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Foreword
It was a privilege to lead this consultation on the future
directions for the province’s university funding formula. In
the space of a few very busy months, we heard from a wide
range of stakeholders who are as passionate about the issues
of postsecondary education as they are insightful about the
factors shaping the sector’s future.
The quality of the contributions we received – their depth
and thoughtfulness – made it both easy and challenging to
compile this final report. Easy, in that the reasoning behind
each position was clear and well substantiated, but challen
ging in that the various positions had to be synthesized into
a compact format.
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One clear finding emerged from the consultation despite the
range of positions put forward: that student success is a shared
goal for all stakeholders. Our strategic directions capitalize
on and harness this commitment, aiming to promote a culture
of continuous improvement with respect to student outcomes.
A reformed funding formula should support students and
foster universities’ economic and social contributions.
I thank everyone who took the time to participate and share
their views. I look forward to seeing what will take shape as
the province weighs the advice in this report. I would also
like to extend my personal thanks to a small team of advisors
who assisted me in this process. Under the leadership of Bill
Praamsma, and with the support of Chris Martin, Lindsay
DeClou, Liliya Bogutska and Api Panchalingam, we have
been able to accomplish a great deal in a short period of
time. It’s been a pleasure to work again with public servants
whose commitment and quality are exceptional.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Herbert
Executive Lead, Consultation on University Funding Model Reform
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Time for Modernization
The province no longer funds “universities” per se.
It funds quantifiable outcome(s) or achievement(s) it
wants from universities for the betterment of the public
good. The things to be measured and applied to
determining funding shares must be the outcomes that
matter to Ontario. In the past, this has been enrolment
growth. Today, as identified in government policy and
consultation papers, they are measures of “quality”
and “improving the student experience”.
Design Questions: Funding Models for Ontario (Toronto: Higher
Education Quality Council of Ontario, 2015), p. 2.

Yet with smaller numbers of secondary school graduates
expected in the coming years, enrolment growth is predicted
to slow. Universities anticipate pressure on their budgets as a
result: enrolments are their main source of operating revenues
through both student fees and government grants. Enrolment
growth will no longer provide the increased revenues that
universities need to cover rising costs.
At the same time, questions are being raised about the
value and purpose of undergraduate degrees, the quality of
education students are receiving, and the ability of university
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Ontario’s university sector has experienced unprecedented
growth over the past 15 years. Demand for postsecondary
education has grown quickly. With government support,
universities have responded by expanding their programs.
Students have also benefitted from one of Canada’s most
generous student financial assistance systems – and from a
government commitment to support all qualified students in
pursuing their goals.
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graduates to successfully demonstrate their learning in a work
environment.
All of these factors are amplified by the fact that the post
secondary education sector is more competitive today than
perhaps it has ever been.

Up to Now: Building a Framework
Released in 2013, Ontario’s Differentiation Policy Framework
for Postsecondary Education set out the following objectives
for the postsecondary education sector:
♦♦ Shift the focus of institutions away from enrolment growth
♦♦ Reduce unnecessary duplication
♦♦ Ensure that institutions’ mandates align with government

priorities
♦♦ Reinforce the role of the Ministry of Training, Colleges and
Universities as a steward of the system
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After releasing the Framework, the government negotiated
and signed Strategic Mandate Agreements with all 45
publicly assisted universities and colleges in Ontario. These
Strategic Mandate Agreements included a commitment to
reform Ontario’s university funding model.
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Funding universities in a quality-driven, sustainable and trans
parent way is a key part of the province’s economic plan. In
March 2015, the government announced it would advance
the transformation agenda with consultations on modernizing
the university funding model.

Ontario’s Current Funding Model
The purpose of the funding model is to provide a fair and
balanced method for determining the share of the provincial
operating grant to be allocated to each institution. The Ontario
university funding model aims to ensure a reasonable degree
of equity in the distribution of available government support,
but does not determine the overall level of funding in the
system. The current funding model distributed grants for
2015–16 in the following manner:

1. The core model, which is enrolment-based, is composed
of several parts. It includes the Basic Operating Grant,
which provides grants based on historical enrolments
and is intended to provide a level of stability and predict
ability that allows universities to do multi-year planning.
Three other grants support new enrolment and growth:
the Undergraduate Accessibility Grant, the Graduate
Expansion Grant, and the Medical and Nursing Related
Grant. Lastly, the Teacher Education Grant supports both
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The funding model consists of three main components:
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new and historic enrolment in teacher education programs.
Funded enrolments for graduate, medical and teacher edu
cation are capped by the ministry. Together, core grants
support current funded enrolment levels.
2. Performance funding, which is based on key
performance indicators (KPIs) and the submission of annual
Multi-Year Accountability Agreement (MYAA) Report Backs.
Current KPIs include the graduation rate, and the employ
ment rate six months and two years after graduation.
Once MYAAs are successfully completed and submitted,
an institution’s allocation is determined based on its share
of system enrolment.
3. Special purpose and other grants, which support
specific policy objectives, as well as providing incremental
funding to meet the needs of students and institutions.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

With few exceptions, universities have full fiduciary responsi
bility for how operating grants are spent within the university.
For grants other than the Basic Operating Grant, universities
are required to submit reports that outline how funds were
used, but decisions about expenditures are at the discretion
of the university.
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Ontario grants account for, on average, approximately
42 per cent of operating revenue in the university sector;
other significant sources of operating revenue are student
tuition and miscellaneous fees. The Ministry of Training,
Colleges and Universities also invests in specific capital
projects and student financial assistance, while the Ministry
of Research and Innovation invests in sponsored research.
Operating revenue does not include funds from sponsored
research, endowments, trust funds or capital grants. Student
financial assistance provided through tax credits, the Ontario
Student Assistance Program (OSAP) and institutional financial
aid is also held outside of the scope of Ontario universities’
operating revenues.

Consulting the Sector
In spring 2015, the ministry launched an open and transparent
consultation on university funding model reform. The process
explored ways in which Ontario’s university sector could
enhance quality and improve the overall student experience;
support the existing differentiation process; increase transpar
ency and accountability; and address financial sustainability
– all within the scope of the ministry’s operating grants, which
totalled about $3.5 billion.

A wide range of stakeholders were engaged, including
university senior administrators, students and faculty, college
representatives, employers and staff associations, and ele
mentary and secondary educators. Some 175 participants
attended the consultation’s all-day event on May 6, 2015,
breaking out into groups for facilitated discussions. More
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The aim of the consultation was not to design and deliver a
new funding formula, but rather to allow for a conversation
that would yield the best advice to the government about how
to reform the funding model. The exercise was not about find
ing a way to reduce the government’s contribution, but at the
same time new funding was not anticipated.
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than 25 shorter-format events were also held over the course
of the consultation. In total, stakeholders prepared over 20
written submissions by the end of the consultation process.
A reference group of sector experts provided high-level
advice on funding model design and the student experience.
Joint briefings were held openly with key stakeholders on a
variety of topics: health system funding reform, the Ontario
Municipal Partnership Fund, Higher Education Quality
Council of Ontario perspectives, and the current university
funding model. Additional discussions looked at the college,
child welfare and school board sectors.
The consultation process revealed common challenges, illumin
ated good ideas and brought attention to initiatives already
underway to address relevant issues. A survey of university
funding formulas used in other provinces and countries put
Ontario’s approach in a wider context and underscored the
variety of potential funding approaches.
The commitment to openness and transparency was supported
by regular meetings with key stakeholders. Briefing material
was publicly available, and a blog provided updates on
the status of the consultation, which officially concluded on
September 1, 2015.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Distilling the Findings: An Introduction to the Report
Structure
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The themes in this report are drawn from summaries of the
all-day consultation event, internal and external meetings,
reference group meetings and formal stakeholder submissions.
The views of those who participated in the all-day event were
validated by the facilitators, note-takers and stakeholders who
took part.
The structure of this report is designed to accomplish two
objectives – first, to report on the results of this broad

consultation, and, second, to offer strategic directions for the
ministry for consideration. Although it is possible to skip to
the back of the report, it is not recommended. A key feature
of this engagement was the breadth and diversity of views
that was unearthed. This report presents a thorough attempt
to represent all the perspectives of the participants.
In this report, the themes are organized according to four
policy principles: quality and the student experience; differen
tiation; transparency and accountability; and financial sustain
ability. The document itself is divided into three parts:
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While recurring comments and feedback have been synthe
sized in this report, no formal counting methodology has been
applied. Throughout the consultation, feedback sessions were
held to confirm and share the main themes with key stakehold
ers. Some subjects raised during the consultations were out of
scope, including tuition, collective bargaining, pension reform
and adequacy of funding.
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What We Heard
Because of the range of participants and stakeholders in
volved in the consultation, input was diverse and sometimes
contradictory. The goal of this report has been to bring focus
and coherence to the findings of the consultation without
“over-tidying” or misrepresenting the breadth and nuance
of perspectives. This summary collects similar ideas while
recognizing the variety of viewpoints.

Theme 1: Enhancing Quality and the Overall Student
Experience
A high-impact learning experience is one in which
a student “learns by doing” tasks related to their
academics in an environment that allows for structured
learning and critical reflections. These experiences
allow for students to apply theoretical skills and insights
to real-world, contemporary applications. Similarly,
this allows professors and even students to bring such
practical examples into the classroom in an impactful way.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Formulating Change: Recommendations for Ontario’s University
Funding Formula Reform (Toronto: Ontario Undergraduate Student
Alliance, 2015), p. 24.
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Sector stakeholders generally believe the quality of postsec
ondary education in Ontario needs sustained improvement.
While they differ over what should be done or how to
measure quality, they mostly agree that measurement is
important to ensuring positive outcomes. Many universities
felt hesitant about having a single, system-wide approach
that could overlook meaningful differences between institu
tions and their programs.

Defining and measuring quality is difficult
Quality tended to be defined in terms of the teaching and
learning experience. Some participants said there needs to
be more attention to teaching, especially at the undergradu
ate level; others suggested that teaching quality is threatened
by the shift towards more sessional and fewer tenure-track fac
ulty members. Many saw faculty renewal as a way to improve
teaching quality; the trend towards later retirement was seen
as an impediment and a source of fiscal pressure.
Some felt measuring for quality improvements would be unfair,
given that certain institutions have more room to improve than
others. As well, there was some reluctance to tie funding to
learning outcomes when there is no certainty about whether
those outcomes can be achieved.

Caution against relying on labour market outcomes as a
benchmark for the value of a university education was raised
by some. Since broader economic factors are outside of the
control of universities, they were considered to be an unfair
measure of university performance. Too much focus on labour
market outcomes was also seen to risk devaluing the social
and civic benefits that Ontario universities provide. Some said
funding could be tied to outcomes that represent the “whole
student experience” – focusing not only on academic program
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Other participants suggested learning outcomes should focus
on transferable skills such as communication, leadership,
problem solving and critical thinking. The perception was that
students aren’t always aware of such skills even when they
acquire them, and as a result, they may not be able to describe
them when seeking employment. Some felt that for employers,
who want job-ready graduates, transferable skills could be a
starting point but work-related training was also required. It
was suggested that identified metrics could be prioritized and
published so that students and stakeholders, such as employers,
have a common understanding of what a university education
should deliver.
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delivery, but also on vital services that support effective learning
and research environments. This would require Ontario to
adopt teaching and learning practices that would make it
more competitive in the knowledge economy.
Given all the discussion about measurement and which out
comes are most appropriate, many felt that adopting an
outcomes-based approach would likely require more work
with the sector. As well, participants noted that measurement
is not “resource-neutral” for universities and would need to be
considered in any new funding model.

Student success is still the priority

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Student success, which is a longheld value of universities, was
seen to be affected by many things,
including access to educational
opportunities, the availability of
supports and services, and the
quality of the learning experience
itself.
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Many respondents said that main
taining a broad range of university
programs is important to ensuring
access. Several felt funding reform
should encourage a holistic, inter
disciplinary approach that takes
into consideration the longer-term
social and economic impact of
postsecondary education, instead
of focusing on short-term labour
market needs. Some said putting
too much weight on labour market
needs will “corporatize” universi
ties, impede their public mission
and restrict their comprehensiveness.
Others felt the funding formula

Focus on Undergraduate Teaching
When it comes to quality, undergraduate
instruction was of particular concern, prompting suggestions that any new funding formula
should track measures such as staff-to-student
ratio or faculty teaching loads. Exploring the
establishment of an average teaching load
among full time faculty was seen to be a
necessary step towards improving quality of
the educational experience for students.
Participants said universities should focus their
resources on teaching, especially for first- and
second-year students. Others felt that faculty
should be available to students – and be free
to concentrate on teaching, not penalized for
choosing the classroom over research.
Ensuring that the sector has an abundant
supply of high-quality full-time faculty was
seen as important. Many participants agreed
that professors who are personally invested in
student success, passionate about their courses
and hold interactive lectures deliver a good
educational experience.

should give greater priority to liberal arts and science education,
and to the sustainability of all universities providing founda
tional BA and BSc programs.
Student choice was also perceived to be driving change on
campuses. Participants said universities are under increasing
pressure to provide high-quality teaching, learning and research
experiences to attract students from Ontario and beyond.
Many felt student experiences were increasingly driven by
a “consumer” orientation.
In addition to breadth, participants felt universities should
offer more flexibility so that students can balance their studies
with other life commitments. Course scheduling and online
delivery was seen to play a role here, with the caveat that
face-to-face interactions remain important and that learning
should not occur exclusively online.

Strong services contribute to student success
Support Faculty Renewal

Universities were seen as being
heavily impacted by the elimination
of mandatory retirement. This was
attributed to structures and practices
– tenure and progression-throughthe-ranks – that are unique to the
sector. The high costs associated
with delayed retirement and ageing
professoriates were seen by many
as a potential challenge to
maintaining quality in the system.
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Hiring new faculty was said to be
crucial to making meaningful
improvements in teaching quality
for students, diversifying faculty
stream appointments and facilitating
innovation in program delivery.

Many students were seen to face
significant social, economic and
psychological pressures that limit
their time and capacity for learning.
Respondents said universities need to
invest more in student services, which
they fear are not prioritized enough
within the university budget. These
services, both academic and wellnessrelated, include counselling, tutoring,
orientation and campus security.
Participants spoke about mental health
as an issue that consumes significant
institutional resources, and said support
in this area needs to continue. As some
noted, for continued student success,
services need to be available throughout
the entire program.
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Participants revealed that specific services are necessary to
make university education more accessible to underrepre
sented groups – such as Aboriginal persons, first-generation
students and students with disabilities – and to provide more
program offerings in French. Part-time students also tend to
have diverse needs: some felt the new formula should set
aside money to support part-time students, for example for
financial aid programs or services such as on-campus
childcare. Mature students were another group identified as
requiring better funding support. Many participants in the
consultation said that while accessibility initiatives should
focus on at-risk students, general enrolment growth
should also continue to be a goal.

Supporting innovative programming and quality
infrastructure

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Further adoption of evidence-based teaching and learning
approaches, such as active learning classrooms, experiential
and technology-enhanced learning, entrepreneurial thinking,
and modern laboratory and performance facilities, was put
forward as one way to enhance the student experience.
Participants suggested that some predictable portions of
funding could be tied to the delivery of high-quality, innova
tive programs that can be measured against objective,
transparent and agreed-upon criteria.

14

As the physical environment plays a role in students’ university
experience, several contributions to the consultation pointed
out the need to deal with the deterioration of on-campus infra
structure caused by time, wear and redirection of funding to
other priorities. The perception was that poor infrastructure
affects accessibility and has a negative impact on program
delivery and the well-being of students and university staff.
Increasing the level of special purpose, restricted-use funding
was suggested to target these priorities.

Good job conditions contribute to a better student
experience
Respondents said universities should have adequate funding
to support good jobs on their campuses. “Good jobs” was
seen to mean fair terms and conditions for contract faculty
and sufficient numbers of tenure-stream faculty to maintain
reasonable workloads.
Some said the funding formula should recognize the integral
role played by Ontario’s thousands of university support workers,
many of whom deliver important services that contribute to
student success. Suggestions included building non-academic
staff into the funding model to help acknowledge their
importance and at the same time provide a way of tracking
how steady and continuous many of these “part-time” or
“contractual” jobs are.
While some participants called for more sessional lecturers
and, specifically, for private-sector talent to deliver entrepre
neurial education, others recommended limiting the proportion
of institutional funding that can be spent on contract
academic staff.

Preparing students for employment

Experiential learning, including work-integrated learning, was
seen to support the employment objective. Some participants
felt universities should be rewarded for providing such oppor
tunities. Others said the ministry has a role to play in securing
industry partnerships that will help remove barriers between
students, universities and employers.
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Employment readiness and value for money were among key
concerns raised by consultation participants. Some said uni
versities need to focus more on developing skills that match
job expectations, as measured by students’ knowledge of a
specific discipline when they graduate. Certain participants
said aligning university education with dynamic, hard-to-predict
labour market trends would be a challenge, especially given
the limited information available.
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Outcomes matter, but opinions vary about how to
weigh them
Participants widely agreed that focusing more on student
outcomes is important: a funding formula based solely on
enrolment creates challenges for universities with respect to
improving quality. Many suggested that Ontario’s significant
success in achieving postsecondary education access goals
presents the opportunity to refocus on enhancing quality and
student experience. In the face of demographic declines,
some said institutions should be incentivized to put a greater
focus on student outcomes.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

While many said greater focus on student outcomes was
important in order to move the discussion beyond enrolment,
there was less agreement on how much weight outcomes or
performance should be given in the new funding model. It
was suggested that the ministry will first need to determine
how to measure performance, with tools that are tested and
proven by experience before being used to determine funding.
Some pointed to retention as an important indicator, saying
the new funding formula should look at student progress –
especially whether or not students transitioning from second
ary school advance beyond the first year of university.
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Others warned that performance-based funding brings risk
of “perverse incentives”, ignores cost differences involved in
improving performance for different students, could undermine
institutional diversity, could shift focus away from long-term
outcomes and cycles, and could reduce stability for universi
ties. Some said that while there is “nothing wrong” with
creating incentives through postsecondary education funding,
performance-based funding has not proven to be the best
vehicle. Others said funding should always aim to create the
conditions for excellent program delivery and student experi
ence, and not be punitive in any way.

Theme 2: Supporting the Existing Differentiation
Process
The Many Facets of Differentiation
Differentiation was framed in many ways by
participants, including program specialization,
community or student population served,
pedagogy and geography. Some respondents
said categorizing universities would be a good
way to drive differentiation. A different
formula could be used for different types or
clusters of universities, such as comprehensive,
research-intensive, specialized and regional.
Maintaining and improving special purpose
funding was seen by many as crucial to
supporting regional and linguistic differences.
Some suggested special purpose grants could
be awarded on a competitive basis to fund
specialization efforts.

Many participants said differentiation is
a powerful tool for achieving quality in
postsecondary education by focusing
on universities’ strengths and reducing
unnecessary duplication. Some noted
that while there may be an overall set
of provincial objectives for the sector,
the contributions of individual institutions
should be varied and, to some degree,
unique.

Focusing on university strengths

The consultation revealed that the dif
ferentiation agenda could take various
directions. While many felt the new fund
ing formula should not pursue a one-sizefits-all approach to recognize institutional
strengths, others were more specific about
how a funding formula could achieve and promote institutionspecific differentiation and specialization.

Supporting regional diversity
Some participants recommended using the funding formula
to encourage regional differentiation or differentiation
among clusters of universities and colleges. There were
multiple reasons why this was considered important – the
relative social and economic impact of different universities
in different regions is large. As some respondents noted, the
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Most agreed the new funding model should recognize each
university’s distinctive role in the province, and that metrics
should reflect that differentiation. The perception was that any
qualitative or quantitative assessment should take into account
an institution’s mission, goals and circumstances.
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province has many related policies with regional implications,
and universities should align with these, which include Ontario’s
Policy Framework for French-Language Postsecondary Educa
tion and Training, Ontario’s Aboriginal Postsecondary and
Training Policy Framework and the Growth Plan for Northern
Ontario. Many who supported the recognition of regional
differentiation in the university funding formula also said
partnerships with local industry should be encouraged and
supported because they strengthen regional economies
and benefit communities.
Opinions on the use of grants to support differentiation were
mixed. Some said the province should stop funding with oneoff grants and adopt a more comprehensive model. Others
said the new funding formula should maintain and expand
existing special purpose grants to support rural and northern
universities and increase access to postsecondary education
for francophone and Aboriginal populations. Questions were
raised about provincial approval of small universities that
were seen to be not economically viable.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Some participants said a regionally differentiated approach
might limit the educational opportunities available to students
who cannot afford to move away from their community to
attend university. Some said supporting small institutions,
especially those in small communities, is crucial to maintaining
regional diversity, and that opportunities for broad programming,
travel grants and cross-subsidization need to be considered.
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Excellence in research and graduate education should be
supported
The core activities of any university are teaching and research,
and participants agreed the funding formula needs to promote
both. Many supported greater integration of research into the
undergraduate learning experience. A greater collaboration
between universities was seen as necessary for many to com
pete globally. It was remarked that international students are
well aware of international rankings, which are largely based

on research metrics, and that Ontario universities need to
adopt this global viewpoint in order to compete.
While the quality discussions highlighted the need to improve
undergraduate education, when it came time to talk about dif
ferentiation, many respondents said the funding model should
prioritize graduate studies, building on prior investments
by the Government of Ontario. PhD studies already receive
stronger weighting, but some said this is not a good way to
differentiate research and suggested that dedicated research
funding should be considered. Others suggested that research
funding provided by the Ministry of Research and Innovation
and Ministry of Economic Development, Employment and
Infrastructure should be considered as part of the province’s
university funding review.
The consultation drew attention to the fact that indirect costs
related to research activity place a significant strain on uni
versities’ operating budgets. Participants said that indirect
costs arise from the infrastructure needed to support research
projects – anything from information technology and library
support to administration and human resources. Both Ontario
and the federal government have grants that support indirect
research costs, but many participants argued this support is
inadequate and diverts scarce dollars from other purposes.

Many participants agreed that Strategic Mandate Agreements
are the ministry’s best available tools for setting performancebased funding metrics and furthering differentiation, especial
ly once institutions see they will be rewarded for differentiated
efforts. Others said competition could actually lead universities
to become less differentiated, at least when competing for
certain types of program funding, e.g., in STEM subjects
(science, technology, engineering and math).
Some said the Strategic Mandate Agreements would be most
effective at tying funding to general performance outcomes.
Mapping all metrics would help start a dialogue on how to
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Strategic Mandate Agreements help drive differentiation
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approach any identified gaps. It was suggested that sub
stantial funding should be tied to the fulfillment of Strategic
Mandate Agreements in any new funding formula.
Many agreed the SMA process needs improvement and
should align with any funding formula. Some participants
said future Strategic Mandate Agreements should include
quantitative and qualitative measures – but that only a small
proportion of an institution’s funding should be tied to those
measures.
Finally, respondents said enrolment levels should be negoti
ated between universities and the government, with sensitivity
to demographic realities. At least one participant said the
ministry may wish to have an opinion about optimal enrol
ment levels by program area, although it was acknowledged
that evidence-based targets can be difficult to produce.

Outcomes-based funding could support differentiation

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Consultation participants saw value in linking outcomes to
funding as a driver of differentiation. At the same time, many
emphasized the importance of balancing outcomes meas
urement with institutional and system-wide measures. Some
respondents argued that any metrics should be developed in
consultation with institutions and reflect differentiated charac
teristics rather than generating absolute comparison with other
universities. Necessary developmental work was seen to be
needed before linking outcomes to funding to ensure that
diversity of missions is not undermined by standardized
metrics.
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Other suggestions included measuring outcomes that are in
the institutions’ control, such as graduation rates, and avoiding
outcome measures that are not in the institutions’ control. As
one respondent noted, institutions should be allowed to add
their own metrics: the outcomes might be common goals, but
how they are achieved could vary from institution to institu
tion. Specific context needs to be factored in when establish
ing system-wide metrics.

Theme 3: Increasing Transparency and Accountability
The availability of comprehensive and accessible data
is crucial to the higher education sector’s ability to engage in well-informed policy discussions and decisionmaking processes. An improved data environment
would support the work of sector stakeholders towards
ongoing improvements at Ontario’s universities.
Building on strengths, addressing weaknesses (Toronto: Ontario
Confederation of University Faculty Associations, 2015), p. 16.

Participants agreed the funding system should be transparent to
institutions and the public, though some said it was not totally
clear what “transparency” means in this context – whether it
refers to transparency of financing, student outcomes, govern
ment control or something else. That said, it was generally
acknowledged that the funding allocation formula must be
objective and easy to understand and administer.

Strengthening transparency

Respondents also said transparency should extend to imple
mentation of the new funding formula, facilitated by ongoing
consultations with university leaders. The need to take a
phased, long-term implementation approach was raised on
many occasions.
Many participants emphasized that the ministry needs to be
clear and more direct when communicating its objectives for
postsecondary education sector transformation. As some sug
gested, establishing clear goals will narrow the range of po
tential funding approaches and help resolve any perceived

Perspectives on Evolving Ontario’s Universit y Funding Model

Many consultation participants made it clear that students
need comprehensive information on universities to inform
their decisions. Key information on universities that students
can access and easily compare was seen to be crucial to
ensure that institutions stay accountable.
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inequities. For example, if
government priorities require
certain universities to receive
more funds than others for
similar services, the basis
for those differences should
be transparent and the
additional funds should be
disbursed through special
purpose envelopes or transfer
payment agreements – not
blended with per-student
funding.

What Students Need to Know about
Universities – And What Decision Makers
Need to Know about Students
Students would benefit from knowing not only the
full cost of a given program ahead of time but also
the cost of living in a certain area, employment rates
in the field of the degree, course load and type/
volume of work, expected time commitment, and
the nature of the learning experience. Student and
school reputation and research opportunities could
also factor into a student’s decision.
To track quality metrics, some participants suggested
that students complete some sort of exit survey
or questionnaire that gathers information such as
whether or not a student was able to meet his or
her career goals after graduation.

Some participants said more
transparency is needed to
highlight the direct linkages
between learning skills and
labour market outcomes so
that students and employers can make timely and informed
choices. Specifically it was remarked that universities need to
better communicate the connections between programming
and jobs in all disciplines. As a caution, some respondents
said transparency will become more challenging if the new
funding model incorporates new quality measures, promotes
greater differentiation or allows for a more dynamic redistri
bution of funding shares over time.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

The funding formula should be clear
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Participants widely agreed that transparency in the current
funding formula could be improved, and that current com
plexities prevent the government from being able to publicly
explain funding allocation. Many agreed that establishing
a simple, rational funding model with clear metrics and a
widely understood methodology would improve transparency.
Some suggested moving more monies into core funding –
including rolling all accessibility and special grants into the
base grant.

At its core, the mechanics of the funding formula have remained
similar to the original methodology developed in the 1960s,
when the government set tuition fees. As a result, participants
in the consultation argued that several components of the for
mula are now outdated and should be removed, such as the
“formula fees” that served as a proxy for tuition many years
ago. Other historic issues that arose throughout the consulta
tion include varying levels of per-student funding between
institutions in the Basic Operating Grant. Unsurprisingly,
many institutions argued for equalizing these varying rates
of funding.
The lack of transparency around enrolment in the Basic
Operating Grant, and in various growth envelopes (under
graduate, graduate, health-related, and teaching) also cre
ated some discussion. Several participants argued for splitting
off graduate and broader-public-sector related enrolments
(medical, nursing, teaching) from the Basic Operating Grant.

Better data and reporting are needed

Many respondents felt universities should be expected to
release more and better quality data about their internal
operations, processes and practices as a condition of public
funding. Common examples were information on compensa
tion, administration costs, faculty teaching workloads and the
proportion of classes taught by full-time faculty. Some partici
pants said this data should include indicators of accessibility
and affordability to measure equity; others recommended
employment indicators to measure program delivery. This in
formation should be available not only to government but also
to other sector stakeholders and to the public.
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Most respondents said that valid and easily accessible data
are needed to ensure openness, support system-wide com
parisons and enable informed policymaking. Many further
submitted that if the province adopts an outcomes- or perform
ance-based funding model – and if it aims to make university
funding more transparent – data collection and sharing must
be enhanced.
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Participants felt that, for better data collection, the government
should establish a coherent reporting and information housing
system and have universities collect a prescribed set of data
every year, presented in an accessible, comparable format.
If such a system were to be built, some noted it would be
important to ensure continued access to data during the
process. At the same time, many participants said universities
tend to intentionally slow data processes down, with the
ministry remaining hesitant to take firm action when
imperfections cannot be cleared.
Many consultation respondents said consolidated reporting
is needed to improve accountability relationships between
universities and the government. Considering the amount of
time and resources spent preparing multiple reports, many
agreed a streamlined, comprehensive approach would best
demonstrate the achievement of key outcomes while elim
inating duplication and redundancy. Examples of statistical
and enrolment reporting practices in other ministries were
cited, such as the Ministry of Education’s Education Finance
Information System (EFIS) reports and annual consultations,
which provide both accountability and transparency to the
public and increase understanding of funding changes year to
year. Some participants recommended that before developing
a funding formula, the ministry should have the required data
collection in place from institutions to inform discussions.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Oversee, don’t overstep
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Some respondents said there is currently no accountability to
the government for outcomes; others felt the system needs a
new accountability approach based on open access, information
sharing and comparability that would create outcomes by
their very nature. This would not require a change to the fund
ing formula but rather could be made a basic requirement
for funding. Others expected accountability to increase with
new quality measures, greater differentiation and performance
measurement. Most agreed that accountability needs to be
balanced with efficiency.

Most contributors said the new funding formula should respect
universities’ autonomy and ability to respond to changing
societal needs. Others went farther, asserting that more gov
ernment oversight would not create greater accountability and
transparency but rather more instability, as successive govern
ments might seek to impose their own vision of what universities
should be doing, creating disruption with every election cycle.
As some noted, this would not contribute to the long-term,
sustainable and consistent financing universities need.
In general, consultation discussions revealed that flexibility in
how to spend provincial funding is important for institutions
and should continue to be a major feature of the ministry’s
relationship with universities. Participants said there needs
to be a balance between using control or micromanagement
and flexibility in funding as the basis for stewardship. Many
were of an opinion that the ministry needs to trust institutions
to spend public funding in an effective and appropriate
manner. Some suggested well-performing universities
should be rewarded with more flexibility and less Ministry
of Training, Colleges and Universities oversight, while the
consequence of poor performance should be more ministry
oversight.

Alignment with government policies is important
Perspectives on Evolving Ontario’s Universit y Funding Model

Participants agreed on the importance of aligning any new
funding model with government policies and initiatives
(e.g., tuition, student financial aid, differentiation), especially
considering the interdependencies among these. Amid all of
this discussion, it became clear the sector has some concerns
about the ministry’s capacity to coordinate and implement the
transformation of a complex formula covering 20 universities.
Participants said it is necessary to consider how the existing
funding formula feeds into universities’ internal budgeting
processes – and that not doing so will limit the government’s
ability to achieve its policy objectives. Some respondents said
ministry staff should become more familiar with the operational
side of postsecondary education, and questioned who within
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the ministry would have the time and expertise to engage in
challenging negotiations with individual institutions.

Theme 4: Addressing Financial Sustainability
Many participants said operating funding should not be
overwhelmingly determined by enrolment if it is going to
account for operational realities. Much of the consultation’s
discussion about financial sustainability focused on Ontario’s
demographic shift, which is shrinking the traditional student
pool of high school graduates in the medium-term – presum
ably resulting in declining or flat growth for many universities.
Several participants said the funding formula should not be
stretched to try and “fix” the financial sustainability of a few
institutions. A view was expressed that many issues may be
outside the ability of the funding formula to solve. The inability
of universities to keep cost growth down to the level that
government is prepared to fund was raised by some.

Ensuring predictability and stability of funding

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

To ensure sustainability, many participants said stabilization
funding should be available for institutions unable to meet
their financial obligations because of declining enrolments.
Others said the Basic Operating Grant should be used to
provide steadiness and predictability across all universities.
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Making funding responsive to performance will help achieve
long-term outcomes and continued sustainability, according to
some participants. Others pointed out that funding cannot be
divorced completely from enrolment. A view was expressed
that any new model must capture and reflect the costs of
providing educational services: costs escalate with size, and
enrolment counting is a strong, proven measure of institutional
size and therefore expenses. Those asserting size as an indi
cator of cost said enrolment-based funding should stay at the
foundation of the new formula, with any excess as a result of
declining enrolments reinvested to bring per-student funding
above the national average.

Assessing the international opportunity
The current funding approach to international students was
identified as an area of concern, with debate over the pros
and cons of including international students in the new formula.
While some felt international enrolment helps establish over
seas partnerships and grows revenues, others were concerned
about the cost of attracting this cohort and becoming financially
dependent on international tuition fees.

Funding formula should recognize universities’ cost realities
Challenges to Sustainability
Managing collective agreements and labour costs,
such as faculty salaries and pensions, was seen
to be one of the greatest challenges affecting the
long-term financial health of Ontario universities.
Many respondents said government support is
needed to relieve these pressures.
Enrolment declines were perceived to be another
threat to institutional stability. Many said the
new funding formula should include some form
of stabilization funding for institutions in the event
they cannot meet their financial obligations
because of this.

Many participants said the new
funding formula should recognize
institutional costs, including the cost
of inflation, pension shortfalls and
costs related to collective bargaining.
Several participants called out the
need for inflationary support, as
grants have not been increased on
this basis for some time. Others
said inflationary support should
be predictable, and suggested
surveying the best practices used
to address this issue for other
types of organizations.

Many participants saw greater spending autonomy and more
collaboration as important to future success and sustainability.
They were clear that allowing autonomy would not, for the
ministry, be the same as ceding control. Instead, it would be
about respecting mature, well-developed institutional plan
ning. Many noted that the funding model should be flexible
enough to account for variations in the fiscal environments of
universities.
“More collaboration” was perceived as a way of reducing
inter-institutional competition and focusing on finding
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Respecting autonomy and encouraging collaboration
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sector-wide efficiencies and avoiding duplicate services and
effort. Collaboration was seen to help address the current
pressure on colleges to offer more “university-type” delivery
and for universities to be more “relevant” and labour-market
focused. Finally, some said public/private partnerships
present an opportunity to diversify institutional revenue and
leverage private-sector investments; although others noted
that a greater private-sector role might threaten institutional
integrity and academic freedom.

Funding should be fair
Participants agreed that funding should be allocated on a fair
and equitable basis to ensure consistent quality across the sys
tem and to support student success at all universities. Fair and
equitable funding was seen to be responsive to the number
of students in the system and “aware” of the programs those
students are enrolled in. Some suggested that as enrolments
climb, student services, resources and value should all scale
up accordingly.
Some respondents said universities should be funded at the
same rates for similar activities – which is not the case today.
Suggestions included adjusting funding to the mean or
median of dollars per fiscal full-time equivalent or dollars
per basic income unit.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Current weighting system needs revision
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Many participants felt the current program weighting system
needs to be revised, or that alternatives should be explored.
The current weights were seen to lack an evidence base and
to have little known relation to actual program costs. Those in
favour of re-weighting argued that program weights should be
scaled down or simplified to capture high-level differences.
Others argued that changing program weights should be
avoided, given that any change would lead to funding redis
tribution across the system. The complex internal budgets
used by universities led many to caution that it would be

Colleges on Implementation
College-sector stakeholders felt implementation of the new funding model for universities should be delayed until the review
of college funding is finished. This would
ensure colleges and universities are funded
equitably, in recognition of the evolving
role each plays in the labour market and
in providing access to under-represented
groups.
Colleges also indicated that they should
be fully eligible to compete for provincial
research funding. Colleges said they are
committed to making a more significant
contribution to the province’s competitiveness and, to do this, require access to
funding for applied research.

impossible to fully predict the impact of
these changes. Further, the cost and time
that would be involved in such a review
was seen to be substantial, with the process
having no predictable or clear outcome.
Finally, some participants said program
weights should be altered for policy
purposes, including incentive spending on
undergraduate arts and science programs.
Some respondents expressed concern that
determining costs is itself too resourceintensive, and that instead the government
should focus on the quality of outputs.
Others countered this, saying program
costing is very doable and that it is import
ant for the government to look at the
economics of education, even if the costs
are relative and not exact.

Funding model changes must be phased in
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Virtually all participants said phased implementation and
long-term planning are needed to support universities through
funding model transformation, and any new model should be
tested before being fully implemented. It was suggested that
the first year of implementation be based on existing funding
shares to avoid disruptive change. A strong view emerged
that universities should be held harmless to avoid major
dislocations in funding across the sector, with any changes
requiring new money. Some participants recommended
significantly increasing the width of the so-called funding
corridor to provide stability and predictability when
enrolment fluctuates.
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Stakeholder-Proposed Mechanisms
Students recommend a new funding formula component be developed to earmark funding specifically for
the maintenance and expansion of mental health services on campuses, particularly the availability of therapy and counseling with no up-front costs to students.
Getting it Right for Good (Toronto: Canadian Federation of Students –
Ontario, 2015), p. 19.

While the purpose of the consultation was not to define the
mechanisms of a new university funding model for Ontario,
participants inevitably had some thoughts on the subject.
Five ideas are captured below that stakeholders brought
forward in some degree of detail:

1. Consideration of specific institutional needs

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Ontario’s university system has several specialized programs
and institutions. Some representatives of these programs and
institutions noted that the current program weighting often
does not fully account for their unique circumstances. In situa
tions where a university and the ministry have agreed that
an institution should excel in a specific discipline or program
area, participants argued that increased resources should be
made available to support this focus.
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2. A funding stabilizer to offset the impact of lower
enrolments
Considerable support emerged for a revenue stabilizer that
would shield universities from the immediate impact of enrol
ment change. This stabilizer, often referred to as a “corridor”,
was proposed in a variety of formats: as a way of main
taining an institution’s funding provided that enrolments
remained within a certain percentage range; as an annual
limit on funding changes due to declining enrolments; or as a

funding “floor” to be maintained while growth is funded
as new students enrol. Regardless of the format, widespread
support for a funding corridor was clear given a system
where some universities face the prospect of substantial
revenue changes arising from declining numbers of students.

3. Policy-specific funding
Several participants proposed initiatives that would restrict a
certain portion of operating funding to support specific poli
cies and initiatives. In some cases, participants were clear
about the purpose of such funding, suggesting it should sup
port mental health and other student services, teaching and
learning initiatives, and under-represented groups. Other
participants suggested setting aside a proportion of funding
for strategic investment priorities chosen by the government
on a regular basis, to be allocated via a competitive process.

4. University expenditure caps
Participants concerned about operating budget pressures pro
posed the province limit the amount or proportion of university
budgets that could be spent on certain expenditures. Any ex
penditure exceeding these limits would result in a reduction in
grant funding in a manner similar to Ontario’s current tuition
framework.

A variety of configurations, metrics and structures for perform
ance funding were suggested throughout the consultation.
Participants suggested funding could be competitive, with
shares based on institutional performance. Others suggested
performance funding be institution-specific, with a portion of
each institution’s grant made re-earnable based on defined
performance metrics. Many participants stressed that metrics
should be negotiated between institutions and government in
the SMA process. Some said the current quality and perform
ance funding envelope could be split into undergraduate and
graduate portions to enhance differentiation.
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5. Performance funding
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Alignment and Debate
You will note that the COU [Council of Ontario
Universities] proposal addresses the structure of the
funding model, but does not elaborate on goals for
specific improvements in quality. The reason for this
comes from current differentiation among Ontario universities. Different universities have different priorities.
A Re-designed Funding Model for Universities (Toronto: Council of
Ontario Universities, 2015)

Alignment
♦♦ Need for improved data and reporting:

♦♦

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

♦♦
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♦♦

♦♦

Strong perception exists that many important outcomes are
not measured at all. Data on universities is not all validated,
and needs to be made more comparable and accessible
to government, stakeholders and the public. Reporting
also needs to be streamlined to reduce duplication.
Student success is more than academics:
Funding should focus not only on academic program
delivery, but on vital services that support effective
learning and research environments.
Focusing on experiential and other learning
opportunities: Experiential and entrepreneurial
learning, research, and social opportunities need to
be offered to students to improve the student experience
and future job prospects.
Role of sessional and non-academic staff must
be factored in: New funding formula must recognize
the integral role of sessional and non-academic staff in
supporting quality teaching, learning and research
functions of a university.
Differentiation and specialization efforts need
to be enhanced: Differentiation is a powerful tool to
achieve quality in the postsecondary education sector by
focusing on universities’ strengths and reducing duplication.

Mandate Agreements should be a
vehicle for differentiation: The SMA process could
be leveraged for increasing differentiation among
institutions and tying metrics to funding.
Funding should accommodate various
university circumstances: Funding for special purposes
needs to be improved to support access, regional and
linguistic diversity in the province, and universities’ unique
differences.
Teaching and research excellence should be
given equal weight: New funding formula should
support core activities of universities. This includes all
aspects of teaching, research and service.
There must be fairness in funding: Funding should
be allocated on a fair and equitable basis to protect
against wide variations in quality and to support student
success at all universities.
Simple and transparent model benefits all:
Funding model structure should be further simplified to
remove archaic features and avoid redundancy. Allocation
formula must be easy to understand and simple to
administer.
Funding should be predictable and stable:
Mechanisms should be in place to ensure funding is stable
and predictable to facilitate long-term planning. Protection
may be needed for universities that face significant enrol
ment declines. Phased-in implementation is needed.
Funding flexibility across programs and
activities is important: Within an appropriate frame
work of transparency and accountability, the new funding
formula should continue to allow universities to use funding
flexibly to support adaptation to changing environments in
which they operate.
Addressing costs at universities is crucial: New
funding formula should recognize significant cost pressures
universities face, such as faculty salaries, pensions and
general inflation. Cooperation and other opportunities for
lowering the cost curve need to be encouraged.

♦♦ Strategic

♦♦

♦♦

♦♦

♦♦

♦♦

♦♦
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♦♦
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Debate
outcomes and funding: The sector is
unclear on the extent of tying outcomes to funding formula.
While some call for increasing performance funding, others
think a new funding model should not be linked to outcomes
or performance, or should at least avoid unintended con
sequences such as unhealthy competition and punitive
elements.
Measuring learning outcomes: Perception exists that
student learning outcomes need to be improved. However,
opinions are mixed on what should be measured and how,
as well as how much funding should be linked to learning
outcomes.
Perceptions of quality differ across the
sector: The “quality” of university education and student
experience is viewed differently by sector stakeholders.
While some see it as reflected in teaching and breadth
of programming, others see it reflected in student services
and well-maintained facilities. There is debate about how
improvements in quality can be achieved through the
funding formula.
Need for increased accountability is not well
understood: Debate exists on whether universities
should be more accountable for public dollars. Some
see the need for enhanced accountability for expenditure
decisions, others think increasing government oversight
would interfere with university autonomy and create
more instability.
Role of enrolment in the new funding model:
While there is acknowledgement that university costs
correlate with size, stakeholders are uncertain to what
extent enrolment-based funding should be maintained in
the new formula.

♦♦ Balancing

♦♦

♦♦

♦♦

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

♦♦
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support for indirect costs of
research: Some universities maintain that additional
funding needs to be provided to cover research overhead
costs. Others contend that universities already receive a
significant level of funding to cover these costs.
♦♦ The need to adjust or reform program
weighting: Some said it would be important to change
funding by basic income unit and per student, while others
said institutions have learned how to budget with their
current rates.
♦♦ Provincial

For more perspective, see Appendix A: What Else Was Heard
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What We Learned
This section helps interpret how the feedback from the consul
tation relates to the four principles of the review. It serves to
provide a base for strategic directions on the province’s
approach to funding model design.
The consultation revealed a sense that students are increasingly
looking for change in their teaching and learning experience
at universities. Public debate often questions whether degrees,
particularly at the undergraduate level, have less value than
they used to. Universities are often criticized for not being
attuned enough to the needs of the labour market, or more
generally not sensitive to modern economic conditions.
Student organizations communicated that they wanted more
focus on teaching given rising tuition fees. There is also a
view among policymakers that significant modernization of
universities using collaborative and coordinated strategies
has not yet occurred.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Effective funding model design
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Despite these concerns, much of what we
heard reflected a deeply felt passion for the
value of Ontario’s universities. Feedback
reflected the differing needs of individual
universities, as well as the aspirations and
priorities of stakeholder groups. In sorting
all of this advice, it was clear that a new
funding approach would need to be well
grounded and principled – namely, design
should:
♦♦ Be based on data, easy to understand,

and provide clear and consistent rationale
for differences in funding allocations.

The purpose of a funding distribution
mechanism or formula is to provide
an objective method for determining
the share of provincial operating
grant to be allocated to each
institution. It does not in itself
provide the basis for determining
the level of such support.
Ontario Operating Funds
Distribution Manual
(2009–10)

♦♦ Aim to ensure a reasonable degree of equity in the

distribution of available government support. This does
not mean equal funding, but rather that similar activities
are funded at similar levels, in a transparent manner
based on quantifiable factors.
♦♦ Allow for predictable allocations to enable institutions to
engage in longer-range planning.
While mathematically-based, the choices made in the design
of a formula are an important instrument in meeting govern
ment objectives. The objectivity, integrity and credibility of
the distribution mechanism will be closely examined as it
is aligned to support the government’s four stated policy
objectives.

Theme 1: Enhancing Quality and Improving the
Overall Student Experience

Larger class sizes, too little contact between students and
faculty, sessional lecturers and an increasingly strained
student support service environment were all examples
cited to illustrate a declining quality of the student experience.
The effectiveness of targeting one or more of these discrete
components through the funding model was unclear. The best
way to hold policymakers and universities accountable on
student success is to reinforce desired results rather than
prescribing what resources need to go into particular
programs. Clear expectations are needed to improve student
success through measures of increased retention, graduation,
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Throughout the consultation, different dimensions of qual
ity emerged. Quality in universities can be perceived from
a customer satisfaction or value-for-money perspective, by
the degree university research and innovation shapes and
transforms knowledge, or by global reputation and rankings.
However, in adopting a student-centric perspective, this
review focuses on the key element of teaching and learning
taking place at Ontario universities.
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employment, labour market readiness,
time-to-completion and student satisfaction.
While the need for the university funding
model to support teaching quality was
raised throughout the consultation,
pinpointing the “problem” and
corresponding “solution” proved difficult.
At its heart, the question of enhancing
the student experience came down to
enhancing learning, demonstrating its
value, and ensuring that this value is
understood by students, families and
society as a whole.

Key Points
• Viewing quality in terms of
learning outcomes is consistent
with a student-centric perspective.
• Effectiveness of linking funds to
discrete components of student
experience is unclear.
• Universities are seen to value
research excellence over
teaching excellence.
• Experiential learning and
research opportunities enrich
the undergraduate student
experience.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Many jurisdictions are trying to find ways
to measure learning outcomes – an attempt
to capture growth in cognitive abilities that should reasonably
be expected to occur as a result of an undergraduate educa
tion. Problem solving, critical thinking, and communication
are all higher-order thinking skills that are generally agreed
to be core to an undergraduate experience, yet these are not
transparently or consistently measured, assessed, or validated
across the system.
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Universities should emphasize measuring and improving these
higher-order thinking skills rather than attempting to match
all program disciplines with very specific jobs, especially
in a rapidly evolving labour market. Employer groups were
generally supportive of this view, but further engagement would
likely be required to confirm how to best integrate their needs
with the approach. Exploring learning outcomes measurement
seems central to addressing the question of what “quality”
means. However, there is currently no commonly accepted
assessment regime, and students are not always aware of
what skills they are acquiring.
The $3.5 billion operating grant is used to support both
teaching and research. Given the relative size of this funding –
about 40 per cent of operating revenues and 27 per cent of

total revenues – it must be used in a focused and strategic
way if it is to be effective in shaping behaviour towards
desired institutional and system goals. It was clear from the
consultations that the funding formula should support and
promote the two core activities of a university – excellent
teaching and learning, and world-class research. The degree
to which universities decide to prioritize one activity over the
other reflects a choice on the part of the institution about
its mandate.
During the consultation, it became apparent that research
is often seen to be the greater priority for many universities.
Significant incentives for research excellence exist, including
sponsored research funding and the perceived status and
prestige associated with it. However, when it comes to
universities’ undergraduate teaching and learning activities,
incentives beyond enrolment are unclear. Funding model
design should be seen as an important tool to support a
balanced system.
There was consensus that providing experiential learning,
entrepreneurial knowledge and research opportunities would
be beneficial. These approaches were seen as having high
impact and would enrich the university experience for students
who are not currently benefitting from them.

The university sector in Ontario is made up of a variety
of institutions, each with their own strengths and needs.
Throughout the consultation, groups of universities emerged
based on like interests, mandates and communities served.
Despite a significant amount of competition in the system,
these groups often spoke with similar voices. Common stances
on global competitiveness, regional impact, and relative
teaching/research mix surfaced. A few institutions, such as
Université de Hearst and OCAD University, exist within highly
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Theme 2: Supporting the Existing Differentiation
Process
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specialized mandates. Even with similar
ities, there has been a reluctance for most
universities to see themselves as part of
groups as opposed to individual universities
– particularly if it is perceived to limit
aspirations or status.

Key Points
• Several groups of universities
exist with shared interests
and needs.
• Sector acknowledges the
benefits of moving away from
a one-size-fits-all approach to
university funding.
• SMAs are widely seen as the
Ministry’s best tool to tie
funding to differentiation.

Universities and sector partners are
increasingly acknowledging the benefits
of recognizing these differences with a
differentiated funding policy. This was
not always the case. Significant support
and gains have been achieved since the
ministry released its Differentiation Policy Framework for
Postsecondary Education in 2013. Many participants thought
that designing a funding formula to recognize the strengths,
contributions, and aspirations of individual universities was
both possible and necessary.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

It is clear that the Strategic Mandate Agreements are seen as
the best vehicle for negotiating any funding tied to differentia
tion. Many ideas have emerged. Linking funding to common
metrics with targets that would be negotiated separately by
each university was one. Introducing a re-earnable portion
of current funding levels to negotiated metrics was another.
Others indicated that funding tied to metrics specific to groups
of universities with different types of weightings would be a
more viable approach.
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Theme 3: Improving Transparency and Accountability
Transparency is a key element of maintaining public support.
It promotes openness, communication, and accountability.
As a first step, progress must be made on cleaning-up the
current model. While consensus emerged for some changes –
eliminating archaic and unused elements, streamlining the
Basic Operating Grant – other ideas were much more contro
versial. Proposals to address per-student funding anomalies

Key Points
• Progress must be made on
cleaning up components of the
funding model.
• While there is a large volume of
data on universities, not all of it
is transparent, validated or made
relevant to the public.
• The lack of coherent data places
limits on funding formula reform
and evidence-based policymaking.
• Some issues facing universities
are outside the current governance relationship with the
ministry.

between universities and examine the accuracy
of program weights were received warily. They
were seen as funding shifts from one university to
another that should not be attempted in times of
financial restraint, but making transparent the
reasons different universities receive differing
amounts of money should be a core feature of
any funding model.
Informed decisions require accurate and avail
able data. There is a large amount of data that
is currently made available, but it is not all trans
parent, validated or made relevant to the public.
Increased transparency in key metrics may be
enough to advance some policy goals. Central
data collection by government would be an
important step.

The degree to which the ministry can intervene in some issues
facing universities is limited due to the governance relation
ship. While some broader public sector entities are financially
consolidated and directly regulated, others operate with a
high level of independence, with funding being an essential
influencing tool. Universities operate in an environment of
legal and cultural autonomy. Governed by individual legisla
tive mandates, universities bargain individually and sponsor
a variety of pension plans. Most universities also have unique
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The lack of coherent data further limits the range of options
available for funding formula reform and the ability of the
system to measure results. The ministry and the sector must
have the tools necessary to demonstrate accountability on
system goals and to advance funding model design, and
universities must be assured of a structured and inclusive
process to data collection. Several stakeholders raised
concerns over the ministry’s ability and current capacity to
undertake this task. In a review of other funding models used
across the broader public sector, long-term data strategies
have yielded impressive results.
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bicameral governance structures that separate academic and
financial oversight.

Theme 4: Addressing Financial Sustainability
Universities are increasingly managing
their operating budgets through enrolment
growth, economies of scale and teaching
efficiencies. These methods disproportion
ately impact students, and they cannot be
maintained indefinitely. Although outside
the scope of the review, faculty renewal,
pension reform and administrative efficien
cies were often cited as necessary steps.

Key Points
• Universities are managing
operating budgets through
enrolment growth, economies
of scale and teaching efficiencies.
• The current funding model will
contribute to the vulnerability
of universities with declining
enrolments, but reallocations
may not fully address financial
challenges.
• A strengthened role for the
ministry is needed to ensure
universities remain sustainable.

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

The current funding model will make
institutions with declining enrolments
vulnerable. Reallocating funds alone may
not fully address their challenges. The
funding model, in supporting differentiation,
can help universities continue to focus on
their strengths, reduce unnecessary duplication and reward
the achievement of a variety of outcomes. The model should
be designed to help universities realize an optimal size,
unique mission and longer-term sustainability.
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A new planning partnership is needed – coupled with a
strengthened stewardship role for the ministry. Improvements
can be made through enrolment planning, financial health
measurement and monitoring, and cost benchmarking as a
productivity measure. In meeting with the chairs of university
boards of governors, it became apparent that there was a
demand for this kind of information at senior levels of
university leadership.

Strategic Directions: Focus on
Outcomes, Centre on Students
The new funding model should introduce a proportion
of funding that is based on outcomes – funding that
is at risk and earned only through successful performance based on metrics expressed in each university’s
Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA). . . . This performance-based fund should comprise a reasonable proportion of operating grants at the outset of implementation.
The proportion of performance-based funding should
grow over time with new investments, as government
and universities gain experience and understand
impacts.
A Re-designed Funding Model for Universities (Toronto: Council of
Ontario Universities, 2015)

The basics
♦♦ 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
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Change to the university funding model should be focused on
improving outcomes, with an emphasis on the government’s
objective of improving the overall student experience. While it
is difficult to imagine a funding formula entirely divorced from
enrolment, new measures of success must be included. Simply
put, there is a need to establish a direct connection between
public funding and the educational needs, goals and priorities
articulated by the province.
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undergraduate student success – this
Student Success
work can start immediately.
• Employment outcomes
♦♦ The success of an outcomes-based ap
• Graduation
proach depends on valid and reliable
• Labour market preparedness
data; strong, credible metrics; and the
• Learning outcomes
capacity to measure identified outcomes.
• Participation
The ministry would be responsible for
• Outreach and opportunity
ensuring data is coherent, centralized
• Retention
and easily accessible to the public. An
• Student satisfaction
extended debate on methodologies or
• Time-to-completion
technical aspects will not be useful. A
third party may need to settle debate
on data and measurement definitions to get resolution
quickly. To ensure success, substantial statistical expertise
of the third party will be critical.
♦♦ The ministry should introduce an outcomes-based compon
ent of funding that could grow over time. While some
funds are currently allocated based on key performance
indicators, the proportion is too small to reinforce a culture
of continuous improvement.
♦♦ Full implementation should occur over two Strategic
Mandate Agreement cycles, with the first elements put in
place in time for the 2017 negotiations. As the current
“data state” limits the number of feasible funding model
options, implementation planning has to extend to future
agreement negotiations. This will allow for alignment with
the end of the current tuition policy framework, and the
results of the review of the college funding formula.
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Champion and implement the assessment of learning
outcomes
Understanding what students know – and what they should
know – as a result of their time at university is critical to
addressing quality. Measuring and assessing undergraduate
learning outcomes has the potential to add considerable value
to the sector, helping students to understand what they have
learned, governments to understand what skills are being

generated, and universities to drive continuous improvement.
It is for these reasons that previous recommendations to the
Ontario government have identified such assessment as im
portant to determining the value added through education.1
♦♦ Current work on learning outcomes should be accelerated.
♦♦ In an ideal end state, measuring and assessing learning

outcomes should be a priority for institutions and a
condition of funding.

Fulfil the ministry’s stewardship role
Needed Stewardship
• Ongoing engagement
• Outcomes lens linked to SMAs
with public reporting
• Differential treatment of similar
group interests in SMAs
• Strengthened ministry
enrolment planning role
• Improved financial health
monitoring and cost
benchmarking

The ministry refers to itself as a “steward”
in its Differentiation Policy Framework for
Postsecondary Education (2013), and continues
to work with the sector on this evolving concept.
What that means with respect to the funding
relationship is not yet well defined.
♦♦ Ongoing engagement with the sector during

1. Ministry of Finance, Public Services for Ontarians: A Path to Sustainability
and Excellence, [Drummond Report], 2012, pp.249-250 (Accessed at
www.fin.gov.on.ca/en/reformcommission/chapters/report.pdf); Office of
the Auditor General of Ontario, 2014 Annual Report, 2014, pp.537-538
(Accessed at www.auditor.on.ca/en/reports_en/en14/2014AR_en_web.pdf);
and Social Research and Demonstration Corporation, Review of Ontario’s
Labour Market Related Postsecondary Credential Mix, 2015, Chapter 5
(Accessed at www.tcu.gov.on.ca/pepg/srdc/ch5.html#recommend2).
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the funding reform process would be an
excellent way of demonstrating the evolving
stewardship role.
♦♦ Once specifics of an outcomes lens is
developed, the ministry should leverage the
SMA process by linking the two with a public
reporting mechanism.
♦♦ The ministry should continue using the Strategic Mandate
Agreements to help each institution achieve further differ
entiation, reinforce the outcomes-based perspective and
accommodate similar group interests – namely those of
specialized, comprehensive, regional or research-intensive
universities.
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♦♦ The ministry should strengthen its enrolment planning role

in light of demographic changes, regional needs and insti
tutional strengths.
♦♦ Institutional financial health monitoring and cost bench
marking are other areas where the ministry could explore
strengthened stewardship.
Striking a good balance between ministry oversight and insti
tutional autonomy should be part of the evolving conversation
on stewardship. The role of the ministry is to set the stage for
universities – it cannot manage the system and must stand
aside to let the system experiment. A track record of good
performance can be rewarded with more flexibility for some
universities, while clear conditions should be maintained
when the ministry does act.

Modernize Ontario’s funding methodology
Ontario’s current funding model has
evolved over time, now representing
decades of decision-making that is no
longer well understood.
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♦♦ Outcomes-based funding that grows

Model Design Overview
• Phase-in of outcomes-based
funding component that grows
over time
• Model clean-up
• Consolidated envelopes for
existing student and institutional
grants
• Program cost review
• Enrolment-based funding with
transition and conditional
protection for declines

overtime should be phased in.
♦♦ Outdated historical grant elements
should be eliminated;2 progress on
addressing funding per-student
anomalies should be made; and
separate envelopes for areas requiring
different policy treatment should be
created – possibly undergraduate,
graduate and managed enrolments
such as teaching and medical.
♦♦ Special purpose grants related to institutional circumstances
– namely size, geography or specialization – should be
consolidated into one envelope with a valid methodology.
2. Examples might include eliminating formula fees and/or the funding
difference between general and honours students.
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♦♦ The ministry should consolidate many student-centric

special purpose grants into a common “student priorities”
envelope. While the ministry needs to pilot new ideas,
once change has been achieved, a way of transitioning
best practices into ongoing funding is needed.
♦♦ The ministry should work with universities to develop a
better understanding of program costs – either to replace
the current approach to weighted enrolment funding with
a simplified model, or to validate it.
♦♦ Enrolment should still be part of the model. For universities
facing declining enrolments, the ministry should introduce
a support mechanism with defined conditions for transition
as well as some way of stabilizing finances.

What about research?
Research and the Operating Grant

♦♦The ministry has a role in monitoring the

financial health of universities, including the
increasing financial impact of research inten
siveness. In collaboration with other provincial and federal
government bodies, the ministry should work with universi
ties to explore the increasing impact of indirect and direct
sponsored research costs.3
♦♦ As a part of the Strategic Mandate Agreement process, the
ministry should continue to ensure that graduate activity is

3. Sponsored research activity represented $2.6 billion at Ontario universi
ties in 2013-14. This revenue is restricted in use and accounted for outside of
operating revenues.
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• Increase understanding of indirect
and direct costs of sponsored
research
• Link graduate activity to research
excellence and negotiated
strengths through SMAs
• Monitor resources dedicated to
teaching and research
• Include research excellence in
outcomes lens

Research is a central part of a university’s
activities. Currently, the ministry operating
grants to universities appear to be shifting to
subsidize the administrative costs of research,
but it is unclear whether the province should
support this trend through the funding model.
The ministry has an important role to play in
supporting universities as they find the right
balance between their teaching and research
agendas.
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appropriately focused in established areas of research
excellence or intensity and negotiated strengths.
♦♦ Institutional resources dedicated to teaching and research
should be made transparent, probably by tracking teaching
loads or research activity.
♦♦ After focusing on student success as a starting point, the
ministry’s outcomes lens should be extended to include
research excellence.
While priority in a new funding model should be given to re
inforcing a student-centric perspective, the ministry operating
grant will also support research activities. It should also be
noted that the Auditor General of Ontario recently released
a report on university intellectual property and research
funding.4

A Road Map for Change
There are a number of paths the ministry could take when
reforming the existing university funding formula. Setting
a vision and articulating clear objectives is essential to
success. One potential route is pictured below.
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Current
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• Limited ability to identify and
improve student outcomes
and skills
• Fragmented data
• “One-size-fits-all” approach
with enrolment growth as
main revenue source
• Institution-specific,
programmatic focus
• Funding methodology
poorly understood with
unexplainable historical
factors

Transition

Future

• Student and outcomes lens
applied to funding
• Learning outcomes measured
and made available
• Validated, standardized and
readily accessible data
• Ministry stewardship of
funding relationship with
universities well-defined
• Progress on sustainability
• Rational, defensible and
transparent funding
methodology

• Continuous improvement in
student learning and system
outcomes
• Strengthened funding levers
help Strategic Mandate
Agreements drive specialization
• Broad student success
measures offset enrolmentdriven allocations
• Student, economic and social
development supported in a
productive and sustainable
manner

4. Office of the Auditor General of Ontario, 2015 Annual Report, 2015,
pp.539-580 (Accessed at www.auditor.on.ca/en/reports_en/en15/3.
14en15.pdf).

The transition between the current and future states requires
significant work. Workable targets and goals must be set and
resources will need to be allocated against the strategy. Substantial
time will be needed to implement changes, requiring collaboration
between the ministry and universities. At the same time, some work
will need to be prioritized early on. The ministry must ensure that
the systems and procedures are in place for stakeholders to be
involved in finding solutions.
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Further Observations
Outside of the scope of this review, but linked to the themes
of this report, are the following observations:

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

♦♦ Impact on colleges of university funding
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reform
In 2014, the ministry committed to reviewing the
funding formulas for universities and colleges, starting
with universities. Colleges are increasingly vulnerable to
regional demographics and increased competition for
students. Consulting both sectors on joint areas of interest
is advised.
♦♦ Faculty renewal, pension reform and inflation
Tough financial realities face universities, many of which
lie outside the scope of this review. Faculty renewal,
pension reform and inflation are issues institutions are
struggling to manage.
♦♦ Experiential education and entrepreneurial
learning
Many students agreed that experiential, work-integrated
and entrepreneurial learning experiences – which the
Ontario Undergraduate Student Alliance characterizes
as those in which students “learn by doing” – are highly
beneficial. If the ministry examines the costs of program
delivery, the cost of these programs should be considered.
Some consideration should also be given to supporting
programs through a new student priorities envelope.
♦♦ Employer engagement
Despite active engagement by some employer groups,
this involvement was ad hoc. Ministry establishment of a
formal employer engagement strategy would help broaden
and deepen the quality of feedback received.

♦♦ Role of universities in quality assurance

Quality assurance plays a major role in ensuring that
university programs meet a standard of excellence and
move students towards beneficial learning outcomes.
The university sector in Ontario oversees its own quality
assurance. Analysis has shown many jurisdictions have
an arm’s-length entity to do this function. Adopting an
outcomes-based funding model could have implications for
how this quality assurance process is carried out in future.
♦♦ Tuition and the Ontario Student Assistance
Program
The question of whether Ontario’s postsecondary educa
tion system is adequately funded was raised by many
participants. Ontario has a high tuition, high aid financing
model for universities. While tuition fee revenue accounts
for an increasing proportion of university operating rev
enues, the net impact of tax credits, the Ontario Student
Assistance Program and institutional financial aid is not
well understood, especially by students and their families.
♦♦ Operating grant escalator
Introducing an operating grant escalator into the funding
formula – to recognize increasing costs and provide some
degree of predictability – was also consistently raised.
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Next Steps

Focus on Outcomes, Centre on Students

Directions offered in this report will be most effective if
detailed design work is completed based on clear goals
and objectives. The ministry should develop a multi-year
implementation plan aligned with its broader vision for
Ontario`s postsecondary education system within six
months of this report.

52

Appendix A: What Else Was Heard
Theme 1: Enhancing Quality and Improving the
Overall Student Experience
♦♦ The new funding formula should include a quality
♦♦

♦♦

♦♦

♦♦

Theme 2: Supporting the Existing Differentiation
Process
♦♦ The new funding formula should include an accessibil

ity grant prioritizing higher enrolments of low-income
individuals.
♦♦ Funds could be allocated by level of activity based on
basic resource allocation, the price group of each subject,
the price group of each student, and the number of
students in each subject and student price group.
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♦♦

improvement grant to reduce class sizes.
If the government wishes to prioritize the quality of the
student experience, a well-being grant would be
appropriate.
Basic income units or other per-student funding measures
should provide additional resources for students in
high-impact learning environments.
Undergraduate teaching could be improved through
mandatory reporting on undergraduate education, with
metrics such as money spent; faculty; ratios of full-time/
part-time; and who is doing the share of teaching,
marking and tutorials.
One potential metric for evaluating learning outcomes
would be to assess the average debt load carried by
graduates of each institution. In combination with the
measures of sustainability, this may differentiate schools
with effective financial aid programs.
Another metric could be whether or not partnerships with
other sectors involve paid or unpaid work terms.

53

♦♦ There should only be between four and six subject price

groups to ensure universities’ flexibility in changing
teaching-learning methods:
1. The clinical stages of medicine and dentistry courses
and veterinary science
2. Laboratory-based subjects
3. Subjects with a studio, laboratory or fieldwork element
4. All other subjects
♦♦ There should be different student price groups to reflect

the different costs of recruiting, supporting and teaching
different types of students. The number should be kept
small to ensure universities’ flexibility. Potential student
price groups could be:
1. Students with a high level of individual support and
a high level of individual tuition such as Aboriginal
students and students from northern Ontario
2. Students with a high level of individual tuition such as
doctoral students
3. Students with a moderate level of individual tuition
such as masters students, and students with a moderate
level of individual support such as students from other
equity groups
4. All other students
Theme 3: Improving Transparency and Accountability
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♦♦ Some students say the funding formula should incorporate
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equity indicators and data about instructors – including job
security and employment status – to measure the quality of
program delivery.
♦♦ Some recommend consolidating current enrolment-based
funding by rolling in undergraduate accessibility and
graduate expansion enrolment growth funds as well as
special envelopes such as northern grants and Frenchlanguage grants into the existing Basic Operating Grant.
♦♦ The new funding model should be based on 16 design
parameters and factors classified according to five

subsystems: human resources, strategy, structure,
technology and management.
Theme 4: Addressing Financial Sustainability
♦♦ For predictability and sustainability, performance funding

♦♦
♦♦

♦♦
♦♦
♦♦

♦♦

♦♦

♦♦
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♦♦

should be maintained as a small proportion of the model,
with autonomy and flexibility to tolerate some risk in order
to develop new models. Performance indicators that result
in ranking universities should be avoided.
Pilot programs should be deployed to ensure the new
funding formula works properly.
Decisions about basic income unit cuts to other programs
must be made in consultation with the universities, with
2014–15 used as the base year to avoid disparities
caused by the Education basic income unit cut.
Credit transfers and program material costs need to be
considered/accounted for.
One-time-only funding should be minimized.
To enhance the core envelope and ensure longevity of
the funding formula there should be an allowance for
future enrolment growth. This could be based on bilateral
negotiations as part of the Strategic Mandate Agreement
process, subject to the limit on growth set by the government.
Allow for interchangeability of grant dollars across
undergraduate and graduate programs within an
institution.
Institutions should be required to regularly undertake a
zero-based budgeting exercise as part of the funding
formula.
The new funding formula should include international
students in official enrolment numbers when calculating
each institution’s basic income unit share.
Universities should have the flexibility to change their
educational arrangements without direct implications for
their operating grants.
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Appendix B: Select Metrics
Consultation participants generally agreed that the following
metrics would provide a good starting point for advancing
an outcomes-based funding model in Ontario. These metrics
are meant to augment, not replace, the metrics outlined in
Ontario’s Differentiation Policy Framework for Postsecondary
Education (2013).
Teaching and research activity by faculty

1. Research activity by type of instructor
Percentage of faculty who are actively engaged in research (by type of instructor/faculty)
2. Teaching load by type of instructor
Average and distribution of number of courses taught (by
type of instructor/faculty)
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Student success and learning
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1. Learning outcomes
Based on common assessment measures of higher-order
thinking skills developed over the course of a university
degree, such as critical thinking, communication and
problem solving. Appropriate assessment tools currently
subject to debate. Some examples include the Collegiate
Learning Assessment Plus (CLA+) and the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development Survey of Adult
Skills (the Programme for the International Assessment of
Adult Competencies).
2. Course evaluations
Institution-specific, completed course evaluations
3. Number of credit transfers and pathways
Total number of students and credits awarded; number of
pathways

4. Work-integrated learning opportunities
Number and percentage of programs with work-integrated
learning opportunities
5. Graduation rate
Graduation rate by program
6. Graduate employment rate
Graduate employment rate by program
7. Time-to-completion
Average time-to-completion by program and degree level
8. Retention rates
First-year retention rates for undergraduate and graduate
students
9. Student population
Percentage of student population belonging to
underrepresented groups (Aboriginal students, persons
with disabilities, first-generation students, and students
from low-income backgrounds)
Financial information and productivity

10. Financial health indicators5
Annual surplus/deficit; accumulated surplus/deficit; net
assets-to-expense ratio; debt-servicing ratio; quick ratio;
debt-to-asset ratio; net-income-to-revenue ratio

5. No specific metrics were identified by the consultation participants; these
metrics come from the college Strategic Mandate Agreements.
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11. Cost benchmarking and productivity
Various indicators and ratios related to financial, faculty
and student data
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Appendix C: List of Participants
All-day Consultation Event Participants
♦♦ Algoma University
♦♦ Algonquin College
♦♦ Brock University
♦♦ Brock University Faculty Association
♦♦ Cabinet Office
♦♦ Canadian Association of Career Educators and Employers
♦♦ Canadian Federation of Students – Ontario
♦♦ Canadian Institute for Advanced Research
♦♦ Carleton University
♦♦ Centre of Excellence in Financial Services Education
♦♦ College Student Alliance
♦♦ Colleges Ontario
♦♦ Council of Ministers of Education, Canada
♦♦ Council of Ontario Universities
♦♦ Canadian Union of Public Employees
♦♦ David Trick and Associates Inc.
♦♦ Federation of Students, University of Waterloo
♦♦ Georgian College
♦♦ Higher Education Quality Council of Ontario
♦♦ Lakehead University
♦♦ Laurentian University
♦♦ McMaster University
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♦♦ Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities
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♦♦ Mitacs
♦♦ Nipissing University
♦♦ Northern Ontario School of Medicine
♦♦ OCAD University
♦♦ Ontario Confederation of University Faculty Associations
♦♦ Ontario Centres of Excellence
♦♦ Ontario Council on Articulation and Transfer
♦♦ Ontario Graduate Students’ Alliance
♦♦ Ontario Society of Professional Engineers

♦♦ Ontario Undergraduate Student Alliance
♦♦ Ontario Public Service Employees Union
♦♦ Pathways to Education Canada
♦♦ Postsecondary Education Quality Assessment Board
♦♦ Queen’s University
♦♦ Regroupement étudiant franco-ontarien
♦♦ Ryerson University
♦♦ Ryerson University Faculty Association
♦♦ Snowdon & Associates
♦♦ Trent University
♦♦ Trent University Faculty Association
♦♦ United Steelworkers
♦♦ Université de Hearst
♦♦ University of Guelph
♦♦ University of Ontario Institute of Technology
♦♦ University of Ottawa
♦♦ University of Toronto
♦♦ University of Waterloo
♦♦ University of Windsor
♦♦ Western University
♦♦ Wilfrid Laurier University
♦♦ Wilfrid Laurier University Faculty Association
♦♦ York Federation of Students
♦♦ York University
♦♦ York University Faculty Association

♦♦ Tony Chambers
♦♦ Dr. Catherine Chandler-Crichlow
♦♦ Glenn Craney
♦♦ Marguerite Jackson
♦♦ Mary Jo Haddad
♦♦ Hugh Mackenzie
♦♦ David Trick
♦♦ Alex Usher
♦♦ Harvey Weingarten
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Reference Group Members
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Additional Participants
♦♦ Brock University Graduate Students’ Association
♦♦ Brock University Students’ Union
♦♦ Committee of Presidents – Colleges Ontario
♦♦ Consortium des universités de la francophonie ontarienne
♦♦ COU Aboriginal Reference Group
♦♦ COU Technical Advisory Committee
♦♦ Council of Chairs of Ontario Universities
♦♦ CUPE Ontario
♦♦ Ministry of Children and Youth Services
♦♦ Ministry of Education
♦♦ Ministry of Finance
♦♦ Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care
♦♦ Ministry of Research and Innovation
♦♦ Minister’s Student Advisory Council (Ministry of Education)
♦♦ Ontario Council of Academic Vice-Presidents
♦♦ Ontario Council on University Research
♦♦ Provosts of the U6 Universities
♦♦ Ryerson Students’ Union
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♦♦ Treasury Board Secretariat
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