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2 October 2013 
 
 
Members of Senate 
University of Guelph 
 
Dear Members of Senate: 
 
Attached is the completed report from the Program Prioritization Process (PPP) Task 
Force. This is an important milestone for the University, and represents a great deal of 
hard work by the Task Force and everyone who contributed to the process. It will be a 
critical tool for extracting opportunities from the challenges we face now, and over the 
next decade.  
 
The PPP is a new addition to the assessment component of the University’s Integrated 
Planning process, which has already helped us make tough choices in a transparent, 
rational, and I would argue forwardly-successful manner. We make those choices in an 
environment in which it is clear that governments will no longer fund institutions in the 
same way. We must identify areas of strength in our programs and services and ensure 
they are well supported in order to best use the limited funds that are available. Faced 
with government requirements to do more with less, we must do better what we do well, 
and leave to others what we cannot sustain at a level of quality we can be proud to 
associate with the Guelph name.  
 
The decisions we need to make--and they will at times be difficult decisions--must be 
evidence-based, because we cannot afford to rely on entrenched practices or assumptions. 
They must be transparent so that there is no resentment, even if there is some regret. They 
must balance the need to cut where sustainability is at risk with the opportunity to invest 
strategically for future success. And they must be made by us--the University of Guelph 
community, because we can’t trust or defer to others decisions that need to protect and 
promote our interests. It is up to us to preserve what is best about Guelph, as one of the 
universities that will emerge from the next decade stronger, better, and more empowered 
to pursue our mission. 
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It is important to know that the PPP ranking is not the sole determinant of decisions 
regarding a program or service. The rankings in this report, in conjunction with other IP-
based metrics, were used to set initial unit budget targets to help address the immediate 
and significant challenge: a projected funding gap of $32.4 million over the next three 
fiscal years. In addition, the PPP report will be a key tool to assist deans, chairs, directors, 
and managers in developing their budget plans. As always, any decisions arising from the 
implementation of those plans will go through the University’s normal governance 
processes that end with the Board of Governors and Senate.  
 
I encourage each of you to read the report, as we will need the informed input and 
participation of the entire campus community as we work to find solutions to the problem 
we face. I would like to thank everyone involved for their hard work, dedication, and 
commitment.  
Sincerely, 

 
Maureen Mancuso 
Provost and Vice-President (Academic) 
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1. Executive Summary  

The Program Prioritization Process (PPP) was initiated to assess all MTCU and 
ancillary-funded programs at the University. A major objective of the PPP was to 
provide an additional assessment tool to help inform the allocation of unit budget 
reduction targets in the context of the University’s  second Integrated  Plan. In that 
plan, an initial target of $32 million was set to ensure the University maintained a 
balanced structural budget by the end of the Plan (2016/2017).  The primary goal in 
assigning targets was to allocate limited financial resources to those programs and 
services that would continue to build on both the University’s core strengths and 
meet the major goals set under its Integrated Plan.   
 
University departments prepared 492 PIR (Program Information Requests) forms 
over a five month period (November 2012-March 2013).  On March 25, 2013 a Task 
Force, composed of 21 individuals including faculty, staff and students representing 
various colleges and units received all of the PIR-Forms along with a commentary 
provided by the Deans and Division heads responsible for their respective 
programs.  Over next the 13 week period, the Task Force reviewed and ranked all 
programs and made a number of recommendations related to both the process and 
the outcomes of their reviews.  The programs were evaluated within 10 criteria 
using a rubric that allowed for one of three scoring options:  below expectations, 
meets expectations or exceeds expectations.  The Task Force, where possible, also 
used additional data e.g., “Delaware” data as comparator costing information related 
to instructional programs in academic departments.   
 
While the  ranking of the programs into 5 quintiles (of an equal number of 
programs) was a major component of the final report, the Task Force also made a 
number of observations and recommendations which were grouped into two broad 
areas namely Policy (current policies that should be reviewed) and Opportunities 
and Efficiencies. Observations included: 

  Minors and other low enrolment programs generally scored poorly during 
the review due to a number of factors such as costing issues and inability to 
demonstrate demand. 

 Major programs were highly variable in scoring. Generally the smaller 
programs had low scores due to low or declining enrolments.  

  Some overspecialization was observed in undergraduate and graduate 
programs which resulted in smaller and weaker programs.  

  The current normal faculty Distribution of Effort (DOE) appeared to limit 
opportunities for improving resource allocations.  

 High concentration in certain programs of Sessional Instructors and Post-
Doctoral Fellows in delivery of graduate programs.   

 
Several recommendations were made which included: 

 A review of the current DOE in order to find additional teaching resources 
from the research and service components of the standard DOE (40/40/20).  
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 Specific to graduate programs, the Task Force recommended that 
departments adopt a more balanced approach to the use of Sessional and 
Post-docs and University wide efforts be made to develop more competitive 
methods to attract more graduate students.  

  Related to undergraduate programs, the Task Force recommended that 
smaller programs be reviewed in the context of their sustainability and that 
the necessity for  the appointment of sessional instructors in certain 
programs be examined relative to both faculty DOE and for impact  on the 
program delivery.         

 
Within Opportunities and Efficiencies, several observations and recommendations 
were made that included; 

 Opportunities for restructuring, streamlining, centralization and  improved  
accountability.  

  Opportunities to generate greater revenue with non-degree courses and 
programs. 

 Assisting ancillary operations to establish revenue targets which will benefit 
their overall performance and accountability.  

 Opportunities for partnership, collaboration and restructuring were 
identified in order to address certain low enrolment programs.  

  Additional savings realized through the centralization of institutional 
services.  

 Opportunities to enhance the University’s current strategic priorities such as 
Internationalism and Open Learning were also highlighted.   

 
In conclusion, the Task Force is confident in the results of this process and supports 
its findings.  The results should be used in conjunction with the Integrated Plan to 
inform decisions and serve as a catalyst for meaningful change. 
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2. Introduction 

The landscape of higher education is changing.  Institutions are facing demands for 
increased accountability regarding quality and student outcomes.  Financial resources are 
strained as costs continue to rise while revenues remain flat.  Student recruitment has 
become more challenging with increased competition and shifting demographics.   
 
The University of Guelph is facing a new $32 M structural budget deficit on the heels of a 
major $46 M budget reduction essentially completed in 2013.  Given the labor-intensive 
nature of University operations, there is no doubt that these necessary budget reductions 
will mean a reduced workforce, more efficient services and fewer programs.  Institutions no 
longer have the luxury of being everything to everyone.  It is time to prioritize and invest in 
the future.  The Program Prioritization Process is a tool that will be used in conjunction with 
Integrated Planning to inform budget reductions and decisions on future priorities and 
directions.  
 
The Program Prioritization Process (PPP) began in Fall 2012 with the PPP Project Team 
consisting of members of Senior Administration.  The purpose of this project team was to 
provide overall guidance and direction to the Task Force in the evaluation of all 
instructional and non-instructional programs. 
 

3. The Process 

3.1 Mandate and Support 
The Program Prioritization Process was established to assess all MTCU and ancillary-funded 
programs at the University of Guelph and to prioritize programs so that limited resources 
could be allocated to build on the University’s strength’s while meeting budgetary 
reductions.  Programs were grouped into two major categories; instructional programs 
which included degree-credit programs and all other (non-instructional) programs which 
included activities in academic and non-academic units. A Task Force of 21 University 
community members was appointed by the President to review and rank all programs 
within  5 quintiles of an equal number of programs.  Support for this effort was provided by 
a University  Project Team and external  consultants from Academic Strategy Partners Inc. 
(ASP). 

3.2 The Template (PIR-From) 
The Program Information Request (PIR) Form used to capture program information on   
programs was developed by the University based on other institutions experience with the 
process. Ten criteria were chosen as important indicators of a program’s overall impact and 
essentiality.  The PIR Form (Appendix A) and the same criteria were used to evaluate both 
Instructional (defined as University degree-credit programs) and Non-instructional 
programs. 
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3.3 Criteria/Rubric 
There were 10 criteria used to evaluate instructional and non-instructional 
programs.  These criteria and associated rubric were developed by the Project Team 
and can be found in Appendix B.  

3.4 The Task Force  
The Task Force comprised 21 members including a Chair and Vice-Chair was created to 
review and rank all of the program submissions.  The membership was distributed as 
follows: 

 7 current chairs of Senate Standing Committees 
 2 Past Chairs of Senate Standing Committees 
 5 Staff members – nominated by the University Community 
 5 faculty – nominated by the University Community 
 2 students – application for internship positions 

 
The Senate Bylaws and Membership committee reviewed and recommended  all nominees 
and the slate was presented to the President, who accepted the membership without 
change. 
 
The members of the Task Force were as follows: 

Faculty: Profs. Wayne Caldwell, Ontario Agricultural College (OAC); Darren Wood, Ontario 
Veterinary College (OVC); Jonathan Newman, (OAC); Bill Van Heyst, College of Physical and 
Engineering Science (CPES); and Steven Newmaster, College of Biological Science (CBS). 

Staff: Cara Wehkamp, Student Life; Heidi Huisman, CME; Steve Seifried, CPES; Michelle Fach, 
Open Learning and Educational Support; and Dan MacLachlan, Physical Resources. 

Students: Noorain Shethwala, undergraduate, Criminal Justice and Public Policy, and OAC 
graduate student Anne Laarman.  

Faculty and current and past chairs of Senate standing committees: Profs. Coral Murrant 
(CBS), Planning and Priorities; Ian Newby-Clark (CSAHS), Quality Assurance; Scott McEwen 
(OVC), Graduate Studies; Kerry Godfrey (CME), BUGS; Alison Duncan (CBS), Non-Degree 
Studies; Catherine Carstairs (COA), Bylaws; Ann Wilson (COA), Research Board; Paul 
Salmon (COA), past chair of Non-Degree Studies , and Al Sullivan (OAC), past chair of 
Planning and Priorities.  

Prof. Al Sullivan was Chair and Michelle Fach was Vice Chair. 

3.5 Task Force Terms of Reference 
In order to ensure a common understanding and agreement of the functioning of the Task 
Force, Terms of Reference were drafted (Appendix C).  The content included input from all 
Task Force members and the final document was unanimously supported. 
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3.6 Task Force Training 
Support to the Task Force was provided  by ASP consultants.  In Fall 2012, the consultants 
met with the Task Force Chairs to provide an overview of the process, to respond to 
questions and to discuss next steps.  In addition, the consultants met with unit leaders and 
individuals who had responsibility for authoring the PIR forms to provide context around 
the expectations, to explain the criteria and to answer questions.   
 
In March 2013, the consultants led a 2-day orientation session for all Task Force members.  
The outcomes of the session included: 

 An understanding of the rationale, deliverables and work to date; 
 Development and agreement of meeting norms, roles and accountabilities; 
 An understanding of the system, tools, scoring, rating, ranking and rubric; 
 Task force norming on the 10 criteria to be used in the evaluation of programs. 

 
Overall, the session was successful and allowed the Task Force to effectively move forward 
in an informed manner with a consistent framework.  However, the session also highlighted 
that the Task Force was lacking data to effectively evaluate Criterion 7 (Revenue) and 
Criterion 8 (Expenses).  As well, the orientation session confirmed that additional task force 
norming was required on Criterion 10 (Opportunities) to ensure consistency in the 
evaluation.  As a result of this, the Task Force Chairs requested additional data and support 
for these activities and an additional meeting was held that included presentations from the 
Assistant Vice President (Finance and Services) and Institutional Analysis and Planning. 

3.7 Technology 
Personnel from CCS, Kent Hoeg, Jim Burgess and Steve Maxwell (Independent Consultant) 
created a relational data base that greatly facilitated the work of the Task Force. This was a 
user friendly system that allowed Task Force members to achieve a high level of 
competence and comfort very quickly. The program allowed the following operations: 

 input of scores by individual members 
 viewing of all scores by a group 
 ability to correct scores and add comments 
 ability to sign-off on the scores and 'lock' the scores to prevent tampering 
 single step to rank all programs, break ties and produce quintiles 
 ability to move programs between quintiles and add a new set of comments 
 numerous sorting and filtering features to facilitate general and specific 

report preparation 

3.8 Norming 
The Task Force agreed to build in a mechanism to ensure that the scoring from week to 
week and from group to group was consistent. In order to accomplish this, the four groups 
scored a common PIR Form for each of the first six weeks of their review process. The six 
PIR Forms were chosen to reflect a cross section of the submissions including 
undergraduate majors and minors, graduate programs and non-instructional programs. 
This was a very important exercise and Task Force believed it would lend a high level of 
confidence and credibility to the results. 
 
Although there was some variability in the individual scores for each criterion, the group 
scores were remarkably similar. Where variation did occur, the scores were close to the 
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borderline between ‘meets’ and ‘below expectation’ outcomes. Given the small difference in 
the weighting values (e.g., 1 vs 3), this had a minimal impact on the weighted score and 
placement in a quintile.  The scoring was conducted in that same manner from group to 
group and from week to week. As further evidence of scoring consensus, at the completion 
of the scoring process, the distribution of all programs by group and quintile also indicated 
that there was a high degree of consistency among groups. 

3.9 Ranking, Scoring 
The process for evaluating programs was approached in a comprehensive and consistent 
manner.  The 21 members of the Task Force were divided into 4 groups that included 
representation of colleges, faculty, staff and students.   The 492 programs were randomly 
distributed to each group, taking into account any conflicts of interest identified by the Task 
Force members. 

 
Over a period of 13 weeks, members reviewed the assigned programs (approximately 15 
per week) prior to each group meeting and individually ranked the programs across the 10 
criteria.  Individual scores were recorded in the PPP database system.  The scoring system 
utilized was based on the maximum score available for each criterion.  For example, 
“history” of a program (Criterion 1) had 5 points and the score assigned by the Task Force 
member was therefore out of 5.  The rubric that was made available to authors of the PIR 
forms was used by the Task Force to assist in the assessment of the criteria. 
 
The groups then collectively discussed any variability in their scores and came to a 
consensus on the final score.  The rubric served to convert the final score to one of three 
ratings: 
1.  Below Expectations 
2. Meets Expectations 
3. Exceeds Expectations 
The group recorded their final rating and provided overall comments to support their 
findings.  Once the group confirmed their ratings and provided comments, the consolidated 
group scores and ratings were locked into the system. 
 
Once the groups reviewed all assigned programs, a second validation exercise was 
conducted.  Each group was provided with a list of their assigned programs and ranked by 
their total scores.  The total score was a calculation of the weight of the criterion multiplied 
by 1 (below expectation), 3 (meets expectation), or 9 (exceeds expectation).  The maximum 
score available for any program was 900.  The results were reviewed and discussed by the 
groups to ensure consistency and reasonability of results. 
 
A second level of ranking was built into the computer program that allowed for  breaking of 
ties. The second level was based on scores generated for the most important and highest 
scoring criteria (i.e. 5, 6 and 9) which were valued at 12 or 15 points. This sorted programs 
with the same total scores into a descending order. 
 
Once all groups were satisfied with their programs scores, the entire set of programs was 
placed into quintiles which  locked the scores and placement of programs. As a Task Force, 
the overall ranking and placement into quintiles were reviewed for completeness and 
consistency. Some programs with the same scores around the break points between 
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quintiles were moved. This resulted in a slight imbalance among quintiles but was deemed 
necessary for consistency and fairness. 

3.10 Author Experiences 
In total, 152 authors had the responsibility of writing 492 PIR forms.  The process also 
included a written context piece provided by 22 submitters.  Several Authors were also 
members of the Task Force.  One of the consistent themes that arose from discussions with 
these individuals was challenges with availability, presentation and interpretation of the 
certain data.    
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that the Project Team debriefs with 
all Authors and Submitters to gain additional insight into the experiences and to 
inform future prioritization exercises.   

 

4. The Observations and Recommendations on the Process   

The following sections include general observations about the process with specific 
focus on suggestions for future PPP’s. It is hoped that they will help explain, in a general 
way, why some programs scored better than others and that this information will inform 
similar exercises in the future. 

4.1 Completing the Forms 
Some PIR-Forms were not well prepared and as a consequence it is possible that certain 
programs were not as well represented as they could have been. This was reflected in the 
rankings as the Task Force had to focus its evaluation almost entirely on the PIRForms 
submitted.  Some specific examples of different observations in this regard include;    
 Copying and pasting information from one form to another was common, and 

understandable.  However, sometimes the information was not relevant to the specific 
program (e.g., major information on a minor program form).   

 In some cases authors did not directly answer the questions associated with the various 
criteria and in other examples, authors provided long statements, frequently containing 
largely irrelevant or redundant information when shorter and more direct answers 
would have been more effective.  

 Where programs covered multiple activities, authors did not always do a good job of 
discussing each activity under each criterion.  This made it difficult for the Task Force to 
score the whole program.  For instance, some programs provided multiple levels/types 
of activities. Each activity needed to be discussed across all criteria. Where there were 
connections among program components, sometimes these were mentioned, other 
times not.  Inter-relationships between elements, both horizontally and vertically, 
tended to be ill-defined or unexplained.  

 Some forms contained language that was overly specific to a program or unclear 
terminology and assumed that the reader had a level of understanding/insight about 
the program that was unreasonable.  This made it difficult for the Task Force to 
appreciate the qualities of the program.  The authors may know that their program is 
very strong, but they needed to imagine trying to convince a reader, who is not familiar 
with their program, why the program is strong.  
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 Data were available, and reported in a variety of formats.  In and of itself this wasn’t 
necessarily a problem.  The problem arose when authors weren’t clear on the units of 
measure being reported.  For example, faculty numbers versus faculty FTEs, or student 
numbers versus student enrolments.  As well, authors used language such as ‘many’ or 
percentages to describe quantity which was not helpful. 

 Surprisingly few authors made use of graphs or tables even though the software 
provided for this ability.  Among those programs that did provide graphs or figures, 
these elements were not always properly labeled or explained (e.g. no figure legends, no 
axis labels or units, etc.).  

 It was important to read the description of each criterion carefully and provide 
information that answers the specific question(s). It was surprising how often basic 
information was not provided or was not detailed enough to properly assess the 
program.  For some criteria, the questions may need to be modified or clarified to assist 
better interpretation by authors. For example, it would also be helpful to the Task Force 
members if, at the beginning of the form, there were specific instructions  to provide  a 
description of the program.  

 

4.2 Data  
The following are a number of observations and recommendations regarding 
opportunities to improve future PPP’s and the development and improvement of 
supporting data;  
 In general, programs had difficulty putting together compelling evidence benchmarking 

their indicators of demand, size, quality and costs.  For undergraduate programs, the 
Task Force made reference to the Delaware Data for Criterion 8 (Expenses), but no such 
benchmarks were available for graduate programs or non-instructional programs, in 
many cases.  The Delaware Data did not always map directly on to programs  and certain 
authors may not have used it as effectively as they could have.  This was unfortunate 
because some programs may have specific expenses such as field trips, intensive labs or 
work with live animals that were not explained in the program cost data. 

 In many cases, particularly for instructional programs, authors had the opportunity to 
provide benchmark comparisons, by extracting them from the centrally available PPP 
data.  Very few authors availed themselves of this opportunity.  That said, the centrally 
available PPP data could have been made more accessible to the Task Force and 
perhaps to some extent pre-populated in the PIR-Forms rather than centralized PDFs.  
In trying to construct appropriate benchmarks, it took reviewers a great deal of effort to 
extract the necessary information from these documents. 

 One feature that tended to separate high and low scoring programs was the use of 
evidence to support claims.  In cases where data were not available centrally, programs 
that scored well tended to be those that gathered the necessary data themselves, as best 
they could, rather than simply reporting that they had no data. 

 Departments that were required to submit forms for fairly new programs were 
challenged in finding sufficient evidence to support the quality outcomes and the 
demand for the program.  This affected their scoring and final ranking. 

 
Recommendation: To the degree that this is possible, it would benefit all 
departments, schools and the Task Force to have clearly defined and comparable 
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data comparing individual programs.  This includes clear and comparable data 
for  costing  and demand.  
 

 It was noted that in some cases the cost of sessionals was not included or captured in 
the total FTE costs for the program. This may have been because sessional costs are not 
part of a department base budget and did not recognize sessional costs as part of their 
“costing exercise” for instructional programs.  
  
Recommendation:  It is recommended that the actual costs of sessionals be clearly 
included in the costing   information in future prioritization exercises. 

 
 A very common phrase on the PIR forms was “we operate within budget” but there was 

no evidence provided to confirm this.  For example if a department were to have 
difficulty meeting their budget reductions there was no required data (provided on the 
PIR-Form) to disclose this fact.    

 
Recommendation:   It was observed that costing and revenue information was 
mainly based on base budget data. This made the evaluation of how departments 
were doing against actual results difficult.  It is suggested that actual results for a 
past period (compared to budget) be included in future PPP’s .   

 

4.3 The Criteria, Scoring and Type of Program  
The evaluation of all types of programs e.g., Instructional  and Non-instructional Programs 
using the same template and criteria presented some variability in the scoring. While this 
was predicted and a deliberate decision of the Project Team, the Task Force noted that some 
types of programs had different scoring potential in some criteria compared to other types 
of programs. This meant that in certain types of programs there were some criteria that 
scored lower or higher relative to others of different types.  For example, there were 
differences in the type of financial and demand data available for Instructional and Non-
instructional Programs including budget and benchmarking data.  Also some service 
programs with a high level of centrality, scored well due to the essentiality of the service.  
 
Recommendation: While the Task Force  believes that using the same template did 
not seriously affect the ranking outcomes among  programs types, for future PPP’s, 
consideration should be given to using  different sets of criteria. One potential 
direction could be the separation  of instructional and non-instructional 
programs/services.       

4.4 Service Teaching;  
Service teaching did not have consistent disclosure in the PIR-Forms.  Some programs 
differentiated the service teaching that was overlapping with the supported program, 
compared with ‘pure service’ teaching.  An example of pure service teaching would be 
MATH*1030 Business Mathematics.  This course does not service any of the major or minor 
programs offered by the Math & Stats Department, yet it serves an important role in the 
university.  This sort of ‘pure service’ was not properly captured by this Process and, as a 
result, was under-valued. There are examples of Departments where service teaching was 
by far their greatest effort with very little demand for their major(s). The observation of the 
Task Force was that the inclusion of Service Teaching under some majors with very low 
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enrolment distorted both the strength of the service teaching role and the weakness of the 
associated major.  
 
Recommendation: It is recommended that the costs and value of Service Teaching be 
captured as a separate program in future prioritization exercises. 

 

5. Conclusions on the Process: 

 This report and its rankings are the result of an exhaustive amount of effort on the part of  
the authors, submitters and Task Force members. All members of the Task Force are 
confident in the process and results given the breadth of the participation by the University 
community and the diversity of Task Force membership. With the extensive norming and 
review processes instituted, the rankings show that there is a great deal of diversity among 
programs, particularly instructional versus non-instructional.  The process identified areas 
of strengths and weaknesses and areas that are candidates for further consideration for 
investment, reinvestment or divestment as well as areas that have revenue growth 
capability.   
 
While the process provided the Task Force with a broad view of the institutional landscape 
that identified trends and potential opportunities, any specific decisions on changes related 
to major restructuring were outside the scope of this process.  Some recommendations 
appear to state what may be obvious or there maybe inherent barriers to moving forward 
on some.   Nevertheless, the Task Force believed it to be important to note these 
recommendations to challenge our current assumptions to take advantage of opportunities 
for constructive change.   
 
While there are a number of suggestions for consideration for future PPP’s, overall the Task 
Force is confident that the results of this process will be an important tool that will assist in 
informing the University on how to address its budgetary challenges, future priorities and 
directions.  It is the hope of the Task Force that this process is a catalyst for meaningful 
change. The University has built a very strong reputation based on its undergraduate, 
graduate, and research and outreach programs.  It is important to focus and invest in those 
programs that continue to build our reputation. 
 

6. Rankings  

 
The final Program Prioritization Process rankings are shown in Appendix D.  They are 
presented as a list of all of the 492 programs ranked in one of the five quintiles.   

 

7. Observations and Recommendations 

The Task Force collectively evaluated all of the programs in the University and was able to 
gain some valuable insights and identify issues that were common to many PIR Forms. The 
various issues and opportunities identified by the Task Force have been divided around two 
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themes: those that address policy and those that address opportunities and efficiencies. 
Some issues may be included in both themes. The policy issues may be linked to changes in 
the way various levels of the University operate and interact. Many of the issues are at the 
institutional level. 

7.1 Policy Areas 
During the review process, the Task Force noted many common themes in the PIR Forms 
that related to policy gaps or  deficiencies that unless addressed in the future, could hinder 
opportunities to change. Some of these  have evolved over time  while others are newly 
identified. The policy issues relate mainly to  teaching (at all levels) and research and  range 
from the general to the specific with  varying  potential impact  University operations. All  
have  potential resource allocation implications.            

7.1.1 Distribution of Effort (DOE) 
Observation: Faculty activities are defined, in part, by their DOE negotiated with Department 
Chairs and Deans.   The Task Force recognizes that there are current limitations to changing 
DOE due to collective agreements etc.  However, the flexibility of the DOE could be explored 
more fully (i.e., not just 40-40-20 in teaching-research-service) allowing the DOE to change 
in response to changing operational needs. A 20% service allocation reflects, on average, 
one day per week of service and, for many faculty, this may be too high. In some 
Departments, there is already a move to reduce a typical DOE for service to 10%.  Re-
deployment for teaching could start with realignment of DOE to more accurately reflect 
actual activities. There may be potential teaching resources hidden in underutilized service 
and research components of the DOE.   
 
While it is also recognized that the PIR form may not have fully  captured “Service”  efforts,  
a ‘one size fits all’ formula for DOE does not work well for every department. Service 
includes activities internal and external to the University. There may be a need to negotiate 
what activities are most valued and recognition that fewer FTEs will be available for 
internal or external committee work.  There are also some faculty with research DOEs that 
approaches 80% so it would stand to reason that a teaching DOE could approach 80%,  
providing  more resources to support teaching. 
 
Recommendation: It is recommended that Colleges explore their current models for 
DOE with an aim of unlocking resources that could contribute to the teaching where 
required. 

7.1.2 Instructional Programs: Graduate  
Graduate programs tend to fall into two categories. One category of programs is primarily 
research and thesis based and therefore has a strong connection to the research programs 
in a given department or school.  The second category provides specific training and 
professional skills (programs are often accredited; e.g., MBA) and are course-based 
programs.  These differences are important however, they both have opportunities for 
growth.  The Task Force noted that strong graduate programs had a well-articulated  sense 
of what they were doing and where they were going.  Where there was a clear vision and 
track record described within the PIR Form, it translated into a higher score. Strong vision 
helps to build reputation inside and outside of the University. 
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Observation:  The Task Force noted that, in some cases, the use of sessionals and post-
doctoral fellows (post-doc) to deliver graduate courses was a sign that a program may not 
be sustainable because it lacks faculty resources.  A number of programs used sessionals or 
post-docs to deliver graduate courses.  For some programs, the use of sessionals and post-
docs was an obvious benefit in that these individuals are practitioners in their field and 
would contribute a valuable practical perspective to the program.  However, this was not 
the case for all Graduate programs.   
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that departments explore the use of 
sessionals and post-doctoral fellows in the delivery of graduate programs to ensure 
that there are sufficient faculty resources to support the quality and sustainability of 
the program. 

   
Observation:  Some research programs are heavily invested in post-docs and technicians 
which may be at the expense of graduate student training. A post-doc is usually a person 
involved in a research intensive training period after the completion of a PhD.  It is 
recognized as a requirement before the start of some careers.  However, there are many 
examples of labs that support post-docs well beyond a normal two year period.  It can be 
easily argued, from an institutional standpoint, that these people are no longer true post-
docs and have a different role in the research program.  They may work more 
independently, and take some responsibility for supervising the day-to-day work of 
graduate students and assist at various levels with grant preparation.  Some research 
programs are delivered with a very high percentage of the lab staff as long-term post-docs.  
In these cases, the opportunity and obligation to train graduate students is directly 
challenged.  This decreases opportunities for graduate students who contribute tuition and 
BIU income to the University compared to post-doc training that does not generate BIUs for 
the University. The incentive to hire multi-year post-docs and contract technicians at the 
expense of graduate student opportunities should be reduced.  
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that Colleges and Departments 
encourage research programs to take a balanced approach to graduate student 
training and the use of long-term post docs and contract technicians.  
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that Colleges and Departments 
explore incentives to encourage more graduate student training in research.  
 
Observation: The Task Force recognized that some graduate programs were small, 
appropriately resourced and very successful.  However, there were many, very weak 
graduate programs with declining enrollments or very low enrolment numbers.  This is due, 
in part, to the evolution of a high number of over-specialized graduate programs. The 
justification for the continuation of the many graduate programs was not always provided 
in the PIR Forms. This can be a problem over time as faculty retire and are no longer 
available to teach courses and advise graduate students.  Loss of faculty expertise in 
programs was noted in many PIR Forms. The same rigorous exercises used to justify and 
improve undergraduate curricula need to be continually applied to graduate programs. The 
intended outcomes are fewer courses; more streamlined programs, improved times to 
completion, lower costs, better quality and improved reputation.    To be successful, a 
graduate program needs specific foci which reflect the expertise within a Department or 
School.   
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Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends Colleges and Departments conduct 
regular reviews of their Graduate Programs to explore opportunities to streamline 
curricula. 

 
Observation: Some new graduate programs are struggling to achieve critical mass or 
enrolment targets. New graduate programs need to be better justified, have clearly defined 
inputs and outcomes, and include a business plan (i.e., realistic enrollment targets, growth 
potential, cost analysis, etc.).  In addition, there should be a specific passage of time before 
they are evaluated (the Task Force was challenged in its ability to review and comment on 
relatively new programs). Unfortunately, in this era of declining resources there is little 
opportunity to ‘try and fail’. 
 
Recommendation: The Task Force recommends that any new proposed graduate 
program be fully justified and researched with a business plan that includes market-
employer surveys and realistic enrolment targets. 

 
Observation: The cost of delivering graduate programs is extremely variable across the 
University ranging from $3,738.00 per FTE for the MSC.CHEM to $29,638.00 per FTE for the 
DVSC.CLST+VETS. The average was $10,147.00 per FTE. It is likely that Departments have 
rarely considered the cost of delivering their graduate programs and need to do further 
analysis to look at justifying those costs and to identify potential savings in the future.  Part 
of the different costing relates to demographics of salaries within a Department and how 
Colleges chose to distribute FTE’s between research and graduate programs. Some 
programs such as MFA.SART and OVC graduate programs are very expensive because 
significant resources are committed to the program and enrolment is low. In light of the 
current funding restraints, the more expensive programs must be evaluated for 
sustainability and productivity. In some cases, there may be a need to explore other models 
of program delivery at reduced costs while maintaining an acceptable level of quality. This 
may be challenging, but some Departments will be forced to face these realities as budgets 
decline and their programs are no longer sustainable.  
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends Colleges explore the cost of 
delivering their graduate programs with the aim of justifying and reducing costs 
relative to similar programs. 

 
Observation:  The Task Force noted the benefits of providing financial support for graduate 
students and the positive influence this would have on the research programs and graduate 
student training. However several issues were documented during the review. 

a. Graduate numbers are closely linked to research grant funding or graduate teaching 
assistantships.  Without this funding or teaching opportunity, the programs were 
negatively impacted. 

b. There was great variability across programs in the ability of programs to attract and 
support high quality graduate students. Some programs observed that neighbouring 
institutions were offering higher stipends and it was difficult to be competitive. 

c. Graduate Growth and Support funds (provided from central resource allocations) 
supplied to Colleges were used to directly fund graduate students in some programs 
while it was not mentioned in others. 
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Recommendations:  The Task Force recommends that the use of Graduate 
Growth and Support funds be transparent and used to ensure maximum 
support of graduate students.    
 
Recommendations:  The Task Force recommends that the University explore 
graduate funding models used at other institutions for ideas to support 
graduate students. 

 
Observation: The Task Force noted that one of the areas where the University can continue 
to grow the graduate program is with international students.  Many PIR Forms noted that 
the University is missing a significant opportunity to reach out to the world by better 
supporting the graduate education of international students.  However, the ability to do this 
was severely limited by the extremely high tuition fees charged to international students 
compared to domestic students.  There are several institutions around the world using 
creative solutions to assist with funding of international students.  
 
Recommendation: The Task Force recommends that the University explore and 
develop creative mechanisms to   grow the number of   international graduate 
students.   

 
Observation: The dependency on  GTA funding to support graduate students is very 
different across Departments and Colleges and any reduction in the funding poses a risk to 
some graduate programs. Sometimes GTA funding is part of a student’s stipend and in other 
instances it is in addition to the stipend.  Where GTA support is linked to the resources of 
the undergraduate program, any changes to the undergraduate program that reduces GTA 
support will also impact the graduate program.  

 
Recommendation: The University also considers the negative impact on graduate 
programs in a Department if changes are made to the undergraduate program. 

 
Observation: It was noted that both Graduate Studies and departments are 
responsible for student recruitment. It was unclear from the PIR Forms who should 
have the greatest responsibility for this task.  The Task Force noted that the tracking 
of experiences of graduate students both during and after graduation is very limited. 
This recruitment and post-graduation monitoring can provide important 
information for determining the impact and outcomes of graduate education. The 
service role of Graduate Studies needs to be reviewed and resources focused on 
areas that will have the greatest value for students and the University.  
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that Graduate Studies explore 
opportunities to identify and develop programs that monitor graduate 
student experiences. For example, an initiative could include the collection of 
employment data upon graduation with the outcome of assisting new 
graduates to obtain improved employment opportunities and provide 
feedback to assist graduate programs with curriculum development.  
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7.1.3 Instructional Programs:  Undergraduate 
Many of the majors and minors did not score highly in this process. Many could not 
demonstrate as a minimum, steady or growing enrolment, quality outputs or essentiality.  
Specific observations are listed below. 

Minors 
On the whole, minors tended to score poorly with 80% of minors scoring in the 4th and 5th 
quintiles.  There were 24 minor programs in the fifth quintile, 11 in the fourth quintile, only 
8 in quintiles two and three, and none in the first quintile.  The following observations were 
made by the Task Force: 

 
 Minors tended to score poorly because they seemingly had little or no external demand 

because students do not enroll in a minor before entry, and demonstrated only modest 
internal demand due to their relatively low enrolments.  

 
 Complete costs specific to the Minors were not captured in the PIR Forms.  Course 

enrolments for students with a major and a minor were counted twice thus allocating 
the costs across both programs.  While it is recognized that the costs associated with 
offering Minors may be marginal, there are variable costs and these costs need to be 
captured and reported.   

 
 Minor programs had difficulty demonstrating quality outcomes that were independent of 

the corresponding major program. 
 
 Some minor programs had greater enrolment than the corresponding major program, 

suggesting a different role in the larger curriculum.   
 
 The Task Force noted a difference in scores among minors that seemed to exist only 

because there was a corresponding major compared to minors that represented a more 
deliberate attempt to create a unique curriculum.  The latter tended to score higher than 
the former. 
 

While it is believed that minors can be in demand and serve an important purpose, greater 
control and accountability are required.  The report of the Working Group on Secondary 
Areas of Study (2010) laid the groundwork for policy and rationalization of minors to 
ensure that the creation of minors was done with purposeful intention.  However, what is 
now required is a review process to evaluate each minor after a 5-year period to ensure that 
it is meeting its intended outcomes and confirm its continuation.   
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends a review of individual Minors be 
conducted now and at 5-year intervals to assess demand.  The review process should 
be led by the Associate Vice-President, (Academic). 

 
Recommendation: Data associated with the specific costs of Minors be collected and 
reported to assist in decision making for potential rationalization.   
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Bachelor of Arts, General (BAG) 
Observation: The Bachelor of Arts, General (BAG) programs tended to suffer from many of 
the same deficiencies as the minor programs: lack of demand and difficulty demonstrating 
quality outcomes independent of the corresponding honours program.  On the other hand, 
the Task Force recognized that in some cases, the BAG program did serve a valuable 
purpose other than as a ‘consolation prize’ for those students who could not complete the 
honours program, however  those purposes did not seem to be well captured by the PIR 
Form. For example students continuing on to professional schools (e.g., Law) often elect to 
complete the BAG and take admission to the professional school.   
 
Recommendation: The Task Force recommends that a review of BAG programs be 
conducted to determine cost-effectiveness and essentiality to the institution. 

Major Programs 
Generally, majors were equally distributed across the quintiles. Two characteristics of low 
scoring majors were small size, and/or new programs (<5-7 years).  New programs were 
unable to demonstrate demand, size, or outcomes.  Established programs that did not score 
well suffered from similar problems.  Small programs did not generally score well.   
 
Observation:  The Task Force noted a large number of highly specialized, very small major 
programs.  This fracturing of a larger program into several, or in some cases many, smaller 
programs, tended to make the individual parts appear potentially weaker than the whole. 
An example of this was International Development.  The IDEV major has seven areas of 
specialization.   
 
Recommendation: Colleges and program committees examine the potential to 
consolidate majors into stronger more sustainable programs. 

 
Observation: Several programs were defended on the basis that their subject area was now 
part of the secondary school curriculum. This would eventually lead to higher enrolment 
because students would be familiar with the subject and it would be a ‘teachable’ subject for 
those entering teachers college. However, the forecasted demand (five to seven years later) 
has not, as yet, appeared to have translated into increased enrolment in these programs. 
The result has been static or declining enrolment for some programs. 
 
Recommendation: Where appropriate, the Task Force recommends that Colleges 
establish the link between curricula change at the high school level and resource 
allocation and curricula development in their programs.  If this link is established, it 
could be used as a tool to predict future demand. 
 
Observation: Many Colleges offer a generalized major such as Honours Biology (CBS) or 
Honours Agriculture (OAC) which attract a high percentage of students in the College at the 
expense of enrolment in the more specialized majors. The specialized majors remain 
extremely valuable because they often define the uniqueness and contribute to the 
reputation of the institution. Advisors indicate students choose the unspecialized programs 
because of the belief that those programs provide more flexibility in programming and 
allow greater freedom of choice for courses. As a result some students choose to ‘shadow’ 
the major while enrolled in the unspecialized program. This presents a dilemma for the 
Program Committees and raises the question as to why so many students prefer an 
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unspecialized honours program compared to the Majors where a great deal of attention is 
focused. This is an important question in light of the low numbers in some majors. 
 
Recommendation: Program Committees undertake a study coordinated through the 
AVPA’s office to determine role of specialized versus unspecialized majors at this 
University. 
 
Observation: There was a tremendous variation in the per FTE cost of delivery of different 
programs across colleges and departments for undergraduate majors and minors. The costs 
ranged from $164.00 (ADEV-Ma) to $549.00 ( EM-Ma) with the mean of $274.00 for all 
programs. The instructional PIR Forms rarely commented on the reason for the higher or 
lower expense associated with their program. 
 
Recommendation:  Colleges use relevant data to examine and justify program costs 
and take appropriate steps to bring costs in line with similar programs.   

Sessional Teaching 
Observation: It is clear from this process that the use of sessional instructors varies widely 
across the university.  Some programs, particularly at Guelph-Humber, seem to be exist 
almost entirely on sessional instructors.  Other programs use sessional instructors 
sparingly, if at all.  In some cases there are good pedagogical reasons for using sessional 
instructors.  For example, the use of professional practitioners can complement faculty 
expertise and provide a ‘real world’ perspective in a course.  In addition, using retired 
faculty as instructors provides a pedagogical and financial benefit.  In other cases, sessionals 
are merely temporary substitutes for RFT Faculty, who have been lost through retirement.  
In general, the rationale for sessional use was poorly explained. Programs that seemed to be 
dependent on general sessional instructors to deliver large sections of a program were 
generally awarded low scores and viewed as possibly unsustainable.  
 
Recommendation: Where appropriate, the role of sessional appointments be 
examined for relevance and effectiveness to the curriculum. Where high numbers of 
sessionals are used on a consistent basis, it would be appropriate to examine 
resourcing issues and the number and methods used for course delivery.  

 

7.1.3 International Development (IDEV) 
Observation: As an entity, IDEV currently appears to be an orphaned and fragmented unit.  
There are seven majors but the IDEV Program has three courses which are specific to the 
program; the Program draws heavily on courses from other units.  As a result, the program 
has little curricular control, lacks resources, and, in short - needs attention before it 
flounders.  Some of the areas of emphasis are doing well while others struggle. Compared 
with other institutions in Canada, where IDEV is frequently housed in its own department 
or centre, the program at Guelph is dispersed across units. Only because of a few unique 
offerings and reputation of faculty/departments, is Guelph still somewhat competitive in 
attracting students for IDEV. However, as more cohesive and structured programs develop 
and grow in stature at other institutions, Guelph will become a less desirable choice for 
international development studies.  
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Recommendation. The University and Colleges involved in IDEV consider  
streamlining the offerings within the discipline and focus on one or two main areas of 
emphasis.    
 
Observation: It was recognized that the IDEV is an interdisciplinary program and therefore, 
requires coordination across colleges.  To date, one individual has administered the IDEV 
programs and their efforts are applauded. However, if the University is committed to 
providing this program, the program needs an academic home and  faculty.   
 
Recommendation:  The IDEV Programs be provided an academic home, possibly 
within the School for Civil Society, and that a curriculum committee be established to 
streamline and oversee course and program offerings. 

7.1.4 Research Programs 
Research and graduate programs are key strengths at the University of Guelph and are often 
very closely linked.  Thirteen research programs appear in the first quintile with seven 
appearing in the top 15 highest scoring programs. The relative strength of research 
programs does however, vary across the university.  High profile research programs (e.g., 
Biodiversity Centre) and researchers (eg. CRC Chairs) can attract human and financial 
resources based in part, on having built a strong reputation. In contrast, there appears to be 
many small research programs that show little or no research output.  The following 
comments help to explain this diversity, provide insight into the ranking of various 
programs and offer a number of suggestions or recommendations.   

The Task Force noted the great strengths and diversity of research conducted by this 
University. Research supports all of the themes of the Better Planet Project (BPP) and 
University Strategic Research Plan, provides cutting edge knowledge for our undergraduate 
programs, underpins our graduate programs and significantly enhances our international 
reputation…and more. Although the academic engine may drive the institution, the research 
programs contribute a great deal to our reputation.  Four Colleges, OAC, OVC, CBS and CPES 
are consistently high performers in research. Some of the qualities linked to their success 
are inputs such as internationally recognized faculty and large amounts of funding from the 
Tri-councils and a diversity of other sources. In almost all cases, these funds are significant 
inputs and the drivers behind some of the larger graduate programs on campus. There are 
very successful research programs in other colleges that have good levels of funding on a 
relative basis and have strong scholarly output that comes in many different forms.  

 

It is very important to emphasize that although MTCU may fund the graduate programs, it is 
often the faculty, through their research funding,  who provide the stipend and the funding 
to support the research conducted by graduate and undergraduate students. For our 
graduate programs to succeed, the two must be in partnership.  Strong research programs 
also return overhead revenues to several levels of the institution which can have some 
significant and positive effects at the University, college and departmental levels.  

 
Observation: The strongest research programs had a diverse and high percentage of faculty 
engaged in delivery of the research.   The strongest  research programs did an excellent job 
of documenting productivity with a high level of sustained output of recognized scholarly 
works.  In many Departments where Research Chairs are housed, there is  a real and 
positive impact on the entire department and a great boost in reputation for the University. 
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When present, it was evident from the PIR Forms that the Research Chairs were real drivers 
of the research enterprise in terms of funding, provision of equipment and graduate student 
numbers.  One of the original goals of the BPP was to create a high number of Research 
Chairs. 
 
Recommendation: The University makes the creation of Research Chairs a priority, 
especially if they are externally funded.   
 
Observation: There are many Departments with weak research programs even allowing for 
the difference in disciplines. The Task Force noted that weaker programs did not deliver the 
added benefits associated with the stronger research programs.  There was often great 
disparity between funding levels in the sciences versus the arts. However, this was expected 
and consistent between disciplines. The impact of the lower funding levels was seen in the 
reduced ability of faculty to provide funding to support graduate students. The weaker 
programs often had a few key faculty (i.e. low percentage of total compliment), who were 
very strong researchers, but delivered most of the research enterprise and graduate 
training in their Department.  Relying on just a small percentage of faculty presents a high 
risk situation because, in the event of a retirement or departure of one of these key faculty, 
both the research and graduate programs can be severely and negatively impacted. The 
Task Force noted that valuable faculty FTE’s were committed to weak research programs 
and questioned if these could be better deployed on other activities. There needs to be a 
recognition that every faculty does not have a research program that warrants a 40% DOE. 
The Task Force observed that one of the areas where Departments are trying to strengthen 
their research programs is with new hires. However, several hires would be required to 
develop a strong Departmental research program and this may not be possible in the 
current fiscal climate.   
 
Recommendation: DOE needs to remain flexible to allow resources to be shifted 
between research, service and teaching. The viability of some scholarly research 
programs needs to be evaluated.  

 

7.1.5 Physical Space 
Observation: The lack of appropriate classroom space on the main campus was noted as a 
challenge in some programs.  The role of Scheduling in the assignment of classroom space 
was deemed essential.  However, if the expectation is that there is academic transformation 
and teaching innovation, the systems that support this must be flexible in order to facilitate 
these processes.  The lack of flexibility in the current scheduling system prevents the 
university from making effective use of its physical resources.  Classrooms are assigned for 
the entire semester based on a consistent timeslot.  However, that timeslot may not be 
required each week and, therefore, there is an opportunity for the space to be released and 
used for another class or another purpose.  In addition, the lack of flexibility stifles the use 
of innovative pedagogies including the development of a blended learning strategy. 
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends the University explore ways to 
evolve the scheduling system to allow for greater flexibility and to support academic 
transformation.   
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Observation: Several programs also addressed the lack of adequate departmental space.  
Physical space is a scarce resource that needs proper management and oversight.    
 

Recommendation: The Task Force recommends that the University develop a space 

management strategy that includes enhanced communication between the Space 

Management program and departments to assist in identifying opportunities to 

make more effective use of physical space. 

 

7.2 Opportunities and Efficiencies 
One of the directives under the PPP was for the Task Force to identify potential unrealized 
synergies and collaborations across units, in the context of achieving efficiencies, 
minimizing duplication and leveraging opportunities. This was an inherently challenging 
task, requiring a broad over-arching view of the entirety of both instructional and non-
instructional programs offered by the institution. During the review process, several areas 
were observed to be potential beneficiaries of restructuring, streamlining and/or 
centralization. Interestingly, several of these were self-identified on individual PIR Forms.  

7.2.1 Revenue Generation 
Departments need to find methods of generating new net revenue. With proper market 
analysis, and proper institutional support and expertise, both professional and specialized 
programs may be potential revenue generators and fit well with pedagogical missions or 
mandates. While it is important not to lose sight of the fact that the University’s mandate is 
to provide undergraduate, graduate education and research, attracting new sources of 
funding will be critical to the institution’s ability to invest and innovate.  
 
Observation:  It was observed that some Colleges are intent on generating new revenue 
through entrepreneurial activities such as non-degree courses/programs.  While expanding 
the revenue base is critical, decentralizing these activities can be costly to the institution.   
Non-degree programs, including customized and market-driven programs, also present an 
opportunity for new revenue generation.  With innovative pedagogical and technical 
approaches, the University can continue to extend the teaching and research expertise to 
lifelong learners.  Continuing to strategically invest in these opportunities will expand the 
institution’s reach and revenue base.   

 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that the development and delivery of non-
degree courses/programs intended to reach external markets be the responsibility of 
one centralized department.  The development and delivery of non-degree 
opportunities should be supported with the appropriate needs analysis, business 
plan, quality control and client services.   

  
Observation:  Several undergraduate programs on campus must maintain professional 
accreditation. This requires that defined standards are maintained for faculty and staffing 
complements as well as the quality of facilities. Maintaining this standard may be cost 
prohibitive for the University when resources are scarce, even though the program may 
generate higher BIUs. The opportunity may exist to increase tuition fees for programs that 
require accreditation and have higher expectations of career income.   
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Recommendation:  It is recommended that the University explore the potential of 
differential tuition fees for those programs that require accreditation. 

7.2.2 Evaluation of Ancillary Operations  
Ancillary operations provide an important service to the university community as well as 
provide an important source of revenue that can further advance the work of the academic 
enterprise. 
 
Observation:  It was often difficult to assess the financial performance of ancillary 
operations and the expectations of return on investment to the University.  Budgets used to 
populate the PIR forms were often based on historical information and may not  reflect the 
actual ‘current’ situation in several cases. In addition, some forms included revenue or cost 
items that were not actually part of the base budget.   As a result, it was difficult to assess 
the financial health of an ancillary operation and therefore, raised questions regarding 
financial target expectations, ROI and overall operational effectiveness.   
 
Recommendation:  Financial targets for ancillary units should be established and 
monitored to ensure the revenue generation and cost controlling are balanced with 
service expectations.  Units not able to meet targets should be considered for 
restructuring, outsourcing or a discontinuation of service. 

7.2.3 Curriculum Changes 

Teaching 
Observation:  The rankings show a number of undergraduate programs in the 4th and 5th 
quintile.  Several reasons can be attributed to this performance including low enrolments in 
majors and minor programs, and some very expensive programs, that negatively affect 
productivity.  There was also a lack of evidence of how these programs contribute to the 
University’s Integrated Plan and overall essentiality.   
 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that a review of low enrolment programs be 
conducted with the intended outcome to reduce the number of low enrolment 
programs/offerings and to seek out opportunities for collaboration with other 
institutions to deliver courses that fulfill low enrolment majors. 
 
Observation:   The recent adoption of learning outcomes at the undergraduate and graduate 
levels will allow the institution to measure and report to the government, students, parents 
and community on the value of university post-secondary education.  Learning outcomes 
will also be an important internal metric to report on quality and assess programs.  
 
Recommendation:   It is recommended that the University provide support and 
assistance for integrating, tracking and assessing the learning outcomes at the 
program and course level. 

 
Observation:  An exploration of whether common core courses across programs on the main 
campus could be streamlined and taught in perhaps non-traditional ways should be 
undertaken. The use of technology for efficiencies should be continually investigated (e.g. 
podcasting, videoconferencing). Ongoing mapping of curricula to learning outcomes should 
additionally help focus and streamline academic programs. In some cases, the introductory 
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core courses such as statistics or math, are taught in several courses because of a perceived 
requirement for specialization. 
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that departments explore 
opportunities to streamline curriculum and reduce the number of similar core 
courses offered.   
 
Observation:  The Task Force observed that joint programs were very cost effective.  For 
example, the joint program in chemistry between Guelph and Waterloo had one of the 
lowest delivery costs at Guelph. There are likely similar benefits to Waterloo.  Increased 
sharing of resources between units and with neighbouring universities (sometimes at a 
distance) could benefit Guelph students, enhance expertise, provide joint programs, and 
share costs.  
 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that low enrolment and/or costly graduate 
programs explore opportunities and synergies for sharing of resources to build 
stronger and more sustainable programs. 
 
Observation:  The Task Force noted a proliferation of common courses being offered in 
several programs.  For example, courses such as research methods or statistics are offered 
in several programs.  There are opportunities to reduce the number of courses offered by 
incorporating learning outcomes and streamlining programs.  In addition, making effective 
use of teaching and learning technologies can reduce the number of course sections 
required while continuing to promote active learning.   
 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that a review of specialized foundational 
courses be undertaken to identify opportunities to cross-list courses, to reduce 
offerings and to incorporate technology and reduce the number of sections required.   
 
Observation:  The Task Force observed that many programs were unable to articulate the 
outcomes of their graduates, especially the employment of graduates in the field of their 
majors.  Graduate tracking is increasingly important, given the demand for broader public 
accountability.   
 
Recommendation:  Increased collaboration and information sharing between Alumni 
Affairs and Development and programs would be helpful.  While it is recognized that 
activities such as fundraising needs to be centralized, there are institutional benefits 
if there is continued communication between the alumni and College including 
tracking, philanthropic, industry connections, and the promotion of lifelong learning 
opportunities.   
 
Recommendation:  A review of other University best practices on how to track 
graduates should be conducted.   
 
Observation:  Several programs indicated that, while they were engaged in curriculum 
restructuring, departments were still required to offer courses that no longer formed part of 
the new program in order to meet the needs of students currently in progress.  This 
discourages departments from making curriculum changes due to the fact that that it can 
actually increase costs 4 to 5 years before any savings are realized.   
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Recommendation:  The University should examine mechanisms that decrease the 
financial burden assumed by departments as programs are restructured to create 
efficiencies.     

7.2.4 Restructuring 

Colleges 
Large scale opportunities for re- and de-investing were difficult to identify at the PIR form 
level as many units (instructional and non-instructional alike) were fragmented by their 
numerous program level forms which prevented the Task Force from seeing the larger, 
interconnected nature and value of many of these programs. 
 
Observation:  The Task Force observed that there is a need to create a vision of the 
University of Guelph for both the medium and longer-term horizons such that any 
allocations or cuts are conducted strategically to strengthen what is core to Guelph and 
what differentiates Guelph positively from other institutions.  In order to accomplish this 
task, the upper administration will need to show strong and decisive leadership, especially 
on issues that cross college and service teaching boundaries.  The recent Science review will 
help inform decision making.  This high level leadership and vision, in particular, will be 
required where extensive restructuring may be necessary to streamline historic divisions 
and overlaps such as: 
 Four colleges offering science degrees (CBS, CPES, OAC, & OVC) 
 Two colleges offering economics degrees (CME & OAC) 
 Two units offering various forms of human nutrition (FRAN and HHNS) with a third unit 

focused on food science (Food Science) 
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that the University examine the 
possibility of restructuring Colleges with one possibility being mergers of Colleges.   

Regional Campuses/Guelph Humber 
The University maintains several remote regional campuses (Ridgetown, Kemptville and 
Alfred) and research stations. These three campuses differ from the main campus in that the 
land and buildings are provincially owned and funding for the diploma programs comes 
from a MTCU fund (104) that is different than the funding envelope used for the main 
campus.  However, PPP will help to direct the future development of these campuses. There 
is also a long-standing partnership with Guelph-Humber. It was recognized that there are 
potential areas for increased efficiency between these off-site locations and main campus. 
These opportunities are outlined below. 
 
Observation:  Numerous support services are required to administer the mandate of a large 
institution such at the University of Guelph. Due to the substantial size of main campus, the 
majority of required services are available on-site. As was identified on some of the regional 
campus PIR Forms (Alfred, Kemptville and Ridgetown), there may be areas where these 
remote sites can take advantage of centralized or online services offered and administered 
through the main campus. In addition, there may also be similar services offered at the 
Guelph-Humber campus that could also benefit from increased online functionality or 
centralization with main campus. 
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Some of the possible opportunities for efficiencies in centralizing or streamlining services 
that were identified by the Task Force include: 

 registrarial services 
 admissions 
 human resources 
 financial services 
 physical resources 
 environmental health and safety 
 research support  

 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that the appropriate administrative bodies 
examine and adopt centralized expertise and support available on the main campus, 
recognizing that certain functions will always need to be maintained locally. 

 
 

Observation:  There may be common course links between the main campus, regional 
campuses and/or Guelph-Humber which could take better advantage of expertise – in either 
direction as appropriate.  Working with Open Learning and Educational Support, better 
links with main campus curricula could be identified, which may include efficiencies in 
online course offerings, video conferencing, and podcasting of lectures. The three regional 
campuses deliver the same diploma curriculum in some areas and need to be working very 
closely for optimum productivity and efficiency. The PIR forms did not describe a high level 
of cooperation between the regional campuses. This is distressing in the face of declining 
funding envelopes.   

 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that the three regional campuses examine the 
possibility of restructuring curriculum in Diploma programs to capture synergies 
around curriculum development and delivery. 

 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that opportunities to cross-list courses 
between UofG and Guelph Humber be explored.  

 
 

Observation: There are substantial facilities at the three regional campuses and research 
stations. Careful study needs to be conducted to ensure that the facilities are being 
efficiently utilized. These campuses need to address the issue of expansion or contraction 
with the aim of making them more sustainable. The Task Force observed that the facilities 
may be under-utilized given the very small size of some of the programs.  Alfred and 
Kemptville are geographically very close and there appears to be many reasons for a closer 
association between these two colleges, although the Task Force recognized the difference 
in the working language used at these two campuses (Alfred delivers education, services 
and research in French, while Kemptville uses English).  Some of the similarities we noted 
were diploma teaching, international activities, Business Development Centres (BDC) and 
conference services. Both have the same funding model and must rely on their BDC to 
generate revenue for fiscal survival. As such, the activities of the BDC and staff must be 
focused on revenue generation. Alfred has obtained a great deal of funding for international 
activities but there was no indication how those monies benefitted the campus. There are 
also instructional programs with very low enrolments, poor rates of completion and very 
high costs that need to be examined for their continuation.   
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Recommendation:  It is recommended that, at the regional campuses, new 
pedagogies, delivery models and collaboration be considered.   

 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that consideration be given to merging the two 
campuses in eastern Ontario to create efficiencies and strengthen programs. 

 

7.2.5 Distance Education 
Observation:  Distance Education plays an important role in the delivery of undergraduate 
education.  Enrolments have increased 26% over the past 5-years.  The Task Force noted 
that many programs will continue to use DE courses and plan to introduce new DE courses 
as a mechanism to cope with declining resources.  This is seen as a critical component of 
program delivery with the added benefit of revenue generation.  Open Learning is one of the 
University’s five (5) strategic directions and Distance Education positions the University as 
a leader in online learning at a pivotal time when the Provincial Government is targeting 
online learning as a means to increase access to post-secondary education.   
 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that the University increase support to 
encourage the development and redevelopment of DE offerings and promote the 
University’s leadership position in online learning.   
 

7.2.6 Administrative Functions 

Centralization 
Observation:  The Task Force observed several programs employing expertise that was also 
available centrally.  For example, computing support and IT services is provided centrally 
through CCS but is also made available in several programs.  It is recognized that there may 
be unique expertise required in certain areas (such as the OVC Health Sciences Centre) or 
that the volume of services required demands a dedicated resource. However, there may be 
opportunities for efficiencies with the adoption of a more centralized model of IT support.  
In addition, centralizing these services eliminates the potential exposure the university has 
to data security breaches and management. 
 
Web hosting and development is an activity that is undertaken in most every department on 
this campus.  While some of this work is performed by CCS, much of this work is 
decentralized within individual departments and/or is outsourced.   Promoting a 
centralized model of web development and support will not only create efficiencies, but also 
ensure that graphic standards are met, ensure appropriate sustainable technologies are 
used in the development and delivery and ensure that the institution’s web presence is 
AODA compliant.   

 
Recommendation: It is recommended that core business systems and services such as 
desktop support, data security, management and web development and hosting be 
made available centrally and where appropriate, funded on a cost-recovery basis.   
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Centers or Institutes 
Observation:  The Task Force noted that there were centers or institutes where no faculty or 
staff were assigned and these do not appear sustainable. Without the allocation of dedicated 
resources, it is questionable as to the sustainability and effectiveness of such units.  An 
example of a successful institute is the Biodiversity Institute. 
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends the continued review of centers and 
institutes to ensure these structures are meeting their mandate with meaningful and 
sustainable contributions to the University. 

 

Business Processes 
Observation:  The Task Force noted that there may be processes that are resource intensive 
and that may be candidates for streamlining.  For example, OR5’s require a complete array 
of signatures for every grant and could be scaled down to reflect the value of the grant.  
Currently, major requests, such as faculty release time, need full approval no matter what 
the value. Another example is the request to fill established positions.  Currently, a 
significant amount of documentation is required by the Hiring and Review Committee in 
order to complete a formal review and provide approval.  In addition, the time between the 
submission to HRC and the approval to begin the recruitment phase can be several weeks.  
This presents significant challenges to departments as they are required to fill vacant 
positions temporarily, reallocate work to other employees, discontinue service or are 
unable to pursue new opportunities.   
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends that a review of resource and time 
intensive business processes be conducted to look for opportunities for streamlining. 
 

Ancillary Units 
Observation:  The rankings suggest that there are some ancillary units that are functioning 
at less than optimal levels of performance.  This could be a result of a change in demand, 
over resourced or ineffective cost control.   There are several examples of this.  Some 
services provided by Physical Resources were unable to provide evidence that supported 
the quality and impact of the service to the campus community.  The Campus Bookstore 
failed to demonstrate a vision and evolution to the changes in the publishing industry.  Mail 
Services appeared to be ineffective in scaling inputs in an era of declining demand.   
 
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends a review of all ancillary units ranked 
in the 4th and 5th quintile to determine essentiality, and opportunities for 
restructuring or outsourcing.   

 

Internationalism 
Observation:  Internationalism is one of the University’s five (5) strategic directions yet the 
promotion of internationalism on-campus is dispersed and not well-resourced.  If the 
University is serious about fulfilling this commitment, it is recommended that an 
investment in supporting international activities on campus must be explored.  This 
includes an investment in resources to support the recruitment, transition and success of 
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international students, providing U of G students with international experiences and 
creating a central repository for international activities across the campus.   
 
Recommendation:  It is recommended that resources be allocated to develop and 
implement a coordinated international strategy that includes recruitment, transition 
and success of all international students.   
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8. Appendix A: PIR-Form 
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9. Appendix B: Rubric 
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10. Appendix C: Task Force Terms of Reference 

 
 



Task Force Report on PPP 2013 
 

59 
 

 



Task Force Report on PPP 2013 
 

60 
 



Task Force Report on PPP 2013 
 

61 
 



Task Force Report on PPP 2013 
 

62 
 



Task Force Report on PPP 2013 
 

63 
 



Task Force Report on PPP 2013 
 

64 
 

 

 

 

 

 

11. Appendix D: Rankings 
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