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Introduction – The University We Need
Brandon University, incorporated 1967, this year celebrates fifty years of independent delivery of high
quality higher education to our local region and the Province of Manitoba. From its beginnings this
University has continuously grown and evolved, adding new departments, programs and degrees as able
and as needed to better serve its students and its various communities – contributing immensely to the
quality of life of people in Westman and in the north, to Indigenous communities, to the local economy,
and to the workforce of this Province.
The formal economy captures only one aspect of the quality of life for a given region, but it is an aspect
which is quantifiable and measurable. A recent study of the economic impact of Brandon University has
demonstrated an annual contribution of $417+ million to the local and provincial economy (2014‐15)
and a multiplier effect of $11.30 of economic activity for every dollar invested by the public via the
University’s annual operating grant. The University itself brings more than 50,000 visitors to the City of
Brandon every year for athletic, cultural and scholarly events and business. Our programming draws
most of our student body from outside the City and recruits an increasing number from outside of
Canada. These students do much more than contribute to the economy: they bring youth, creativity and
diversity – enriching the lives of others in multiple intangible ways. Our faculty’s teaching and research
train our future leaders and deliver leading‐edge ideas, new business, and positive social change to the
people of this province. But we can do even better.
Budget planning is the means by which any organization annually tailors its activities and retools itself in
response to its changing opportunities and environment so as to maximize its effectiveness in fulfilling its
mission. As we begin another budget‐planning cycle (2018‐19), we need to take stock of just what sort of
university BU has become, and what sort of university this region and this province need it to be.
A “Regional” University: Balancing Accessibility with Research Intensity
The Brandon University community takes great pride in our longstanding commitment to accessibility,
perhaps more than any other aspect of our mission. BU faculty were among the first anywhere to adopt
emerging distance‐education methods in the 1970’s, and used them to reach out to remote Indigenous
communities in the north. We were among the first to welcome large numbers of Indigenous students to
our campus in a challenge to the colonialist attitudes which prevailed on Canadian campuses at the time –
a history still discernable in our tradition of Native Studies and Aboriginal Art programming and in our
hosting of the Canadian Journal of Native Studies. Moreover, our very broad and welcoming “mature
admissions” policy has made it possible for thousands of people to become BU graduates who might never
even have become university students anywhere else.
Accessibility, however, demands a major commitment of institutional resources and so is negatively
correlated to most other dimensions of institutional success. For instance, it is harder to reap the much
sought‐after fruits of research intensity when faculty members need always to spend extra time working
closely with underprepared students in many small classrooms and labs, when budget must always be
protected for the additional student services that are necessary, and when relatively lower retention rates
mean that enrollments are disproportionately concentrated in first‐year courses as opposed to senior
seminars. None the less, exactly this has always been BU’s commitment to our students, and so our
steady gains in research intensity have been hard‐won and are very much worth celebrating. But we
would never want to sacrifice our accessibility, even for other such laudable gains.
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In recent years, Brandon University has undertaken a self‐transformation away from our past conformity
to the “primarily undergraduate” model we had largely clung to since the early days of Brandon College in
1899. We now offer post‐graduate programming in all Faculties and Schools, and enroll a remarkable and
rapidly growing number of graduate students (30% increase in 2016‐17 alone) – second only to the
University of Manitoba in this province. There is a desire on campus to offer still further graduate‐level
programming, and a clear demand for that from our students and our local business community. Along
with the increasing numbers of graduate students, our research intensity has climbed to a point where
our faculty now reliably bring in millions of dollars of external research funds every year, something that
we could never have boasted even twenty years ago. Collective bargaining has allowed faculty to devote
more of their time to research than was ever possible before, and the outcomes of all of that research
activity combined with the recruitment of top new research talent has fostered a very fertile and
productive research culture here in Brandon. We are ready to move ourselves to the next level.

Total BU Research Funding Received by Fiscal Year
4,500,000.00
4,000,000.00
3,500,000.00
3,000,000.00
2,500,000.00
2,000,000.00
1,500,000.00
1,000,000.00
500,000.00
‐

The negative correlation between accessibility and other aspects of university mission‐fulfillment has
recently been demonstrated by institutional research in Ontario, published by that province’s Higher
Education Quality Council (HEQCO) – see Appendix 6. This research, focused on the theme of university
differentiation, has broken‐out university performance measures into five “dimensions,” or indices, for
comparative purposes:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Equity of access;
Demand (e.g., quality and selectivity of admissions);
Learning Journey (e.g., student completion and satisfaction);
Graduate Outcomes (e.g., labour market outcomes and/or advanced degrees); and
Research Intensity.
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The following chart shows the correlation coefficients between these five dimensions, as found in the
twenty Ontario public universities covered by this study.
Correlation Coefficients between the Five Dimensions
Equity of
access
Equity of access
Demand
Learning journey
Graduate outcomes
Research intensity

‐0.56
‐0.53
‐0.34
‐0.66

Learning
journey

Demand

+0.48
+0.31
+0.76

Graduate
outcomes

+0.47
+0.41

Research
intensity

+0.48

Note that the most strongly negative correlation is between accessibility and research intensity, followed
closely by that between accessibility and “demand.” This means that those universities with specific
programs that are in very high demand from students tend to be the ones with high research profiles,
and these also tend to be the universities that provide the most restrictive access to students. By
comparison, one of the least negative correlations is that between accessibility and graduate outcomes.
This shows the value of institutional missions, like Brandon University’s, that emphasize accessibility:
they do comparatively better at graduating students into successful careers (“graduate outcomes”)
despite, for example, the corresponding relative drag on research intensity.
What this HEQCO study has shown is that universities in Ontario fall into four broad categories
depending on how they compare across those five dimensions (above). Three of HEQCO’s four
categories of university would appear to have corresponding examples in Manitoba.
HEQCO Categories

Manitoba Examples

“Primarily Undergraduate”
“In‐Between,” or “Regional”
“Research Intensive”
“University of Toronto”

USB, UCN, UofW(?)
Brandon University, UofW(?)
U of M
‐‐‐‐

Brandon University was undeniably a “primarily undergraduate” university in the past. It traditionally
focused its limited resources on equity of access and on the “learning journey,” by providing a wide
range of programming options to students within its catchment, and thereby making a university
education available to all with minimal need to relocate far away from home. Now, however, our
distribution of programming, resources and emphases have begun to change, especially over the past
decade as we have deliberately focused on hiring the most promising researchers, on expanding our
post‐graduate programming, and on raising the bar for promotion and tenure.
According to HEQCO’s study, the so‐called “in‐between” or “regional” universities are distinctive in that
they “present relatively balanced profiles among the five dimensions” of university performance
(Appendix 1, page 28). This contrasts with “primarily undergraduate” and “research intensive”
universities which are highly skewed in their distribution of the five performance indices. In addition to
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balancing research and accessibility, “regional” universities also successfully maintain an emphasis on
the “learning journey,” by offering students the wide range of programming and options that student
success and satisfaction demands.
Brandon University is now seeking that kind of overall balance, and thereby seeking to be a different
university than it was in the past: to succeed at providing access to the widest possible range of potential
students in ever‐increasing numbers, including disadvantaged students, while also succeeding at being a
more powerful engine of research achievement, driving the knowledge economy of our region and of
this province.
The HEQCO research cited here is primarily concerned with university differentiation in Ontario, and
with the implications of that differentiation for differential kinds and amounts of public support required
by different kinds of universities. These concepts, however, can be applied to our own situation here in
Manitoba. If Brandon University is to transition – or to fulfill its current transition – from a successful
“primarily undergraduate” to a successful “regional” university, then it will need government to
recognize and to support its commitment to a more “balanced profile” of performance‐dimensions. In
other words, Brandon University’s distinctive context and its evolving mission give it some unique
budgetary challenges (e.g., a 17%/83% tuition‐grant revenue split) – challenges that cannot all be met
simply by reallocating existing resources.
In terms of the five HEQCO performance indices (above) BU aims to achieve the following goals in the
years to come.
1)

Equity of Access: dramatically improve upon our considerable record of success.

2)

Demand: maintain and expand both our new and our longstanding high‐demand programs (such
as Nursing, Psychiatric Nursing, Business, etc).

3)

Learning Journey: maintain our broad range of programming and not give in to the temptation
to sacrifice core academic subjects to feed growth in high‐demand programs.

4)

Graduate Outcomes: use co‐op and experiential learning as widely as possible to improve
employment outcomes for graduates, and maintain our range of excellent small undergraduate
programs that have been so successful in sending our graduates on to medical school, law
school, graduate studies, etc.

5)

Research Intensity: Continue to grow our research profile and our success at winning external
grants for leading‐edge research.

In the sections that follow, we will focus in on two of these goals in particular, Accessibility and Research
Intensity, to make it more clear what sort of budgetary challenges we face in achieving those goals. We
will then briefly review some notable activities and accomplishments from the previous year (2016‐17)
and look ahead to some of the specific challenges of the current and following years. Following that will
be the quantitative analysis of our budgetary outlook for 2018‐19.
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Research Intensity and Graduate Studies
It is a bit of a chicken‐and‐egg problem: graduate students are attracted to graduate degree programs
that are staffed by successful, leading‐edge researchers, but many (most) researchers require significant
funding for their research that can only be won by having a team of supporting graduate students
working on the project. Researchers without access to graduate students are severely limited in their
potential to win external grants, which are awarded competitively, and must often settle for lower‐cost,
low‐impact research programs. This is a perennial complaint of smaller universities and is one of the
reasons why all universities face a serious choice in deciding what their missions will be.
The so‐called “regional universities” are those that have found a way to achieve a high level of research
success without becoming exclusive in their admissions, while at the same time offering a range of new
and traditional academic options that their diverse student populations demand. Brandon University is
poised to move confidently ahead into becoming that kind of university. We have very carefully
ratcheted‐up our research productivity, which has required a gradual expansion of the capacity and the
diversity of our post‐graduate programming options. To capitalize on these changes now, and avoid
retreating back to our primarily undergraduate mission, we must get more graduate students studying
under more of our faculty members, thereby enabling those faculty to access far more external research
dollars than in the past. In particular, this means the following proposals that BU will be advancing in the
coming years.
1)

General Master’s degrees in the Arts and Sciences (i.e., M.A. and M.Sc. degrees, in addition to
the specialized Master of Rural Development and Master of Science in Environmental and Life
Sciences degrees that we currently offer there).

2)

A Master of Nursing degree, in addition to our current (and very high‐demand) Master of
Psychiatric Nursing degree.

3)

An interdisciplinary Ph.D. degree in Leadership, based in the Faculty of Education (it would be
our first‐ever doctoral program).

4)

Post‐graduate diplomas and certificates in areas of professional practice and competency.

These developments are not luxuries: they are necessary for this province. It is well‐known that
Manitoba as a whole is underperforming in its production of advanced degree‐holders. This province
offers far fewer graduate programs than either Saskatchewan or Nova Scotia (its closest comparator
provinces), and consequently registers far fewer graduate students. Our record (2.35 grad students per
1000 population [2012 figures]) ranks us closer to Prince Edward Island (1.92 by comparison) than to
Alberta (3.12) or Newfoundland (3.16). Newfoundland and PEI each have only a single university
compared to Manitoba’s six. The figure for Canada as a whole is 3.86 graduate students per 1000
population (see tables in ACAG position paper, “Graduate Programming in Manitoba,” October 13, 2016,
attached as Appendix 2). This underperformance has negative consequences for our workforce and for
our economy. An innovative economy is driven by the knowledge created in its universities, and
advanced degree‐holders on average always earn more income proportional to their years of study
(ACAG). Manitoba employers must often recruit employees with advanced degrees from out of province,
and this seriously limits the growth potential of their businesses.
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An expansion of graduate programming at BU will inevitably create a dramatically increased demand for
graduate student support, financial and otherwise. Full‐time graduate students cannot afford the
undergraduate expedient of working long hours in low‐paid service jobs to pay for their education. They
need to spend all of those hours, and more, in the lab or the library. Graduate schools have to offer
scholarships, bursaries, and research and teaching assistantships to their students, and must do so on a
competitive basis. The best students will always study where they get the best support, and right now
unfortunately Brandon University has a hard time competing for the top graduate students. We are very
grateful to the Manitoba government for the expanded MSBI, which beginning this year should allow BU
to direct far more scholarship and bursary support towards our graduate students than has been
possible in the past. However, more funding that is part of the base budget of Brandon University will be
required to make a further expansion of graduate programming possible at BU.
Brandon University, with its long history of being a primarily undergraduate university, is also short on
internal supports for research – financial, structural, infrastructural and administrative. We are doing
what we can to redirect internal resources in that direction, but that process will be slow and of limited
scope given the magnitude of the problem. Our strategy instead will be to rely primarily on increases to
external funding of research, and for that we will need more graduate students.

Accessibility: More than the Removal of Barriers
The Globe and Mail this summer published a very interesting bit of analysis on the topic of social
mobility, based on years of research using nation‐wide income data from Statistics Canada (“A tale of
two Canadas: Where you grew up affects your income in adulthood,” Doug Saunders and Tom Cardoso,
23 June 2017, https://beta.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/a‐tale‐of‐two‐canadas‐where‐you‐
grow‐up‐affects‐your‐adult‐income/article35444594/?ref=http://www.theglobeandmail.com&). It is an
eye‐opening article which describes the geographical dimension of Canadian social mobility, and what it
discovers is that the likelihood of children out‐earning their parents (i.e., “intergenerational economic
mobility”) is highly place‐dependent. The news is not good for rural Manitoba:
Some parts of Canada – such as central Alberta and southern Saskatchewan, southwestern Ontario, the
largest urban metropolitan areas such as Vancouver, Calgary and Toronto (and especially their suburbs) –
stand out as “mobility springboards,” where people’s adult incomes easily exceed those of their parents.
Other places – most of Manitoba outside of Winnipeg, much of coastal British Columbia – are “mobility
traps,” where people rarely move up the income ladder (Saunders & Cardoso).

What this means is that in places especially like rural Manitoba, the children of wealthy parents
preponderantly grow up to be wealthy, while the children of poorer parents remain poor, and this is not
so much the case elsewhere in Canada, where families experience a much greater degree of
intergenerational income mobility (both up and down).
Something to keep in mind is that this research reported in the Globe & Mail does not attempt to explain
the causes of some places being “mobility traps” – but rather, just the discovery that they are. The
authors do venture to speculate, however, and propose that perhaps easy access to post‐secondary
education is a crucial factor. It is well‐known that PSE is a pathway to economic mobility, with college
and university‐educated workers more easily climbing the income ladder and outperforming their less‐
well‐educated parents and peers. But this speculation by the authors is wrong, as revealed by their own
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data: Brandon is located smack in the middle of a “mobility trap” on their map, despite the presence of
two excellent and accessible post‐secondary institutions right within this city.
For some reason, it would appear, rural Manitoban post‐secondary institutions (this would include BU,
ACC & UCN) have not been producing the degree of intergenerational social mobility that we might
expect, despite all of our long‐term, genuine and self‐conscious attention to the removal of barriers to
access. Comparative educational attainment statistics would appear to confirm this conclusion
(Winnipeg outperforms the provincial average; Westman underperforms it). All of this suggests that we
may have too limited a view of what constitutes “accessibility.” If Manitoba is going to get maximum
value out of its investment into PSE, then our institutions need to go beyond the “removal of barriers”
and find better ways to positively encourage the children of lower‐income parents to take advantage of
the educational resources that the Province has graciously placed in their midst. Another way of saying
the same thing is that the problem of low PSE attainment in Manitoba (especially outside of Winnipeg) is
not all about our failure to allow potential students into the system and retain them through to
completion, but also about our youth failing even to think of themselves as potential students or as even
caring to “complete,” once they get here. Generous scholarship and bursary support cannot help
students who will not seek financial assistance because they don’t see the value of spending even their
own time in PSE.
That is a different kind of accessibility problem, and Brandon University is committed to solving this
problem as well, while continuing to work on the removal of barriers wherever possible. In fact, there is
an increasing amount of research available to help us get started on this work. An example is work done
by Alex Usher in bringing some strands of recent socio‐economic research to bear on PSE accessibility.
What this work reveals is a spectrum of people’s willingness to invest either the time or the money to
acquire PSE credentials which is itself tied fairly directly to socio‐economic status: in short, without a
fairly peculiar, middle‐class upbringing, young people are unlikely to want to pursue PSE as a pathway to
future prosperity, and this aversion effectively “traps” them in the cycle of intergenerational economic
non‐mobility. As Usher puts it, “these young people don’t feel very motivated by the idea of spending
more years in a classroom. It’s a vicious circle.” The solution? Usher is clear that this is new ground in
Canadian education: we don’t yet have the answers as to how to address this problem. His
recommendation: “What is needed is more small‐scale experimentation with various types of
interventions, along with rigorously‐designed research to help understand their impacts.” BU will be
moving in this direction.
A case in point is our First‐Year Outreach program in Dauphin, now in its second year. One main
challenge to economic growth in Manitoba’s Parkland Region is the low level of PSE attainment. BU has
partnered with the City of Dauphin to offer first‐year courses there in person, thereby eliminating two
more “barriers” to participation: distance and accommodation (students can live at home). Enrolments
have been disappointing, however, both years, and so the continuation of the program is now in doubt.
But when we consider that the accessibility problem for the population in Dauphin may be less about
“barriers” than about a culture of non‐participation in PSE, we can see that there might be other
approaches that could be more successful. What may be needed is not just the removal of barriers, but
an entirely different kind of effort to foster a positive culture of participation.
How to generate a “culture of participation in PSE” where the opposite may be the lived reality for the
majority of the population: that is the challenge that faces Brandon University now. The Dauphin pilot is
just the sort of “small‐scale experimentation” called for by Usher. We need more of that, and we need
the Province of Manitoba to support our efforts. We are poised on the edge of a new kind of challenge
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to increasing PSE participation. The methods used to meet this challenge will be different than the
inward‐focused analysis and removal of barriers; it will be an outward‐focused effort of community
engagement, outreach, communication, and marketing. We need to get PSE educators themselves out
into their communities, connecting with people who would otherwise never see them; we need to get
youth onto our campuses who would typically never, ever, go there; and we need to open our facilities
to become places for activity sponsored by other groups currently unconnected with PSE. “Equity of
access” demands this.
To put it briefly, the accessibility challenge facing rural Manitoba post‐secondary institutions will
increasingly be to welcome students to campus who are less mentally prepared to see themselves as
students, quite apart from their level of skills preparation. They may also be from families who are less
willing to support them through several challenging years of full‐time study. These students require
more on‐campus support and encouragement than do traditional students. It is not so much a skills‐
deficit as a cultural and attitude difference that these students carry with them, and which keeps them
locked in a cycle of “income non‐mobility.” For BU to deliver a higher number of university graduates to
the job market in Manitoba, we will need to attract more of these students and find new ways to build
their confidence and their commitment to post‐secondary education, and new ways to help overcome
the special obstacles they face.
Brandon University has had numbers of these students on our campus for years, but we have not always
succeeded in recognizing that they are “non‐traditional students” in a rather different sense, and we
have not directed sufficient resources in the past to assisting them and to keeping them here through to
graduation. Some of our lower retention statistics reflect this. In the coming years, BU will be seeking to
change our approach, and this will undoubtedly demand greater resources for student support services
than we have allotted in the past.
Currently, increases to provincial base funding come through general operating grant increases or are
targeted to specific changes to academic programming (i.e., tied to a specific credential). What we are
proposing here is to consider significant changes to our student support services that will affect students
in all programs. As with the example of the MSBI, we will be approaching government about the
possibilities for receiving grant increases tied to student support programs that is not tied to any specific
credential or program initiative. If the remarkable implications of the research publicized recently in the
Globe & Mail are to be credited, then rural Manitoba faces difficulties in PSE attainment that we are only
beginning to address. Success will require thinking “outside the box.”

2016‐17 Activities and Accomplishments
Brandon University is proud of its accomplishments of this past year, particularly in the three areas of
endeavour normally associated with the role of universities: advancing knowledge (through research and
scholarship); disseminating knowledge and educating students (primarily through publications,
participation in academic conferences, as well in the process of teaching); and contributing to the vitality
of the communities that the University serves, locally, provincially, nationally and internationally. We
continue to make advances in these areas, building on previous achievements, many of which have been
recorded in past budget estimates submissions.
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A. Teaching and Learning
i)

Enrolment Facts and Figures
Our most recent enrolment data, published September 1st, 2017, indicates that overall student
enrolment has now reached 3398, representing a 5.2% increase over the same period in 2016
(3229), which in turn indicated a 7.1% increase over 2015 figures. Of these numbers, 2927 of the
2017 enrolments are undergraduate students (compared with 2760 in 2016), an increase of 6.1%.
The numbers for graduate students has remained stable this year at 471 (469 in 2016); however,
one must recognize the 30% increase of the year prior. The number of part‐time students has
increased slightly from 667 in 2016 to 680 in 2017.
Interestingly, although the number of first‐time students (first year and newly‐enrolled students
at BU) has increased 5.6% overall, the University appears to be experiencing a substantial
increase in the number of new students who are engaged in part‐time studies (13.8% at the
undergraduate level and 35.3% at the graduate level).
Most Faculties have experienced healthy increase, including a 10.2% hike in enrolment in the
Faculty of Education, 9.8% in Arts and somewhat lesser increases in the other Faculties. It is
important to note that these numbers are part of a continued recovery in the trajectory of
enrolments at the University.

ii) Steps to Enhance the Teaching Enterprise
In 2014, the former Department of Education and Advanced Learning funded the Teaching
Excellence Initiative (TEI) through a one‐time grant of $120,000. The focus was to improve
retention and degree‐completion rates through course/program data analytics, supplemental
and peer learning, and teaching enhancement. Shortly thereafter, the University engaged in two
major activities designed to accomplish these worthwhile goals: first the development of a new
Centre for Teaching, Learning and Technology (CTLT), staffed currently by a part‐time position;
and the creation of a new initiative, named Success1, designed to enhance the academic success
potential of at‐risk students, those who normally are not fully prepared for the rigours of life in
academia and who form a large contingent of students who drop out at various stages of their
studies.
During 2016‐17, the University continued implementation of TEI by strengthening and developing
both of these initiatives. Under the leadership of the Associate VP for Teaching and Learning (a
post held by the Dean of the Faculty of Health Studies as part of his duties), the focus of the CTLT
in its second year of operation has continued to be the development of a number of courses
geared to enhance the teaching enterprise. More specifically, the CTLT has organized several
workshops and provides supports to advance teaching techniques and practices. By far the most
significant of these efforts is the annual Teaching Enhancement Conference scheduled at the end
of summer just prior to the commencement of classes. The conference has become a regional
event and this year (2017) it has drawn participants not only from all across Brandon University,
but also from Assiniboine Community College (ACC) and the Brandon School Division (BSD). The
substantial participation of ACC instructors is but one indication of the success of the 2014 MOU
signed by BU and ACC to generate cooperation and collaboration not only in programming, but in
professional development and administration.
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The second important outcome of the TEI alluded to earlier is the Success1 transition‐year
program. Results from the initial, “soft launch” year of the program (2015‐16) allowed for a direct
comparison between those qualifying students who enrolled in the program and those who
chose not to participate. Aided by the post of a Student Engagement Officer, the Department of
Student Services developed a series of workshops geared to provide basic skills ranging from
critical thinking, numeracy and literacy enhancement to preparing for tests, reading effectively,
time management etc. As an incentive, students who participated in six or more workshops were
granted a Success1 Certificate. The project is geared to increasing retention from first‐year to
second, and as reported last year, the soft‐launch demonstrated remarkable success, with
retention being 61.8% compared to 26.1% for non‐participating at‐risk students and GPA’s
averaging 1.88 compared to 1.24 for the same groups. However, now that the program is
mandatory for all qualifying students, that source of direct comparison is not possible and we will
have to wait for further analysis until a statistically significant number of students have
participated in the program. We believe that in at least a small way, Success1 is part of the story
behind this year’s enrollment figures, which reflect positive results in both retention and
recruitment.
iii) Faculty and Program Expansion and Reviews
Cognizant of a limited budget which heavily emphasizes the importance of teaching and learning,
the University continues to utilize opportunities emerging from retirements and faculty/school
priorities for faculty renewal, by hiring outstanding faculty members who bring the latest
research and knowledge to the classroom, thereby strengthening our teaching and research
capacity. Despite budgetary difficulties, we have maintained our diverse programming by
replacing most academic vacancies as they occur, so as to ensure the continuance of course
offerings to our students. At the same time, we strive to take advantage of those opportunities to
re‐examine program success and to reward departments that have special needs owed to
enrolment pressures or that show interest in developing new program initiatives. There are
numerous examples this past year of new faculty members who have been hired for their
teaching and/or research skills and who are already heavily contributing to the well‐being of the
institution. These new faculty members are joining a team of dedicated faculty and staff in
supporting student success and engagement.
iv) Other Accomplishments Related to the Teaching Function
In January 2017, with baseline funding provided by the Government of Manitoba, the University
established the new position of Co‐operative Program Coordinator. This position oversees and
develops co‐op, work‐integrated and experiential learning options and opportunities in a variety
of disciplines across the University, primarily in the Arts and Science Faculties where students
may have fewer direct professional and work‐related options after graduation. It has been a very
busy year for the new Co‐op Coordinator. During the first phase of the program‐launch, ten
academic departments are set to begin offering these opportunities to an initially select number
of students who will engage in work in the private and public sectors as part of their curriculum,
and will receive full academic credit for these placements. Co‐op placements will begin as soon as
the summer of 2018, and the number of participating programs will continue to grow in the years
to come.
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The BU Library is leading students into a new era of information accessibility, transforming itself
from a place where students find books and other research to a place where they engage each
other and the broader community in multiple learning strategies and activities outside the
classroom. Our investment in extended summer hours paid off in increased use and gate counts,
and have shown a steady growth in student participation in Library‐based learning year round.
Finally, and as a lead‐in to our next section, it is worthwhile commenting on the ever increasing
number of undergraduate students who are now actively involved in assisting faculty members in
their research, or even branching out on their own research paths. Most significant, through
NSERC Undergraduate Awards, our Science students have been able to work with either faculty
members or industry partners to gain unique research experiences, reflecting the University’s
mission in teaching, learning and research. Other Faculties and departments have also provided
their top students with opportunities to make presentations at learned conferences, and have
taken part in student‐led research‐dissemination activities, including the Arts Faculty‐sponsored
Senior Colloquium, which allows senior undergraduate students from across the campus to share
their best senior term papers with other students and the University community at large, and the
Peace Garden Conference with Minot State University students. All these provide opportunities
for our undergraduates to engage in activities often available only to graduate students in other
universities.

B. Research and Scholarship
BU faculty are increasingly active in research, an upward trend that has been in place for nearly two
decades and has resulted in significant increases both in output, particularly evident in the form of
Tri‐Agency and other funding received by researchers, and the level of recognition that many of our
faculty members have received at the national and international levels: all these are clear signs of the
quality research they are producing. Like other universities, our institution, while cognizant of its
special role in the teaching function, places a heavy emphasis on the development of new knowledge
as well as the application of that knowledge, and our faculty members receive recognition for their
efforts. Internally, this takes the form of promotions to higher ranks and public recognition.
The Office of the Associate Vice‐President Research (a part‐time position currently held by the Dean
of Education), assisted by the Office of Research Services, introduced an evening function celebrating
research achievement by our numerous Faculty. The research, scholarship, and creative activities of
our faculty members, supported by increased external research funding, continue to provide
discoveries, knowledge, cultural understanding and creative art works, all of which benefit our
students and society as a whole. BU’s growing research reputation enhances our ability to attract and
retain outstanding faculty members and students within the province. It reflects Brandon University’s
success in leveraging its capacity to form partnerships across the country and internationally, thereby
demonstrating that even a small university can play a pivotal role in research on the national stage.

C. Community Relations
Brandon University continues to endeavor to strengthen and establish partnerships. The result of
dialogue and collaboration between ACC and BU is reflected in their MOU and in the many joint and
innovative academic programs and administrative collaborations that have flowed from it. The broad
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goals of that agreement are to make Brandon a destination for post‐ secondary education; enhance
student mobility; support economic growth as a centre for research and innovation; and realize gains
from shared initiatives and resource opportunities.
The University continued its efforts during the past year to establish new partnerships with the City
of Brandon and business and community organizations. For instance, we are continuing a dialogue
with the City to explore cooperative research opportunities to further the City’s planning capacity
and operational effectiveness. Other important aspects of University‐community relations (for
example, the Downtown development partnership) are dealt with in other sections of this report.
A truly remarkable achievement of Brandon University this past year, working with a number of
partners including the City of Brandon, the Brandon Downtown Development Corporation, Landmark
Theatres, private landowners, and the non‐profit community organization Servants of Service, has
been the assembly of multiple parcels of land in downtown Brandon into a single block for a Brandon
University property development project. Our goal is to create seniors’ and students’ residences in
this place, in addition to academic programming and both retail and commercial space. The ultimate
goal is to raise the profile and the scope of community engagement at Brandon University while at
the same time contributing directly to the revitalization of the Downtown. We have now engaged the
University of Winnipeg Community Renewal Corporation 2.0 to undertake a feasibility study and to
assist us in moving forward to the design stage of the project.

D. Provincial Priorities
It has been a very busy year at Brandon University for enacting changes to our policies and
procedures around diversity, equity, and campus safety. In March, our Board of Governors approved
a new Sexualized Violence Policy which was the product of many months of consultation with the
campus community. This Policy ensured that we would be in compliance with the Provincial Sexual
Violence Awareness and Prevention Act which was proclaimed in April. Later in the summer, our
Senate and Board between them passed a list of new policies bringing Brandon University into
compliance with the first phase of the equity legislation known as the Accessibility for Manitobans
Act; this first phase of implementation deals with the “customer service standard” and our new
policies ensure that BU will offer services on campus and on line that are welcoming and usable by all
Manitobans. Finally, BU has developed a new Discrimination and Harassment Policy and is in the final
stages of developing a new Violence Prevention Policy.
In all of these efforts, BU has been aided immensely by the efforts of two new full‐time, continuing
staff members: our Sexualized Violence Education and Prevention Coordinator, and our Human
Rights and Diversity Officer. Both of these new positions were created by reallocating existing
resources within the institution, and both will continue to play important roles in implementing these
new policies in the years to come.
Brandon University recognizes the value of institutional partnership in support of postsecondary
education system coordination and student mobility across the province. To this end, The MOU
between Assiniboine Community College and Brandon University promotes Brandon as a post‐
secondary education destination, enhancing student mobility, supporting economic growth as a
centre for research and innovation, and realizing gains from shared initiatives and resource
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opportunities. Many students move between the two institutions each year and would benefit from
more seamless processes to coordinate transition between academic programs and services.
Our two institutions are continuously exploring joint degree programs and shared services including
an on‐going dialogue towards increased collaboration in several areas of programming (for example,
a new joint program in Public History which has been revised and will be resubmitted for government
approval in the coming weeks). We acknowledge the importance of both integrated college‐to‐
degree and degree‐to‐college programs where possible. For shared services, the two institutions will
look for opportunities for administrative cost sharing to provide savings that may be redeployed to
other institutional priorities including academic programs. There is scope for collaboration with other
post‐secondary educational institutions towards the establishment of additional joint/coordinated
academic programs, for example, in the areas of engineering and social work, to mention just a
couple.

Looking Ahead
Brandon University’s Academic Plan, Looking Ahead 2015‐20, aimed at building a shared vision and
consensus for supporting the development of a university that leads the way amongst peer institutions
through collaborative, collegial, and innovative policy and practice. This was the first step in a major
three‐stage planning process which includes a new Campus Master Plan (2016‐17) and an overall
Institutional Plan (2018+). The Campus Master Plan was approved by the Board of Governors in the
summer of 2017, and will now guide the development and future evolution of our campus into the next
several decades.
The Academic Plan is our high‐level, strategic guide to the development of all things academic at BU, and
it establishes a recursive process to support continuous progress towards the achievement of the mission
of the University. The Academic planning process involved in‐depth consultation across all Faculties and
Schools, as well as students, faculty and staff, community members, alumni, donors and still others
through on‐ and off‐campus stakeholder meetings. The priorities and implications identified through the
consultation and academic planning process are as follows:
1)

To distinguish Brandon University as a leading student‐centred institution of choice for students;

2)
3)

To establish and promote Brandon University as an institution engaged in innovative research,
scholarly and creative activity;
To conduct community engagement and university service activities;

4)

To promote diversity and inclusive post‐secondary educational opportunities;

5)

To foster academic program excellence, renewal, development; and

6)

To foster sustainable growth and development in academic programs and services.

We will follow the pattern of these academic priorities in reviewing some of our specific plans for the
coming year or two.
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A. A Leading, Student‐Centred Institution of Choice For Students
Brandon University is an open access, liberal arts and science, teaching focused university with strong
professional‐career and graduate programs and a rapidly growing research profile. Student surveys
indicate a desire for greater balance in the availability of liberal arts and science, and
professional/career oriented and graduate programs as befits a university situated within, and
primarily serving all of the Westman region as well as parts of southern Saskatchewan and northern
Manitoba. Indeed, educational research supports the claim that students always benefit from
broader‐based academic programming and offerings at the undergraduate and even the graduate
levels, since (a) the critical thinking and broad skills gained through liberal arts and science programs
are crucial in citizenship, leadership and upward movement and promotion in their career trajectory,
and (b), professional and career‐oriented programs are often instrumental in supporting innovation,
productivity and the initial launch of graduates on their career paths.
Brandon University’s Nursing (BN) and Psychiatric Nursing (BScPN) programs are in very high
demand; our students apply for admission to first‐year studies in these programs as a preparatory
year, and then apply for admission to a limited number of seats in second year. At present, there are
two to three first‐year students for every student admitted to second‐year. Many Indigenous
students in first year Nursing and Psychiatric Nursing are challenged to meet the very competitive
requirements for progression into the second year of these professional programs. This leads to the
unfortunate fact that very few Indigenous students graduate from the BN and BScPN programs. Our
new Indigenous Health Studies Transition (IHST) initiative is intended to address an important gap in
the delivery of quality education for Indigenous students at Brandon University. It is therefore
consistent with the “calls to action” in the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada’s final
report (2015); the TRC’s call to action (#23) is for an “increase in the number of Aboriginal
professionals working in the health care field.” The program also responds to Manitoba’s Indigenous
Education Blueprint (2015) to which BU is signatory; commitment #4 in that document is to “increase
access to services, programs, and supports to Indigenous students, to ensure a learning environment
is established that fosters learner success.” This initiative is therefore in support of Brandon
University’s mandate to continue its efforts to increase the accessibility and support the success of
Indigenous students, given the open enrolment principles of the institution.
Being student‐centred is a priority for the University. This focus requires providing the right mix of
academic programs to enhance student academic success and experience, and to support student
retention and graduation rates as well as career and labour market success. To act on this priority,
we must renew and strengthen the broad liberal arts and science foundation, while expanding
professional and career oriented programs, and enhancing interdisciplinary and graduate education
at the University. Correspondingly, the Centre for Teaching, Learning and Technology, the Teaching
Excellence Initiative, Student Services, and the Library are all crucially important facilities which
support and enable our efforts to enhance student experience, increase retention, and provide the
skills necessary to embark on further education or enter a career. We aim to continue to offer
undergraduate and graduate programs that permit students the opportunity to choose to remain in
the area and contribute to the vitality and prosperity of the communities of southwestern Manitoba.
We believe that the gains in student enrolment and retention will yield dividends for the University
that can be invested in further meeting student needs. For instance, we intend to move forward with
exploring the establishment of new academic programs as indicated above (p.5) among others. The
University will also be expanding the scope and the number of departments currently involved in its
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co‐op and internship programs (i.e. degree‐work integrated learning initiatives) with a view to
advancing the success of our students after graduation.

B. Innovative Research, Scholarly and Creative Activity
Brandon University has for some years now seen substantial growth in its research, scholarly and
creative activity engagement and profile which has been fostered through hiring strategies, collective
bargaining, diversion of internal resources to additional research support, and lifting the standards
for promotion and tenure. Ever‐more students are being given opportunities to engage directly in
research with their professors, as well, a rare and remarkable distinction for undergraduates that
leads to improved success in graduate school. Success in gaining external research funding dollars
and in attracting graduate students (up 33.2 percent) shows that we are on the right track.
Importantly, Tri‐Council federal granting agencies, as part of their research award criteria, now make
it a requirement for grant applicants to articulate how their projects will contribute to developing
“highly qualified personnel.” The consultation conducted through the recent University Academic
Planning process revealed a large group of mid‐career professionals within the region who require
graduate and professional programs to build on their skills and knowledge in order to advance in
their careers. Brandon University offers an ideal local and convenient context for gaining such
educational and professional development requirements, but currently we offer very little of that: we
don’t have sufficient workload amongst our faculty members to divert in that direction. Notably, an
absence of opportunities for gaining advanced credentials within the southwestern Manitoba region
means individuals may look outside of Manitoba for education or career opportunities that better
match their aspirations. It is time to end this dependency on external providers by recognizing the
breadth of Brandon University’s mandate within this region.
Graduate programs form a crucial mechanism for attracting and retaining outstanding faculty
members whose research, innovation, and creativity benefit students, the University, industry,
government, and community partners. In addition, graduate programs support research and
undergraduate education through teaching assistantships, laboratory technicians and instructors,
and coaching and mentorship of undergraduates. While graduate studies represents the fastest
growing segment of the student body at BU (with an increase in enrolment of 122% since 2013),
currently we have no dedicated staff or administrative support for the Faculty of Graduate Studies
(the Dean of the Faculty of Arts has taken on this additional responsibility as part of his duties) to
support the increased interest and numbers of graduate students, and there is insufficient funding in
place to support and attract the best students. In the future, we will need to address this gap in
academic, administrative, and financial support for graduate students.
Brandon University is committed to increasing the quantity and quality of our research outcomes as
much as possible within the balanced framework of our university mission, as described above. To that
end, we will be seeking ways to increase research funding available to our faculty and students, both
internal and external. We will be seeking to provide greater administrative support to our Office of
Research Services and to enhance the leadership from our (part‐time) office of the Associate Vice‐
President (Research). We will be striving to enhance the opportunity for undergraduate research as
well, through the CTLT and the office of the Associate Vice‐President (Teaching & Learning).
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One of the chief tasks of the Associate VP (Research) this year will be the revision of the Strategic
Research Plan, which will guide BU’s applications for internal and external research, as well as our
pursuit of research‐enhancement initiatives such as Canada Research Chairs. We have one Tier‐2 CRC
nomination before Ottawa at present, and expect to be submitting another this year. Of course, we
have already described (above) the importance we have placed on an expansion of our graduate
studies programming to feed into and support our leading‐edge research efforts. We will do
everything possible to enhance and protect the access to scholarly information as well as the tools and
the expertise that is needed to leverage that scholarly information is all of its forms. Revisions to our
acquisitions policy for scholarly publications will improve our Library’s performance in that regard this
year, as budget models are updated to facilitate more effective access to digital subscription services.
Our University Librarian together with our Associate VP (Research) and others are engaged in creating
and/or sharing in data repositories that are becoming ever more possible, and more necessary for
academic work of all kinds.

C. Community Engagement and University Service
BU is poised to turn its face outward more definitively than it has done in the past, for several reasons.
Our large‐scale planning consultations over the past several years have clearly indicated to us that our
community – especially the City of Brandon but also the wider community – wants more engagement
with us, and has in past found it difficult to connect with events and with people at BU. For the sake of
strategic enrollment management, we are hoping to attract a wider range of regional students into
PSE than we have done before, breaking through the limits that many rural Manitobans place on the
value of higher education for their own lives and for the economic mobility of their children. We
described this enrollment imperative above. In addition, and as a result of our community
consultations, our Academic Plan and our Campus Master Plan both emphasize the importance of
community engagement. Our campus will be evolving to make it a more welcoming and user‐friendly
place for the general public and for community organizations. Partnerships are therefore becoming
increasingly important for us, even beyond the linkages that have directly impacted our traditional
academic mission in the past.
In 2017, BU reached out to community partners to form a delegation to the C2U Expo in Vancouver, a
major international conference dedicated to campus‐community engagement and activities for both
universities and colleges. Together with the City of Brandon, the Brandon Urban Aboriginal Peoples’
Council, and Assiniboine Community College, BU sent a team of participants to both learn about and to
instruct other conference participants about what is possible in this domain. Out of that experience has
come a local, Brandon team of dedicated, cross‐sectoral individuals dedicated to following up and acting
collaboratively on what we learned. This activity is an example, but also and extension, of what existing
partnerships like BU’s with ACC can do to serve as a basis for further community outreach and activity.
Of course, BU’s proposed Downtown development is a key element in our turn towards the
community. Our downtown campus will be designed to go beyond a mere “new location” for BU
academic work, be it teaching or research. What else it does, it will be a nexus for community
engagement and a focal point for partnerships. Our existing community partners are working with us
to bring large numbers of both seniors and student residents to the core of the downtown. The
economic benefits to the City will be matched by genuine and significant enhancements to the quality
of life of all the people who live downtown, and the buildings will be a direct interface between that
wider community and the teachers and researchers at our institution. Academic programming located
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in the development will be selected for their ability to contribute and to collaborate. We are very
excited about this development, which has the potential to be the most important development in
Brandon’s downtown for decades.

D. Diversity and Inclusion
First Nations, Métis and Inuit students represent 13‐15 percent of the student population at the
University and are from the fastest growing population within the province. Brandon University has a
long history and commitment to supporting and providing post‐secondary educational programs and
opportunities to students from First Nations, Métis and Inuit communities. For instance, the Faculty
of Education PENT and Community Based Education programs support teaching and education
opportunities across First Nations, Métis and Inuit, rural and northern communities. PENT has for 40
years delivered high‐quality teacher education to the North on a self‐funded basis which is
increasingly limiting access to the program. Brandon University has requested and been denied base
funding to support the PENT program. This year we began to act on a commitment to gradually begin
absorbing the differential cost of PENT within the budget of the University, and will strive to continue
doing so (20% now, and an additional 20% per year in coming years, as able). This will eliminate the
unfortunate prior condition which had the students least able to afford teacher‐education paying
more than the traditional students who are based on campus throughout their programs.
As we have previously indicated, as of September 1st part‐time students represent more than 25% of
all students registered for Fall 2017. The Brandon region is experiencing population growth with
many new families and immigrants now looking towards university educational opportunities. The
importance of part‐time and more flexibly scheduled programs is increasing. The University is seen as
a mechanism for increasing the skills and knowledge needed for employment and opportunity,
workforce productivity, business innovation, and the betterment of communities across the region.
Nonetheless, the university has no staff dedicated to provide academic and career support to part‐
time students and adults seeking professional and continuing education offerings.
Manitoba has a lower PSE participation rate than much of the rest of Canada. Unlike many of
Manitoba’s burgeoning smaller cities, Dauphin has few PSE options open to it within a reasonable
travelling distance for students. It has been reported by City officials that many students and their
families cannot afford to study outside of the local area or may desire to remain in Dauphin for the
beginning of their university experience. Brandon University has partnered with the City of Dauphin
to put on a range of first‐year courses within the City in 2017‐18. This is a pilot project to find
whether outreach from BU is viable in the longer term, and at what cost and with what benefits.
Clearly, there will be challenges with this model, should it go forward, but the potential benefits to
employment, community spirit, professional education, and general PSE participation are too
significant and important for the City and region to ignore. Similar partnerships with other
communities (including First Nations communities) are currently under consideration.

E. Program Excellence, Renewal and Development
BU has embraced the need for periodic academic program peer‐review in pursuit of meeting the
highest standards of program excellence and renewal. In the past two years the Office of the Vice‐
President (Academic and Provost) has striven to meet the demands of conducting a very large number
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of external reviews of programs, from departments right across campus at both the graduate and
undergraduate levels. While yet further reviews are to be undertaken in the coming year, our Senate
and administration will be busy acting on the results of last year’s reviews. The overall process is
lengthy and costly in terms of both time and money, but necessary. We are still transitioning from a
past in which external program reviews were conducted on an “as‐needed” basis to a more pro‐active,
regularly scheduled cycle of reviews.

F. Sustainable Growth
The south‐western Manitoba region is growing with the population of the City of Brandon and the
economic region, now exceeding 50,000 and 180,000 respectively. The City of Brandon has
grown 11 percent over the period 2006 to 2011 as compared with a 5.2 percent increase for the
province, and this is an increasingly diverse population. These developments translate into a growing
demand for post‐secondary educational opportunities within the region. Individuals who have
graduated from institutions within the region are more likely to remain or to stay and become
members of this growing community. For example, many foreign students come to Brandon
University from overseas with the intention of upgrading their English language skills to university‐
entry level. BU offers them an EAP (English for Academic Purposes) program for just this purpose. A
proportion of foreign students who complete the EAP program enter regular BU programs, and many
of them go on to graduate from BU. A remarkable proportion of those graduates become permanent
residents and remain in Brandon to work and raise families. By contrast, many Permanent Residents
already living and working in Brandon could benefit from English language upgrading for the sake of
further PSE success. An expansion of EAP programming could better serve the local community by
providing New Canadians with pathways into PSE that are currently blocked.
Brandon University has a tradition of strong liberal arts and science. Correspondingly, many
individuals who have studied at Brandon University are now also looking to support their professional
development by completing graduate and professional programs while balancing family and career
obligations which make them place‐bound. Brandon University must continue to develop academic
programs (both for‐credit and not‐for‐credit) to support enrolment growth and economic growth
within the region while ensuring academic programs and services are developed in a sustainable
fashion. The University will continue to renew, enhance and develop academic programs and services
in a manner to ensure the long‐ term growth and sustainable of the institution.
In particular, Brandon University will soon be moving to establish a School of Continuing Education,
which is one of the recommendations of our current Academic Plan. We have conducted
investigations that demonstrate a considerable potential demand for continuing education in
academic fields not available, for instance, from ACC, but at present BU meets virtually none of this
demand. There is considerable potential for self‐sustaining revenue generation through such
initiatives, and BU will be exploring these possibilities, and others, in the months and years to come.
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Cost Increases and Rationale
A. 2018‐2019 Manitoba Education and Training Estimates Package
The 2018‐2019 Budget Estimates, in the form requested by the Department of Education and
Training, Post‐Secondary Education and Workforce Development Division.
(Appendix 3 ‐ Estimates Package)

B. 2018‐2019 Supplemental Information Package
The supplemental information to the 2018‐2019 Budget Estimates, as requested by Manitoba
Education and Training.
(Appendix 4 ‐ Supplemental Information Package)

C. Operating Projections and Assumptions
i)

Income
Provincial Operating Grant ‐ Brandon University
To maintain existing programming in 2018‐2019, based on the operating grant at 2017‐
2018 levels, considering normal rates of inflation on operating expenses, provincial grants
will be required to increase by $2.380 million or 6.2%.
This increase assumes that requirements to address unfunded liabilities for the Brandon
University Retirement Plan from a required valuation on December 31, 2017 will not change.
While the University has utilized the Legislation allowing Manitoba universities to elect to be
exempt from making special payments in the event of a calculated solvency deficiency, the
University is still liable for special payments due to calculated unfunded liabilities arising from
going concern pension plan valuations. The valuation report is not expected until approximately
the end of May 2018 and no estimate is available of how the unfunded liability position may
change from the valuation of December 2016.
As requested, Provincial Grants are projected for the Budget Estimates documents at the 2017‐
2018 levels. Each 1% change in the operating grant is $383,570.
Tuition Fees
Tuition fee increases have been set at 2017‐2018 levels plus an estimated increase of 6.5% for
2018‐2019. While this is not the final decision of the Province about what will be the rate
increase allowed for 2018‐2019, the number serves as a standard baseline with which the
Province will assess the impact on all of the institutions in the Province. The 6.5% is an estimate
of CPI in Manitoba plus 5%, which is the maximum rate determined in Provincial legislation in
2017.
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International Student Tuition Fee Premiums
Universities in Canada tend to charge students from outside of Canada studying with Student
Visa authorization in Canada, higher rates of tuition than what is charged to domestic students
of Canada to recover revenues not provided by international students through the tax system.
Brandon University has done this as well for more than fifteen years. The principle rationale is
that students and their families, who are not otherwise residents or citizens, do not pay the
same taxes in Canada as do domestic students and their families. Therefore, given that
universities are significantly funded by taxpayers through Provincial Governments, the
differential is thought to be justified.
Over the years, the Government of Manitoba has mandated fees for domestic students. It
has not mandated, nor limited fees for Visa Students.
International Student Tuition Fee Premiums
Compared to Domestic Tuition Fees
University of
Manitoba

University of
Winnipeg

Brandon
University

75%

75%

75%

2015‐16 premium for
undergraduate students

272%

282%

100%

2015‐16 premium for
graduate students

107%

120%

0%

Premium prior to 2000 for
undergraduate students

Enrolment and student credit hours
For budget purposes, enrolment is projected to increase by 3% in 2018‐2019. Student credit hour
patterns at Brandon University are shown for the period from 2005‐2006 to 2017‐2018
(estimated).
(Appendix 5 – Credit Hours)
Tuition Revenues
Total tuition revenues are projected to increase by approximately 9.5% for 2017‐2018, due to
tuition fee and enrolment changes noted above. Each 1% change in tuition revenues is
approximately $90,000.
The Eckhardt‐Gramatté Conservatory of Music
Projected to cover its costs.
Ancillary Services
Projected to cover its costs.
Renovations and Equipment Grant
Expected to remain at $330,000.
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First Claims for Debenture Repayment
Expected to remain at $133,400.
Promissory Note Payments (principal and interest)
For 2018‐2019 are projected to be $1,032,612. These funds are received separately from the
Province and returned to the Province to cover the payments on the promissory notes.
ii) Expenditures
Salaries and Benefits
The current agreement with the Faculty Association extends to March 31, 2019. The agreement
provides for an annual increase of 2.5% for 2018‐2019. Members of BUFA not at the top of the
salary scale are also eligible for a service increment ranging in value from 2.20 to 3.0%.
The agreement with the Manitoba Government and General Employees Union expires March
31, 2020. The agreement provides for an annual increase of 2.0% for 2018‐2019. Members of
MGEU not at the top of the salary scale are also eligible for a service increment valued at 2.0%.
The agreement with the International Order of Operating Engineers Union (D group) expires
March 31, 2020. The agreement provides for an annual increase of 2.0% for 2018‐2019.
Members of IUOE(D) not at the top of the salary scale are also eligible for a service increment
valued at 2.0%.
The agreement with the International Order of Operating Engineers Union (A group) expires
March 31, 2020. The agreement provides for an annual increase of 2.0% for 2018‐2019.
Members of IUOE(A) are not eligible for service increments.
The agreement with the PSAC expired August 31, 2016. The 2018‐2019 budget will be subject
to a new collective bargaining agreement with PSAC. Members of PSAC are currently not
eligible for service increments.
The terms and conditions for the Exempt (non‐unionized) Support Staff, Managers and
Professional Officers, and Academic Administrators groups, including Executive Officers, parallel
those of MGEU and BUFA.
Library Acquisitions
The amount budgeted for book and journal acquisitions has been increased by 5%. This reflects
anticipated inflationary increases.
Utilities
The budget for electricity and natural gas has been increased by 3‐4%, to reflect anticipated
price increases. The sewer and water budget has been increased by 6% due to a new pricing
policy being implemented by the City of Brandon.
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General Consumables and Travel
The budget has been increased by 2%.
Renovations & Equipment and Major Capital
The requirement for renovations and equipment funding continues to increase. The campus is
33% larger than it was 38 years ago. The majority of the buildings were constructed in the 1960s
and 1970s and they are in need of significant upgrading. At a rate of 2% of replacement value,
maintenance budgets should be 30 times current levels. Funding current and deferred
maintenance is proving to be challenging for the Province and for the University.
Inflation adjusted funding of facility maintenance is well below what it was in 1977‐78 when the
campus was much smaller. Further, the large projects where complete building systems require
extensive upgrades or replacement are either being addressed very slowly in small pieces or not
at all. (Appendix 6 – Renovations and Equipment and Major Capital Grants)

D. 2017‐2018 Budget
As a reference point for the Estimates, a copy of the general information release concerning the 2017‐
2018 Budget follows. (Appendix 7 – 2017‐2018 Budgets)

E. Request for Budget Estimates
As a reference point for the Estimates, the letter from Manitoba Education and Training
requesting information for the budget estimates process follows. (Appendix 8 – Provincial
Letter)

F. Campus Manitoba
Provincial Operating Grant
The Campus Manitoba structure and operation have changed to reflect its new mandate. Based on
projections from the Executive Director, no increase will be required for 2018‐2019.
Campus Manitoba (CMB) is a consortium of Manitoba's public post‐secondary institutions which
facilitates student mobility, access to education, and coordinates collaborative system‐level
initiatives. Established in 1990 as "First Year by Distance Education," it delivered post‐secondary
education to rural Manitoba through regional centres. It was renamed Campus Manitoba in 1996;
the 18 regional centres were closed in 2013 and replaced by a virtual mall site for online learning.
Since 2013 CMB's mandate has expanded; see www.campusmanitoba.ca for our three platforms.
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The CMB mandate is to oversee the following activities under the direction of the Post‐Secondary
Education and Workforce Development department of the Ministry of Education and Training.


Campus Manitoba convenes the Flexible Learning Advisory Group, a committee with
representatives of the seven public institutions in our consortium whose purpose is to advise
and direct these initiatives.



Manage eCourses.ca, the virtual mall site for over 700 online courses in Manitoba from our
partner institutions.



Manage and promote SetYourCourse.ca, the Provincial jobs/education site.



Manage and promote Open Ed Manitoba, the Province's repository of 211 free textbooks.



Oversee and promote the Flexible Learning Hub, a shared resource to improve the quality and
quantity of blended and online learning courses for students.



Act as the subject matter expert regarding trends and developments in the field of transfer
credit, student mobility, open educational resources, collaborative technologies.
Participate on a variety of committees, groups and meetings, both provincial and inter‐
provincial on behalf of the Province of Manitoba.



Current Status


Since launched in 2014, eCoursesMB.ca has saved students $43k in application fees and
facilitated 694 Letters of Permission on inter‐institutional courses. 903 students have active
accounts on the eCourses site to track learning opportunities across the PSE system. The site is
supported by a live chat help desk.



The Open Ed textbook project was launched in 2015 to encourage the use of openly licensed
textbooks. Since its launch there have been 17 adoptions of open textbooks in Manitoba's PSE
institutions, affecting 973 students and saving over $127,000 in textbook costs. Our
OpenEdMB.ca website has 211 open textbooks in 9 disciplinary areas.



The Flexible Learning Hub is proceeding with the build of online courses for consortium
members and sponsoring shared learning experiences, webinars and presentations on Flexible
Learning opportunities and methods.
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Impact of Not Increasing Provincial Grants Above 2017‐2018 Levels with
Assumed Tuition Increases of 6.5%
Maintaining programming at 2017‐2018 levels, with costs adjusted for inflation and collective
agreements, even with greater increases in tuition revenues, will require additional funding of
approximately $2.38 million in 2018‐2019. That amounts to an increase of 6.2% in 2018‐2019 from
2017‐2018 levels.
The effect of leaving the Provincial Grants at 2017‐2018 levels, which is 78% of operating revenues,
while inflation and salary increases already negotiated take effect, will be that ten or more vacant faculty
and staff positions will have to be left unfilled in 2018‐2019. In addition, sessional instruction will have
to be curtailed and while programs are expected to continue, the ability of students to earn their
degrees within a desired time frame becomes increasingly difficult due to course cycling. This is
particularly problematic at a time when we expect student numbers to increase and numbers of
programs to remain more or less at current levels.
Under the conditions within which Brandon University is operating, including the fact that about 90% of
the budget is comprised of salaries and benefits, it would be impossible to balance the budget without
impacting positions throughout the University. This cannot reasonably be accommodated within the
programs and operations of the University where most departments have 3 or 4 members. Most positions
can only be left vacant for a single year, if at all, if programs are to be offered for timely completion by
students. In addition, leaving a position vacant for a single year effectively shifts the funding problem into
the next year, along with the additional inflationary cost pressures of that year. Temporary use of periodic
budget surplus funds to fund the budget while longer term adjustments are being made helps, but again
pushes the problem into future budgets. Accumulating revenue shortfalls are what contribute to the
greater than normal total grant increase requirement to simply maintain existing programming. If the
accumulating shortfalls could be addressed, subsequent increases could be much more modest and
manageable for the Province. However, revenue shortfalls and temporary expenditure solutions push
the sustainable solutions into the future. In a small university, there is little room to maneuver while
maintaining programs to meet the needs of existing students.
There are a number of specific and substantial challenges facing Brandon University over the next three
year planning horizon.


The Brandon University Retirement Plan continues to face an unfunded liability that requires
funding over the next fifteen years, or until circumstances change allowing the Plan finances to
come back into balance. The payment for the 2017 calendar year is $664,000, which is 1.4% of
the approved operating budget for 2017‐2018



Reducing the teaching workload for new and existing faculty is being done to make them more
consistent with workloads at other Canadian universities and to encourage and support
research programs for faculty. This is a significant faculty attraction and retention strategy for
BU.
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Replacing faculty during sabbatical leaves to allow greater consistency of course offerings from
year to year and to assist students to complete programs within desired timeframes. Sabbatical
leaves support the research; scholarly and creative activities; and outcomes of faculty and staff.



International student applications are increasing substantially. International enrolment is
similarly increasing at rates that exceed those of domestic students. These students require
supports and services that will allow them to successfully complete programs at BU.

Since rationalization and re‐allocations of resources are required every year and because revenue
increases do not match cost increases, and unfunded pension liabilities are the present reality, the
choices continue to include; whether to replace faculty and staff as vacancies occur, whether to
continue to recruit and promote the University to increase profile and increase enrolment, whether to
teach using only least‐cost methods and minimal laboratory experience, to provide Learning and
Professional Development programs to help to promote the effectiveness and well‐being of employees,
to respond to demands for sexual harassment and violence prevention information and training, to
provide information and training on diversity and Human Rights Legislation issues, whether to provide
wage increases and workloads for employees consistent with those of other parts of the Province and
other Canadian universities, and whether to repair buildings and replace equipment. In short, the
choices are about minimizing damage rather than optimization and growth of programming.
In this tight fiscal environment, resources are being directed to increasing recruitment and retention of
students in the face of increasing efforts from competing universities from within Manitoba and beyond.
Without a funding model that fully funds reasonable cost increases, the University can only respond to
the funding shortfalls at the peril of programs and services. Faculty attraction and retention is a
significant on‐going challenge. Every year, 10‐15% of faculty positions turn over. This is similar for other
universities in Canada. Brandon University must be able to provide competitive opportunities to recruit
new faculty in terms of salaries, benefits, working conditions, teaching workload, research dollars,
facilities and collaborators because new faculty will be offered those terms by other universities.
There is a $3 million deferred equipment deficit in Science and another $1 million deferred equipment
deficit in Music.
Brandon University has balanced the budget each year within the resources available. There continues
to be a funding shortfall. The University is working hard to increase enrolment. The plain choices are to
receive increased funding to cover cost inflation increases, or to continue to constrain services and
academic programs available to meet student needs given the available resources.
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Access Programs
Brandon University has no official Access Programs since BUNTEP was moved to UCN.
The importance of increasing the number of Indigenous health care professionals has been well
documented. Currently, many Indigenous students in first year Nursing (BN) and Psychiatric Nursing
(BScPN) are challenged to meet the requirements for progression into year two of these professional
programs. Without enhanced academic transitional support it leads to very few Indigenous students
graduating from the BN and BScPN programs.
This Indigenous Studies Transition (IHST) initiative will address an important gap in the availability of
additional academic support for these Indigenous students at Brandon University. It is also consistent
with the recently published Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada: Call to Action (2015). One
of the recommendations from this report calls for an “increase in the number of Aboriginal professionals
working in the health care field” (p. 3) (Recommendation #23).
This initiative is in support of Brandon University’s mandate to continue its efforts to increase the
accessibility and support the success of Indigenous students, given the open enrolment principles of the
institution. Brandon University will build on its success by working to improve enrolment and retention
of Indigenous students by exploring opportunities, like the IHST initiative, to better meet Indigenous
communities’ post‐secondary educational needs.

Large Capital Project Requirements
In 2016‐2017 Brandon University developed a Campus Master Plan and a Campus Space Plan, working
with the consulting firms Dialog and RPG, out of Toronto. The report has been provided to the Province
and future capital plans will be guided by this Master Plan.

The Brodie Science Building
The Brodie Science Building was constructed in 1969 and with an area of 136,870 s.f. Not only has the
condition of the building deteriorated in the ensuing 47 years, the technology and space configuration
required to properly teach and conduct current scientific research has changed substantially. The
existing building requires substantial repairs and upgrades and may need additional space as well as
improved amenities. We know that STEM education is a driver of economic development and current
facilities are needed to attract and build confidence from local students to consider studying Science in
Brandon.
This is potentially a massive project. Funding to develop a full plan could be in the range of $500,000,
with a construction budget anticipated to be in the range of $60 to $100 million.
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McMaster Hall
McMaster Hall is the largest student residence on campus, built in 1969, and housing up to 280 students
including potentially providing space for ACC students through the ACC‐BU collaboration framework. It
also houses faculty offices in the Rural Development Department and 200 students in the Office of
International Activities and English for Academic Purposes Program.
The building has deteriorated so that there are substantial plumbing leaks, which has led to damaged
ceilings and walls and health concerns from the wet conditions in both the residence rooms and in the
academic spaces below them. In addition, the building itself has received little structural or envelope
attention in 47 years. An upgrade will improve energy use, stop damaging interior structures, alleviate
health and safety concerns and assist in attracting and retaining students and faculty. This upgrade will
improve the living and working conditions for up to about 500 people for the next 40 years.
The building is 155,510 s.f. and the renovation of each plumbing riser and associated renovations is
estimated to cost approximately $1.1 million. Two risers have been done and there are six more to
complete the job.
This project has reached a critical stage.

Capital Financing Requirements
Brandon University Healthy Living Centre
In 2011, Brandon University began construction on the Healthy Living Centre, which is an addition to
the existing gymnasium initially constructed in the early 1960s. The final bills related to deficiencies
was paid in the spring of 2016, leaving a total cost of the project of $21 million. Federal, Provincial, and
Municipal support for the project totalled $12.5 million. A capital campaign to raise the remaining
dollars was started in 2008 and it raised a total of $7.2 million for the project. This leaves an amount of
$1.3 million for the University to cover.
Brandon University is requesting to borrow $1.3 million over a period of a maximum of 20 years at
prevailing rates to be funded by the University. Annual payment totals are expected to be in the range
of $95,000 which is a modest amount when compared to the value the HLC brings to the University and
the broader community.

Student Residence
Each year, over 100 students who were in their first year and stayed in one of the regular University
residences during that year, move out of residence for their second year largely due to their preference
for an apartment‐style of living accommodation. By the time those students graduate from BU after four
years, a more than 300 students will have made the same decision because Brandon University does not
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have apartment‐style residences. This growth in the need for additional student residence will increase
as enrollment increases.
The vacancy rate of private apartments in the City of Brandon is at slightly over 2% according to the City
of Brandon website, which is the highest it has been in over 15 years. These range in quality from new
(and costly) to older less desirable units, with a number in the middle of a quality and price that are
desirable and affordable for students.
All current residence rooms at Brandon University are designed for single students. Student family
units, whether with children or not, must find accommodation off campus.
Residences currently have programming to ensure the health and safety of students as well as to
contribute to their social and academic success. Residence Assistants are available in every residence
with responsibilities to welcome students, monitor activities, be on call for problems, arrange activities
and generally look out for the well‐being of students. Residence Hall Programming is coordinated
through Student Services. No apartment units currently offer that service.
Every year, a certain number of professors and non‐student visitors stay in residence for a few weeks to a
few months. While this is available at the choice of these people, having apartment style residences
available would certainly be more in keeping with what these people might normally choose.
The University has considered constructing new apartment‐style housing for students, in addition to the
Manitoba Housing (MHRC) Project at Fleming. Using the MHRC Project as a guideline, the cost of an
apartment unit to construct is in the range of $290,000, even using “modesty standards” employed by
MHRC. The cost of an existing structure, well‐constructed originally and in good shape is less than one
half of that amount. The net result financially is that it is not possible to pay for the operating and
capital costs of a new facility from the income of the facility alone. However, that is more likely possible
in an existing facility.
Lastly, without being on campus, the proposed facility is about as close to campus as possible. The
justification for the purchase of this apartment block is straight forward. There is a need for apartment‐
style residence accommodation at Brandon University. Students are telling us that every year when
despite the programming and services offered by BU and despite the limited availability of apartment
rentals in the City, many students still move out of our current residents after the first year. Students in
family situations do not currently have options at BU. An apartment owned and operated by BU will
allow for a different style of student village, at least initially integrated with members of the broader
community, but with oversight and programming to allow students the life‐style and choices they
prefer with the University services and supports they need. The proposed facility is cost‐effective to
purchase and operate and will largely cashflow from existing and on‐going revenues generated from
the facility.
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Executive Summary
For more than six years, HEQCO has conducted research on the differentiation of Ontario’s public
postsecondary system, where institutions build on and are accountable for their specific strengths,
mandates and missions. This report identifies clear distinctions between universities in terms of their
research and teaching missions. The data point to critical pathways to achieve the benefits of greater
differentiation. The goal is a system that is more cohesive, more sustainable and of higher quality.
Following on an overview of university differentiation in 2010, a subsequent HEQCO report that
examined Ontario universities’ research performance identified four university clusters: the
internationally competitive University of Toronto, six research-intensive universities, nine mostly
undergraduate universities and four “in-between” institutions. The current report extends that analysis
in an important way by going beyond research intensity and examining differences among Ontario
universities on four other dimensions:





equity of access: the enrolment of under-represented groups and Ontarians from lower socioeconomic backgrounds;
demand: student preference and university selection;
the learning journey: the learning environment, student experience and completion rates; and
graduate outcomes: resultant success on the job market and with the repayment of student
loans.

This comprehensive analysis, which includes an innovative data visualization, reinforces the existence of
distinct clusters among Ontario’s 20 universities. It also offers a deeper appreciation of how these
clusters differ from one another and provides greater clarity on the distinctive nature and role played by
those institutions previously classified as “in-between.” This analysis suggests policies and practices
within a differentiated system that would lead to more equitable access and success for all students,
higher quality outcomes, and greater financial sustainability of the system and its institutions.
Key messages for the Ontario government and universities include:

Recognize and fund equity of access as a significant differentiating feature
Serving a far greater proportion of students who have traditionally been underrepresented at the
university level, the equity of access “powerhouse” institutions are clustered within the mostly
undergraduate universities, as well as the in-between institutions. This is a critical role and should be
reinforced and rewarded. The differentiation opportunity is to ensure that these institutions are
oriented, equipped and funded to focus on providing their important, diversified student body access to
university and the opportunity for success once enrolled.
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Support the University of Toronto as Ontario’s flagship institution
The University of Toronto stands alone as Ontario’s lead contender for international, top-tier status. A
differentiated approach demands a restructuring of funding and enrolment expectations to ensure that
Toronto continues to be able to play its unique and powerful flagship role for Ontario.

Concentrate research expansion for greater impact
Ontario’s research-intensive universities are also the universities with greater student demand: they
attract high-potential student candidates and deliver strong graduate outcomes. While all Ontario
universities serve the twin missions of teaching and research, there is a high cost in attempting research
intensification within mostly undergraduate and in-between institutions, which would have to divert
increasing proportions of their energies and investments to the expansion of research at the very time
when equity of access is critical. The most promising strategy is to concentrate research resources –
infrastructure, sponsored funding and graduate education – into the already more research-intensive
universities that attract the greatest student demand.

Build on the role of regional universities
The four “in-between” universities present relatively balanced profiles among the five dimensions
examined. These are institutions that serve their regions in all respects – teaching, access, research –
and share some characteristics of the mostly undergraduate institutions, although they never reach the
heights of some other universities in individual dimensions such as equity of access or research intensity.
Given the data presented here, a more apt description of these “in-between universities” is Ontario’s
“regional universities” – providing a balanced set of programs and services with a more moderate
research emphasis to their regional demographic and economic base. We encourage the government
and these institutions to strengthen their teaching and learning capabilities or cultivate other distinctive
qualities, such as what Ryerson University has achieved in its growing reputation for innovation.

Strategic Mandate Agreements: seize opportunity for a bold strategy
HEQCO’s analysis of Ontario’s initial university Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA) submissions noted a
prevailing institutional interest in research and advanced degrees rather than greater institutional
differentiation. While the first signed SMAs, created cooperatively between the ministry and the
institutions, reflect a stronger alignment between institutional aspiration and the evidence of
differentiation, it is critical that the next round of SMAs seize the opportunity to move strongly and
boldly towards more differentiated missions and strategic pathways.

Drive differentiation through funding
Unless aggressively driven through funding, differentiation is little more than a conversation. The
current funding mechanism rewards only enrolment growth, which for many institutions is increasingly
unattainable. Through the SMAs and appropriate financial incentives, our mostly undergraduate and
regional universities would be supported for their proportionally high service to equity of access
objectives, also focusing on innovative approaches to teaching and learning or other distinctive
missions. Research would be enhanced at the research-intensive universities and the continued
international prominence of the University of Toronto would be assured.

32

Appendix 1

As evidenced by its initiation of Strategic Mandate Agreements with the province’s 24 colleges and 20
universities, and the release of its Differentiation Policy Framework, the Ontario Ministry of Advanced
Education and Skills Development has clearly signaled its intention to position differentiation as “a
primary policy driver for the system.” The time is now to boldly apply university differentiation across
Ontario.
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Introduction
Differentiation has been positioned as an important tool to help meet Ontario’s objectives for its higher
education system. That is a fundamental change. The province’s traditional stewardship of the system
rested on a broadly adopted principle of homogeneity. All institutions were treated in a relatively similar
manner, on a foundation of identical policy and funding mechanisms, under which differentiated
accommodations were the exception rather than the rule.
The shift is important. The province is looking for more equitable access to the system for all Ontarians,
higher-quality outcomes and greater financial sustainability. But these objectives must be met against a
backdrop of fiscal constraint; neither the province nor students are positioned to purchase success
through significant additional investment.
Differentiation can provide greater choice among institutions, leverage and concentrate institutional
strengths and contributions towards meeting Ontario’s objectives, and avoid expensive duplication of
effort and services across the 20 universities and 24 colleges. Differentiation is a strategy for spending
existing resources with greater impact and better outcomes.
For differentiation to work, we need to understand the starting point. What are each of the institutions’
existing strengths and profiles, and how can those best be leveraged and supported through
differentiated funding, policy and service delivery strategies at both the provincial and institutional
levels? In this paper, we further our ongoing exploration of a data-driven understanding of institutional
differentiation among Ontario’s universities.
Differentiation in the college sector is as acute an issue as for the university sector. We would like to do
similar analyses for the colleges. Regrettably, though the requisite data exist, we do not have access to
them.
The government has developed two important new mechanisms with which to implement
differentiation: Strategic Mandate Agreements with each institution and a review of the provincial
funding formulae. The data we present are intended to help identify the right differentiation
opportunities to achieve Ontario’s higher education objectives through these important new
mechanisms.

Differentiation – an active file
At HEQCO, we began the exploration of differentiation in 2010, in our paper The Benefits of Greater
Differentiation of Ontario’s University Sector. We identified a suite of benefits that flow from increased
differentiation, including higher-quality teaching and research programs, more student choice, a globally
competitive system and increased financial sustainability (Weingarten & Deller, 2010).
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Our 2013 expert panel report on the prototype generation of provincial Strategic Mandate Agreements
(SMAs), Quality: Shifting the Focus, reemphasized the opportunities for greater differentiation and
recommended that the government take a more active leadership role in system planning (HEQCO,
2013a).
Also in 2013, we published The Diversity of Ontario’s Universities: A Data Set to Inform the
Differentiation Discussion. In this paper, we observed an existing level of diversity among Ontario’s 20
public universities on traditional measures such as comprehensiveness and graduate and research
intensity. We identified four clusters of universities (the University of Toronto, a cluster of researchintensive universities, a cluster of mostly undergraduate universities and an in-between cluster). We
recommended that the province use its funding formula and graduate allocations to reinforce and
reward the diversity of our universities and help them aspire to excellence in their areas of strength
(Weingarten, Hicks, Jonker & Liu, 2013).
A companion publication, The Diversity of Ontario’s Colleges: A Data Set to Inform the Differentiation
Discussion, highlighted programmatic diversity among the province’s 24 colleges of applied arts and
technology. We identified degree-granting as the most important distinguishing feature in
contemplating formal differentiation between colleges and noted that in its infant state there is little
policy cohesion around college degree-granting nor an obvious link to the government’s overall goals for
the postsecondary sector (Hicks, Weingarten, Jonker & Liu, 2013).
In 2014, we published Teaching Loads and Research Outputs of Ontario University Faculty Members:
Implications for Productivity and Differentiation. We found that faculty members in the more researchintensive universities have the greatest research success (measured in research funding dollars) and
impact (measured in citation volume) and tend to teach less than faculty from universities that are more
undergraduate-focused (Jonker & Hicks, 2014).
In our recent publication, Ontario’s PhD Graduates from 2009: Where are they now?, we found that
Ontario’s research-intensive universities and the University of Toronto graduate 82% of the province’s
PhDs and 96% of Ontario PhD graduates who are now working at a top-ranked university in the world
(Jonker, 2016).
We are not alone in our focus on differentiation. It is now a major government higher education priority.
In November 2013, the Ontario Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development (MAESD)
released its Differentiation Policy Framework that positions differentiation as “a primary policy driver for
the system.” MAESD is developing tools to help advance differentiation within the system of institutions,
most notably SMAs negotiated with each college and university and its ongoing review of the university
and college funding formulae.
Institutions have articulated their commitment to differentiation in the first completed round of SMAs,
in which each institution identified the factors it believes makes it unique in the system, and the Council
of Ontario Universities regularly showcases examples of differentiation across its member universities.
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Differentiation is only a strategy
From its first differentiation paper in 2010, HEQCO has emphasized that differentiation is a means to an
end, a strategy and not a goal in itself. Differentiation serves our shared objectives for the Ontario
system. Differentiation introduced for its own sake may accidentally serve those objectives, but also
carries a large and completely avoidable risk of generating directionless change, consuming scarce
resources in the process and eventually fueling resentment while and because it is not driving us closer
to those objectives.
So what goals have been set for Ontario’s public postsecondary system? Recently, HEQCO condensed its
understanding of the overarching objectives for Ontario’s higher education system to the following short
list (Weingarten, 2016):


More equitable access and success for all students. Differentiation serves this objective by
providing Ontarians real choices among the institutions. This increases opportunities for
prospective students to select (and be selected by) an Ontario university that fits their particular
priorities. It helps the province better serve a diverse continuum of student needs and
aspirations. It helps universities position themselves ideally to serve their local, or regional, or
international markets, each according to its own situational context, strengths and institutional
priorities.



Higher quality outcomes: On the education side, ensuring that students acquire the
knowledge, skills and competencies for personal and professional success and, on the
research side, ensuring that the scholarly output of our institutions has impact and is
internationally competitive and recognized. Differentiation serves this objective by capitalizing
on the diverse strengths of individual institutions in both the learning and research missions,
with a focus on strengthening the province’s overall capacity by optimizing the contributions of
constituent institutions within the system.



Greater financial sustainability of the system and its institutions. Differentiation serves this
objective by reducing duplication of expenditure, focusing on investment that builds on each
institution’s areas of strength and concentrating resources towards provincial quality and access
objectives.

The success of Ontario’s differentiation strategy hinges on this: our shared objectives are provincial. The
contribution of each individual institution to meeting those shared objectives varies. Differentiation
reflects and intensifies each institution’s unique learning and research profiles, while simultaneously
driving efficiencies across the system.
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Hand on the tiller
It follows for us that differentiation works best when coordinated and supported at the system level,
with a central hand guiding the development of differentiation between the participating institutions.
It is tempting to say: let differentiation flow naturally and unfettered from each autonomous and
individual institution. This is how innovation will be achieved, buy-in will be secured, agility will be
leveraged and aspirations will be realized. There are three problems with this approach.
First, differentiation is by definition relational, not individualistic. An institution cannot say that it is
differentiated (or will become differentiated) because of a demonstrable feature set or performance
achievement (in certain program areas, or access initiatives, or in research intensity, or undergraduate
excellence). It can only say that it is differentiated if it can demonstrate that other institutions do not
share the feature set or the performance achievement. This may in turn reflect something unique about
the region the university serves (its economy, or its demography), and that too is best identified through
data that reveal the difference. Differentiation is by nature a matter of comparison and contrast.
Second, if differentiation is a strategy to achieve provincial and system objectives, then local, selfdirected differentiation driven exclusively by institutions might only accidently and inefficiently achieve
those objectives.
Third, past experience in Ontario suggests that in the absence of a steering hand, institutions drift
towards homogeneity more than they strive for diversity. HEQCO’s 2013 expert panel reviewing the first
prototype round of Strategic Mandate Agreements observed that, overall, the submitted institutional
SMAs demonstrate a tendency to greater homogenization of the system based on preferences within
the academy for research and graduate education, rather than greater institutional differentiation
(HEQCO, 2013a).
Although we favour a strong central hand in shaping differentiation to meet the province’s objectives,
we are also of the view that an exclusively or overly centralized approach to differentiation has little
chance of success. Institutions, individually and collectively, must have a voice in developing
differentiation. They must have local scope to respond and tailor their programs and activities to the
regions and peoples they serve. Successful differentiation therefore requires a partnership between the
province and the institutions. Since our original 2010 paper, two potentially powerful tools have been
developed to help drive differentiation in partnership with institutions.
The first is the successful negotiation in 2014 of the first generation of SMAs, which frame the current
understanding of each institution’s differentiated contributions to Ontario’s collective needs. They speak
to each institution’s differentiated mandate and priorities. For example, Ontario’s newest and smallest
university, Algoma, defines a mission focused on teaching and learning at the undergraduate level and a
special focus on serving indigenous people. The SMA for the mid-sized University of Windsor emphasizes
its importance to and service of the geographic region in which it is located. The province’s largest and
flagship university, the University of Toronto, reaffirms in partnership with government its long-term
commitment to being an internationally significant research university, with a broad range of program
offerings.
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The second is a review of the university funding model, the single most powerful lever available to
government to implement its differentiation goals. MAESD has identified “supporting the existing
differentiation process, which is expressed in each university’s Strategic Mandate Agreement” as one of
the principles underpinning the funding model review (MTCU, 2013; 2015). A thorough consultation in
2015 led by former Deputy Minister Suzanne Herbert revealed a range of ideas on how the funding
model might recognize each university’s distinctive role.

Forces of homogenization
In many ways, intended or not, homogeneity underlies the investment strategy and policy tools Ontario
has developed and applied across the system in the past. In legislation, the powers and objectives of our
universities are mostly all identical and largely unfettered.1 There is one funding formula, with a
common set of rules and equations under which all institutions strive to maximize their share of
available revenues. There is one tuition policy and a fairly homogeneous price across the province. All
institutions generally tend to be eligible for new, marginal-dollar budget resources, such as graduate
funding or supports for under-represented students.
Applying the same measures and same math to all participating recipients is the conventional default in
public sector funding schemes. The approach is simple to administer and easy to defend as fair. It is not
a particularly powerful approach to driving differentiation among the recipient entities.
Despite the longstanding influence of these homogenizing tools and tendencies, there is a surprising
degree of measureable differentiation within the system today.

Data depict the starting point
We are starting the differentiation journey in Ontario not with a blank sheet, but with a functional,
mature postsecondary system. The efficient approach to driving more differentiation within a mature
system is to build on the existing strengths of each institution and/or of sets of institutions with similar
profiles (these two approaches are not mutually exclusive).
What are the existing differentiated profiles of our institutions? In our 2013 paper, The Diversity of
Ontario’s Universities: A Data Set to Inform the Differentiation Discussion, we assembled a picture of
university differentiation based on traditional measures of research and graduate intensity. We
identified four university clusters on these measures:

1

There are only four notable exceptions: Algoma’s Act gives it a special undergraduate mission and a focus on
aboriginal education; OCADU is programmatically focused on art and design; UOIT is mandated to provide careeroriented programs and offer college transfer; and the objectives for Ryerson emphasize an applied focus.
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Toronto

Toronto

Research-Intensive

In-Between

Guelph
McMaster
Ottawa
Queen’s
Waterloo
Western

Carleton
Ryerson
Windsor
York

Mostly Undergraduate

Algoma
Brock
Lakehead
Laurentian
Laurier
Nipissing
OCADU
Trent
UOIT

This was a good start, but incomplete in as much as it examined only one of the two missions of the
universities: research. Our 2010 report, The Benefits of Greater Differentiation of Ontario’s University
System, emphasized the need to value equally the teaching and research contributions of the
universities (Weingarten & Deller, 2010). In fact, given the prominence of the research component, it
argues that it was necessary to signal clearly the equal significance of the teaching mission. Interestingly,
the primary focus of government in Ontario today is on the teaching mission: quality, what is being
learned and the overall student experience. In her report to the ministry on funding reform, Suzanne
Herbert emphasized that “The ministry should apply an outcomes lens to all of its investments. Clarity
about the objectives the ministry wishes to meet through the outcomes-based funding will be crucial.
The outcomes lens should start with a focus on undergraduate student success” (MTCU, 2015).
To round out the differentiation analysis, we needed to examine differentiation within the system with
regard to the teaching mission and the students who are served across the 20 universities.
Also, because our 2013 report focused on research and graduate intensity, it easily led to the false
conclusion that we were ranking the universities: some are clearly more research intense and others less
so. But our goal is not to rank. Rather, it is to describe and better know the universities to leverage
observable differentiation in the furtherance of provincial objectives. Doing so with a broader set of
data points and across both the teaching and learning mission helps balance the understanding of each
university’s contributions. Differentiation describes how institutions are different, not which are better.
In our various presentations and research, HEQCO has repeatedly emphasized the importance of
teaching as at least equal to the value and significance of research in postsecondary education.
To create a more balanced and complete picture of differentiation among the 20 universities, we have
now compiled available data that reveal differentiation in the teaching mission, which we have
organized into four dimensions:
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Equity of access: the enrolment of underrepresented groups and Ontarians from lower socioeconomic backgrounds
Demand: student preference and university selection
Learning journey: the learning environment, student experience and completion rates
Graduate outcomes: resultant success in the job market and with the repayment of student
loans

Table 1 lists the individual data indicators that inform each university’s profile in the four teaching
mission dimensions above, as well as the earlier research intensity dimension from our 2013 study.
Table 1: Indicators and Dimensions of University Differentiation

EQUITY OF ACCESS

DEMAND

% first-generation students

Application to registrant ratio

% Aboriginal students

% first-choice applicants

% students with disabilities

% students from other provinces

% francophone students

% international students

OSAP participation rate

% students with entry marks >75%

% part-time students

LEARNING JOURNEY

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

Retention rate first to second year

Graduate employment rate

Graduation rate

Graduate average earnings

% classes with <30 students

Loan default rate

% undergraduates who had a good experience
% graduate students who had a good experience

RESEARCH INTENSITY
% graduates who are PhDs
Sponsored research income per faculty
Total publications per faculty
Total citations per faculty
Research impact: H-scores
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Our goal in this paper is to examine and analyze these data at the aggregate level to better understand
institutional differentiation. Before proceeding, it is important to make some observations about the
data:


Are these the right data? We believe that an examination of the two primary missions of the
universities (research and teaching2) is a relevant approach. The actual data elements we bring
to bear to conduct the examination are of course limited to those that are collected and made
available to us, and also of sufficiently robust quality to warrant inclusion. So, for example,
cross-institutional data on learning outcomes would be welcome but are not yet collected. Data
on commercialization and patents (important aspects of the research mission) are collected and
available but considered by many to be insufficiently robust to be pressed into service. Data on
student mobility are collected but are not in the public domain and were not made available to
us.
Despite these limitations, we have been able to pool representative data to construct the five
dimensions in Table 1. They tell an important story about our universities. In the future, we fully
expect the stream of available data to improve and the storyline to be refined. Based on past
experience, this will happen slowly and over a considerable span of time. It needs to happen
faster.
Pursuing the opposite strategy – waiting to conduct the analysis until the data are fully rounded
and perfected – means sitting forever on the sidelines and knowing nothing.



How robust are the data? The data in this report are drawn predominantly from the most
reliable of sources: the universities and the federal and provincial governments. Most of the
data on which we rely are publicly available. There are only five instances in which we have used
custom data extractions.
The metrics we use are not perfect. Some of the data rely on self-reporting (for example, in the
self-identification of Aboriginal student populations). Some are harvested from surveys that
would ideally have a higher response rate to guarantee a representative sample (for example,
graduate employment data come from a survey with a response rate of about 30% of graduates)
and others suffer from definitional or methodological variability (for example, each institution
selects and reports using its own, non-standardized definition of what constitutes a part-time
student).
In all cases, we believe that the data included in this report are sufficiently robust to tell a
meaningful and accurate story about institutional characteristics and differentiation. This is
especially so when we aggregate the data into our five dimensions, so no single measure unduly
influences the observations made about an institution or the set of institutions. For this reason,
the body of our report and analysis is driven by the aggregated data. Those who wish to

2

We acknowledge but do not attempt to analyze a third mission: service. Teaching and research comprise the
majority of university activity (they collectively account for 80% of faculty time in most models) and are the two
missions explicitly funded by a combination of students and government in our public system.
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examine the individual underlying data in greater detail may do so in Appendices 1 (teaching
indicators) and 2 (research indicators).
We recognize that some readers will reject our judgement calls and criticize the inadequacies of
the data. Our plea to them is: help us refine and improve the data coming from institutions and
governments so everyone has access to robust data to better understand and manage the
system.


Do the data reveal, and is this study about, university performance? Our objective is to
describe what each university does, who it serves, what outcomes it generates. The intent is
descriptive. The hope is that the descriptions will be useful in identifying opportunities for
differentiation.
It is important to note that the root drivers of observable differences in the data we have
assembled are not inherently or exclusively a matter of institutional “performance” at all. For
example, the concentration of francophone learners in a few universities is most obviously the
result of a longstanding provincial policy of bilingual designation and concentrated languagefunding support to those very universities. The percentage of students self-identifying as
Aboriginal correlates with the distribution of Aboriginal populations within the province. These
are the very kinds of observable impacts we would expect from either a government policy
intervention (French language – a rare and effective example of differentiated support) or a
local institutional response to need (Aboriginal student populations). Again, our goal is to
describe and understand what is happening and seize opportunities to improve it.
With that said, it will be impossible for some to resist using these data to prompt ranking. This
should be resisted. We place no ranking value on the different dimensions we define in this
report.



Does size matter? For each of the 20 universities, we report our indicators on the basis of
proportion, rate or percentage, rather than sheer numbers. So, for example, whereas the
University of Toronto has the highest sheer number of international students of any Ontario
university (9,870), Algoma University (with only 259 international students) has proportionally
more international students in its student body than Toronto. It is the proportional number that
we report (19% of total students at Algoma vs. 13% at Toronto). On sheer numbers, the
University of Toronto serves many times the international students than does Algoma. So why
are we not reporting sheer number?
If we did, the University of Toronto and a handful of other large institutions would consistently
show a higher numerical score on our indicators compared to the other universities, which by
virtue of being small would show little volume or presence in any domain. This would at times
appear to be to the advantage of the larger institutions (as is the case with the international
student example) and in other instances to their collective disadvantage (for example, reporting
the sheer number of loan defaults would paint a much higher picture of loan default for larger
institutions than does the reporting of relative default rates, where the sheer number in default
is divided by the institution’s total population of borrowers).
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What we are revealing is not the size of each institution, or the number of students served, or
the number of students with certain measurable characteristics, but each institution’s character,
its foci, its strategic and service orientation. Not whether it is bigger or smaller, but what makes
it different from or similar to other institutions. This can only be revealed through proportion or
rate-based analysis.


Audience orientation: Our intention is to profile universities in ways that can assist government
and institutions to chart the course forward for a more differentiated system of universities in
Ontario. The mechanisms for doing this are ones in their purview: institutional strategic plans,
the government funding formula, the next round of Strategic Mandate Agreements, enrolment
plans and program approvals.
We did not intend to create a university selection guide for applicants with this report. We
welcome a broad readership, including of course students who ultimately stand to benefit from
better programs, more choice and sustainable costs through a well implemented differentiation
strategy. But the indicators and dimensions selected here do not purport to be a guide to
university selection or a public ranking scheme, and we did not assemble them with those goals
in mind.

Analyzing the data
In the balance of the paper, we will present the data aggregated to our five dimensions in two different
ways. The first approach looks at patterns of differentiation among the four clusters of universities we
identified in 2013. The second looks at each university individually, on the basis of the five dimensions of
inquiry we have identified. We draw conclusions at the end of the paper.

Approach 1: Patterns among the four clusters
We use a simple heat-table (Table 2 below) to reveal patterns among the four clusters of universities we
identified in The Diversity of Ontario’s Universities: A Data Set to Inform the Differentiation Discussion.
The table presents each of the 24 indicators we have assembled, organized into our five dimensions of
inquiry. For each indicator, the institutions are sorted according to the simple order of their strength, or
level of activity, or presence. The names of individual universities are not shown on the table3 to help
focus the viewer on the sweep of colour gradients or patterns across the four clusters of universities
identified above and to thwart the natural inclination to turn this into a ranking exercise. All we show is
the colour of each university according to the cluster to which we assigned it in our 2013 report on
research intensity.

3

With the obvious exception of the University of Toronto, which is the only purple university in the set.
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Toronto

Toronto

Research-Intensive

In-Between

Guelph
McMaster
Ottawa
Queen’s
Waterloo
Western

Carleton
Ryerson
Windsor
York

Mostly Undergraduate

Algoma
Brock
Lakehead
Laurentian
Laurier
Nipissing
OCADU
Trent
UOIT

Unshaded cells indicate the few instances in which data were available for less than the full set of
universities.
This reveals strong patterning with regard to the dimension of research intensity, as this is the very basis
on which the four clusters were identified in the first place. But are the four clusters of universities
identified there as useful for thinking about learning-mission characteristics of the universities as they
were in thinking about research intensity? This is the question the table seeks to answer.
We present the heat-table here. We discuss its implications in the Discussion section of this report.
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Table 2: Heat-Table
High Count

Low Count

% First Generation Students
% Aboriginal Students
EQUITY OF
ACCESS

% Students with Disabilities
% Francophone Students
OSAP Participation Rate
% Part-Time Students
Application: Registrant Ratio
% 1st Choice Applicants

DEMAND

% Students from Other Provinces
% International Students
% Students with Entry Marks >75%
Retention Rate 1st to 2nd Year
Graduation Rate

LEARNING
JOURNEY

% Classes with <30 Students
% Undergraduates had a Good Experience
% Graduate Students had a Good Experience
Graduate Employment Rate

GRADUATE
OUTCOMES

Graduate Average Earnings
Loan Default Rate
% Graduates who are PhDs
Sponsored Research Income / Faculty

RESEARCH
INTENSITY

Total Publications / Faculty
Total Citations / Faculty
Research Impact: H scores
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Approach 2: Individual institutional profiles
In the pages that follow, we provide a university-by-university visual representation of each institution’s
differentiated profile. A dynamic version of the visualizations has also been prepared and is viewable
here.
The visualizations allow for a quick understanding of each university’s profile in the five dimensions we
have defined. Which are serving proportionally more under-represented students and which less so?
Which are more research intensive and which less so? What is the range of differences in student
outcomes between the set of institutions?
To aggregate the 24 indicators into the five dimensions shown on Figures 1 through 20, we first
standardized the data values across the 20 universities for each indicator. Using standardized scores
reveals whether the differences between universities on each indicator are modest or pronounced. We
then averaged together the standardized values for the indicators underlying each of our five descriptive
dimensions shown in Table 1. The results are shown university by university, scaled on concentric circles
that show the deviation in standard units (or Z-scores)4 from the average. The bolded circle within each
visualization represents the mean for the system.
Table 3 immediately following the 20 figures shows the Z-score values.

4

If an institution posts a Z-score of 0 on a dimension, then it is at the system average for that dimension. A Z-score
above 0 indicates above average strength on that dimension. A Z-score below 0 indicates below average strength.
The numerical value associated with each Z-score reflects the number of standardized deviations from the
average.
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Figures 1 to 20
20 Universities Profiled on 5 Dimensions of Data
For a listing of the underlying indicators, see Table 1
Algoma

RESEARCH INTENSITY

Brock

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

LEARNING JOURNEY

LEARNING JOURNEY

Carleton

Guelph

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY
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Lakehead

RESEARCH INTENSITY

Laurentian

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

McMaster

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

Laurier

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY
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Nipissing

RESEARCH INTENSITY

OCADU

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

Queen's

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

Ottawa

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY
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Ryerson

RESEARCH INTENSITY

Toronto

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

UOIT

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

Trent

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY
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Waterloo

RESEARCH INTENSITY

Western

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

York

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

Windsor

RESEARCH INTENSITY

EQUITY OF ACCESS

EQUITY OF ACCESS

GRADUATE OUTCOMES

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY

DEMAND

LEARNING JOURNEY
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Table 3 shows the Z-score values used in Figures 1 through 20 immediately preceding. The table shows
in the rightmost column, for each university, the degree of variance in its Z-score values across the five
dimensions. The table helps reveal which universities have a relatively balanced profile across the five
dimensions and which do not. This can also be seen visually in Figures 1 through 20 by observing the
degree of “roundness” of each institution’s wheel.
Table 3: Average Standardized Z Scores and Dispersion
Equity of Access

Demand

Learning
Journey

Graduate
Outcomes

Research
Intensity

Standard
Deviation

Algoma

1.1

-0.4

-1.1

-2.2

-1.3

1.2

Brock

-0.1

-0.4

0.1

0.0

-0.8

0.3

Carleton

0.0

0.1

-0.1

-0.4

-0.1

0.2

Guelph

-0.5

0.2

1.1

0.2

0.5

0.6

Lakehead

0.0

-0.7

-0.3

0.2

-0.7

0.4

Laurentian

1.3

-0.5

-0.3

0.8

-0.8

0.9

McMaster

-0.5

0.3

0.4

0.7

1.4

0.7

Nipissing

0.8

-0.5

0.7

0.2

-1.2

0.8

OCADU

0.3

0.3

0.0

-1.5

-1.1

0.8

Ottawa

0.1

0.8

-0.2

0.2

0.8

0.4

UOIT

0.3

-0.7

-0.9

0.6

-0.3

0.7

Queen's

-1.0

0.6

1.1

0.8

0.7

0.8

Ryerson

0.2

0.2

-0.4

0.6

-0.7

0.5

Toronto

-0.4

0.8

0.1

0.3

2.3

1.1

Trent

0.2

-0.5

0.0

-0.5

-0.2

0.3

Waterloo

-0.3

0.7

0.3

1.2

0.8

0.6

Western

-0.7

0.6

0.7

0.5

0.6

0.6

Laurier

-0.1

-0.4

0.0

-0.1

-0.7

0.3

Windsor

-0.4

-0.3

-0.7

-0.8

-0.3

0.2

York

-0.2

-0.2

-0.6

-0.8

-0.2

0.3

Standard deviation

0.6

0.5

0.6

0.8

0.9
This column also
shown in Figure
21, following
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The following figure shows the dispersion of results across the five dimensions for each university from
the rightmost column of Table 2. The smaller the spread (measured as the standard deviation across the
five dimensions we are tracking), the more balanced a university. In Figures 1 through 20, the same
characteristic can be seen in the “roundness” of each institution’s wheel.
Figure 21: Standard Deviation across the Five Dimensions
1.4
1.2
1.0
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
Algoma

Toronto

Laurentian

OCADU

Queen's

Nipissing

McMaster

UOIT

Western

Guelph

Waterloo

Ryerson

Ottawa

Lakehead

Brock

Trent

Laurier

York

Windsor

Carleton

0.0

Discussion
Balancing our data-driven perspective
Our 2013 report focused on research and graduate intensity. This report rounds out the perspectives on
institutional differentiation. We can now look at the diverse profiles of the 20 universities on five
dimensions that speak to both the research and teaching missions and provide evidence-based
suggestions for the road ahead.

Recognize and fund equity of access as a significant differentiating feature
Across our institutions, an important differentiating feature is revealed by the data on equity of access.
The heat chart (Table 2) and individual institutional visualizations (Figures 1 through 20) reveal that a
strong institutional focus on equity of access is the most obvious counterbalancing characteristic to
research intensity. In fact, equity of access correlates negatively with all four other dimensions we
measured. It is a defining characteristic with regard to institutional diversity.
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Table 4: Correlation Coefficients between the Five Dimensions5
Equity of
access

Demand

Learning
journey

Graduate
outcomes

Research
intensity

Equity of access
Demand

-0.56

Learning journey

-0.53

0.48

Graduate outcomes

-0.34

0.31

0.47

Research intensity

-0.666

0.76

0.41

0.48

Our equity of access powerhouses are clustered within our mostly undergraduate universities and some
regional or in-between institutions. They serve a greater proportion of students who have traditionally
been underrepresented at the university level. They also serve students who arrive with lower marks,
experience lower persistence and completion rates (within the learning journey dimension) and higher
loan default rates (within the graduate outcomes dimension). Nor do they benefit from the high overall
level of student demand experienced by the research-intensive universities, which enables them to
attract and assemble the strongest incoming cohorts.
The differentiation opportunity is to ensure that we orient, equip and fund these institutions to focus on
providing their important, diversified student bodies access to university and the opportunity for success
once they are enrolled. The stewardship tools the province is creating through SMAs and its review of
the funding formula present opportunities to strengthen these supports.
Of course the research-intensive universities have large numbers of students from under-represented
groups on their campuses. But proportionally they serve fewer. The profiles of their admittedly larger
student bodies and campuses are different.

5

Correlation coefficients measure how closely two sets of values move together. In our case, the two sets of values
are the institutional dimension-level values for each possible pairing of dimensions. The results for each pairing are
expressed as a number between -1 and 1 in Table 4. A positive correlation means that as one dimension’s values
grow, so do the values of the paired dimension. A negative correlation means that as one dimension’s values grow,
those of the paired dimension diminish. The closer the result is to either 1 or -1, the tighter the positive or negative
relationship. The closer the result is to 0, the less of a relationship at all between the values in the two dimensions.
6
Only one of the research-intensive universities, the University of Ottawa, has an equity of access score greater
than the system average. This is because of its francophone focus, which reflects both its geographical location and
the profound impact of government’s differentiated French language support in the sector. If francophone access
is taken out of the calculation of correlation coefficients, the negative correlation between research intensity and
equity of access is even higher at -.72.
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Good learning everywhere
We favour broad institutional and faculty latitude in developing different approaches, styles and
modalities to the business of teaching and learning. But on learning outcomes – the mastery achieved
not only in disciplinary knowledge but in basic and higher-order cognitive skills and personality skills –
we want all students from all programs across all universities to be well equipped and ready for the
labour market. For Ontario, as the government has clearly indicated, the spotlight today is on enhancing
the quality of the teaching and learning mission and improving the overall student experience.
Ontario is in the early stages of learning how to directly measure non-disciplinary learning outcomes for
Ontario students. In classrooms across the province, HEQCO is working with university and college
faculty and administrators to pilot different and innovative formative assessment tools. HEQCO’s
Learning Outcomes Assessment Consortium is experimenting with rubrics, e-portfolios and check lists to
create a toolbox of valid and reliable assessment practices.
At the institutional and sector level, HEQCO is conducting important field trials in partnership with
colleges and universities to measure the value added of a postsecondary credential from point of entry
to completion. We are piloting the use of large-scale assessment tests such as the Education and Skills
Online assessment of literacy, numeracy and problem solving skills; and HEIghten and the Collegiate
Learning Assessment, both tests of critical thinking skills.
In the meantime, we have assembled available measures and proxies to construct our learning journey
and graduate outcomes dimensions. We need to work with each university to strengthen these
outcomes across the board. To do so, an important focus must be on understanding the variety of
starting points for the student bodies at our 20 universities. To echo what we already said: some
universities may serve proportionally more complex student bodies with more complex needs, and they
should be supported in meeting those needs. Every student, no matter where they are studying,
deserves a strong end point.

Build on the role of regional universities
Our 2013 report revealed four “in-between” universities: Carleton, Ryerson, Windsor and York. Within
that more limited analysis of institutional differentiation, we were unsure how to characterize these
institutions. The current analysis allows us to do so. As shown in Figure 21, these “in-between”
universities present relatively balanced profiles among the five dimensions we measure in this
examination. These are institutions that serve their region well in all respects – teaching, access,
research – although they never reach the heights of some other universities in individual dimensions
such as equity of access or research intensity. Given the data presented here, we propose to re-label this
cluster Ontario’s regional universities: providing a balanced set of programs and services with a more
moderate research emphasis to their regional demographic and economic base. Some of the mostly
undergraduate universities are also relatively balanced in terms of their performance in the dimensions
examined. We encourage the government and these institutions to strengthen their teaching and
learning capabilities or cultivate other distinctive qualities, such as what Ryerson University has achieved
in its growing reputation for innovation.
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Concentrate research expansion for greater impact
All Ontario universities serve the twin missions of teaching and research. This is not about to change,
nor should it. The two are the existential core of the university concept.
However, research intensity varies more dramatically among our 20 universities (higher institutional
deviations from the provincial mean) than any of the other four dimensions. The data demonstrate that
a wide range of research intensity can be accommodated within the provincial system. The data also
indicate that Ontario’s research-intensive universities are also the universities with greater student
demand: they attract high-potential student candidates and deliver strong graduate outcomes.
Research intensity comes with both opportunity and cost. Currently, Canada does not adequately fund
the indirect costs of research. The implication of this reality is that to sustain a quality research profile,
universities must divert funds from tuition and government grants to underpin research infrastructure.
The cost of research intensification would be especially high for our access and undergraduate
institutions, who would have to divert increasing proportions of their energies and investments to the
expansion of research at the very time we want them to increase the focus on their important equity of
access and teaching contributions. The most promising strategy is to concentrate research resources –
infrastructure, sponsored funding and graduate education – into the already more research-intensive
universities that attract the greatest student demand.

Support the University of Toronto as Ontario’s flagship institution
It is important for Ontario to have at least one internationally ranked top tier university. This reflects
well on the entire system and, like a rising tide, lifts all boats. Under the current funding regime and
absent of a more aggressive differentiation framework, it is improbable that we would be able to sustain
two or more Ontario universities among the top 50 in the world.7 On the basis of the data, the
University of Toronto and only the University of Toronto plays this important role for the province.
Ontario funds the University of Toronto in the same manner and through the same incentives as the rest
of the system. Ontario asks it (and it has stepped up) to be not only our premier research and
reputational powerhouse but also our largest capacity undergraduate institution (17% of the system) in
the fastest growing region of Ontario.
A differentiated approach suggests seizing the opportunity to restructure funding and enrolment
expectations to ensure that Toronto continues to be able to play its unique and powerful flagship role
for Ontario.

7

Though in the California postsecondary system, seven of its publicly supported universities appear in the top 50
universities on either the Times Higher Education, QS or Shanghai global rankings. It is perhaps not coincidental
that the California system is historically a highly differentiated postsecondary system.
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Strategic Mandate Agreements: seize opportunity for a bold strategy
Our expert panel reviewing the first prototypical set of SMAs observed “a tendency to greater
homogenization of the system based on preferences within the academy for research and advanced
degrees, rather than greater institutional differentiation” (HEQCO, 2013a, p.11).
The first signed SMAs, created cooperatively between the ministry and the institutions two years later,
reflect a stronger alignment between institutional aspiration and the evidence of differentiation
presented in this report. In their SMA mission/mandate statements, four of Ontario’s seven researchintensive universities (as defined by HEQCO) describe themselves as such, while only one of the 13
undergraduate/regional institutions does so. Six of the 13 undergraduate/regional institutions (as
defined by HEQCO) identify service to an under-represented group, adult learners or transfer students,
while only one of the research-intensives does so (and that is the bilingually designated University of
Ottawa).
It is critical that the next round of SMAs seize the opportunity to move strongly and boldly towards more
differentiated missions and strategic pathways. The institutional profiles revealed by the data in this
report should help with this, as well as related and downstream government decisions on matters like
program approvals, capital funding, enrolment targets and graduate allocations.

Drive differentiation through funding
Differentiation is little more than a conversation unless funding structures support and incent it. Today’s
funding mechanism is a uniform tool that rewards only enrolment growth, and enrolment growth is for
many institutions increasingly unattainable.
Our clusters of universities and the data in this report suggest a series of simple questions by which
potential new funding models can be evaluated for their ability to support differentiation. How well
would they reward the mostly undergraduate universities for their proportionally high service to equity
of access objectives, and for the provision of high-quality undergraduate education that supports
students through their journey and into the labour market? How well would they support and reward
the regional hubs for their balanced performance and important regional contributions? How well
would they support the research-intensive universities for just that, as well as for graduate
intensification? And lastly, would they ensure that the University of Toronto is recognized and
supported for its unique Canadian flagship role and international prominence?
As evidenced by its initiation of Strategic Mandate Agreements with the province’s colleges and
universities, and the release of its Differentiation Policy Framework, the Ministry of Advanced Education
and Skills Development has clearly signaled its intention to position differentiation as “a primary policy
driver for the system” (MTCU, 2013, p. 6). The precedent has already been set. Thanks to deliberate
policy and funding supports, French-speaking students and services are highly concentrated in three
institutions (Ottawa, Laurentian and its affiliate Hearst, and York). Appendix 1 indicator 1.4
demonstrates the impact. This is a dramatic and still rare example of differentiation that has worked
well. The time is now to boldly apply differentiation across Ontario.
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Appendix 1: Indicators of Equity of Access, Demand, Learning
Journey and Graduate Outcomes
Assembling the Dimensions
This appendix presents the source data behind four of the five dimensions of differentiation defined in
this report:





Equity of access
Demand
Learning journey
Graduate outcomes

Appendix 2 does the same thing with regard to the indicators underlying the fifth dimension, research
intensity.

The Data
As noted in the body of this report, the data we have collected and presented are imperfect. They are
drawn from reliable sources – predominantly the universities themselves and the federal and provincial
governments – but they fall prey to a number of weaknesses and limitations:


Some are generated through student surveys and are commonly thought to contain a margin of
error due to reluctance of students to reveal details about themselves. (Example: the selfidentification by students as Aboriginal)



Some of the data are collected using inconsistent definitions or methodologies across the 20
institutions. (Example: the definition of the course-load threshold at which a student toggles
between full-time and part-time status)



Some may be proxies at best for what we are measuring. (Example: institutional OSAP
participation rates, which are an imperfect measure of socio-economic background as they are
also influenced by variables such as the percentage of the institution’s student body that lives at
home, the variability in program tuition fees, and the reach of OSAP eligibility into middleincome background students)

For specific indicators for which there are known problems with the data, we will indicate these in the
accompanying notes.
In all cases, the data included in this report are sufficiently robust to tell a meaningful and accurate story
about institutional characteristics and differentiation. This is especially so when we aggregate the data,
as we do in the report, so no single measure unduly influences the observations made about an
institution or the set of institutions.
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The indicator data are not intended to assign a mark or performance score to each of the universities.
They, and the dimensions to which they aggregate, are descriptive. Some of the indicators of
differentiation are not even within the control of a university. They are the product of local
environments or policy and funding practices. Nor is “more” of something we measure intended as a
value judgement. For example, to say that one university has a higher percentage of first-generation
students in its population is not to imply that it is more equitable or performs better on equity of access.
It is simply to observe something important about its student body that might be relevant in planning
the future path and provincial funding supports that best fit such an institution.
As we said at the outset of the report, pursuing the opposite strategy of waiting to conduct the analysis
until the data are fully perfected effectively results in waiting forever and continuing to make decisions
in the total absence of any data.

Colour Scheme
As noted in the body of the report, data in the figures below have been colour-coded to identify the
institutions in each of the four clusters of universities observed in The Diversity of Ontario’s Universities:
A Data Set to Inform the Differentiation Discussion:8

Toronto
Toronto

Research-Intensive

In-Between

Guelph
McMaster
Ottawa
Queen’s
Waterloo
Western

Mostly Undergraduate

Carleton
Ryerson
Windsor
York

8

Algoma
Brock
Lakehead
Laurentian
Laurier
Nipissing
OCADU
Trent
UOIT

For consistency and ease of cross-reference, the same colour scheme was also applied in HEQCO’s report
Teaching Loads and Research Outputs of Ontario University Faculty Members: Implications for Productivity and
Differentiation and in Ontario’s PhD Graduates from 2009: Where are they now?.
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Equity of Access Measures
The province’s access priorities are slowly crystalizing. Access was traditionally a two-pronged agenda
for Ontario. One prong was achieving growth in sheer numbers of enrolments and driving to a 70%
overall adult population postsecondary attainment rate target. That target is now achieved9 and the
focus is squarely on the second prong: equity of access for those groups and individuals who are
traditionally underrepresented and not yet afforded equal opportunity to participate and succeed.
Ontario has identified the following equity of access priorities: first-generation students, students with
disabilities, Aboriginal students, Francophones, low-income students and students transferring between
college and university.
The indicators that follow reflect considerable diversity of focus and profile among the 20 universities
with regard to these priorities.

Indicator 1.1: Percentage of Students who are First-Generation Students
Our first indicator looks at the percentage of each university’s student body whose parents did not
complete higher education. The 2005 Rae Report identified these first-generation students as an access
priority for Ontario. The government responded with a first-generation funding program. The priority
placed on first-generation students is based on research that indicates that the probability of attending
university is considerably less for children of parents who do not themselves have a postsecondary
education (Zhao, 2012).
Figure 1.1 shows the percentage of full-time students at each Ontario public university who self-identify
as first-generation students. The data are generated through self-reporting by students on survey
instruments and likely reflect an unmeasurable degree of self-selection bias.
Although the pattern is imperfect, we note that the percentage of first-generation students is generally
higher at Ontario’s mostly undergraduate and in-between institutions than it is at our research-intensive
institutions. This is simply an observation about these institutions, not a performance metric.

9

See Tables A.1.1 and A.1.3 in Statistics Canada’s Education Indicators in Canada: An International Perspective
2015, which show adult postsecondary attainment (including trades and apprenticeship) of 65% in 2014, but
higher for adults aged 25 to 44.
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1.1 Percentage of Students who are First-Generation Students
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Indicator 1.2: Percentage of Students who are Aboriginal
The development and implementation by MAESD of the Aboriginal Postsecondary Education and
Training Policy Framework (MTCU, 2011) signals its commitment to support postsecondary education
for Ontario’s Aboriginal population. The recent report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of
Canada calls for the elimination of gaps in Aboriginal educational attainment (Truth and Reconciliation
Commission, 2015). The gap between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal educational attainment is highest at
the university level, and much less at the college and trades levels (Gordon & White, 2013).
Figure 1.2 shows the percentage of full-time students at each Ontario public university who identify as
Aboriginal. As already noted, these data are self-reported voluntarily and widely considered to be a
rough comparative tally at best.
Geography appropriately plays a role in the distribution of Aboriginal students. Institutions operating in
regions of the province with proportionally higher Aboriginal populations tend to enrol higher
proportions of Aboriginal students.
1.2 Percentage of Students who are Aboriginal
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%

Source: Institutional MYAAs, 2013

66

York

Waterloo

UOIT

Toronto

Windsor

Ryerson

Queen's

Guelph

Brock

Western

McMaster

OCADU

Laurier

Trent

Ottawa

Carleton

Nipissing

Lakehead

Laurentian

Algoma

0%

Appendix 1

Indicator 1.3: Percentage of Students with Disabilities
Access and accommodation for students with disabilities are both legal obligations of institutions and
policy priorities for the province. Ontario distributes dedicated funding to help defray the additional
costs associated with serving students with special needs.
Figure 1.3 shows the percentage of full-time students at each university in Ontario who registered with
the institution’s office for students with disabilities and received support services in 2013-14. The data
do not capture students who may have been diagnosed or self-identify as having a disability but who did
not seek accommodation through their university.
Although the pattern is imperfect, we note that the percentage of students with disabilities is generally
higher at Ontario’s mostly undergraduate and in-between institutions than it is at our research-intensive
institutions. This is simply an observation about these institutions, not a performance metric.
1.3 Percentage of Students with a Disability
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Indicator 1.4: Percentage of Students who are French-speaking
In a rare and profound instance of differentiated policy and funding practices, the Ontario government
has actively promoted the concentration of French-language university services. The results are
dramatic. Three institutions are provided with proportionately significant French language funding
(more than 10% of their total provincial grants): Laurentian, Hearst and Ottawa. One other institution,
York, also receives considerable government grants for French programming at Glendon College, though
York’s overall enrolment is so large that its French student funding and population is proportionally
small.
The corresponding proportion of enrolment of French speakers in each university is shown in Figure 1.4.
As we noted, York has a considerable French language student population but it is proportionally small
in relation to its overall size. This is reflected in Figure 1.4. We could not include Hearst in this figure – or
more generally in this paper – as data are missing for this very small institution, which legally is an
affiliate of Laurentian. If it could be added to Figure 1.4, Hearst would also show a high concentration of
French language speakers: it provides programming exclusively in French. Data for Figure 1.4 were also
unavailable to us for UOIT.
The data do not capture French speakers who learned French as a second language, such as French
immersion students from Ontario’s school system.
1.4 Percentage of Students for whom French is Mother Tongue
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Indicator 1.5: OSAP Participation Rate
The removal of financial barriers to participation has been a long-standing priority for Ontario,
implemented primarily through the federal-provincial Ontario Student Assistance Program (OSAP).
Because OSAP is needs based, program participation serves as a proxy for socio-economic background.
It is an imperfect proxy, influenced by other factors such as what proportion of each institution’s
student body is regionally based and living at home (lower living costs) and program mix (variability in
tuition fees). Not all low-income OSAP-eligible students apply for assistance under the program (Berger,
Motte & Parkin, 2009, p. 159). OSAP also extends income-tested eligibility into the middle class (Ontario
Ministry of Finance, 2016). It is, however, the best available proxy at the institutional level. An
alternative approach would be to map the applicants and students at each institution to
neighbourhood-based census data on family income (see, for example, Dooley, Payne & Robb, 2009).
These institutional-level data were not available to us.
Figure 1.5 shows the OSAP participation rate for undergraduate programs at each Ontario university.
The impact of tuition variability has been reduced by excluding the following high-tuition professional
programs: law, dentistry, dental specialties, medical specialties, surgical specialties, optometry and
pharmacy.
1.5 OSAP Participation Rate
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Indicator 1.6: Percentage of Students Studying Part-time
Another general indicator of access is the proportion of students studying part-time, perhaps because
they need to work or are balancing other obligations with their studies. Figure 1.6 shows the percentage
of students at each university who are studying on a part-time basis.10
There is some variability in this data set, as the 20 institutions do not use a common definition of the
course load at which a student moves from full-time to part-time status. The results should be viewed
for overall trends, not for precise institutional values and placements. Generally, a greater percentage of
students at mostly undergraduate and “in-between” universities are studying on a part-time basis.
1.6 Percentage of Students Studying Part-time
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
Queen's

Waterloo

Western

UOIT

Toronto

Guelph

Lakehead

Brock

Windsor

Ottawa

McMaster

Laurier

Carleton

Trent

York

Algoma

OCADU

Laurentian

Ryerson

Nipissing

0%

Source: Council of Ontario Universities, Common University Data Ontario (CUDO), 2014

10

Students participating in a co-op program are not by virtue of this fact part-time, so the high levels of co-op
programming at the University of Waterloo do not drive up Waterloo’s proportion of part-time students.
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A Note on Transfer Students
Transfer opportunities, especially from college to university, are an important access priority for
Ontario. The province has created and funds the Ontario Council for Articulation and Transfer (ONCAT)
to drive the agenda in this area and remove barriers to mobility between institutions.
We would have liked to include institution-level data on transfer students. We know of five potential
sources. Of these, only one is available to us (it is published and updated annually), but its methodology
is too limited to present even a crude summation of transfer activity.
Ontario needs to make transfer data publicly available in short order.
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Demand
Do students choose universities or do universities choose students? It is a bidirectional matching
process, wherein prospective students make the opening move by applying, universities respond by
selecting applicants to whom they will make offers of admission, and students make a final pick from the
offer(s) they receive.
We have already investigated one outcome of this iterative two-way selection process in our canvassing
of equity of access indicators above. This next section of the paper asks more generally: are some
institutions in higher demand? Do some institutions attract and take academically higher-performing
entrants?

Indicators 2.1 and 2.2: Application to Registrant Ratio, and Percentage of Applicants who
Ranked the University as their First Choice
Ontario operates a centralized application service for all 20 public universities. Prospective students
select the institutions to which they wish to apply, and if applying to several institutions they place these
in rank order.
This theoretically allows for an analysis of which institutions are in higher demand. We wanted to show
the “yield rate” for each university using the universities’ data: for each institution, what is the ratio of
applicants to registrants?
Unfortunately, the publicly available data on the universities’ Common University Data Ontario site lend
themselves only to deriving a less accurate ratio of total applications to registrants for each university.
This ratio is less precise because individuals can submit up to three applications at one institution. The
number of applications is therefore greater than the number of applicants by an unknown (to us)
amount and with unknown variability across the institutions. In Figure 2.1, we have decided to use the
less precise data available to us, as they still project a generalized picture of the yield rate. We would
welcome the release of even better data by the universities in the future.
We supplement Figure 2.1 with Figure 2.2, which shows, for the pool of applicants to each university,
the percentage that selected the university as their preferential first choice. We note the impact that
intense mission and programmatic differentiation can have on this ratio: OCADU, exclusively focused on
art and design, has by far the highest proportion of students selecting it as their first choice of university.
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2.1 Application to Registrant Ratio

Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2014

2.2 Percentage of Applicants who Ranked the University as their First Choice
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Indicators 2.3 and 2.4: Percentage of Entering Students who are from other Canadian
Provinces and Territories, and Percentage of Students who are International Students
The decision to move to Ontario from another jurisdiction in order to attend university, be it from
elsewhere in Canada or from abroad, is not made lightly. If one is taking the trouble to relocate to
Ontario, it is likely because there is a sense or knowledge of superior value and opportunity. The choice
of Ontario institutions made by students from outside the province is a reflection of their reputational
and educational appeal. We recognize that these numbers can also be influenced by an institution’s
international student policies and recruitment strategies.
Figure 2.3 shows the percentage of entering first-time, full-time, first-year undergraduate students who
are from other Canadian provinces and territories. We draw attention to the unique circumstance of the
University of Ottawa, which attracts a significant number of French-speaking students from border
communities in Quebec. Most universities attracting a high proportion of international students are
among those in the research-intensive clusters.
Figure 2.4 shows the proportion of the student population at each university that is made up of
international students.
2.3 Percentage of Entering Students who are from other Canadian Provinces and Territories
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2.4 Percentage of Students who are International Students

Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2014
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Indicator 2.5: Percentage of Entering Students with High School Marks Above 75%
For the most part, each of the universities in Ontario makes offers to its pool of applicants on the basis
of entering (high school) marks. Marks are readily and universally available, are a simple filter to apply to
winnow the applicant pool, and are generally accepted as a good predictor of success at university.
Figure 2.5 measures the percentage of students entering each of Ontario’s public universities with high
school marks above 75%. Ontario’s research-intensive universities are generally able to attract and enrol
students with the best entering grade averages.
To test whether different program offerings at the universities influence this measure, we also examined
the distribution of high school marks just for arts and science entrants, a common programming core for
all universities save OCADU. The results were similar.
2.5 Percentage of Entering Students with High School Marks Above 75%

Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2014
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Learning Journey
Once students have selected (and also been selected by) an institution, the focus shifts to their journey
through their program. What do they want from university, and what do the province and the institution
want for them?
They want to learn, they want to graduate, they want a good student experience, they want a successful
transition to the labour market, and they want costs and any resultant debt loads to be manageable.
Direct measures of student learning outcomes are not yet available. We examine transitions to the
labour market and debt in the next section of this appendix. In this section, we look at measured
differences between our universities on indicators of progress to graduation, and of the student
experience.

Indicators 3.1 and 3.2: Retention and Graduation Rates
Our capacity to fully capture retention, progression and graduation rates in Ontario will be improved
once we harness the potential of the Ontario Education Number, which will enable us to track students
across time and programs, and between institutions.11 But we do have a solid head start by way of
tested measures of retention and graduation at the intra-institutional level through existing reporting
mechanisms. Figure 3.1 shows the retention rate of undergraduate students from first to second year.
Although the research-intensive universities generally have higher rates, it is important to note that the
range of values across the universities is very small.
Figure 3.2 shows the undergraduate graduation rate. The rate captures students who graduate from the
university in which they started within six years of entry.12
Overall, Ontario’s research-intensive universities report higher graduation rates than the more
undergraduate institutions. For context, it is important to note that Ontario’s graduation performance
across the board is significantly higher than in the United States, where the National Centre for
Education Statistics reports a baccalaureate graduation rate after six years of just under 60%.

11

The Ontario Education Number is a unique student identifier. It has been issued to Ontario elementary and
secondary students since 2003. The OEN was extended to all colleges and universities beginning in 2012. Once an
OEN is assigned to an individual, it travels with the individual and therefore enables the assemblage of a
longitudinal picture of all steps in their educational journey. As of the time of writing, there are three years of
postsecondary OEN data collected, but no analysis has been released.
12
The seeming discrepancy at Nipissing and Lakehead between retention rates (lower) and graduation rates
(higher) may reflect the large proportion of students in one-year (at the time of measurement) Bachelor of
Education programs at those universities.
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3.1 Retention Rate from First to Second Year
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Indicator 3.3: Percentage of Undergraduate Classes with Fewer than 30 Students
Larger classes are one of the adaptations used by Ontario universities to accommodate ever-increasing
enrolment levels against a backdrop of fiscal constraint. A 2011 HEQCO report Teaching and Learning in
Large Classes at Ontario Universities: An Exploratory Study (Kerr, 2011, p. 3) found that “Intuitively,
there is an assumption that smaller classes provide better learning environments, but finding empirical
evidence for this assumption is more challenging.” The study cited some evidence of negative impact on
retention as class size increases, but mixed results with regard to the impact on student performance.
Nonetheless, class size is routinely reported and a number of institutions market smaller class size as a
competitive advantage.
Figure 3.3 reports the percentage of undergraduate classes at each university that are small (less than
30 students).

3.3 Percentage of Undergraduate Classes with Fewer than 30 Students

Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2014
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Indicators 3.4 and 3.5: Student Engagement Scores
The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and the Canadian Graduate and Professional
Student Survey (CGPSS) are standardized instruments used by many North American universities to
measure student participation and time use at university and to gauge what students gain from
attending university. Figure 3.4 shows the percentage of senior (final-year) undergraduate students who
reported that they had an excellent or good educational experience. Figure 3.5 shows the percentage of
graduate students who reported they had an excellent, very good or good overall experience.
There are no strong patterns against our four clusters of universities in the NSSE and CGPSS results.
3.4 Percentage of Senior Undergraduate Students who had an “Excellent” or “Good” Educational
Experience

Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2014
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2.6 Percentage of Senior Graduate Students who had an “Excellent”, “Very Good” or “Good” Overall
Experience

Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2013
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Graduate Outcomes
Students consistently define success in the labour market as an important return for their investment of
time and money into their university education (CUSC, 2013). The province and institutions also view
labour market outcomes as an economic return on public investment.13 Our recent report, Still Worth It
After All These Years (Hicks & Jonker, 2015), reveals that the returns from a university education are
strong overall. This section of our report looks at variations between institutions on post-graduation
outcomes. We look at two types of indicators for which data are available: the first examines postgraduation employment and the second looks at loan (debt) repayment.

Indicators 4.1 and 4.2: Employment Rates and Average Earnings of University Graduates Two
Years after Graduation
Figure 4.1 shows the institution-by-institution undergraduate employment rate two years after
graduation from an Ontario university. The employment rate is calculated only for those graduates who
identify as being in the labour market and is therefore not influenced by any variation in the number of
graduates from each institution who have moved on to further study. The results are high and strikingly
uniform across the 20 universities.
Figure 4.2 shows the average earnings for graduates working full- or part-time, using data from a survey
of graduates conducted two years after the time of graduation. HEQCO and others are funding
development work that will provide more robust, long-term data in the future on graduate employment
earnings by matching graduates with their post-graduation income tax returns.14
4.1 Employment Rates of University Graduates Two Years after Graduation
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Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2013

13

See, for example, the Council of Ontario Universities at http://cou.on.ca/key-issues/social-economic-impact/,
and the Ontario Premier’s 2014 Mandate Letter to the Minister of Training, Colleges and Universities at
https://www.ontario.ca/page/2014-mandate-letter-training-colleges-and-universities.
14
For a preview of what will be possible, see the work done by the Education Policy Research Initiative at the
University of Ottawa at http://www.epri.ca/.
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4.2 Average Earnings of University Graduates Two Years after Graduation
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Indicator 4.3: OSAP Loan Default Rate
There are many ways to measure whether debt loads after leaving university are manageable or not
within the context of post-graduate earnings: overall loan levels at graduation; the rate of repayment;
debt as a percentage of post-graduate income; educational debt against consumer and other debt of
graduates; the impact of loan forgiveness and relief measures, some of which are geared to income; or
the impact of debt repayment on the overall multi-year return on investment from a university
education.
We prefer to return to an approach we used in the report Still Worth It After All These Years. At the end
of the day, the degree to which borrowers are defaulting on repayment reflects the extent to which the
debt burden has become unmanageable given all factors, including post-study incomes and the
mitigating impact of the various debt management/relief initiatives available. Figure 4.3 shows each
institution’s integrated Canada and Ontario student loan default rate. Generally, the risk of default is
lower for those who studied at a research-intensive university.
4.3 Canada-Ontario Integrated Student Loan Default Rate
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84

Algoma

Windsor

OCADU

Carleton

Trent

York

Laurier

Laurentian

Ottawa

Brock

Lakehead

UOIT

Ryerson

Western

Nipissing

McMaster

Guelph

Toronto

Queen's

Waterloo

0%

Appendix 1

Appendix 2: Research/Graduate Intensity Data From our Earlier
Report
In this appendix, we present data from our earlier report, The Diversity of Ontario’s Universities: A Data
Set to Inform the Differentiation Discussion, which we use to populate the research intensity dimension
of the individual institutional visualizations presented in Figures 1 to 20 of our main report.
We have updated the data from the original report where newer information is available, as indicated in
the source reference under each figure. Consistent with our overall approach in this report, we have
presented all of the indicators on a proportional or rate basis. For example, where in our previous report
we showed the overall sponsored research income of each university, here we show sponsored research
income per full-time faculty member.
It is unremarkable that these indicators show a strong patterning against our four clusters of
universities, as it is the earlier generation of this very data that we used to define the four clusters in the
first place.

Indicator 5.1: Percentage of Graduates who are PhDs
A companion indicator of the level of institutional research focus and intensity is the percentage of
degree-level graduates from each institution who graduate with a PhD.
5.1 Percentage of Graduates who are PhDs
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Source: Council of Ontario Universities, CUDO, 2014
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Indicator 5.2: Sponsored Research Income per Full-time Faculty Member
Figure 5.2 shows the value of sponsored research income per full-time faculty member for each Ontario
university.
5.2 Sponsored Research Income per Full-time Faculty Member
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Indicators 5.3 to 5.5: Research Volume and Impact
Figure 5.3 shows the volume of publications of each Ontario university between 2008 and 2012 per fulltime faculty member. There were no data available to us for Algoma, Nipissing and OCADU.
5.3 Total Publications per Full-time Faculty Member
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Source: IncitesTM, 2008-2012, CUDO 2010
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Figure 5.4 shows the research impact at each university represented by the total number of citations of
papers published by the university and its faculty per full-time faculty member between 2008 and 2012.
There were no data available to us for Algoma, Nipissing and OCADU.
5.4 Total Citations per Full-time Faculty Member
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Figure 5.5 reproduces the Hirsch indices of faculty at each Ontario university. H-indices capture both the
number of research publications by faculty members and also how often these publications are cited.15
5.5 Research Impact: Mean Standardized H-Scores
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15

For a fuller description of the H-index and how it is calculated, see Appendix 4 of HEQCO’s report The
Productivity of the Ontario Public Postsecondary System Preliminary Report (HEQCO, 2012).
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Additional Endnotes to Appendices 1 and 2: Explanatory Notes for Figures
Figure 1.1: Percentage of Students who are First-generation Students



The data are for the 2013-2014 academic year and include full-time undergraduate and
graduate students who are eligible for funding.
Universities identify first-generation students using different data sources and methodologies.
For example, some universities use results from OUAC applications, institutional voluntary
surveys, etc.

Figure 1.2: Percentage of Students who are Aboriginal




The data are for the 2013-2014 academic year and include full-time undergraduate and
graduate students who are eligible for funding.
Aboriginal students include the following three groups: Indians (First Nation), Metis and Inuit.
Universities identify Aboriginal students using different data sources and methodologies. For
example, some universities use results from OUAC applications, institutional voluntary surveys,
etc.

Figure 1.3: Percentage of Students with a Disability



The data are for the 2013-2014 academic year and include full-time undergraduate and
graduate students who are eligible for funding.
A student is identified as having a disability if he or she registered with the Office for Students
with Disabilities.

Figure 1.4: Percentage of Students for whom French is Mother Tongue


The data are for fall 2012-2013 and include undergraduate and graduate students and exclude
students whose mother tongue was unknown.

Figures 1.5: OSAP Participation Rate




The OSAP participation rate is based on comparing the total number of 2013-14 OSAP awards
issued to full-time students to fall 2013 head count operating grant-eligible enrolment. OSAP
participation rates have been adjusted to exclude recipients of 30% Off Ontario Tuition who
applied using the stand-alone application to be considered for this grant only.
OSAP participation rates are calculated for undergraduate students and exclude students
attending the following professional programs: law, dentistry, dental specialties, medical
specialties, surgical specialties, optometry and pharmacy.
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Figure 1.6: Percentage of Students Studying Part-time



Data are based on headcounts and are for fall 2014, with the exception of Algoma, which are for
fall 2012.
Institutions have varying definitions of what constitutes a part-time student.

Figure 2.1 and 2.2: Application to Registrant Ratio and Percentage of Applicants who Ranked the
University as their First Choice




Data are based on the number of full-time, first-year applicants and registrants in first-entry
programs for fall 2014, with the exception of Algoma, which are for fall 2012.
The application to registrant ratio includes all applications and all registrants. As such, applicants
may be double counted.
The percentage of applicants who ranked the university as their first choice includes the number
of applicants and registrants who selected the university as their first choice.

Figure 2.3: Percentage of Entering Students who are from other Canadian Provinces and Territories




Based on home address where the student resided in the previous year. Includes full-time firstyear undergraduate students enrolled in fall 2013.
Data for Algoma and Lakehead are for fall 2012.
Affiliates are included, with the exception of Guelph, Ottawa and Western.

Figure 2.4: Percentage of Students who are International Students


Data are based on headcounts and are for fall 2014, with the exception of Algoma, which are for
fall 2012.

Figure 2.5: Percentage of Entering Students with High School Marks Above 75%



Entering marks represent the secondary school averages of full-time first-year students.
Averages are based on final grades for grade 12 university destination courses.
Affiliates are included, with the exception of Ottawa and Western.

Figure 3.1: Retention Rate from First to Second Year


First to second year retention rates report the percentage of first-time, full-time, first-year
students in the fall term of 2013 who returned to the institution in the next fall term in 2014.

Figure 3.2: Graduation Rate



Graduation rates are defined as the total graduates by 2012 who were enrolled in full-time firstyear undergraduate studies in fall 2005.
The graduation rate involves the selection of all first-year, new to the institution, undergraduate
students from the fall 2005 enrolment file who were seeking a bachelor's or first professional
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degree, for whom an FTE value of 0.4 or greater is recorded and who also have a valid student
ID number. This subset of year one enrolments is then matched against records of students who
received a bachelor’s or first professional degree from the same institution between 2006 and
2012.
Figure 3.3: Percentage of Undergraduate Classes with Fewer than 30 Students


Data are for fall 2014, with the exception of Nipissing, which are for fall 2013, and Algoma,
which are for fall 2012.

Figure 4.1: Employment Rates of University Graduates Two Years after Graduation




The employment rate is defined as the number of employed persons expressed as a percentage
of the labour force, where the labour force is those persons who were employed or unemployed
but looking for work.
Affiliates are included, with the exception of Ottawa and Western.

Figure 4.2: Average Earnings of University Graduates Two Years after Graduation


The data represent average annual salaries of 2011 graduates employed both full-time and parttime two years after graduation. Salaries were calculated using an imputed average based on
the midpoint of each salary range.

Figure 4.3: Canada-Ontario Integrated Student Loan Default Rates




Default rates are calculated as the number of borrowers who received a Canada-Ontario
Integrated Student Loan in 2010-11 and did not receive funding through the Ontario Student
Assistance Program in 2011-12 and were in default of the loan repayment obligations as of July
2013, divided by the number of borrowers who received a Canada-Ontario Integrated Student
Loan in 2010-11 and did not receive funding through the Ontario Student Program in 2011-12.
The default rate for Laurentian does not include the Northern Ontario School of Medicine.

Figure 5.1: Percentage of Graduates who are PhDs


Data are based on the 2014 calendar year.

Figure 5.2: Sponsored Research Income per Full-time Faculty Member


Sponsored research income data are for 2013 and are divided by the number of full-time
instructional faculty members from 2013.

Figure 5.3 and 5.4: Total Publications per Faculty and Total Citations per Faculty

90

Appendix 1




Publications and citations data are for the period 2008-2012 and do not included Algoma,
Nipissing and OCADU, as these institutions fall below the threshold employed by IncitesTM.
Total publications and total citations are divided by the number of full-time instructional faculty
members from 2010.

Figure 5.5: Research Impact: Mean Standardized H-Scores








The Hirsh, or “H”, index is designed to measure both the quantity of faculty research
publications and their impact as measured by the number of times these publications are cited
in the Google Scholar database.
H-indexes were calculated for faculty with both a teaching and research role, including full,
associate and assistant professors; deans; associate deans; chairs; associate chairs; research
chairs; lecturers and instructors.
H-index includes peer-reviewed articles, conference proceedings, books and scholarly articles.
Scores are standardized to account for disciplinary differences.
A score above 1 means that the average academic at an institution has a higher H-index score
than the national average.
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POST-SECONDARY ACADEMIC COORDINATION ADVISORY GROUP
For Information
13 October 2016

Graduate Studies in Manitoba

Purpose:

Graduate Studies in Manitoba – Final paper distributed for information

Background:
Throughout 2015, ACAG members discussed if and how they, as a group, ought to
consider strategic priority areas in Manitoba’s post-secondary system. These
conversations led to the development of a Terms of Reference and Workplan. In
addition, ACAG decided to pursue the topic of Graduate Studies as an initial strategic
priority area.
In December 2015, background information was circulated on the volume and breadth
of graduate programming in Manitoba, as compared with other jurisdictions in Canada.
Stemming from this discussion, ACAG agreed that a short position paper should be
drafted, which could then be used as a communicative tool to support departmental,
governmental and sector-based strategic initiatives.
ACAG was presented with a draft paper on the topic of Graduate Studies in Manitoba at
its meeting on February 10, 2016. The Group made suggestions to improve the content
of the paper.
Next Steps:
As agreed at the September 2016, if ACAG members are satisfied with the changes,
the final version of the position paper can now be shared.
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Academic Coordination Advisory Group
Topic: Graduate Programming in Manitoba
Date: October 13, 2016
Overview
As Canada and Manitoba become more reliant on a knowledge-based economy, the importance
of graduate studies will be heightened. In order for Manitoba to continue to grow socially,
economically, and culturally, it needs to attract and retain those with graduate degrees, as well
as provide sufficient options for graduate programming within the province. Graduate
programming is an important component of a coordinated post-secondary education sector as it
provides vital pathways for college and university graduates to continue their studies. Without
broad program offerings at the graduate level, college and university graduates may have to
look elsewhere to gain the skills they need to succeed in Manitoba’s modern economy.
In Manitoba, Masters and PhD programs are offered by all universities, with the exception of the
University College of the North. The University of Manitoba offers a broad range of
programming at the graduate level including, Arts and Sciences, Engineering, Health Sciences
(including Medicine), and Business Administration. Brandon University, Université de SaintBoniface and the University of Winnipeg offer targeted graduate programs at the Masters level.
In 2014/15, Manitoba’s graduate studies enrolments represented 11.2% of the total university
enrolments in the post-secondary education system. Additionally, Red River College and
Assiniboine Community College offer programs such as post-baccalaureates, available to
students that have completed an undergraduate degree.
Expanding the scope and size of graduate programming in Manitoba supports the fourth pillar of
Manitoba’s Post-Secondary Education Strategy: that of supporting teaching innovation,
research and the student experience. Graduate students are an important factor in securing
research funding. However, in recruiting strong graduate students, Manitoba’s universities are
often unable to provide competitive funding packages in line with other Canadian institutions. In
addition, the depth and breadth of available graduate programming can impact both the
recruiting of non-Manitoban students, as well as the retaining of existing Manitoba students
seeking to pursue graduate studies.

The Value of Graduate Studies
According to a Department of Finance Canada Report, an innovative economy rests on the
knowledge created in universities, and Canada must continue to increase its research and
innovative capabilities in order to create better jobs and compete in a global environment. Dave
Marshall, former chair of the Council of Ontario Universities Committee on Relationships with
Other Post-secondary Institutions, observed that “current estimates are that 50 percent of all
new jobs created over the next decade will require six or more years of post-secondary
education.” Furthermore, according to Marshall, many professions have increased knowledge
level expectations for practioners. This means that many jobs will require a higher level of
education than they did in the past.
There are currently more Canadians involved in graduate studies now than at any other time in
history. According to the Canadian Association for Graduate Studies (CAGS), Canada needs
the intellectual strength and dynamism that graduate education provides, in order to inspire
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entrepreneurship and innovation in the economy. Additionally, people with graduate degrees
can expect to earn more money than those with only a bachelor’s degree. According to CAGS,
on average those with master’s degrees earn 25% more than bachelor degree graduates.
Graduate programming provides opportunities for people to obtain good paying jobs, which in
turn has a positive effect on the economy.
Beyond the economic and employment impact of graduate studies, such credentials also
provide important pathways for students to continue their studies or return to post-secondary
education. Graduate programming provides opportunities for both, college and university
graduates to gain greater specialization and specific knowledge, which can be important in
terms of career progression and success.

Labour Market Outcomes
According to the National Graduates Survey (2013), conducted by Statistics Canada, the
median annual earnings among those working full-time in 2013 for college and bachelor
graduates were $41,600 and $53,000 respectively. This increased to $70,000 for master’s
graduates and $75,000 for doctoral graduates.
Master’s and doctoral graduates are also more likely to report a job that matches their
education. A similar proportion of college graduates (81%) and bachelor graduates (80%)
reported a ‘close’ or ‘somewhat’ close relationship between their job and education. The
percentage increases for master’s graduates (92%) and for doctoral holders (96%).
Furthermore, according to the Higher Education Quality Council of Ontario (HEQCO) only about
half of PhD graduates work in academia, while the other half work for the government or private
sector. Considering the high rate of alignment with their field of study, this suggests that the skill
set of those with graduate degrees is desired across the public and private sectors.

National Comparison
Manitoba ranks near the bottom among Canadian provinces when graduate study enrolments
and graduate degrees awarded are examined on a per capita basis (see appendices). In both
instances Manitoba is third last, at well below the national average. When compared with
similar-sized post-secondary systems, such as those in Alberta and Saskatchewan, Manitoba
trails both in total graduate enrolments and ranks similarly to Saskatchewan with regard to
graduate degrees awarded. However, all three provinces rank in the bottom half with respect to
both measures and well below the national average.

Recommendation
Given the comparatively small size and output of Manitoba’s graduate studies programming,
and in light of the economic, social and cultural benefits that graduate studies bring to the
province, the Academic Coordination Advisory Group recommends that government and postsecondary institutions support a focused and strategic expansion of graduate programming in
Manitoba.
About the Academic Coordination Advisory Group (ACAG)
ACAG is a collaborative forum comprised of senior academic administrators from Manitoba’s public post-secondary
institutions. ACAG considers, discusses and advises the Province on strategic academic priorities related to
Manitoba’s public post-secondary education system.
As part of its work, ACAG produces position papers on issues pertinent to the group and in alignment with their
strategic plan. Such papers represent the view of ACAG as a whole, not the view of any specific member. Papers are
meant to be considered for discussion and planning purposes, and may be changed from time to time as the group
deems necessary to reflect changing contexts and views.
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Appendix A – Master and Doctoral Enrolments in Canada in 2012 (per 1000 population)
Doctoral
Total Graduate
Masters Degree Degree
Degree
Province
Enrolments
Enrolments
Enrolments
Quebec
Ontario
Nova Scotia
British Columbia

2.93
2.49
3.06
2.50

1.80
1.41
0.80
1.29

4.74
3.90
3.85
3.79

Newfoundland
and Labrador
Saskatchewan
Alberta
Manitoba

2.56
2.32
1.87
1.58

0.95
1.04
1.25
0.77

3.51
3.36
3.12
2.35

Prince Edward
Island
1.59
0.33
1.92
New Brunswick
1.24
0.61
1.86
Canada
2.47
1.39
3.86
Sources: Canadian Association of Graduate Studies and Statistics Canada
Appendix B – Master and Doctoral Degrees Granted in Canada in 2012 (per 1000 population)
Masters
Doctoral
Total Graduate
Degrees
Degrees
Degrees
Province
Granted
Granted
Granted
Nova Scotia
Quebec
Ontario

2.12
1.44
1.37

0.11
0.22
0.20

2.24
1.66
1.57

Newfoundland
and Labrador
British Columbia
Alberta
New Brunswick
Manitoba
Saskatchewan

1.37
1.22
0.93
0.96
0.63
0.61

0.12
0.17
0.17
0.08
0.11
0.08

1.49
1.39
1.10
1.03
0.74
0.70

Prince Edward
Island
0.54
0.04
0.58
Canada
1.27
0.18
1.46
Sources: Canadian Association of Graduate Studies and Statistics Canada
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BRANDON UNIVERSITY
Consolidated Operating Budget

ACTUAL

Budget
Maintenance of
Existing Programs
Preliminary
Factors &
2018/19 Assumptions
9,306,080
9.5%
808,285
0.0%
427,500
3.8%
620,885
9.5%
465,702
0.0%
678,704
2.2%
12,307,155
7.8%

INCOME:
Student Academic Fees
Education Programs (PENT/CBE/BUGDEP)
Music Conservatory
Visa Student Tuition Fee Surcharge
Brandon University Foundation and Donations
Miscellaneous Income
TOTAL NON-COUNCIL OPERATING FUNDS

2014/15
6,969,818
1,070,093
373,352
340,288
1,402,163
391,275
10,546,989

2015/16
7,517,472
695,410
374,988
421,745
742,773
518,946
10,271,334

2016/17
8,094,817
657,329
394,888
538,477
850,386
766,356
11,302,253

Approved
2017/18
8,498,703
808,285
411,800
567,018
465,702
664,086
11,415,594

Advanced Learning Division:
- Operating Funding
- Grants for First Claims (Mortgage)
- Grants for Promissory Notes
- General Operating - Baseline
- Equipment and Renovations
TOTAL ALD OPERATING FUNDS

36,445,028
133,372
978,732
37,557,132
330,000
37,887,132

37,431,028
133,372
1,043,401
38,607,801
330,000
38,937,801

38,357,028
133,372
1,057,200
39,547,600
330,000
39,877,600

38,357,000
133,372
1,050,364
39,540,736
330,000
39,870,736

38,357,000
133,372
1,032,612
39,522,984
330,000
39,852,984

0.0%
0.0%
-1.7%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

Ancillary Services
TOTAL REVENUES

4,481,920
52,916,041

4,934,914
54,144,049

3,467,410
54,647,263

3,712,788
54,999,118

3,727,414
55,887,553

0.4%
1.6%

EXPENDITURES:
General Operating Expenditure
- Schedules A and B
Promissory Notes - Principal & Interest
Mortgage Payment
Education Programs (PENT/CBE/BUGDEP)
Conservatory
Ancillary Services
Renovations & Equipment
TOTAL EXPENSES

44,722,725
978,732
133,372
1,133,578
314,274
4,206,250
1,349,469
52,838,400

46,486,488
1,043,401
133,372
783,901
390,786
4,367,691
463,530
53,669,169

47,950,101
1,057,200
133,372
609,485
400,318
3,048,100
363,371
53,561,947

48,533,511
1,050,364
133,372
780,846
411,800
3,519,952
330,000
54,759,845

49,689,313
1,032,612
133,372
796,463
427,500
3,478,293
330,000
55,887,553

2.4%
-1.7%
0.0%
2.0%
3.8%
-1.2%
0.0%
2.1%

77,641

474,880

1,085,316

239,273

EXCESS OF INCOME OVER EXPENSES
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BRANDON UNIVERSITY
Consolidated Schedule of Operating Expenses

ACTUAL

EXPENDITURE:
A. BUDGET BASE
Academic Salaries
Academic Support Salaries
Support Staff Salaries
Employee Benefits
Insurance
Library Acquisitions
Conference Travel including Professional Dev.
Supplies and Expenses
General University Property Taxes
Utilities
External Recoveries
Carryforward/surplus funds to balance budget

BUDGET
Maintenance of
Existing Programs
Approved
Preliminary
2017/18
2018/19

Factors &
Assumptions

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

21,675,747
2,519,372
8,682,042
7,094,250
268,437
822,163
1,205,891
3,398,427
110,191
768,839
(1,822,634)

21,970,309
2,568,856
9,373,702
7,369,864
255,527
882,142
1,276,770
3,923,455
106,894
730,636
(1,971,667)

22,872,671
2,603,646
10,075,362
7,473,380
252,874
872,403
1,235,933
3,990,922
103,845
714,055
(2,244,990)

24,112,386
2,780,063
10,173,197
7,337,036
306,572
942,031
1,370,515
3,659,332
114,710
791,244
(1,614,159)
(1,439,416)

25,218,214
2,908,752
10,488,335
7,456,546
311,867
989,133
1,378,000
3,997,991
114,710
817,662
(1,611,600)
-

4.6%
4.6%
3.1%
1.6%
1.7%
5.0%
0.5%
9.3%
0.0%
3.3%
-0.2%
-100.0%

44,722,725

46,486,488

47,950,101

48,533,511

(2,380,299)
49,689,313

2.4%

314,274

390,786

400,318

411,800

427,500

3.8%

TOTAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS (PENT/CBE/BUGDEP)

1,133,578

783,901

609,485

780,846

796,463

2.0%

TOTAL ANCILLARY SERVICES

4,206,250

4,367,691

3,048,100

3,519,952

3,478,293

-1.2%

Program Reductions
TOTAL GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES
TOTAL MUSIC CONSERVATORY
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BRANDON UNIVERSITY
Consolidated Schedule of Operating Expenses

ACTUAL

BUDGET

Actual
2014/15

2015/16

Arts
Education
Music
Science
Health Studies
Rural Development Institute
Executive Offices
Vice-President (Academic & Provost)
Advancement & External Relations
Library Services
Information Technology Services
Student Services
University Registrar
Athletic Programs
Administration & Finance
Physical Plant
General Campus Property Taxes
Miscellaneous Initiatives & Support
Carryforward/surplus funds to balance budget

7,747,169
3,670,081
3,052,910
7,832,347
5,484,633
33,623
829,417
436,193
587,416
2,320,689
954,275
2,155,718
589,484
1,152,243
2,026,798
3,251,384
110,191
2,488,154

7,812,916
3,801,006
2,981,796
7,843,091
5,783,238
216,598
806,890
782,392
919,037
2,308,731
911,869
2,343,065
707,311
1,150,415
2,148,019
3,451,075
106,894
2,412,146

TOTAL GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

44,722,725

46,486,488
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2016/17
7,974,073
3,711,577
3,037,866
8,176,727
6,007,825
208,126
767,014
1,005,951
976,932
2,362,640
818,817
2,461,260
724,942
1,277,103
2,432,796
3,447,493
106,894
8,264,692.39

53,762,729

Approved
2017/18

Preliminary
2018/19

8,194,133
3,878,091
3,361,117
8,676,652
6,206,710
177,828
732,877
1,215,634
937,447
2,695,415
1,169,248
2,534,591
733,489
1,199,407
2,731,539
3,163,678
114,710
2,250,361
-1,439,416

8,434,361
4,015,673
3,440,098
9,005,541
6,574,662
186,035
789,342
1,299,942
903,740
2,801,902
1,201,141
2,523,126
815,989
1,316,671
2,799,754
3,251,710
114,710
2,595,214
0

48,533,511

52,069,612
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BRANDON UNIVERSITY
Consolidated Schedule of Operating Expenses

Tuition Revenue
Generated by
Faculty

Approved Budget

Preliminary Budget

2017/18

2018/19

Variance

2018/19

Arts
Education
Music
Science
Health Studies
Rural Development Institute
Executive Office
Vice-President (Academic & Provost)
Advancement & External Relations
Library Services
Information Technology Services
Student Services
University Registrar
Athletic Programs
Administration & Finance
Physical Plant
General Campus Property Taxes
Miscellaneous Initiatives & Support
Carryforward/surplus to balance budget

8,194,133
3,878,091
3,361,117
8,676,652
6,206,710
177,828
732,877
1,215,634
937,447
2,695,415
1,169,248
2,534,591
733,489
1,199,407
2,731,539
3,163,678
114,710
2,250,361
-1,439,416

8,434,361
4,015,673
3,440,098
9,005,541
6,574,662
186,035
789,342
1,299,942
903,740
2,801,902
1,201,141
2,523,126
815,989
1,316,671
2,799,754
3,251,710
114,710
2,595,214
0

240,228
137,582
78,981
328,889
367,952
8,207
56,465
84,308
-33,707
106,487
31,893
-11,465
82,500
117,264
68,215
88,032
0
344,853
1,439,416

2,928,792
1,326,614
469,541
3,238,553
1,963,463

TOTAL GENERAL OPERATING
EXPENSES

48,533,511

52,069,612

3,536,101

9,926,964
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BRANDON UNIVERSITY
eCampus Manitoba Schedule of Operating Expenses

ACTUAL

REVENUES:
Student Fees and Other Revenue
ALD Operating Funds
Grant reduction
TOTAL REVENUES
EXPENDITURES:
A. BUDGET BASE
Academic Salaries
Support Staff Salaries
Employee Benefits
Conference Travel incl. Professional Dev.
Supplies and Expenses

BUDGET
Maintenance of
Existing Programs

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

Approved
2017/18

Preliminary
2018/19

10
1,087,000

1,087,000

1,087,000

955,000

955,000

0.0%

1,087,010

1,087,000

1,087,000

955,000

955,000

0.0%

404,653
215,738
88,032
57,996
322,343

430,113
379,751
103,116
99,222
237,194

447,704
191,977
111,510
61,062
208,298

519,015
119,266
112,656
78,000
126,063

536,629
121,651
116,656
69,009
162,538

3.4%
2.0%
3.6%
-11.5%
28.9%

Renovations & Equipment

3,000

Program Reductions
TOTAL GENERAL OPERATING
EXPENDITURES
EXCESS OF INCOME OVER EXPENSES
Program surplus March 31

(54,483)

1,088,762

1,249,396

(1,752)

(162,396)

66,449

210,071

276,520

372,467

1,020,551

100

955,000

955,000

-

-

0.0%
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Estimates Additional Information Request
#1 Enrolments
Undergraduate
Actual enrolment levels for the year ended March 31, 2017
- Counts as of the Nov 1 census date

PT
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Totals

53
14
11
8
97
183

Spring
FT
103
25
22
0
38
188

FTE

31
10
7
0
0
48

Summer
FT
64
5
10
0
36
115

48
14
4
0
2
68

Summer
FT
66
4
6
1
32
109

49
14
4
0
2
70

Summer
FT
68
4
6
1
33
112

PT
118
29
25
2
66
240

FTE

188
65
26
7
197
483

Regular
FT
764
526
284
134
569
2277

129
85
12
21
235
481

Regular
FT
794
542
300
112
630
2377

132
87
12
21
240
493

Regular
FT
813
555
307
115
646
2437

PT

73
8
12
0
36
129

FTE
818
545
291
136
625
2415

Projections of enrolment levels for the year ended March 31, 2018
- Spring and summer counts are as of the last date available
- Regular session is projected based on the August 15 enrolments

PT
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Totals

37
20
18
12
109
196

Spring
FT
119
22
12
2
39
194

FTE

PT
130
28
17
5
70
250

FTE

PT

80
8
7
1
33
128

FTE
830
566
303
118
697
2515

Estimate of enrolment levels for the year ended March 31, 2019

PT
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Totals

38
21
18
12
112
201

Spring
FT
122
23
12
2
40
199

FTE

PT
133
28
18
6
72
256

101

FTE
82
8
7
1
33
132

PT

FTE
851
580
310
121
715
2578
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Estimates Additional Information Request
#1 Enrolments
Graduate
The graduate student count is not by session but rather by discrete numbers of students registered during the fiscal year.
Actual enrolment levels for the year ended March 31, 2017
- Counts for Spring = July 1, Summer = September 1, regular session = Nov 1 census date

PT
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Totals

3
2
162
6
22
195

Spring
FT
13
7
122
4
17
163

FTE

3
10
221
10
26
270

Summer
FT
19
10
137
10
23
199

1
2
152
4
24
183

Summer
FT
19
17
133
10
25
204

PT
14
8
168
6
23
219

FTE

2
2
150
5
24
183

Regular
FT
19
17
152
14
24
226

1
2
152
4
24
183

Regular
FT
19
17
133
10
25
204

PT

20
13
200
13
30
276

FTE
20
18
195
15
31
278

Projections of enrolment levels for the year ended March 31, 2018
- Spring count = July 1, summer counts = August 15
- Regular session is projected based on the August 15 enrolments

PT
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Totals

0
1
157
3
23
184

Spring
FT
15
17
101
7
20
160

FTE

PT
15
17
146
8
27
213

FTE

PT

19
18
176
11
32
256

FTE
19
18
176
11
32
256

Estimate of enrolment levels for the year ended March 31, 2019

PT
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Totals

1
161
3
24
189

Spring
FT
15
17
104
7
21
164

FTE

PT

15
18
150
8
27
218

1
2
156
4
25
188

102

Summer
FT
19
17
136
10
26
209

FTE
20
18
181
11
33
263

PT
1
2
156
4
25
188

Regular
FT
19
17
136
10
26
209

FTE
20
18
181
11
33
263
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Estimates Additional Information Request
#2 Externally and Internally Restricted Funds
Opening Balance
March 31/16
Internally Restricted Funds
Specific Provision Fund
Research Funds
Special Purpose Fund
Capital Fund

Externally Restricted Funds
Research Funds
Special Purpose Funds
Special Programs
Capital Fund

Total

1,106,694
309,264
511,521
(8,862)
1,918,616

Additions

Ending Balance
March 31/17

390,891

(11,900)
(12,135)
(126,806)
(439,847)
(590,689)

1,247,241
323,238
597,049
(448,709)
1,718,818

1,703,513
935,905
458,438
(1,296,184)
1,801,672

2,268,894
1,984,500
657,329
1,326,380
6,237,104

(2,408,013)
(2,275,765)
(609,485)
(1,300,507)
(6,593,769)

1,564,395
644,640
506,283
(1,270,311)
1,445,006

3,720,288

6,627,994

(7,184,458)

3,163,825

103

152,447
26,109
212,335

Withdrawals
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#3 Summary Budget
Entity: Brandon University

Home Department: Advanced Education
2017/18 Budget Information ($'000)
1st Qtr Actual

2nd Qtr
Projections

3rd Qtr
Projections

Projections
4th Qtr
Projections

Estimates

2017/18 Budget 2018/19 Budget

Revenue
2.A

Manitoba Government Grant Revenue

2.B

Other Manitoba GRE Revenue

2.C

Federal Government

2.D

Interest Revenue

2.E

Other Revenue

15,142.5

8,373.6

8,373.6

8,373.6

40,263.3

0.0

92.6

92.7

92.7

278.0

40,593.3
241.3

1,339.3

86.8

86.8

86.8

1,599.7

1,610.4

1.7

36.1

36.1

36.1

110.0

110.0

2,857.4

1,156.7

1,156.7

1,156.7

6,327.5

5,280.7
2,378.1

2.F

Restricted Revenue

397.1

507.4

507.4

507.4

1,919.3

2.G

Amortization of Deferred Contributions

495.2

488.1

488.1

488.1

1,959.5

1,861.9

2.H

Tuition fees

6,614.1

1,235.7

1,235.7

1,235.7

10,321.2

11,760.8

2.I

Education Property Taxes

Total Revenue

0.0
26,847.3

11,977.0

11,977.1

11,977.1

62,778.5

63,836.5

780.2

781.3

781.3

781.3

3,124.1

3,030.4

18.8

18.8

18.8

18.8

75.2

66.9

Expense
3.A

Amortization of Capital Assets

3.B

Interest Expense

3.C

Other Expense

15,146.7

14,924.3

14,924.3

14,924.3

59,919.6

61,185.8

Total Expense

15,945.7

15,724.4

15,724.4

15,724.4

63,118.9

64,283.1

Net Revenue

10,901.6

(3,747.4)

(3,747.3)

(3,747.3)

(340.4)

(446.6)

645.2

477.0

Additional Information Required
4.A

Capital Assets:
Acquisitions

176.6

156.2

Disposals - net
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156.2

156.2
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Estimates Additional Information Request
#4 Reconciliations
for the year ending March 31, 2017
By Function

By Object
Actual

Revenues
Grants
ALD - Operating
ALD - Mortgage
Miscellaneous
Tuition Fees
Other Student Fees
Foundation Donations
Ed.Programs (PENT/CBE/BUGDEP)
Conservatory
Ancillary

Expenses
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Rural Development
Library Services
Information Technology Services
Student Services
Athletic Programs
Executive Offices
Administration & Finance
Misellaneous Initiatives
Pension liability costs
Carryforward contributions
Unappropriated surplus
Ed.Programs (PENT/CBE/BUGDEP)
Conservatory
Ancillary Services

Approved
Budget

Variance

38,357,000
133,400
380,753
8,633,294
614,000
850,386
657,329
394,888
3,467,410
53,488,460

38,357,000
133,372
133,085
8,356,553
466,442
415,702
818,983
369,500
3,509,443
52,560,080

28
247,668
276,741
147,558
434,684
(161,654)
25,388
(42,033)
928,380

7,974,077
8,195,431
3,735,547
3,037,868
6,017,520
166,710
2,472,268
910,175
3,186,205
1,277,098
2,708,294
5,922,604
1,366,574
1,260,500
609,484
400,318
3,147,813
52,388,486

8,136,576
8,286,718
3,733,185
3,188,563
6,187,180
200,404
2,540,016
1,131,108
3,245,747
1,175,570
2,688,842
5,779,905
1,104,246
1,453,842
(381,643)
(741,477)
759,558
369,500
3,222,037
52,079,877

(162,499)
(91,287)
2,362
(150,695)
(169,660)
(33,694)
(67,748)
(220,933)
(59,542)
101,528
19,452
142,699
262,328
(193,342)
381,643
741,477
(150,074)
30,818
(74,224)
308,609

1,099,975

480,203

-

Actual
Revenues
Grants
ALD - Operating
ALD - Mortgage
Miscellaneous
Tuition Fees
Other Student Fees
Foundation Donations
Ed.Programs (PENT/CBE/BUGDEP)
Conservatory
Ancillary

Expenses
Academic Salaries
Academic Support Salaries
Support Staff Salaries
Employee Benefits
Pension liability costs
Travel
Insurance
Library Acquisitions
Supplies and Expenses
University Property Taxes
Utilities
External Recoveries
Equipment
Carryforward contributions
Unappropriated surplus
Conservatory
Ed.Programs (PENT/CBE/BUGDEP)
Ancillary Services

619,772

Approved
Budget

38,357,000
133,400
380,753
8,633,294
614,000
850,386
657,329
394,888
3,467,410
53,488,460

38,357,000
133,372
133,085
8,356,553
466,442
415,702
818,983
369,500
3,509,443
52,560,080

21,981,946
2,557,219
9,373,702
6,109,364
1,260,500
1,276,770
255,527
824,915
4,008,143
106,894
730,636
(1,766,726)
400,318
609,484
3,147,813

28
247,668
276,741
147,558
434,684
(161,654)
25,388
(42,033)
928,380

0.0%
0.0%
186.1%
3.3%
31.6%
104.6%
-19.7%
6.9%
-1.2%
1.8%

23,348,637
2,718,983
9,809,634
6,493,124
1,453,842
1,369,148
279,587
897,173
3,008,653
124,710
775,645
(1,548,647)
121,413
(381,643)
(741,477)
369,500
759,558
3,222,037

(1,366,691)
(161,764)
(435,932)
(383,760)
(193,342)
(92,378)
(24,060)
(72,258)
999,490
(17,816)
(45,009)
(218,079)
(121,413)
381,643
741,477
30,818
(150,074)
(74,224)

-5.9%
-5.9%
-4.4%
-5.9%
-13.3%
-6.7%
-8.6%
-8.1%
33.2%
-14.3%
-5.8%
14.1%
-100.0%
-100.0%
-100.0%
8.3%
-19.8%
-2.3%

50,876,505

52,079,877

(1,203,372)

-2.3%

2,611,955

480,203
-

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Recognition of land (FMV of $186k), acquired for $1.
Budget only includes annual confirmed donations.
Education program centres enrolment decrease.
Unfilled positions savings.
Improved investments, resulted in reduced special payments.
Expenditure of carryforward funds, increased repairs & renovations, and increased scholarships.
Increased revenues from HLC and department materials fee recoveries, not included in budget.
Equipment budget is from operating funds designated for equipment purchases. The actual expense has been capitalized.
Surplus and carryforward funds used to balance the budget.

Exludes capital equipment purchases but includes major renovation costs.
Includes library acquisitions.
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Variance

-

2,131,752

443.9%

1

2
3

4
4
4
4
5

6

7
8
9
9
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Estimates Additional Information Request
#5 Staffing

Year ended March 31/17

Year ended March 31/18

FT

FT

PT

FTE

PT

FTE

Year ended March 31/19
FT

PT

FTE

Executive Offices

4

0

4.00

4

0

4.00

4

0

4.00

Vice-President (A&P)

6

1

6.50

8

1

8.50

8

1

8.50

Institutional Advancement

9

0

9.00

9

0

9.00

9

0

9.00

Library

16

3

18.22

16

3

18.22

16

3

18.22

Information Technology Services

12

0

12.00

12

0

12.00

12

0

12.00

Faculty of Arts

56

0

56.00

57

0

57.00

57

0

57.00

1

0

1.00

1

0

1.00

1

0

1.00

Faculty of Science

57

3

58.60

59

4

61.10

59

4

61.10

School of Health Studies

48

8

51.35

48

8

52.40

48

8

52.40

Faculty of Education

32

1

32.50

32

1

32.50

32

1

32.50

School of Music

22

0

22.00

23

0

23.00

23

0

23.00

Student Services

19

1

19.50

19

2

20.00

19

2

20.00

University Registrar

8

1

8.25

9

0

9.00

9

0

9.00

Athletics

1

0

1.00

1

1

1.75

1

1

1.75

Healthy Living Centre

4

0

4.00

4

0

4.00

4

0

4.00

59

3

60.53

59

3

60.53

59

3

60.53

0

1

0.75

0

1

0.75

0

1

0.75

354

22

365.2

361

24

374.75

361

24

374.75

Rural Development Institute

Administration & Finance
Jr. Kindergarten

Total

Full time positions are counted as FT in home department.
Based on positions in approved budget.
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Estimates Additional Information Requests
#6 Tuition

Credit Hours

Actual

Actual

2015/16

2016/17

64,464

67,869

Incr%

Actual

2015/16

2016/17

Incr%

2017/18
5%

Actual

Projected
Enrolment

Incr%

69,905

Projected
Tuition

Estimated
Enrolment

Incr%

2018/19
3%

Incr%

2017/18

72,002

Estimated
Tuition

3.0%

Incr%

2018/19

Tuition Fees:
Undergraduate
Graduate
Cost Recovery Programs

7,461,588
477,629
695,410
8,634,627

7,975,949
657,345
644,813
9,278,107

7%
38%
-7%
7%

107

8,373,537
692,184
808,285
9,874,006

5%
5%
25%
6%

9,169,023
757,941
808,285
10,735,249

9%
9%
0%
9%
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Estimates Additional Information Requests
#7 Equipment and Renovations
Total Expenditures
for the year ended March 31/17

Estimate
2017/18

Executive Offices
Vice President (Academic & Provost)
Institutional Advancement
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Rural Development
Library Services
Information Technology Services
Student Services
Athletics/Campus Recreation/HLC
Administration & Finance
Ancillary Services

9,169
6,133
15,934
16,851
80,143
45,833
34,180
47,070
7,209
52,024
12,471
18,563
19,452
35,074
400,107

35,000
97,885
30,000
26,000
69,165
75,000
60,000
30,363
20,000
58,000
65,000
566,413

Funded by Renovations & Equipment Grant
Funded by Operating Budget, Donations & Contributions

330,000
70,107
400,107

330,000
236,413
566,413

Equipment and renovations are funded through ALD renovations and equipment grant, contributions
from the Brandon University Foundation, donations in kind, from other donations or from the Brandon
University operating fund.
For accounting purposes building construction is capitalized and major repairs and renovations are
reported in the supplies and other expenses category of the schedules of operations.
Equipment expenditures are those in excess of $1k with a useful life exceeding 5 years. For
accounting purposes equipment expenditures are capitalized and amortized.
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November 1- Credit Hours
72,000

70,000

68,000

66,000

64,000

62,000

60,000

58,000

56,000

54,000

52,000
18-19

17-18

16-17

15-16

14-15

13-14

12-13

11-12

10-11

09-10

08-09

07-08

06-07
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2017-2018

Renovations, Equipment and Major Capital Grants
2,500,000

1,000,000
900,000

2,000,000

800,000
700,000

Dollars

500,000
400,000

1,000,000

300,000
200,000

500,000

100,000
0

0
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Square Feet

600,000

1,500,000

Provincial funding
Funding CPI adjusted
Campus Facilities (s.f.)

Appendix 7

2017-2018 BUDGETS
The Board of Governors, at its May 13, 2017 meeting, approved the University's 2017-2018 budgets;
specifically:
•
•
•
•
▪

Operating Budget
Renovations & Equipment Budget
Eckhardt-Gramatté Conservatory of Music Budget
Ancillary Services Budget
Campus Manitoba Budget

2017-2018 Operating Budget (including major capital)
Revenues - The general 2017-2018 operating grant from the Province provided via the Education &
Training Division has remained at the same level of the previous year. This represents a 0.00% increase on
the total Provincial operating grant of the University.
For the 2017-2018 year, the University increased tuition fees by 1.3%, which is the current rate of inflation
for the Province. Enrolment is budgeted to increase by 4% from 2016-2017 level. These combine for a
projected increase in tuition revenues of approximately $456,300. In addition, the Province has
announced that tuition fees for 2018-2019 will be allowed to increase a maximum of CPI for Manitoba
plus 5%. At the same time, the Province wants to ensure that Manitoba fees remain the lowest in
Western Canada. While Manitoba is a fair way behind the other western provinces, the Government is
indicating this will be monitored in future years.
Funding for major capital repairs approved for Brandon University totals $488,000. Projects will include roof
replacements on sections of the Brodie, Library and Music buildings.
The general renovations and equipment allocation is once again $330,000.
Expenditures - Approved expenditures total $48,086,807 exclusive of Ancillary Services, the Conservatory
of Music, and Campus Manitoba. The unfunded pension liability of the retirement plan continues to have an
impact of the operating budget of the University although that impact has once again been significantly
reduced for the 2017 calendar year.
Brandon University Retirement Plan
The Brandon University Retirement Plan was valued on December 31, 2016 by the Plan actuary and found
to have an unfunded liability of $5,217,000 (2015 - $10,326,000) on market value assets of $169,952,516
(2015 - $159,207,717). This unfunded liability requires special payments to be made, on top of normal
contributions to the Plan, of $678,000 (2015 - $1,291,000). This is a significant improvement from the
unfunded liability special payment required for the 2012 calendar year of $3,783,000. In addition, due to a
calculated solvency ratio of 79.1% on December 31, 2016 , the Plan will be re-valued annually until that ratio
reaches at least 90%.
Salaries and Benefits
Approximately 90% of the annual operating budget of Brandon University is allocated for salaries and
benefits, including the additional special payments into the BU Retirement Plan.
Salaries and benefits have been adjusted for collective agreement increases, position turnovers and leaves.
Five and one half positions were left vacant temporarily and 3 FTE new positions were added. It is
anticipated there may yet be additional staff turnovers resulting in salary savings during the year.
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Surplus funds
$1,659,416 of the budgeted cost increases were addressed through the use of surplus funds. As this
revenue source is not on-going, these funds will have to be found again as part of the 2018-2019 operating
budget. This is a greater amount of the cost increases being funded by surplus funds than in previous
years. However, the use of unused funds from previous years is thought to be less injurious at this point to
a budget unit and its services than would be removing further funds from the budget of the 2017-2018 year.
This total is comprised of the following sources.
$470,014 from operating budget unit carry forward funds (60% of carry forward funds)
$969,402 from the unappropriated surplus (70% of unappropriated funds)
$200,000 from Ancillary Services carry forward funds (50% of carry forward funds)
$20,000 from Conservatory of Music carry forward funds (28% of carry forward funds)
A summary of the approved budget follows.
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Summary Operating Budget for the year ended March 31, 2017
September 4, 2017

By Function

2017/18
Approved

2016/17
Approved

By Object

Revenues
ALD - Operating Grant
Tuition Fees
Other Income
Other Student Fees

Expenses
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Faculty of Health Studies
Rural Development Institute
Library Services
IT Services
Student Services
Registrar
Athletics
Campus Recreation
Executive Offices
Vice-President (A&P)
Advancement & External Relations
Administration & Finance
Healthy Living Centre
Pension liability costs
Misellaneous Initiatives
Carry forward contributions
Unappropriated surplus

2017/18
Approved

2016/17
Approved

Revenues
38,357,000
9,065,721
141,200
522,886
48,086,807

38,357,000
8,356,553
133,085
466,442
47,313,080

0.0%
8.5%
6.1%
12.1%
1.6%

8,194,132
8,676,653
3,878,091
3,337,116
6,206,710
177,829
2,695,415
1,169,247
2,532,091
733,488
948,034
55,218
732,877
1,215,634
503,444
5,909,017
196,155
678,000
1,687,070.73
(470,014)
(969,402)
48,086,807

8,136,576
8,286,718
3,733,185
3,164,563
6,187,180
200,404
2,540,016
1,131,108
3,243,247
985,531
54,434
711,475
1,072,059
521,306
5,774,705
135,605
1,453,842
1,104,245.19
(381,643)
(741,477)
47,313,080

0.7%
4.7%
3.9%
5.5%
0.3%
-11.3%
6.1%
3.4%
-21.9%

0

-3.8%
1.4%
3.0%
13.4%
-3.4%
2.3%
44.7%
-53.4%
52.8%

1.6%

(0)

ALD - Operating Grant
Tuition Fees
Other Income
Other Student Fees

Expenses
Academic Salaries
Academic Support Salaries
Support Staff Salaries
Employee Benefits
Pension liability costs
Travel
Insurance
Library Acquisitions
Supplies and Expenses
University Property Taxes
Utilities
External Recoveries
Equipment
Ancillary contribution
Carry forward contributions
Unappropriated surplus

38,357,000
9,065,721
141,200
522,886
48,086,807

38,357,000
8,356,553
133,085
466,442
47,313,080

0.0%
8.5%
6.1%
12.1%
1.6%

24,085,809
2,780,062
10,183,309
6,694,499
678,000
1,370,515
306,437
942,032
3,682,454
114,710
791,244
(2,074,261)
171,413
(200,000)
(470,014)
(969,402)

23,303,837
2,718,981
9,819,010
6,510,856
1,453,842
1,362,148
279,437
897,173
2,940,906
124,710
775,645
(1,867,758)
117,413
(381,643)
(741,477)

3.4%
2.2%
3.7%
2.8%
-53.4%
0.6%
9.7%
5.0%
25.2%
-8.0%
2.0%
11.1%
46.0%
23.2%
30.7%
0.0%

48,086,807

47,313,080

(0)

(0)
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2017-18 Renovations and Equipment
Unit Priorities
Library Services
Information Technology Services
Faculty of Arts
Faculty of Science
Faculty of Health Studies
Faculty of Education
School of Music
Student Services
HLC (Athletics & Campus Recreation)
Administration & Finance
Total

$

25,000
60,000
15,000
60,000
25,000
30,000
26,000
15,000
20,000
54,000
330,000

2017-18 Eckhardt-Gramatte Conservatory of Music Budget
The Conservatory is associated with the School of Music and operates on the basis of "cost recovery".
Revenues

$

Salaries & benefits
Travel
Supplies & consumables
Equipment
Total Expenses

411,800
380,750
1,700
27,350
2,000
411,800

Net

$

-

2017-18 Ancillary Services Budget
Ancillary Services consists of the University's business operations and also operates on the basis of "cost
recovery".
Revenues reflect increases in rates/prices generally consistent with increases in costs. Income from
operations is used to maintain and develop the unit and its facilities.
The budgets of all units are each projected to cover costs. Students in residence are projected to average 290.
Food
Services
Revenues

$

Salaries & benefits
Travel
Supplies & consumables
Equipment
Total Expenses
Net

1,688,307

Residences

$

705,000
9,000
913,159
50,000
1,677,159
$

11,148

1,495,761

ID Centre

$

572,571
510
952,894
15,000
1,540,975
$

(45,214) $

95,550

Bookstore

$

77,000

Rental
Properties
$

45,900

6,537
65,575

64,511

129,575

41,637

65,575

65,031

129,575

53,913

$

11,425

$

(19,131) $

The budget approved for eCampus Manitoba is for the administration and support of eCampus Manitoba only. The
budget associated with directly teaching courses is reflected in the operating budgets of the participating
consortium partner universities and colleges.

Salaries & benefits
Travel
Supplies & consumables
Equipment
Total Expenses

955,000
750,938
78,000
126,062
955,000

Net

$

CMB surplus as at March 31, 2017

$

310,270

35,100

eCampus Manitoba is a consortium of Manitoba's public post-secondary institutions created to reduce barriers to
higher learning. eCampus Manitoba does not grant post-secondary credentials, but rather serves as a conduit
through which Manitobans may access post-secondary programs and courses through the application of internet
and other distributed learning mechanisms.

$

$

Total

$

520

2017-18 eCampus Manitoba Budget

Provincial grant

Parking

276,520
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180,695

3,712,788
1,284,628
9,510
2,160,814
65,000
3,519,952

$

192,836
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