

Dear ACUA Friends and Colleagues, 

This year has really been flying by! Summer is almost here and before you know it 
we will be at the Annual Conference in Phoenix! Speaking of the Annual Conference, 
registration is now open through September 1. Consider taking advantage of early-bird 
registration rates and register by August 7.

Our fabulous volunteers have been so active and busy developing new resources, part-
nerships programs and content for the membership. I am so excited to tell you about 
their many achievements this year and hope that you consider getting involved after 
reading about all the new activity that has been happening.

Let me first reflect on this past month, Internal Audit Awareness Month, and thank our 
Recognition Committee for all the fabulous tools that they provide to the membership 
throughout the year to assist member institutions in their Internal Awareness efforts. 
These tools make it easy for us promote the value of internal audit without having 
to reinvent the wheel. The Recognition Committee also works very closely with the 
ACUA Faculty Director in providing tools for the ACUA Faculty to promote internal 
audit awareness, as well as, the ACUA organization when they have speaking engage-
ments at conferences or events for other organizations. In addition, this Committee is 
our “thank you” committee. It recognizes and appreciates our volunteers for the time 
and effort they contribute to making this organization all that it is. Thank you Recog-
nition Committee for all that you do! 

The ACUA Faculty program, which is part of the Professional Education Committee 
(PEC), has developed and is introducing an exciting new program that I would like 
to share with all of you called “Training for Travel”. This program assists ACUA 
member institutions in taking advantage of one of ACUA’s greatest assets, its ACUA 
Faculty.  ACUA’s faculty is a valued resource that is available when members are look-
ing for talented speakers on topics such as risk, internal controls, auditing, compliance 
and fraud. With mutual agreement between the requesting member institution and an 
ACUA Faculty member, training can be provided in person by the Faculty member for 
only the cost of their travel expenses. In addition, arrangements can be made to pro-
vide CPE certificates for the training through ACUA. A Training for Travel form was 
developed to assist with this process. Use of this form is free, there is a small fee of $65 
per training participant if CPE is requested, and of course travel expenses must be paid 
or reimbursed to the faculty member. The form can be found on the ACUA Faculty 
web page. The Board and the PEC are very excited to be offering this fantastic Train-
ing for Travel program to ACUA members! We hope you all consider taking advantage 
of this benefit.

The Partnerships Committee is a new committee comprised of governmental affairs 
and external relations efforts. Governmental affairs monitors the higher education reg-
ulatory environment for changes that may affect the work of our members by primarily 
serving as a liaison to the Council on Government Relations (COGR). ACUA has a seat 
on the Costing Principles Committee of COGR. The External Relations efforts of this 
committee explore mutually beneficial relationships with other higher education and 
similar organizations to provide benefits to our members, mostly in the form of edu-
cational opportunities. The Committee is currently working with URMIA, the SCCE, 
and AHIA and is exploring relationships with several other organizations. ACUA also 
has a member serving as a liaison with NACUBO and who is part of its Accounting 
Principles Committee. Lots of exciting new things happening with this Committee, 
which also means there are opportunities for new volunteers to get involved.

By  
Pamela Doran, CIA, CISA, CPA 
President
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Speaking of new and exciting things happening, I am sure by now you have all heard about and have 
participated in the new online community, Connect ACUA. I have received so many compliments 
about our new tool that the Communications Committee has implemented. Members’ satisfaction for 
the new community is clearly evident just by going out and taking a look at the level of activity and dis-
cussion that is going on in the online community. In fact, I think the level of activity matches that of the 
old listserv! We are very excited about Connect ACUA and so happy to see the membership collaborat-
ing so actively! Concurrent to implementing the online community, lots of activity has been underway 
in updating and refreshing ACUA’s website. If you haven’t visited the website lately, you should check 
out all the resources it has to offer. And, of course, this committee works to publish this Journal three 
times a year with quality and relevant articles. Thanks again to our Communications Committee for 
their dedication and hard work in meeting the online communications needs of our members.

We also have an active Audit Committee. This is a committee that probably doesn’t get the recognition 
it deserves. Similar to Internal Audit departments in our institutions, they provide valuable assistance 
that contributes to the success of the organization, yet they don’t get much attention. According to 
ACUA’s Bylaws, the purpose of the Audit Committee is to evaluate the internal controls of ACUA’s 
administrative and financial processes and ensure that ACUA’s financial statements are audited by an 
independent public accounting firm or subject to internal audits developed in consultation with the 
secretary/treasurer. ACUA’s Audit Committee performs internal audits, makes inquiries and assesses 
the procedures and activities of our management firm, as well as, ensures an adequate financial state-
ment audit is performed. This committee performs a very important role by providing assurances that 
the organization’s “back office” functions are operating as intended. This year the Audit Committee is 
performing a comprehensive internal audit of ACUA’s operations. Thanks to the Audit Committee for 
providing our members comfort in the internal operations of the organization.

I would like to close by reflecting on ACUA’s Strategic Goals. ACUA will:

1) be its member’s indispensable resource for professional knowledge exchange and education 
content for internal auditing in higher education.

2) collaborate with other organizations to advance internal auditing in higher education.

3) be widely recognized as the leading expert on internal auditing and assurance services in 
colleges and universities.

4) represent the majority of institutions and have a worldwide presence, while increasing 
membership by 5% annually.

5) develop ongoing mechanisms to enhance member engagement.

As you can see, the committees have been focused on furthering ACUA’s advancement with its Strategic 
Goals. The Committee and Board members are committed to this organization and its success. Keep up 
all the great work! ACUA can’t be successful without you!

All the Best,

Pam
Pamela Doran CIA, CISA, CPA
ACUA President
Executive Director, Audit & Advisory Services
University of South Carolina
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THE IMPORTANCE OF RISKS AND OPPORTUNITIES

Risks and opportunities represent the boundaries of institutional considerations. On the 
one hand, organizations need to guard against unwelcome possibilities that could 
upset carefully crafted strategies to achieve their mission objectives. Alternatively, 

they want to seize opportunities commensurate with their risk appetites.

Academic institutions are similar to any large enterprise in that they are susceptible to 
unplanned situations and “black swan” events. In today’s open environments and social media 
blitzes, it has never been more accurate that “rumors can travel around the world before truth 
can get its pants on.” Even worse, insider fraud and misconduct have tarnished many 
reputations in corporate and university settings. Equally so, many new developments and 
technological breakthroughs have been missed by institutions that have not opened their 
lenses wide enough to see these new opportunities.

WHY DOES IT MATTER TO BOARD 
MEMBERS AND PRACTITIONERS?
To deal with these emerging situations, academic institutions 
of every size and scale have responded with a variety of 
policies and programs to stem the tide of unfortunate 
happenings and position themselves to take advantage of 
opportunities. One such initiative is the adoption of an 
enterprise risk management (ERM) framework, which serves 
to manage institutional risk issues in a systematic and 
integrated fashion. This is critically important to Board 
members and Practitioners because they are the ones charged 
with the oversight and implementation of risk management 
matters for their institutions. Clearly, this means that when 
something goes wrong or something is missed, they are the 
ones called to account by their stakeholders. Equally important 
is that university budgets are highly constrained and it only 
takes one major negative event for revenue sources to be 
impacted. Those institutions that cannot re-prioritize 
constrained budgets to allow them to seize opportunities will 
be left behind.

EVOLUTION OF ERM FRAMEWORKS
ERM frameworks first came to the forefront as a reaction to the financial improprieties in the 
90s that brought down highly renowned firms such as Enron and Worldcom. Almost 
overnight, billions of dollars of investor savings and millions of jobs disappeared. In the 
United States, after exhaustive analysis and extensive new federal regulations, the Securities 
and Exchange Commission and the accounting and finance profession embraced guidance by 
a group called the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission 
(COSO). COSO was originally founded in 1985 in response to growing corporate fraud and 
the passage of the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act in 1977. The founding group was comprised 
of the American Accounting Association, the Association of Certified Public Accountants, the 
Financial Executives International, the Institute of Management Accountants, and the 

Enterprise Risk Management 
Frameworks for Academia
By Francisco A. Figueroa, Brian Hann, Merri Beth Lavagnino and Milton Smith
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“Managing an 

organization’s risks in 

individual silos is like 

trying to pick up a six-

pack without the little 

plastic thingy that holds 

them together; you can 

do it, but it is far harder 

than it would be if the 

cans were connected to 

each other.”

—  Andrew Bent  

(Risk Management 

Magazine,  

March 5, 2013)
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billions of dollars of investor savings and millions of jobs disappeared.  In the United States, 
after exhaustive analysis and extensive new federal regulations, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission and the accounting and finance profession embraced guidance by a group called the 
Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO).  COSO was 
originally founded in 1985 in response to growing corporate fraud and the passage of the Foreign 
Corrupt Practices Act in 1977.  The founding group was comprised of the American Accounting 
Association, the Association of Certified Public Accountants, the Financial Executives 
International, the Institute of Management Accountants, and the Institute of Internal Auditors.  
They set forth a charter to study causal factors leading to fraudulent financial reporting and 
published Internal Controls—Integrated Framework as a compliance tool for public companies 
in 1992.  Going further due to continued financial irregularities, they released Enterprise Risk 
Management—Integrated Framework in 2004.  As can be seen in the COSO Cube representation 
in Figure 1, the COSO ERM Framework provides a three-dimensional perspective of an 
integrated approach to risk categories (top side of the cube), risk management components, or 
activities (front side of the cube), and organizational levels of the institution (side of the cube).  
The idea is to identify and evaluate risks at all organization levels and in all risk categories in an 
integrated fashion. 

 

 

Figure 1: COSO ERM Framework 

A 2015 analysis by consulting firm Protiviti indicated 75% of US public companies have 
adopted the COSO Framework, but this has not been the case for US institutions of higher 
education.  Many universities that have implemented the COSO ERM Framework have found it 
necessary to modify it to fit their academic environments. 

As a result of the 2008 global financial crisis, the United Kingdom and its financial institutions 
decided that a more standard and repeatable approach should be applied to their commercial 

Figure 1: COSO ERM Framework

Figure 2: ISO ERM Framework

Institute of Internal Auditors. They set forth a charter to study causal factors leading to fraudulent 
financial reporting and published Internal Controls—Integrated Framework as a compliance tool for 
public companies in 1992. Going further due to continued financial irregularities, they released 
Enterprise Risk Management—Integrated Framework in 2004. As can be seen in the COSO Cube 
representation in Figure 1, the COSO ERM Framework provides a three-dimensional perspective of an 
integrated approach to risk categories (top side of the cube), risk management components, or activities 
(front side of the cube), and organizational levels of the institution (side of the cube). The idea is to 
identify and evaluate risks at all organization levels and in all risk categories in an integrated fashion.

A 2015 analysis by consulting firm Protiviti indicated 75% of US public companies have adopted the 
COSO Framework, but this has not been the case for US 
institutions of higher education. Many universities that 
have implemented the COSO ERM Framework have 
found it necessary to modify it to fit their academic 
environments.

As a result of the 2008 global financial crisis, the United 
Kingdom and its financial institutions decided that a 
more standard and repeatable approach should be applied 
to their commercial enterprises and drove the foundation 
of a quality standard for institutional risk management. 
In 2009, ISO 31000 Risk Management—Principles and 
Guidelines was published by the International Standards 
Organization (ISO). Given the general acceptance of ISO 
standards in Europe and the former British 
Commonwealth, ISO 31000 was quickly adopted in 

those countries and is progressively being adopted by many countries outside the United States. As noted 
in Figure 2, the ISO 31000 ERM Framework utilizes a two-dimensional representation of the 
principles, the flow, the mechanisms, and the attributes of a typical risk management system.

Here again, not many higher education institutions have formally adopted the ISO 31000 ERM 
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enterprises and drove the foundation of a quality standard for institutional risk management.  In 
2009, ISO 31000 Risk Management—Principles and Guidelines was published by the 
International Standards Organization (ISO).  Given the general acceptance of ISO standards in 
Europe and the former British Commonwealth, ISO 31000 was quickly adopted in those 
countries and is progressively being adopted by many countries outside the United States.  As 
noted in Figure 2, the ISO 31000 ERM Framework utilizes a two-dimensional representation of 
the principles, the flow, the mechanisms, and the attributes of a typical risk management system. 

 

Figure 2: ISO ERM Framework 

Here again, not many higher education institutions have formally adopted the ISO 31000 ERM 
Framework.  In general, those academic institutions that have been aggressive in the use of 
quality standards and formal management systems have been the ones to implement the ISO 
31000 ERM Framework.  However, there appears to be reluctance in academia to utilize any 
ERM framework that has its origins in industry.  This is possibly attributed to a prevalent feeling 
that industry solutions and applications are overly prescriptive and insufficiently flexible to work 
in academic environments where controls and authority are often highly autonomous and 
decentralized. 

A third framework, the University ERM Framework, was devised for an academic 
environment as a result of Figueroa’s 2016 dissertation on university risk management systems.  
This framework was developed to provide a mechanism tailored to a university organization 
structure.  It contains more flexibility suitable for an academic culture and it includes more risk 
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management dimensions than the COSO and ISO frameworks. It is based upon a set of principles 
including the promotion of integrity and ethical conduct, linkage to the strategic objectives of the 
institution, and the encouragement of vertical and horizontal communications.  Flexibility and 
allowance for uniqueness of approaches within the academic institution were paramount in the 
development of this university model.  There are five dimensions in the University ERM 
Framework:  (1) the accountability dimension with two distinct chains (administrative and 
academic), (2) the independent risk category dimension, (3) the time horizon dimension, (4) the 
risk severity dimension, and (5) the risk response dimension with hard linkage to strategic 
objectives.  The concept is to use the components of the five dimensions in an integrated, yet 
flexible manner to allow university functions and departments to maintain their autonomy in 
developing their individual risks, and yet enable the integration of the most critical risks across 
the institution. 

University ERM Framework
Risk Management Spectrum and Process
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Figure 3: University ERM Framework 

As can be seen in Figure 3, each of the university accountability levels on the left hand side 
evaluates their risks within the constructs of risk categories, time horizons and severity levels.  
They utilize the risk response processes on the right side of Figure 3 to identify their most critical 
risks.  Board members, for example, would tend to identify risks that address institutional 
viability, 20 to 50 year time horizons, and severe to catastrophic consequences. A Department 
Chair, on the other hand, would likely focus on risks associated with academics, finance and 

Figure 3: University ERM Framework

Framework. In general, those academic institutions that have been aggressive in the use of quality 
standards and formal management systems have been the ones to implement the ISO 31000 ERM 
Framework. However, there appears to be reluctance in academia to utilize any ERM framework that has 
its origins in industry. This is possibly attributed to a prevalent feeling that industry solutions and 
applications are overly prescriptive and insufficiently flexible to work in academic environments where 
controls and authority are often highly autonomous and decentralized.

A third framework, the University ERM Framework, was devised for an academic environment as a 
result of Figueroa’s 2016 dissertation on university risk management systems. This framework was 
developed to provide a mechanism tailored to a university organization structure. It contains more 
flexibility suitable for an academic culture and it includes more risk management dimensions than the 
COSO and ISO frameworks. It is based upon a set of principles including the promotion of integrity and 
ethical conduct, linkage to the strategic objectives of the institution, and the encouragement of vertical 
and horizontal communications. Flexibility and allowance for uniqueness of approaches within the 
academic institution were paramount in the development of this university model. There are five 
dimensions in the University ERM Framework: (1) the accountability dimension with two distinct chains 
(administrative and academic), (2) the independent risk category dimension, (3) the time horizon 
dimension, (4) the risk severity dimension, and (5) the risk response dimension with hard linkage to 
strategic objectives. The concept is to use the components of the five dimensions in an integrated, yet 
flexible manner to allow university functions and departments to maintain their autonomy in developing 
their individual risks, and yet enable the integration of the most critical risks across the institution.

As can be seen in Figure 3, each of the university accountability levels on the left hand side evaluates 
their risks within the constructs of risk categories, time horizons and severity levels. They utilize the risk 
response processes on the right side of Figure 3 to identify their most critical risks. Board members, for 
example, would tend to identify risks that address institutional viability, 20 to 50 year time horizons, 
and severe to catastrophic consequences. A Department Chair, on the other hand, would likely focus on 
risks associated with academics, finance and budget, a 1 to 5 year time horizon, and moderate to serious 
consequences. An annual process would solicit the most critical risks from each of the accountability 
levels and then a selection process would pick those deemed most critical to the institution as a whole. 

En
te

rp
ri

se
 R

is
k

 
M

an
ag

em
en

t

7 COLLEGE & UNIVERSITY AUDITOR



En
te

rp
ri

se
 R

is
k

 
M

an
ag

em
en

t

After risk mitigations and resolutions are implemented, results would be evaluated after an appropriate 
time period and the cycle would begin again. Clearly, there would be changes and modifications from 
time period to time period, based on prior year results and the dynamic environment facing a typical 
academic institution.

SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES OF THE ERM FRAMEWORKS
Each of the models described are principle-based and allow for flexibility in their application to an 
academic institution. The COSO and ISO ERM Frameworks enjoy a great deal of acceptance in corporate 
and industrial enterprises, but have not achieved that same level of adoption within institutions of higher 
education. Often, in universities that have adopted one of these two models, some modification was made 
to fit the culture and tendencies of the institutions. The University ERM Framework offers an alternative 
approach to enhance flexibility and expanded dimensions, but has not yet been implemented by an 
institution.

RECENT RESEARCH
A 2016 research dissertation by Figueroa discovered that enterprise risk management has not been 
embraced by the great majority of universities. The research targeted 50 US public research universities 
that met the criteria of being doctoral-granting research universities, were classified by the Carnegie 
Foundation as Highest Research Activity institutions, had at least 20,000 students, and were affiliated 
with a medical facility. Twenty-two of these 50 top-tier public research universities participated in the 
research. Only eight of the twenty-two universities included in the research have adopted ERM 
approaches and frameworks. Only six of the twenty-two utilized a risk management process to roll up 
risk assessment results to an institutional level, despite the prevailing views that it is an effective 
approach to “connect the dots” of risks and opportunities and prevent losses of life, property and 
reputation.

One result of this limited use of ERM frameworks to manage risk is that fewer than half (41%) of these 
twenty-two top-tier public research universities conducted institutional risk discussions at their 
governance board meetings. Similar results were noted at the university administrative level where the 
same percentage included institutional risk discussions as part of their upper level management meetings.

This hesitancy to embrace enterprise risk management was reflected in the lack of linkage of risk 
management to the institution’s aspirations and strategic objectives. Few of the twenty-two universities 
explicitly included risk and opportunity as part of the formal strategic planning cycle. Even fewer of the 
twenty-two expressed their risk management intentions and strategies in their formal policies and 
procedures.

This lack of formality in the institution’s risk management policies and procedures creates a fragility and 
lack of sustainability when adversity strikes or when there is a change in leadership. Several seemingly 
robust enterprise risk management programs at these twenty-two top-tier public research universities have 
seen these initiatives languish or go into hiatus when a new leadership team takes its place at the helm.

PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS
Following are two examples that help illustrate the ways higher education institutions have implemented 
the COSO and ISO 31000 ERM Frameworks in academic environments.

INDIANA UNIVERSITY
Indiana University’s journey with ERM began officially in 2012. At the time, several members of the 
Indiana University (IU) Board of Trustees were executives in local corporations that had implemented 
ERM over the previous decade. These members had repeatedly requested IU to pursue the creation of an 
ERM program, due to their positive experiences in their own organizations. The COSO ERM Framework 
was selected for Indiana University because several of the Board members were familiar with the COSO 
ERM Framework; the university’s Internal Auditors were familiar with the companion COSO Internal 
Control Framework; and a variety of resources was available from the consultant and business world on 
how to implement an ERM program using the COSO materials. The COSO ERM Framework was seen 
as a guide to creating an overarching structure that would allow university executives to address the 
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highest risks and opportunities to the mission and enterprise strategies and objectives, while also allowing 
business sectors of the university to continue to use the best risk management tools for their professions 
for managing business unit risks and opportunities. Risk owners could easily elevate to the ERM process 
any risks they identified in their own areas that affected the overall university’s objectives.

The COSO ERM Framework states “Enterprise risk management is not strictly a serial process, where 
one component affects only the next. It is a multidirectional, iterative process in which almost any 
component can and does influence another.” IU did not begin by working sequentially on each component 
of the COSO cube. Instead, leaders analyzed what value they wanted out of the process, and determined 
which pieces worked best for the institution at its beginning stages of implementation. 

From the front side of the COSO cube in Figure 1, IU decided to implement as many components as 
possible, since these eight components lay a foundation for a fully mature risk management program. 
However, some components (Objective Setting, Event Identification, Risk Assessment, Risk Response, 
and Monitoring) have been implemented in more depth than others (Internal Environment, Control 
Activities, and Information and Communication). 

As for the top side of the cube, IU tailored the COSO objectives categories to fit its higher education 
environment. Instead of strategic, operational, reporting, and compliance, IU used strategic, operational, 
financial, compliance, and reputational. While well aware of the controversy around calling reputational 
risk an objective category (many insist reputation is instead a result of a risk occurrence), IU executives 
ultimately decided to make it a category because reputation, through accreditation, ratings, government 
statistics, and other types of reviews, is so key to success or failure in higher education. It was important 
to ensure that Risk Owners distinctly considered and analyzed this category of risk at the enterprise level.

Finally, for the right side of the COSO cube, IU has so far focused efforts almost exclusively at the entity 
level. This limitation has allowed the institution to get started with fewer resources, to leverage risk 
management work already being done throughout the organization, and to focus on the most important 
enterprise risks and opportunities. The ERM program has occasionally made its way down to the division 
level, for example, if a failure by a division could truly bring down the entire university. A good 
illustration of such a division in a university setting is a key school that brings in a disproportionate 
proportion of overall revenue, such as a School of Medicine. IU’s ERM program also addressed the 
subsidiary level, but did so by defining it as the risks of our contracted third parties or “affiliated 
organizations,” and by making it a Risk Area of its own. Indiana University has not yet considered taking 
the ERM program efforts down to the business unit level. Thus, so far it has been solely a “top-down” 
approach, in which executive management identifies the major risks and opportunities to the organization.

In 2012, the Board approved an initial ERM program structure, including roles and responsibilities, and 
following the COSO ERM Framework. An Enterprise Risk Management Committee (ERMC) comprised 
of members of the university’s executive team began meeting monthly. First, the ERMC identified 
eighteen business functions, or Risk Areas, that had to be operating well in order for IU to be able to 
achieve its mission and strategic objectives, and assigned Risk Owners to each Risk Area. A list of these 
Risk Areas is provided in Figure 4. Risk Owners typically are at the Vice President or Director level. 

Academic Quality General Administration

Advancement Health Services

Athletics Human Resources

Auxiliaries Institutional Assurance

Cyber Infrastructure International

Engagement & Commercialization Physical Infrastructure

Enrollment Relationships with Affiliated Organizations

Faculty Quality Research

Finance Student Life

Figure 4: Indiana University ERM Risk Areas
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Each Risk Owner goes through a ninety minute facilitated risk identification process with the Chief Risk 
Officer to identify that area’s top three to five enterprise risks – those risks that could keep IU from 
achieving its enterprise mission and key objectives. Risk Owners outline those risks in a template report 
document, including their assessment of likelihood and impact and a description of past, current, and 
desired future mitigations. Each Risk Owner then attends an ERMC meeting to discuss his or her report. 
These one-hour discussions of the ERMC with each Risk Owner have been the most valuable part of the 
ERM implementation so far. Not only are risks and the effectiveness of mitigations discussed, but many 
times, these risk conversations evolve into dialogues about the possibility of turning those risks into 
opportunities.

The discussion results in one or more of three possible actions: 

• The ERMC accepts the Risk Owner’s report as an accurate representation of the risks and as having 
an appropriate level of mitigation for each risk. 

• The ERMC decides to monitor one or more of the risks. This usually is for situations where there are 
planned mitigations, but they are still in process or not yet begun. The Risk Owner is to report back 
at intervals about the progress and effectiveness of the mitigations.

• The ERMC asks for additional risks to be included, additional actions to occur or a different 
viewpoint to be considered. This is often in situations where the risk needs multiple business 
functions to work together, which the ERMC calls cross-functional risks. In such cases, the Chief 
Risk Officer or the Chief Compliance Officer brings together the appropriate experts to analyze the 
issue and propose a plan back to the ERMC. Upon acceptance of the plan, the action moves to the 
monitoring stage. In some cases, Risk Owners have been asked to look at the risk from a different 
viewpoint, causing mitigation plans to be re-evaluated in order to transform the risk into an 
opportunity.

After reviewing all eighteen Risk Areas, the ERMC rates all of the compiled risks on likelihood and on 
six severity of impact measures, and choses Key Enterprise Risks to focus attention on in the coming 
year. Among other forms of analysis, these Key Enterprise Risks are mapped to the current institutional 
Strategic Plan, and groups of Subject Matter Experts are convened to do Bow Tie Analyses to brainstorm 
possible causes, consequences, and mitigations. All those who participate in some way in the ERM 
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Figure 5: Indiana University ERM Structure 

University of South Carolina 

In an effort to comprehensively manage risks faced by the University of South Carolina (USC), a 
collaborative Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) program was implemented using the 
principles and guidelines found in International Standards Organization (ISO) 31000-2009.  ISO 
describes risk as the “effect of uncertainty on objectives”, which can be positive and/or negative.  
The initial stages of implementation began in late 2013 and focused on three main objectives:  

 Developing an organizational structure to support the ERM process. 
 Utilizing existing committees to streamline implementation. 
 Involving individuals from all levels of the organization.   

 

These objectives were accomplished by adopting a combined “top-down” and “bottom-up” 
methodology in the organizational structure used to identify, evaluate, control and monitor major 
organizational risks and opportunities.  A bottom-up approach can be described as identifying 
risks “at all levels of the organization in an attempt to provide as complete a picture as possible 
of all the organizations’ risks.”  The top-down approach is described as “senior management, 
along with its board of directors, identifies major risks to the organization.”  In order to support a 
combined methodology, the University developed a robust ERM committee organizational 

Figure 5: Indiana University ERM Structure
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process also receive a monthly environmental scan publication, to help them stay abreast of trends and 
emerging risks and opportunities that could impact IU going forward. This increase in risk and trend 
awareness improves both short-term and long-term decision-making.

Reports to the Board of Trustees were given more often in the beginning years of the program, but there 
is always at least a required annual report. In addition, Internal Audit leverages the ERM data in their 
annual risk assessment process used to create the audit plan for the next year, and they ensure that annual 
audit plans are covering the breadth of the ERM Risk Areas, including any ERM risk mitigation plans 
that have recently been completed. Many times, Risk Owners are able to use the results of this annual 
Internal Audit risk assessment to populate their ERM report – at least for those risks that are auditable. 
Risk Owners are also prompted during the ERM process to include non-auditable risks (generally 
the reputational and strategic risks) in their ERM assessment. In addition, Internal Audit has 
changed their Board reporting format to match ERM terminology and Risk Areas.

The structure of the IU ERM process is illustrated in Figure 5. 

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In an effort to comprehensively manage risks faced by the University of South Carolina (USC), a 
collaborative Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) program was implemented using the principles and 
guidelines found in International Standards Organization (ISO) 31000-2009. ISO describes risk as the 
“effect of uncertainty on objectives”, which can be positive and/or negative. The initial stages of 
implementation began in late 2013 and focused on three main objectives: 

• Developing an organizational structure to support the ERM process.

• Utilizing existing committees to streamline implementation.

• Involving individuals from all levels of the organization. 

These objectives were accomplished by adopting a combined “top-down” and “bottom-up” methodology 
in the organizational structure used to identify, evaluate, control and monitor major organizational risks 
and opportunities. A bottom-up approach can be described as identifying risks “at all levels of the 
organization in an attempt to provide as complete a picture as possible of all the organizations’ risks.” The 
top-down approach is described as “senior management, along with its board of directors, identifies major 
risks to the organization.” In order to support a combined methodology, the University developed a robust 
ERM committee organizational structure intended to provide representation of key risk owners and 
stakeholders from all levels of the organization. 

Campus Safety and Security PCI Data Security and Compliance

Substance Abuse and Prevention HIPAA Data Security and Compliance

Parking and Transit Information Security

Community Safety Design and Construction 

International Travel Maintenance and Operations

Overseas Programs Emergency Planning

Athletics Finance Special Events

Capital Planning Emergency Operations

Biological Safety Threat Management

Human Subjects Research Behavioral Intervention

Chemical Safety Title IX Compliance

Radiological Safety Clery Compliance

Admissions

Figure 6: Current USC ERM Risk Areas and Subcommittees
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At the University of South Carolina, an ERM Executive Oversight Committee (EOC) ensures a “top-
down” approach in identifying, assessing, controlling and monitoring significant organizational risks and 
opportunities.  This committee is comprised of senior leadership and is responsible for maintaining the 
ERM policy, providing direction for program implementation, identifying major areas of risk and 
opportunity, reviewing risk data submitted by subcommittees, monitoring, reporting, and discussing risk 
information with the University President and Board of Trustees. In an effort to streamline and provide 
direction to the ERM implementation process, the EOC adopted a listing of “high priority risk areas” 
previously complied by the University’s Audit and Advisory Services department. This risk listing was 
compiled by interviewing the president, board members, and senior leadership in an effort to determine 
what risks they believed could have the biggest impact on the institution. 

Generally, the high priority risk areas identified by senior leadership have been broad in nature. In an 
effort to provide the EOC with more detailed risk information about the identified high priority areas, 
the ERM program utilized lower level subcommittees to identify additional risks and opportunities, 
assess risks and controls, and to develop associated risk monitoring and measurement data. Lower level 
subcommittees ensure a “bottom-up” approach to risk identification, assessment and control. These 
subcommittees are generally responsible for management or oversight of specific risks. Risk information 
collected by these subcommittees is reviewed by the EOC in an effort to gain additional insight into the 
broad high priority risk areas. There are currently thirty-five subcommittees involved in the ERM 
process, the majority of which existed prior to initial ERM program implementation. These committees 
have representation from over 100 different University units, external stakeholders, and over 200 different 
individuals are involved to some extent in the ERM process. In an effort to provide a more holistic view 
of the risks facing the institution, additional subcommittees are continuously brought into the ERM 
structure and process.

ERM program implementation had the immediate benefits of improving organizational learning and 
increasing awareness about the need to identify and treat risk throughout the entire organization. These 
benefits were realized through implementation of a risk management training program that not only edu-
cated University personnel about the basic concepts of identifying, assessing, treating and monitoring risks, 
but also increased organizational awareness of the high priority risk areas identified by senior leadership. 

“An effective 

institutional or 

enterprise risk 

management 

(ERM) program, 

with the full 

support and 

engagement of 

the governing 

board, will 

increase a college, 

university, or 

systems likelihood 

of achieving its 

plans, increases 

transparency, 

and allow better 

allocation of 

scarce resources. 

Good risk 

management 

is good 

governance.”

—Association of 

Governing Boards
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more holistic view of the risks facing the institution, additional subcommittees are continuously 
brought into the ERM structure and process. 

ERM program implementation had the immediate benefits of improving organizational learning 
and increasing awareness about the need to identify and treat risk throughout the entire 
organization.  These benefits were realized through implementation of a risk management 
training program that not only educated University personnel about the basic concepts of 
identifying, assessing, treating and monitoring risks, but also increased organizational awareness 
of the high priority risk areas identified by senior leadership.   

As can be seen, the combined top-down and bottom up approach to ERM “…can identify 
significant risks, provide a global risk perspective, provide a top level view of risks, improve the 
University’s risk culture, and allow a prioritization of identified risks.”  This approach can also 
be used to enhance communication between internal and external risk owners and stakeholders 
by involving individuals from outside the organization.  

 
 

Figure 6: University of South Carolina ERM Structure 

Benefits and Drawbacks of the ERM Frameworks 

An ERM framework is a standard structure that can guide the development of a new program, 
pull together existing risk management activities into a coordinated program, provide a tool to 
assess the maturity of a program, or frame an audit of a program. An ERM framework can help 
ensure that all institutional risk and opportunity activities are coordinated together to paint a 
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As can be seen, the combined top-down and bottom up approach to ERM “…can identify significant 
risks, provide a global risk perspective, provide a top level view of risks, improve the University’s risk 
culture, and allow a prioritization of identified risks.” This approach can also be used to enhance 
communication between internal and external risk owners and stakeholders by involving individuals 
from outside the organization. 

BENEFITS AND DRAWBACKS OF THE ERM FRAMEWORKS
An ERM framework is a standard structure that can guide the development of a new program, pull 
together existing risk management activities into a coordinated program, provide a tool to assess the 
maturity of a program, or frame an audit of a program. An ERM framework can help ensure that all 
institutional risk and opportunity activities are coordinated together to paint a whole picture, including 
all aspects of risk and not just those that are insurable, and including the upsides as well as the downsides 
of risks. It can help clarify the types of risks (i.e., strategic, financial, operational, and compliance) that 
an organization faces. It can especially help illuminate the interconnections between risks among and 
between different business function silos, identify shared root causes, and prioritize one business 
function’s risks against other business function risks. Most importantly, ERM frameworks provide a 
structure that, if implemented well, increases the likelihood of the organization achieving its mission and 
objectives, which in turn can improve stakeholder confidence and trust. Improved decision-making and 
organizational resilience are key benefits of the successful implementation of an ERM framework.

The fact that the three ERM frameworks presented in this paper do not provide specific details on how 
to implement an ERM program is both a benefit and a drawback. They are not how-to manuals for 
conducting risk management activities – they expect that the user already has basic risk management 
knowledge and business expertise. Instead, they describe what an effective process looks like and what 
principles and components are involved. The generic nature of the standards allows organizations the 
freedom to develop and implement an ERM program that is readily acceptable, functional, and tailored 
to the institution. 

However, lack of specific implementation details can often leave implementers unsure if their programs 
truly conform to the framework. Can an institution say it has implemented COSO or ISO if they have 
not implemented all of the components? What if the organization implemented all of the components, 
but renamed some of the framework’s terminology to fit the organization’s culture? Are the specific risk 
management tools and techniques chosen by the institution to implement those components considered 
acceptable? While the high-level nature of the frameworks is a benefit when it allows the institution 
flexibility in implementation, it also is a drawback in that the organization must invest time and effort 
into designing that implementation’s details. 

Further, academic culture can be skeptical or even antagonistic to applying “business” approaches such 
as COSO and ISO to a higher education setting. Some believe if it works for business, it cannot work for 
higher education. Some even hold the erroneous view that COSO and ISO can only be used in private 
industry and manufacturing. It is true that most examples in the literature, in the frameworks themselves, 
and at conference presentations are from the business world. This illustrates the lack of knowledge about 
the ways in which these frameworks can be implemented in the very complex and diverse higher 
education environment. 

BOARD MEMBER IMPLICATIONS
Board members of institutions of higher education are central to the successful establishment and 
deployment of risk management programs. More and more, they are being called to account for their 
governance role overseeing the administration and operations of a university and its many components. 
As a result, Board members need to know and understand risk management tools and techniques and 
how they are applied to the institutions that they oversee. In addition, every framework emphasizes that 
the right “tone from the top” is absolutely essential to the successful implementation of the framework. 

While it is possible for Board members to oversee domain-specific risks and opportunities independently, 
the use of an ERM framework allows the Board member to understand risk and opportunity in the 
context of the institution’s mission and objectives. It broadens risk management activities beyond the 
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financial and insurable risks, and beyond loss prevention and compliance. It extends the risk management 
scope to include opportunities. It encompasses a strategic view at the enterprise-wide level. It helps avoid 
spending Board member’s time on the risks down “in the weeds,” instead keeping the level of involvement 
at the strategic and governance level. And, it causes the Board’s oversight to focus on the highest 
enterprise risks overall – the ones most important for Board members to keep an eye on.

Finally, without Board and executive level engagement in the risk management program, without that 
“tone from the top,” it is very difficult for an institution to obtain a high level of maturity in its risk 
management activities. While some pockets within the organization may do well handling risks and 
opportunities for their business function, other pockets, without a charge from the top to engage in 
proper risk management activities, will not do so. There is just too much to do, and too few resources. A 
Board and executive-led ERM program will identify the highest risks to the institution – the ones that 
absolutely must be well mitigated – and will cause action throughout the organization by their 
engagement in the ERM program. 

PRACTITIONER IMPLICATIONS
Risk Owners and management personnel make day-to-day and long-range decisions based on risk as a 
normal part of business. Many use tools specific to their profession to conduct risk assessments and 
manage their business unit’s risks and opportunities. This “bottom-up” risk management process is 
standard and expected. However, without the use of an ERM framework to create a “top-down” process 
involving the Board and executive management, those unit-level risks rarely have the opportunity to be 
compared across business silos and to be “raised up” to be discussed as possible enterprise risks. 
Participation in an ERM program allows all participants to understand risk in the context of the 
institution’s mission and objectives, to recognize the interconnections between risks among and between 
different business function silos, to identify shared root causes, and to collaborate on mitigating risks and 
seizing opportunities.

Implementing an ERM framework in a higher education institution will transition existing risk 
management activities from their traditional focus on only insurance and insurable risks to a broader and 
more holistic consideration of all types of risks facing the university. Risk Owners and managers across 
the institution will increase involvement and contact with the ERM leader and other Risk Owners and 
stakeholders, and gain a better understanding of the broader range of risks facing the institution. An 
ERM program will introduce the basic concepts of risk management to a much larger audience. 

WHAT THE FUTURE PORTENDS
Both COSO and ISO are in the process of modifying their ERM frameworks to incorporate evolving 
knowledge and experience in using the platforms in a variety of institutions. At first glance, it appears 
that each are moving toward each other in terms of relying more on principles and less on prescriptive 
implementation. Neither COSO nor ISO is focused on institutions of higher education and thus may not 
be seen as particularly helpful to universities that are contemplating adoption of these two frameworks. 
However, adaptation and tailoring of these frameworks has been shown to be effective. In addition, 
alternative academic models such as the University ERM Framework are available for implementation. 
To ensure their institutions not only survive but thrive in the dynamic years ahead, Board members and 
practitioners must lead the effort to manage their risks and opportunities in proactive ways by using the 
best tools and techniques at their disposal. By understanding the benefits of an enterprise risk 
management framework and driving its implementation for the greater good of their universities, 
responsible Board members and practitioners can add lasting value to their institutions. 

(References are available by contacting author Francisco Figueroa)
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INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

INTERNAL AUDIT DEPARTMENT

START-UP GUIDE
The primary purpose of this guide is to serve as a reference

tool, one of many you will likely use as you establish an

audit function that best fits the needs and resources of your

organization. The information and examples have been

collected from very successful audit shops and truly

represent many of the best practices in higher education

internal audit. They may or may not fit your needs, but they

will all provide valuable guidance and ideas as you work to

establish your new audit department.

Contents of this guide include:

• Establishing the Authority of the Department with

sample charters and policies

• Getting the Department Operational, with concrete advice on risk assessments,

annual planning, quality assurance, fraud investigations, and marketing the new

department

• Reporting to all constituencies, including examples of reports used by ACUA members

• List of resources and key terms

• And so much more!

Please contact the ACUA Executive Office at acua-info@kellencompany.com, call

913.222.8663 or visit the ACUA Store on ACUA’s website www.acua.org for more

information.

mailto:ACUA-info%40kellencompany.com?subject=
http://www.acua.org
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Editor’s Note: This is a follow up article to, Auditing Compliance 
Sideways and Up and Down, Part 1, which was published in the 
Winter 2017 issue.

First, let’s briefly review the fundamentals from Part 1, 
which introduced auditors to auditing for compliance 
(sideways) and to eight compliance program internal 

control steps derived from the Federal Sentencing Guidelines 
(FSG) on Effective Compliance Programs( (United States 
Sentencing Guidelines (USSG)) §8B2.1). These internal control 
steps can be viewed as a process and should be found in all 
three levels of an organization—governance, management, and 
operations (up and down). In most institutions, these translate 
into:

• Board Oversight of Compliance

• An Institutional Compliance Program

• Subject-Specific Operational Compliance Programs (such 
as for Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO), 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), 
the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the Health 
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA), and the National Collegiate 
Athletic Association (NCAA), etc.)

Part 1 also pointed out how the eight internal control steps and the three levels are in harmony 
with both the Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO) 
Internal Control—Integrated Framework Principles and The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Three Lines of Defense model.

Part 2 now explores in more detail how to audit “up and down” for the eight internal control 
steps, or control activities. The resulting information from sideways audits of compliance with 
laws and regulations and from these up and down audits will give management a more 
complete picture of what is happening in the institution’s compliance control structure across 
the organization and from top to bottom.

TESTING INTERNAL CONTROL STEPS AS CONTROL ACTIVITIES
First, let’s review the first part of the COSO definition of control activities, which equate to 
the internal control steps cited in Part 1:

Control activities are the actions established through policies and procedures that help 
ensure that management’s directives to mitigate risks to the achievement of objectives 
are carried out. Control activities are performed at all levels of the entity (Internal 
Control – Integrated Framework Executive Summary, COSO, May 2013).

Two words in this definition are important to auditors: established and actions. Specifically, 
control activities need to be “established through policies and procedures.” This strongly implies 

Auditing Compliance Sideways and  
Up and Down, Part 2 in a 2-Part Series

ABOUT THE AUTHOR
Deena King is the Director of 
Compliance at Texas Woman’s 
University in Denton, TX. She is a 
Certified Information Systems 
Auditor and a Certified Compliance 
and Ethics Professional. Deena has 
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that control activities should be designed, that is, written down, diagramed, etc. Secondly, control 
activities are “actions.” This strongly implies that you do not just design, write down, or diagram a control 
activity; you also need to “do it.” No control activity can be effective if it is not implemented. Therefore, 
when evaluating compliance, auditors can help institution leaders most by testing for both compliance 
program design and implementation. 

Why Designed and Implemented?
A few years ago, I did contract work for KPMG. There I learned of a control testing technique KPMG 
used in compliance testing that had two parts: “Test of Design” and “Test of Execution”—regularly 
referred to as TODs and TOEs. 

What KPMG tested for was that 1) the compliance program and control activities were designed and 
documented and 2) the compliance program and control activities were executed as designed. This same 
principle is described in a compliance document written by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC), a principle that can transfer to higher education:

It is not enough to create a good compliance program on paper; the company must carry through to 
implement the program with effective accountability for compliance.

• Para 16, FERC Compliance with Statutes, Regulations, and Orders (emphasis added)

This principle is also a “shall” in the FSG:

[The organization’s] compliance and ethics program shall be reasonably designed, implemented, 
and enforced so that the program is generally effective in preventing and detecting criminal 
conduct.

- USSG §8B2.1.a.2 (emphasis added)

Control Activity Audit Objectives
From this guidance, auditors can derive two separate audit objectives:

1. Verify a compliance control activity is designed AND 

2. Verify a compliance control activity has been implemented.

PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER
So far we have covered:

• The eight internal control steps or control activities to look for, 

• The three levels of “up and down” compliance—board, management, and operational, and

• The requirement that these control activities be both designed and implemented.

How to audit all of this will be discussed in detail below starting with board oversight, followed by 
institutional compliance management, and concluding with operational subject-specific compliance.

AUDITING BOARD COMPLIANCE OVERSIGHT
Design
There is one primary control activity that should be designed as part of board oversight—does the board 
have a standard set of questions or guidelines about the eight control activities that it asks management? 
One way to test for this control is to ask for a copy of the questions and/or guidelines.

Implementation
As mentioned above, the board can know it should ask questions about institutional compliance activities 
and even add these discussions as agenda items. But, in order for this control activity to be effective, the 
board must actually ask those questions and take appropriate actions based on the answers. One way to 
test this is to request copies of board minutes or minutes for the board committee that oversees the 
compliance function.
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Resources on Auditing Board Compliance Oversight
Two excellent resources on auditing board compliance oversight can be found here:

• Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges Magazine

• Welcome to Compliance U: The Board’s Role in the Regulatory Era

 http://agb.org/trusteeship/2013/7/welcome-compliance-u-boards-role-regulatory-era

•  The Society of Corporate Compliance and Ethics (SCCE) Regional Conference, Dallas,  
December 2015

• Training and Responsibilities, Marjorie Doyle, Certified Compliance and Ethics 
Professional Fellow(CCEP-F)

• Training the Board on ethics and compliance program responsibilities

AUDITING INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE MANAGEMENT
Design
At a high level, an institutional compliance program is designed when a college or university compliance 
program is documented and this documentation addresses the eight internal control steps or control 
activities that are to be taken or conducted. Program documentation should answer “how” questions. For 
example: How, as an institution, are we

1. Identifying requirements and assessing compliance risk?

2. Going to establish/modify a compliance organization?

3. Documenting compliance-related standards, policies, and procedures?

4. Communicating and training on compliance-related standards, policies, and procedures?

5. Implementing, promoting, and enforcing compliance-related standards, policies, and 
procedures?

6. Monitoring, auditing, and reporting compliance information internally and externally?

7. Ensuring our compliance program continuously improves?

8. Getting the support of senior leaders and establishing a culture of compliance?

These processes could be documented in a single compliance program or separately in a document series.

Implementation
Ensuring the eight internal control steps are operating as intended—that is, testing for their effective 
implementation—means obtaining documentation showing that all the steps or control activities are 
actually being employed. For example, auditors need to verify that requirements were identified and that 
the institution has created a compliance inventory or something similar. Auditors must also verify that 
compliance risk was assessed, that this assessment produced a risk report, and so on. 

Resources on Auditing Institutional Compliance Management 
An audit program for auditing design and implementation can be found on the www.twu.edu/compliance 
website. Look in “Compliance Forms and Documents” for the “Basic Compliance Audit Program.”

AUDITING SUBJECT-SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE PROGRAMS
Design
Auditing the design of a subject-specific compliance program, such as for EEO, OSHA, FERPA, ADA, 
HIPAA, or the NCAA, should be similar to the process for auditing institutional compliance management 
because subject-specific compliance programs should answer the same questions. An example of an EEO 
compliance program design for activities 1-3 might include these questions:

1. What process does the EEO compliance manager use to learn about and stay up-to-date on 
EEO requirements? How do they assess EEO risk?
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2. Have adequate FTEs been allocated for EEO compliance? Have EEO compliance roles and 
responsibilities been documented?

3. What is the process for designing and updating EEO standards, policies, and procedures? Is 
this process documented?

As with institutional compliance, these processes could be documented in a single compliance program 
or separately in a document series.

Implementation
Ensuring the eight internal control steps or control activities are operating as intended—that is, testing 
for implementation— means obtaining documentation and validating. For example, for EEO compliance 
program implementation, tests for activities 1-3 might include these questions:

1. Have all EEO legal/regulatory requirements been identified? Can the department provide a 
list? Have EEO risks been assessed? If yes, is there a risk report?

2. Has someone actually been assigned responsibility for EEO compliance? Is this position 
filled?

3. Does each EEO requirement have documented compliance-related standards, policies, and 
procedures? Can copies be provided?

Resources on Auditing Subject-Specific Compliance Programs
The audit program mentioned above could easily be adapted for use in a subject-specific compliance 
audit. The list of documents you would review to test for subject-specific design and implementation are 
very similar to the list at the institutional level. The primary difference is that these documents would 
be focused on a specific program, such as EEO, rather than the entire institution.

CONCLUSION
When auditors audit for compliance (sideways—discussed in Part 1) and look at compliance controls 
activities at the board, management, and operational levels (up and down), the board and management 
get a more complete picture of the health of institutional compliance. Also, auditing of subject-specific 
compliance is enhanced. 

Therefore, when auditing for compliance, it is highly recommended that an auditor do so both sideways 
and up and down. Why? Because, generally, when an institution is “out of compliance” in a specific area, 
the root cause can often be traced to a control activity that is missing or not functioning. For example, 
training did not exist (internal control step/control activity 4) or a procedure was missing (internal control 
step/control activity 3).

Looking at compliance in all directions also helps keep an institution in compliance with the FSG 
Effective Compliance and Ethics Program requirements. Most importantly, testing these controls 
mitigates risk in a way that helps ensure an institution meets a key goal, which is to operate “in 
compliance” with relevant regulations.
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What is the ACUA Risk Dictionary?

The ACUA Risk Dictionary is a comprehensive database of

risks and their associated controls for areas specific to

higher education. Higher Education audit departments can

use the risk dictionary for identification of an audit

universe specific to higher education which can be used

for performing their annual risk assessments and

preparing their annual audit plan.

The ACUA Risk Dictionary can also be used to prepare project level risk assessments for areas such as:

- NCAA Compliance

- Student Financial Aid

- Export Controls

- Research Compliance and many more!

After having identified the risks for your audit project, the ACUA Risk Dictionary contains the 
associated controls which can then be used to prepare an audit program to test whether the proper 
controls exist.

Is the ACUA Risk Dictionary for YOU?

Business officers, risk officers, compliance officers and other higher education leadership can use the 
ACUA Risk Dictionary to provide a comprehensive list of areas that could likely need their attention. 
For someone new to their position or new to higher education, the ACUA Risk Dictionary will be 
especially beneficial in identifying not only broad areas where inherent risks are common, but also 
specific risks within those areas and their associated controls.

In the absence of a formal risk management structure, the ACUA Risk Dictionary provides a concrete 
and comprehensive starting point for identifying, evaluating, and managing risks across the 
organization.

The ACUA Risk Dictionary is available for FREE as a benefit of ACUA membership or by subscription to 
non-members.

Please contact the ACUA Executive Office at acua-info@kellencompany.com, call 913.222.8663 or  
visit theACUA Store on ACUA’s website www.acua.org for more information.

20 COLLEGE & UNIVERSITY AUDITOR

http://www.acua.org
mailto:ACUA-info%40kellencompany.com?subject=


This article summarises an ACUA webinar presentation prepared by the author and 
delivered in May 2017. The subject was inspired by a two part article written by Sonya 
von Heyking in the ACUA Journal entitled Auditor Turned Faculty Member: Lessons 

Learned in which Sonya poses the question:

All colleges and universities exist to educate and develop students. You will find this statement, in one 
form or another, in every school’s mission. And yet, what proportion of the average internal audit plan 
directly addresses how this education is achieved? (ACUA Journal Winter 2016 edition)

As a quality reviewer of many university internal audit functions in Australia and the USA, 
my general observation is that there is, on average, very little core business auditing going on. 
There appears to be reluctance, for various reasons, for internal auditors to tackle subject 
matter that appears to be out of their comfort zone. Why is this so?

My observations in the USA have generally been that the constraints of demand for compliance 
focused audits in an environment that has tight resource limitations limits opportunities for 
internal audit plans to tackle the areas I am talking about; academic process audits. The 
situation is only marginally better in Australia, although the much earlier take up of broad 
based risk management concepts has meant that these audits have certainly been considered 
more widely. There may well be other reasons that internal auditors have avoided tackling 
such audits such as; backgrounds based in State audit teams (external) or accountancy, 
acknowledgement of a lack of in-depth knowledge of academic processes, or management 
pushback.

The bottom line is that academic process is what a college or university is about and these 
processes are entwined in the thing that Sonya talks about in her article; the provision of an 
educational experience for students. This is core business and should be included in the 
internal audit plan universe for regular inclusion. If the university doesn’t get this right it fails 
on its mission and objectives – that’s risk with a very capital ‘R’.

WHAT ARE ACADEMIC PROCESS AUDITS?
I’ve included a vast array of audit activities in this category and they range from the R&D 
process in establishing academic programs, through the marketing of those programs and the 
attraction of students into them. It includes not only the admissions process, but the 
underlying academic scrutiny associated with determining a potential student’s right to enter 
the program. Then, throughout the entire student life there are academic processes such as 
assessment (term work and examinations), student support (from an academic perspective), 
complaints and grievances (and resolution and process improvement), through to graduation 
and beyond.

These academic processes are supported by a plethora of policies, procedures and guidance, and 
in some cases, regulation – the stuff of auditors! However, one must be careful when entering 
the murky waters of academia. It is all too easy to fall back into the position of a compliance 
auditor and checklist our way through the forest without recognising that the trees might not 
be in great shape in supporting that fundamental proposition, that we are educating students. 
In support of this notion, it is often wise to step back and consider the overarching objectives 
of what the process is trying to achieve. That is not to say that, for example, such things as 
the physical security of examination papers is unimportant, but if the paper was not 
constructed in a manner that provided the best education outcome for the students, they may 
as well be unsecured!

Auditing Academic Processes Down Under
By Phillip John Armanas
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In order to provide some understanding of academic process audits that could be considered, here is a list 
of some that have been completed at the University of South Australia over the past ten years or so:

Policy A35A – Quality assurance and improvement: Programs, courses and teaching 
arrangements
There are going to be a plethora of academic policies in every institution and these provide fertile grounds 
for audits. Consider those relating to academic quality and accreditation processes.

Distance education
Many institutions still offer academic programs through external modes of study. From enrollment 
through to assessment, these alternate forms of delivery can be audited to ensure consistency with on 
campus processes within a well-controlled environment.

Offshore teaching
This may not apply to every institution, however it is key to those that rely on this form of delivery to 
ensure agreements entered into with offshore partners are sound and overseen by solid governance 
processes.

Student exchange
The primary focus for us was on the Study Abroad program, but others do exist. Student safety, academic 
quality and student outcomes are key points to consider.

Credit transfer
We looked at this some years ago and are repeating an audit in 2016/17. Credit can be viewed as a 
marketing tool, to attract prospective students, but also from an academic perspective of providing like-
for-like ‘discounting’ of academic programs. Every piece of credit granted is foregone revenue to the 
organisation and processes need to ensure that the granting of credit does not impact student outcomes.

Assessment
This audit looked at the over-arching policy framework for assessment across the university. Rather than 
being compliance focused, the audit looked at the framework for ensuring assessment was constructed 
under a sound framework in order to achieved desired outcomes.

Student complaints
The reporting, escalation, assessment, follow up and reporting of student complaints is necessary in 
ensuring satisfactory student education experiences. Complaints might encapsulate everything from the 
food in the cafeteria to harassment and other complaints, and academic process complaints, remarking 
issues, etc.

Post graduate research supervision
Academic and research standards in Australia demand that controls be in place in this area. Inadequate 
supervision and oversight of research students can result in undesirable outcomes for both the student and 
the institution, but also any subjects that might be part of a research project.

Open Universities Australia
This audit focused on the specific operations of an agreement with this consortium.

Examination boards/moderation of assessment
This audit required a narrow scope as we fairly quickly found there were inconsistencies in approach 
across the university that were being addressed through an external review. The plan was to look at how 
moderation of assessment occurred.

Equivalence of assessment
This looked at assessment as applied to onshore delivery and offshore delivery. Given criticism in the 
media over the years about Australian institutions providing ‘degrees for dollars’ to international 
students, this audit looked at one method of dispelling those accusations by ensuring that assessment was 
equivalent.
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Course information
New consumer protection laws in Australia meant that the University needed to be sure that none of its 
course information that was available to prospective students was non-compliant, for example, stating 
that ’the completion of a particular degree guaranteed employment’.

Professional Experience program (sabbatical)
This involved a review of our programs to ensure that objectives were set and that outcomes not only 
benefited the individual academic, but the institution as well. It also touched on travel arrangements and 
any safety risks that might emerge through non-standard bookings, etc.

Student feedback, and later, action plans (closing the loop)
This pair of complementary audits looked at our student satisfaction survey results and then how actions 
were developed to tackle persistent issues.

New programs
This took a look at innovation in the academic space, where it came from and how it was exploited.

Marketing our programs
This audit examined the connection between our centralised marketing department and the efforts of 
the academic units in direct marketing their programs to ensure consistency and efficiency.

Third party teaching arrangements
Numerous instances occur where a third party assists us in delivering academic programs, this includes 
partner institutions. We examined the arrangements and performed a risk assessment.

Academic governance
Like any governance audit, this examined academic governance to ensure that a policy framework, 
oversight and consistent approach existed.

Adjuncts
Adjuncts are mainly unpaid positions, however resources are often applied through other means; access 
to and provision of facilities such as laboratories, computers and equipment, office space; telephone and 
email; casual positions tutoring; etc. We looked into the cost/benefit of adjunct arrangements.

Examination processes
As a key form of assessment, we focused on the controls surrounding examinations from the setting of 
the papers through to marking and recording of grades.

Scholarships
This audit ended up being the creation of an inventory of every possible form of scholarship from direct 
funding, through tuition waiver, etc. We attempted to determine whether the application of scholarship 
‘funds’ was aligned to strategic education foci.

Professional accreditation
In Australia this is a key component for marketing academic programs, so that graduates can join a 
professional association and start a career. We examined the risks associated with the process.

Fraud risk assessment: teaching and learning processes
This fraud risk assessment was quite complex and covered everything from assessment to plagiarism. The 
review was broad and could occupy an entire article on its own.

In closing, I’d like to encourage all college and university internal audit functions to consider including 
academic process audits in their ‘universe’. Deliberately aligned to risk and management expectations, 
true value add can be the result.
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Few can argue that we are in the midst of a data explosion. The digital universe will 
double every two years, a 50-fold growth from 2010 to 2020. We are drowning in data, 
but starved for information. Turning all that data into actionable insights requires the 

use of technology and proper training. You simply cannot have one without the other.

The IIA Standards state that, “…internal auditors must consider the use of technology-based 
audit and other data analysis techniques.” While the adoption of data analytics has grown over 
the past 25 years, the use of analytics remains at basic levels in most organizations. Deloitte’s 
2016 Global Chief Audit Executive Survey stated that of the 86 percent of respondents who 
use analytics, only 24 percent use them at an intermediate level and 7 percent at an advanced 
level. 

One of the top barriers to increased use of data analytics technology is the availability of 
skilled talent. The same survey shows internal audit leadership expects the use of data 
analytics to grow during the next few years. If auditors are required to use technology, growth 
is anticipated and the benefits are obvious, why aren’t more organizations providing staff with 
training? 

Let’s be honest, professional training is one of the first items to get cut during a budget 
crunch. What management fails to realize is the impact this can have on the organization as 
a whole. During our 25 years of helping professionals adopt and use data analytics, we’ve seen 
the benefits of good training and the impact poor training can have on an organization. We’ve 
even seen how it can elevate an entire team of internal auditors, as it has with the University 
of Texas System.

A University That’s Getting it Right
About four years ago, The University of Texas System Administration Audit Department 
created a Data Analytics Program (Program) which would be responsible for providing 
services related to data analytics to the institutional audit departments upon request. 
Management placed an emphasis on providing universal testing tools, training, and a 
dedicated person to serve as an internal consultant. 

The Chief Audit Executive appointed data analytics specialist Erin Baker to help streamline 
the data acquisition process across multiple entities and environments, and develop 
IDEAScripts to simplify and standardize analysis. Baker, who is a Certified IDEA Data 
Analyst (CIDA), led the initiative to incorporate the use of data analytics within the System 
of 14 internal audit departments. A group of staff attended an on-site training course led by 
authorized IDEA instructors, and Baker built her skills by attending additional IDEA 
training over the past few years to keep her skills sharp.

Baker applied what she learned in training and built user-friendly, menu-driven tools to help 
the internal auditors acquire data based on their specific environment, analyze data in key 
financial areas, extract and index outliers for further investigation and review the results. She 
developed a Financial Activity Tool to provide basic summaries of activities related to multiple 
financial processes, which is used for risk assessment development and change management 
for departmental audits. She also developed a Procard Tool and a Travel & Entertainment Tool, 
both of which are used across multiple institutions. 

With expert training and management-backed resources, the function of the internal auditor 
evolved into one of a trusted advisor providing creative, valuable solutions. Even the auditees 
gained more meaningful insights from the data they received. With an effective data analytics 
program underway, the Program has shifted its focus towards providing training and 

Perks and Pitfalls of Training
By Carolyn J. Newman, CPA, CISA
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consulting to the institutional audit departments. The UT System program is a powerful example of 
what is possible when management encourages the growth and development of its auditors in utilizing 
data analytics. 

Struggle vs. Success
It has become a common practice within many industries to have staff learn data analysis on their own, 
with little if any support. Organizations that take this approach neglect to calculate the unnecessary 
hours spent on experimentation and repairing work compromised by human error – not to mention the 
inherent frustration one experiences when learning via trial-and-error. 

Another training shortcut is pass-it-on training. Similar to the communication exercise where one person 
whispers something to the next, and by the end of the row, the phrase bears no resemblance to the 
original statement. Sending one person to training and asking them to pass their knowledge along to the 
next person, who in turn trains someone else, is a random walk. There is no consistency with this 
approach, and it often does more damage than good.  

Tell me and I forget, teach me and I may remember, involve me and I learn. Benjamin Franklin was 
spot-on in describing how people retain information. Hands-on training is the most effective approach 
when helping staff learn something as complex as data analysis programs. Online training and professional 
resources can be effective tools for building technical skills, but they simply do not replace the experience 
of classroom instruction. We start with the basics of data acquisition and preparation, and then build on 
those skills to help attendees gain confidence in using the software. Investing in professional training for 
staff not only makes the organization “smarter” and more efficient; it increases staff retention, boosts 
moral and improves the quality of work. 

Craving Training: Where to Start
Technology can make work easier, but it also requires willingness to spend some time learning. Finding 
the right training resource can make or break your experience. We advise our clients to start with some 
informational “Getting Started” webcasts to familiarize new users with what the software looks like. 
Most software tools offer tutorials, which are a great starting point for self study. How-to videos provide 
another opportunity to get acquainted with the software prior to attending training.

We also recommend new users have a project in mind, no matter how small, before attending training. 
This helps quickly reinforce the training. Start with the end in mind. If some preliminary work can be 
done to acquire data from the system prior to training, it helps to stay on track when they return to the 
office. 

After some initial exploration of the software, we recommend entry-level hands-on instruction. Nothing 
beats being in a classroom with fellow professionals and digging into the software step by step. We begin 
where the analysis work begins – data acquisition and importing. One of the most common things we 
hear from those who tried first learning IDEA on their own is, “If I had known what you showed me in 
training, I could have saved hours on this project!” Hands-on learning reinforces the skills needed to 
apply data analysis in a way that saves time and effort – and that’s the end goal.

Depending on how quickly you absorb information, move along to intermediate courses or topic-specific 
seminars to build your proficiency. Take advantage of professional groups, conferences, webcasts, software 
user groups and other learning opportunities to keep the momentum going.

Some other things to keep in mind:
• Start with ROI in mind – We advise clients to go after the “low-hanging fruit” where they can see 

a fast return, such as duplicate detection. 

• Be prepared to make mistakes – While we’re conditioned to avoid mistakes, it’s unrealistic. In fact, 
mistakes can often provide you with more than one way to reach the outcome you’re working to 
achieve. 

• There are no stupid questions – You won’t help yourself by holding back. Our 20-minute rule is 
designed to prevent frustration, even for the simplest of tasks. If you need help using IDEA, simply 
ask us for help! 
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GOOD NEWS!
With each new release, data analytics tools are getting easier to use. IDEA has a Windows-based user 
interface, so many new users find it familiar upon their first use. IDEA Version 10 includes a Discover 
task designed to automatically populate a visual dashboard to identify specific data types and perform 
analytics with just a few clicks to uncover trends, outliers and anomalies. Point-and-click analytics have 
(thankfully) arrived, but still require skills for data acquisition, analysis and automation of repeatable 
processes.

Knowledge comes from use and practice. Organizations are most successful when they support staff in 
their professional growth. The transformation to becoming a data-driven company can yield better 
insights, opportunities and success – it all begins with empowering people. 
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Think of a conversation you’ve been putting off. Got it? Great. Then let’s go.

There are dozens of books on the topic of difficult, crucial, challenging, fierce, 
important (you get the idea) conversations. (In fact, I list several excellent resources at 

the end of this article). Those times when you know you should talk to someone, but you don’t. 
Maybe you’ve tried and it went badly. Or maybe you fear that talking will only make the 
situation worse. Still, you feel stuck, and you’d like to free up that stuck energy for more 
useful purposes.

What you have here is a brief synopsis of best practice strategies: a checklist of action items to 
think about before going into the conversation; some useful concepts to practice during the 
conversation; and some tips and suggestions to help you stay focused and flowing in general, 
including possible conversation openings.

You’ll notice one key theme throughout: you have more power than you think.

WORKING ON YOURSELF: HOW TO PREPARE FOR THE 
CONVERSATION

Before going into the conversation, ask yourself some questions:
1. What is your purpose for having the conversation? What do you hope to accomplish? 

What would be an ideal outcome? Watch for hidden purposes. You may think you have 
honorable goals, like educating an employee or increasing connection with your teen, only 
to notice that your language is excessively critical or condescending. You think you want 
to support, but you end up punishing. Some purposes are more useful than others. Work 
on yourself so that you enter the conversation with a supportive purpose.

2. What assumptions are you making about this person’s intentions? You may feel 
intimidated, belittled, ignored, disrespected, or marginalized, but be cautious about 
assuming that this was the speaker’s intention. Impact does not necessarily equal intent.

3. What “buttons” of yours are being pushed? Are you more emotional than the situation 
warrants? Take a look at your “backstory,” as they say in the movies. What personal 
history is being triggered? You may still have the conversation, but you’ll go into it 
knowing that some of the heightened emotional state has to do with you.

4. How is your attitude toward the conversation influencing your perception of it? If you 
think this is going to be horribly difficult, it probably will be. If you truly believe that 
whatever happens, some good will come of it, that will likely be the case. Try to adjust 
your attitude for maximum effectiveness.

5. Who is the opponent? What might he be thinking about this situation? Is he aware of 
the problem? If so, how do you think he perceives it? What are his needs and fears? What 
solution do you think he would suggest? Begin to reframe the opponent as partner.

6. What are your needs and fears? Are there any common concerns? Could there be?

7. How have you contributed to the problem? How has the other person?

We Have to Talk: A Step-By-Step  
Checklist for Difficult Conversations
By Judy Ringer
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4 STEPS TO A SUCCESSFUL OUTCOME
The majority of the work in any conflict conversation is work you do on yourself. No matter how well 
the conversation begins, you’ll need to stay in charge of yourself, your purpose and your emotional energy. 
Breathe, center, and continue to notice when you become off center–and choose to return again. This is 
where your power lies. By choosing the calm, centered state, you’ll help your opponent/partner to be more 
centered, too. Centering is not a step; centering is how you are as you take the steps. (For more on 
Centering, see the Resource section at the end of the article.)

Step #1: Inquiry
Cultivate an attitude of discovery and curiosity. Pretend you don’t know anything (you really don’t), and 
try to learn as much as possible about your opponent/partner and his point of view. Pretend you’re 
entertaining a visitor from another planet, and find out how things look on that planet, how certain 
events affect the other person, and what the values and priorities are there.

If your partner really was from another planet, you’d be watching his body language and listening for 
unspoken energy as well. Do that here. What does he really want? What is he not saying?

Let your partner talk until he is finished. Don’t interrupt except to acknowledge. Whatever you hear, 
don’t take it personally. It’s not really about you. Try to learn as much as you can in this phase of the 
conversation. You’ll get your turn, but don’t rush things.

Step #2: Acknowledgment
Acknowledgment means showing that you’ve heard and understood. Try to understand the other person 
so well you can make his argument for him. Then do it. Explain back to him what you think he’s really 
going for. Guess at his hopes and honor his position. He will not change unless he sees that you see where 
he stands. Then he might. No guarantees.

Acknowledge whatever you can, including your own defensiveness if it comes up. It’s fine; it just is. You 
can decide later how to address it. For example, in an argument with a friend, I said: “I notice I’m 
becoming defensive, and I think it’s because your voice just got louder and sounded angry. I just want to 
talk about this topic. I’m not trying to persuade you in either direction.” The acknowledgment helped 
him (and me) to re-center.

Acknowledgment can be difficult if we associate it with agreement. Keep them separate. My saying, “this 
sounds really important to you,” doesn’t mean I’m going to go along with your decision.

Step #3: Advocacy
When you sense your opponent/partner has expressed all his energy on the topic, it’s your turn. What 
can you see from your perspective that he’s missed? Help clarify your position without minimizing his. 
For example: “From what you’ve told me, I can see how you came to the conclusion that I’m not a team 
player. And I think I am. When I introduce problems with a project, I’m thinking about its long-term 
success. I don’t mean to be a critic, though perhaps I sound like one. Maybe we can talk about how to 
address these issues so that my intention is clear.”

Step #4: Problem-Solving
Now you’re ready to begin building solutions. Brainstorming and continued inquiry are useful here. Ask 
your opponent/partner what he thinks might work. Whatever he says, find something you like and build 
on it. If the conversation becomes adversarial, go back to inquiry. Asking for the other’s point of view 
usually creates safety and encourages him to engage. If you’ve been successful in centering, adjusting your 
attitude, and engaging with inquiry and useful purpose, building sustainable solutions will be easy.

PRACTICE, PRACTICE, PRACTICE
The art of conversation is like any art–with continued practice you will acquire skill and ease.

Here are some additional tips and suggestions:
• A successful outcome will depend on two things: how you are and what you say. How you are 

(centered, supportive, curious, problem-solving) will greatly influence what you say.

you have more 

power than  

you think
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• Acknowledge emotional energy–yours and your partner’s–and direct it toward a useful purpose.

• Know and return to your purpose at difficult moments.

• Don’t take verbal attacks personally. Help your opponent/partner come back to center.

• Don’t assume your opponent/partner can see things from your point of view.

• Practice the conversation with a friend before holding the real one.

• Mentally practice the conversation. See various possibilities and visualize yourself handling them 
with ease. Envision the outcome you are hoping for.

HOW DO I BEGIN?
• In my workshops, a common question is How do I begin the conversation? Here are a few conversation 

openers I’ve picked up over the years–and used many times!

• I have something I’d like to discuss with you that I think will help us work together more effectively.

• I’d like to talk about ____________ with you, but first I’d like to get your point of view.

• I need your help with what just happened. Do you have a few minutes to talk?

• I need your help with something. Can we talk about it (soon)? If the person says, “Sure, let me get 
back to you,” follow up with him.

• I think we have different perceptions about _____________________. I’d like to hear your 
thinking on this.

• I’d like to talk about ___________________. I think we may have different ideas about how to 
_____________________.

• I’d like to see if we might reach a better understanding about ___________. I really want to hear 
your feelings about this and share my perspective as well.

Write a possible opening for your conversation here:

Resources
Unlikely Teachers: Finding the Hidden Gifts in Daily Conflict, by Judy Ringer 
The Magic of Conflict, by Thomas F. Crum 
Difficult Conversations, by Douglas Stone, Bruce Patton, and Sheila Heen 
Crucial Conversations, by Kerry Patterson, Joseph Grenny, Ron McMillan, Al Switzler 
FAQs about Conflict, by Judy Ringer
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The ACUA Faculty program is a subcommittee of the Professional Education Committee 
(PEC). The program began in 2010 with the purpose of promoting ACUA and the internal 
audit profession, and to connect ACUA members with quality training that was economical 
and met their training needs.  This helps ACUA with fulfillment of two strategic goals which 
pertain to: 1) being the members’ indispensable resource for professional knowledge exchange 
and education content for internal auditing in higher education, and 2) being widely recognized 
as the leading expert on internal auditing and assurance services in colleges and universities. 
As you can see, our Faculty are very important to ACUA!

Speaking engagements are performed by the Faculty for professional organizations such as 
NACUBO or URMIA and regional conferences and workgroups for higher education internal 
auditors or similar groups of professionals. They could also be performed as a session at an 
ACUA Annual Conference, as one of the ACUA Midyear Conference tracks, or as a webinar 
for ACUA’s Distance Learning program. For example:

• Four Faculty members led tracks at the 2017 Midyear Conference in Austin, Texas.

• One Faculty member presented an ACUA webinar in April 2017.

• Three Faculty members will be presenting bonus sessions at the 2017 Annual Conference 
in Phoenix, AZ.

Faculty members are also available to provide high-quality services directly for ACUA’s 
member institutions. If you are a member institution that is in need of a speaker for an event, 
or if you are seeking a professional to provide on-site training for your audit department, 
consider the Faculty program as an option. A request for Faculty speaking or training services 
can be made online using the Faculty Request Form. The website also provides more 
information about the Faculty program, including a complete list of Faculty members with 
their contact information and specialty areas or topics of recent focus.

New 2017 Faculty members include: Allen Amyotte, Director for Internal Audit at the 
University of Calgary; Craig Anderson, Deputy Director for University Audit at the Virginia 
Commonwealth University; and Sam McCall, Chief Audit Officer at the Florida State 
University. This brings the program to 21 Faculty members.

The Faculty program is excited to share news about recent and upcoming developments!  We 
are pleased to announce that Amy Hughes, Director of Internal Audit at Michigan Tech, 
became the new Faculty Director in December 2016. Amy transitioned into the role upon the 
departure of the former Faculty Director, Deb Dahlke, Director of the Office of Internal Audit 
at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. We appreciate the efforts and time put forth by Deb 
and we welcome Amy to the Director role. Joining Amy to assist with program activities is 
Lynne Sanders, Vice President for Compliance & Audit Services for the University of North 
Carolina.

Amy and Lynne have the following projects in progress for the Faculty program:

1. “Training for Travel” form.   This form was recently finalized and will be available for 
Faculty members and member institutions that are interested in using an arrangement 
where a Faculty member provides training for reimbursement of the Faculty member’s 
travel expenses. The form will not be a requirement for use of the Faculty program, but 

The ACUA Faculty Program
Use the ACUA Faculty Program to Meet Your Training Needs!
By Nichole Pittman 

ABOUT THE AUTHOR
Nichole Pittman is the Chief 
Audit Executive at the University 
of Alaska System in Fairbanks, 
Alaska.  She is a Certified Internal 
Auditor, Certified Information 
Systems Auditor, and a Certified 
Fraud Examiner.  Nichole has 19 
years of experience in the state 
government and higher education 
industries, with almost 14 years in 
internal audit.  She has presented 
at conferences on a variety of topics 
including fraud and ethics 
misconduct investigations, hotline 
implementation, Title IX auditing 
and cloud computing audits.  
Nichole has served as an ACUA 
volunteer in numerous roles such as 
proctor, track coordinator, 
membership committee, Distance 
Learning Committee Director, and 
most recently as the Professional 
Education Committee Chair.
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rather, it is being made available as a tool should the requesting member institution and the Faculty 
member choose to use it. Use of the form is free, but there is a fee of $65 per training participant 
when CPE is requested.

2. Faculty toolkits. This is a collaborative effort with the Internal Audit Awareness committee to 
develop a set of tools for use by the Faculty during their speaking engagements. Tools facilitate 
awareness about the internal audit profession, awareness about ACUA, and provide a Faculty contact 
template for presentation slide decks.

3. Table of Faculty members and their areas of expertise.   This is being developed for the Faculty 
program webpage to provide a quick visual for member institutions to use as a reference when they 
are seeking training on a particular subject. We want to help our member institutions quickly and 
easily locate options that meet their training needs.

4. Content delivery. Methods for delivery of training are being explored by the PEC and ACUA 
Headquarters. Faculty training is currently performed via live speaking engagements, in person or 
via webinar platform for presentation to the ACUA membership. However, there may be opportunities 
for Faculty to use webinar sessions that are tailored to the requesting member institution and 
recorded training sessions that are eligible for CPE.

5. Faculty survey.   This will be sent to current Faculty members to discuss training delivery options, 
contributions to the profession, and their satisfaction with the program. 

Faculty members are requested to submit information to PEC on an annual basis to communicate 
information about the speaking engagements or training that they performed during the year.  This 
information includes the topic or title for each engagement, the number of participants or attendees, and 
how many CPEs were issued. This helps ACUA highlight and promote the Faculty program’s success as 
part of the overall organizational achievement of its strategic goals. It also helps PEC highlight all of the 
great work being done by our Faculty members. This is especially important since not all of the speaking 
engagements and training are performed as part of ACUA’s educational programs.

So remember, the next time you are in need of a speaker for an upcoming event or training for your audit 
department, visit the Faculty program website or contact one of the following for more information:

ACUA Faculty Director, Amy Hughes, alhughes@mtu.edu

PEC Chair, Nikki Pittman, nlpittman@alaska.edu
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April 2017 marked the launch of the Association’s new community forum, Connect 
ACUA. We hope you have already logged into connect.acua.org and exchanged 
knowledge with your ACUA peers. The new forum is a direct response to feedback 

received and reflects the Board’s desire to ensure we are meeting both the membership needs 
and being financially prudent with our resources. During our transition from the legacy 
listserv ACUA-L to the online ACUA Community, the Association learned how valuable the 
ease of sharing is to our membership. With that in mind, we sought to find a ‘best in class’ 
solution to ensure we fixed the challenges posed by our current community and thus deployed 
a new tool that will meet our members’ needs now and into the future. We sincerely believe 
that we have found that platform with Connect ACUA.

Connect ACUA represents the culmination of a series of strategic decisions. Your Board was 
careful to consider how Connect ACUA intersects with the Association’s strategic plan. In 
doing so, we believe Connect ACUA is a critical piece of the strategic plan’s first goal: “ACUA 
will be members’ indispensable resource for professional knowledge exchange and 
education content for internal auditing”. It is our sincere hope that Connect ACUA 
becomes the day-to-day platform that facilitates professional knowledge exchange. 

Additionally, Connect ACUA provides an opportunity to reach audit shops that may not have 
the resources to attend our conferences or provide a member service to small audit departments 
that need another auditor to share ideas. Over the previous few years, your Board has been 
working hard to structure programs, dues, and membership services to help the small audit 
departments be better connected to the resources they need to be successful. Connect ACUA 
is a great example of these strategic decisions.

It is important to note that critical to Connect ACUA’s success is the membership’s willingness 
to adopt a new communication tool and their willingness to share openly the issues and 
solutions they have identified on their campuses. Simply put, Connect ACUA can only be as 
successful as the individual member’s willingness to take a few moments out of their day to 
offer their contributions or ask questions.

We believe we have deployed a tool that will help us be successful in the future. Another 
strategic goal is: “ACUA will have a reliable infrastructure that supports the successful 
achievement of its goals.” With this decision we sought a tool that will meet the majority 
of our membership’s identified needs both now and into the future. The platform not only 
fixes critical current issues, but also provides for exciting future opportunities to further 
integrate our communications and marketing channels.

We’d be remiss if we didn’t thank an amazing team of volunteers that ushered us through our 
selection and deployment process. Our Communications Committee, chaired by Sam Khan at 
Oregon State University, and the Communities Director, Jennifer McPherson at Mississippi 
State University, led the Association’s implementation efforts alongside Board liaison Julia 
Hann from University of North Florida. I know these three leaders would point to a number 
of dedicated volunteers that spent many hours to review proposals, meet with the vendor, and 
alpha and beta test the new community. This launch truly was a team effort, and for that we 
are thankful.

In closing, we hope you will embrace and love Connect ACUA as much as your Board does. 
Please feel free to provide feedback as you interact with the tool. Mostly we hope you will see 
Connect ACUA as Your Higher Education Auditing Connection!

Connect ACUA: Your Higher Education 
Auditing Connection
By Pamela Doran and Justin Noble

ABOUT THE AUTHORS
Pamela Doran, CPA, CIA, 
CISA, MBA
Pam is the Executive Director of 
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the Texas Tech University System 
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component institutions. He is a 
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WHAT YOU NEED. 
WE’VE GOT IT. 

Now it’s up to YOU to make renewing or adding your professional profile a top priority. Visit the  
ACUA Career Center today and increase your engagement with some of the nation’s top employers! 

http://careers.acua.org/ 

Save the Date!
2018 MIDYEAR 
CONFERENCE

March 18-21, 2018
Hyatt Regency Louisville

Louisville, KY
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