MOFA MEETING WITH MINISTER OF ADVANCED EDUCATION

16 APRIL 2010

First, thank you very much for taking the time teehwith us. We regret not having met
for some time and hope that more regular meetingde resumed as in the past. That being
said ...

When the 2010 budget was first announced, thereop@sism among our members
given the assertion that there would be a 4.5%eas® to institutions and up to 5% increase in
tuition. The 4.5% was particularly welcome, espigigiven the difficult economic situation, as
it appeared to indicate that the province finaflgagnized our serious institutional needs as
repeatedly articulated by Faculty and Administrasio You can imagine our disappointment
when that 4.5% shrunk to 2% for the majority ofdents, faculty, and programs.

And even the 2% is notional for most of our progsaas university Administrators
themselves have “visions” for what they think of‘deeir” institutions, and Administrative
initiatives, like those of government, almost inahty mean other less favored programs (i.e.,
students and faculty) fail to receive increasegsupor in some cases actually have to contract
to subsidize new programs.

From our perspective, then, the harsh realityas tthe majority of faculty and students in
the Province are yet again being asked to do “mitieless” so that other initiatives valued
more by government and administrators can be prednetthout actually securing the necessary
additional funding for expansion.

Frankly, we do not understand the lack of suppoot\s) by successive MB governments
to what statistics show are the core universitietheé Province, the four represented here today.
Hence, we thought it worth a few minutes just towtaent how central our role in MB’s
university sector is and to demonstrate that atimeahd high quality university system in the
province is heavily dependent on the well-beinguf institutions.

On the Central Role of Our Four Institutions

Geographically, the population of MB is heavily centrated in the south, where our four
institutions are located (see slides 1 and 2).uRdijon statistics given by the regional health
authority, for example, show that the central amatisern regions contain about 95% of MB’s
population. We are then the “natural” institutidos most MB students to attend. Moreover,
many people outside our primary areas find it cores to migrate to the south to further their
education, and enjoy other amenities of largerresntFinally, as you know, many of our faculty
have been involved in delivery of high quality usisity education in even remote parts of the
province (e.g., BUNTEP historically, the UofM Sddilork program).

It is no surprise then to find that our four ingtibns educate the vast majority of
undergraduates in the Province (see slides 3 an#iglures from COPSE for 2007-2008 (the last



year available on their website) show that we thogkr 99% of undergraduates in the Province.
And when it comes to regular graduate educatien, (ot faith-based degrees), we would
certainly account for virtually all such educatiorthe province. Moreover, much data indicates
that we do a good job of teaching, despite impedimdescribed later. Like the other
universities, for example, average teacher ratatggofW are 4 (Very Good) on a 5-point scale.

UCN'’s numbers have probably increased since 2008 20d the faith-based institutions
do not appear in COPSE'’s tables, but it is unlikkbbt our percentage would decrease much.
Indeed, it is likely that major PSE goals set by pinovince, such as increasing participation by
Aboriginals in universities, cannot possibly be mv@hout the extraordinary involvement of our
institutions. The Caledon Institute of Social Bglifor example, has estimated that closing the
gap in MB between Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal ueisity participation rates in the next 20
years will require amcreasedenrolment of almost 2,000 Aboriginal studentdgslb). To
achieve anything close to this figure outside tkistang institutions would be an extremely
expensive exercise, and wasteful given the unnaoedsiplication of existing resources.

We can also document clearly our dominant rolénédonduct of research in the
Province (slides 6 to 9). Statistics for NSERC &®HRC show only occasional representation
from any institution in the province other than©ukVe have not shown statistics for CIHR only
because the various affiliations and labeling dities associated with the University of
Manitoba make it difficult to generate represen@summary statistics. But no one can debate
the central role that UofM and other universitiésypn provincial research related to health.
Were it not for our institutions, research wouldsoeely wanting in the province, although all is
not well on the research front as we note later.

Despite the great importance of teaching and reketirese are by no means the only
services rendered to the province by Faculty. Mesilty contribute to their communities in
diverse ways: Consulting with organizations andrmess, Public Presentations, Reviews and
other media representations, Workshops, Servirnlgpands, advising and participating in
government, and so on. Although perhaps more carated in the south, these services are by
no means limited geographically. | recall when mievnterned in Thompson, university
affiliated psychologists from St. Boniface Hospitahducted workshops in Thompson for
mental health workers, social workers, psychiatticses, and other professionals.

If it is granted that our four universities do iedeplay such a prominent role in the
province, then the adequacy of funding becomeiaritor the well-being of the university
sector in the province.



On the Inadequacy of Funding for MB Universities

It is always difficult to say how much money is eghb for universities and their faculty
to provide good teaching and research servicdset®tovince. Here we have adopted the
perspective of asking whether MB universities (somes PSE in its entirety because of
information not being available) are funded atveleomparable to the average for the nation as
a whole. Later we address negative consequenaegrasof financial strains on our institutions.

Although much attention has been paid recentlyitooh as a source of underfunding, a
potentially more important factor is the level @vgrnment funding. Here there are indications
that Federal and Provincial levels of funding foB Moth fall below national averages. The first
sign is the level of PSE funding overall, out ofigéhuniversities receive some portion.
Although these figures are complicated somewhatdlyding data for Colleges, we think they
are still relevant as many students registeredoite@es in other Provinces are in fact in
University transfer programs (most obviously in tdase of Quebec).

Statistics Canada annually reports basic finarfigales for each Province and for the
country as a whole. These allow us to determinetiadr MB institutions receive funds
comparable to our population and the level of fagdirovided across the country. In essence,
MB has about 3.6% to 3.7% of Canada’s populatibdg<.0) and we should receive that
percentage of various sourdesve are being funded at the average level of thatry;
specifically, that percentage of the total poofwfds divided by MB'’s population would equal
the national per capita average. Anything lessessmts underfunding by some amount per
capita.

Federal funding.For the fiscal year ending in 31 March 2009, titedt year available,
MB'’s Federal funding of $93.274M represented onk72 of Canada’s total Federal funding of
$3,366.952M (slide 11). This figure is far belour @ercentage of the population. Presumably,
this represents federal funds from a variety ofses, some of which allow for more specific
data on MB’s performance. In particular, varioeddral programs that support research
activities, carried out mostly by our universitibaye databases from which we can determine
the percentage of funds allocated to MB over tlasie The figures are depressing if you value
research and the province. MB has received 2.60BS&ERC funds (slide 12), 2.32% of SSHRC
funds (slide 13), and 2.70% of CIHR funds (slidg, Bl far below our percentage of the
population. Most disappointing, perhaps, is tha faat MB has received only 1.63% of the
$4.29B distributed by the Canadian FoundationtiooVation (slide 15), the entity upon which
universities are increasingly dependant for creagiod maintenance of research facilities. And
even this figure may be inflated, as some projeetsled by faculty in MB are actually
conducted elsewhere (e.g., TRIUMF at UBC).



Provincial funding. The overall story with respect to provincial fumglfor PSE is
somewhat more positive, but hardly anything to@vnibme about. The $559.088M of MB
funding for fiscal year ending 31 March 2009 repregsd 3.24% of Canada’s overall provincial
funding of $17,253.880M (slide 11). This againdddelow our percentage of the population and
results in an even larger net shortfall given pnoial funding represents a greater share of
institutional revenue. Although these figures t¢atef university and college provincial revenues,
other data (less regularly reported) support tmelcsion that universities likely experience the
same relative shortfall. For example, Statistian#&tia reported that Canadian universities spent
a total of $24.25B on their operations in 2007-200 universities accounted for $772.19M,
which represents just 3.2% of the total, agairdss than our percentage of the population.
Interestingly, the same report indicated that MBrersities accounted for 3.7% of total spending
as recently as 1999-2000. Unfortunately, thesadig are not broken down by source of
revenue.

What gets lost in these aggregate figures, of eyusghat new initiatives both in the PSE
system and within institutions increase demands$uiiods, which results in less money being
allocated to existing programs and students. unlgkely that politicians and administrators are
oblivious to the fact that new initiatives withadgmmensurate resources place strains on
existing programs, yet somehow expansion contionégaunted by these considerations.

At the very least, the fact that MB institutionsee/e less than their per capita share of
Federal and Provincial funds and that limited resesl are expected to stretch even further today
than in the past should lead to concerns that pomgpy institutions and their core programs are
at risk. Our own take on the situation is thateied our universities are seriously strained,
although more can certainly be done to confirm itthigression.

On the Poor Health of Our Universities

It is not easy to document the consequences afdiahstrains on our institutions. MB’s
less than ideal results from competitions for fatirnds (described above) would appear to
provide evidence not only of underfunding, but aléavidespread negative consequences of
underfunding. MB universities (i.e., us, theirdbig members) simply have difficulty competing
for research and infrastructure funds, surely oxéator of institutional stress. Related to fhis
our relative under-performance as a Province vagipect to graduate studies; that is, we produce
a far lower percentage of Canada’s graduate defraasexpected given the size of our overall
and undergraduate populations.

And the Maclean’s rankings cannot be completelpigd despite their flaws. UofM’s
position with respect to other research and doktosttutions is hardly to be envied and
problematic if MB hopes to attract students, esgigcgraduate students, from out of province or
other countries. And other MB institutions thatkaomewhat higher perhaps do so for



guestionable reasons; UofW, for example, does evethe dimension of percentage of the
budget spent on Student Services. But this caulkebaily represent a low denominator or
inefficiencies as any factor of real relevancen® quality of teaching and research at that
institution.

Such gross indicators just scratch the surfacedanit get to the heart of the numerous
negative consequences of underfunding faced by MBigersities. Here are just some of the
things that | have experienced over the past feawsydeing told that my office chair cannot be
replaced until it actually breaks; teaching in stasms with so many extra desks added as to
make it difficult for students to get to their sgatying to teach or operate labs with multimedia
and computer equipment that should have been exblsars earlier; being down-sized because
there was not enough office and lab space to acamtata a colleague coming back from
sabbatical (she spent almost two years using beadan office); being told to cut-back on
marker-demonstrator hours because funds were rdgdhbaeing virtually no departmental budget
left for speakers or capital equipment as moreraack overhead costs (e.g., printing) are off-
loaded onto the department; teaching ever largesek that make it difficult or even impossible
to give students the kinds of work and feedbackitiey need (especially as more nontraditional
students come through our doors); seeing highlyalgds job candidates (some from MB) take
positions in other provinces with better fundedvensities; and so on. I'm certain others could
generate similar lists.

Summary

In summary, our four universities constitute theeocof university teaching and research
in the province, yet our institutions appear taibderfunded relative to other provinces and our
institutions, or at least large segments withirhaastitution, are required to bear the cost of new
initiatives within the province. As a result, twell-being of our institutions is increasingly
jeopardized. Thank you for your time, and my ap@sdor lecturing, but that is after all what we
are trained and paid to do!

Jim Clark
President
Manitoba Organization of Faculty Associations



Summary of Provincial Population by Regional Health Authority

Regional Health Authority 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Winnipeg 665,028 667,038 670,845 678,554 687,619
Brandon 49,153 49,750 49,789 50,541 51,350
North Eastman 40,015 40,157 40,722 40,994 41,408
South Eastman 59,867 61,399 63,524 65,383 66,984
Interiake 76,803 76,889 77,162 77,590 78,184
Central 100,849 101,690 102 875 104,689 106,436
Assiniboine 68,812 68,375 68,034 67,819 68,173
Parkiand 41,981 41,725 41,666 41,569 41,590
Nor-Man 24,544 24,340 24,209 24,090 24,228
Burntwood 45,798 46,163 46,628 46,818 47,517
Churchill 965 931 932 934 914
Provincial Total 1,173,815  1,178457 1,186,386 1,198,981 1,214,403
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Table 1.2.1 - Undergraduate Enroliment '. All Sessions

COPSE Statistics

Cumulative %
change 0304 bo
2003104 _% Change 2004005 % Change | 200506 % Change | 200607 % Change | 200708 % Change a708
University of Manitoba ™
T 17,102 6.2% 17,846 d4%] 18176 75%| 18467  37%| 18767 16% 7%
PT 13238 37%| 13679 33| 12488  ATH| 13837 116%] 13310 45% 0.5%
Tatal 30,341 51%| 31525 39%| 31,665 umr-l Jz404 23%| 30T 10%| 5.7%|
FTE? 20885  57%| 21754 42%| 20744  46%| 22449  13%| 22570  05% 8.1%
University of Winnipeg
T E757  103% T 40%] 6015 04%] 6209 46%| 5041  Ehw 32%
il 4724  97%| 4913 4pw| 519 2 s8%| 5S35 6S%| 531 3% 13.5%
Total 10,481  10.0%| 10903  40%| 11,211 2.8%| 11824 55% 11302 4.4%) T8%|
FTe’ 7107  102%| 7334  40%] 7500 14%] 7870 49% 7473 5.1% 5.2%
Brandon University
2] 2158  6&%| 2297 64%| 2308 04%| 2197 4T%| 2177 0% 0.5%
PY 2427 41%| 2381 -1 2363 08% 2273 38%| 2037  -104% -16.1%
Total 4585 0% 4578 20%| 4,669 41.21' 4470  43%| 4214 5T%| B.14%|
FTe’ 2.851 3% 29717 44%| 288 D1%| 2846  45%| 2758 1% -3.2%
Collége universitaire de Saint-Boniface
=] 556 21.1% 562 L% 511 S8 6% 505 Do% 57%
il 514 -4.3% 564 8.7% 654 532 -18.7% 542 1.9% 5.4%
Total 1070  7.4° 1126 ; 1,165 1,040  40.7%| 1,047 0.7%) 24%
=TE’ 703 14.8% 723 2 538 650 54% 650 0.0% £.1%
University College of the North
T - - - . Lt - 127 2829% 8 -15.0% -
PT - . . 62 - 157 153.2% 221 408% -
Tatal - . - . 97 . B4 1928% 329 15.8%] .
FTE? s . : . 53 - 172 226.0% 171 04% .
Total
FT 25573  74%| 26895 2 44%] 28043 50 27588  -16%| 27498 03% 7.5%
PT 20904  38%| 21537 30% 20764  -36%| 22434 BO%| 21471 43% 2.7%
Toal 45 477 ' 48232 48807 1. 5022  25% 48969 .24
FTE! 31,546 m 32 848 m 33976 34 33898  D1%| 33633 -11% m




COPSE Statistics

Undargraduate Enroliment Distribution b}‘ Universities

2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 | 2006/07 | 2007/08

UM 65.3% 65.4% 64.9% 64.8% 65.5%
UW 226% 226% 23.0% 23.6% 23.1%
BU 9.9% 9.7% 9.6% 8.9% 8.6%
CUSE 2.3% 2.3% 24% 2.1% 2.1%

UCN 0.2% 0.6% 0.7%




Caledon Institute of Social Policy

20 years in the proportion of the population with university degrees

Table 4
Approximate increase in university enrolment of Aboriginal students
in each province and territory required to close the ‘gap’ in

Nild.

PEI

NS

NB

Ont,

Man.

Sask.

Alfa.

BC

Yukon

NWT

Nun.

171

13

201

179

3,652

1,966

1.166

2,604

3232

315

199

Note: Caleulations based on 2001 Census




NSERC

Display result: Statistics by university

Number
Institution
| N %
Manitoba
Brandon University 365 389%
- Collége universitaire de Saint-Boniface | 3 003%
" RedRiver College of Applied Arts, Science and Technology 4 004%
University of Manitoba '_ 8212  88.26%
" University of Winnipeg 728 777%
Subtotal: Manitoba 9,372 100.00%
Total 9372 100.00%
Search parameters
Award Type : Grants and scholarships
Province : Manitoba

Fiscal Year : from 1991-1992 to 2008-2009

Amount

5,640,890
51,100

207,500

267 146,266

12798077

285,843,833
285,843,833

%

1.97%

0.02%
007%

9346%
 448%
100.00%

100.00%

Average
Award ()

15 454
17,033
51,875
32295
17580
30,500
30,500




Institution

Manitoba
~ University of Manitoba
- University of Winnipeg

Total

;Award Type:
Province :
fDepartment :

Fiscal Year:

NSERC

Display result: Statistics by university

Number
N %

185 64.24%

103 35.76%

288 100.00%
288 100.00%

Subtotal: Manitoba |

Search parameters
(Grants and scholarships
Manitoba
psychology
from 1991-1992 to 2008-2009

Amount

2,856,448
1,327,041

4,183,489
1,183,489

%

68.26%
31.72%
100.00%

100.00%

Average
Award (9)

15,440
12,884
14,526
14526




NSERC

Institution

Manitoba

~ Brandon University
University of Manitoba

'~ University of Winnipeg

ITotal

Award Type:
Province :
Department :

Fiscal Year :

Display result: Statistics by university

Number
N %

128 1349%
695  7323%

126 13.28%

Subtotal: Manitoba 949 100.00%
949 100.00%
Search parameters
Grants and scholarships
Manitoba
physics

from 1991-1992 to 2008-2009

Amount

2,946,637
26,490,823
3,358,481
32,395,941
32,395,941

o

7.86%
81.77%
10.37%

-~ 100.00%

100.00%

Average
Award (5)

19,896
38,116
26 655
34,137
34,137




Organization
Prairies
Manitoba
Brandon University

College universitaire de Saint-Boniface
Providence College and Theological Seminary
University of Manitoba

University of Winnipeg

Sub-total: Prairies
Total

SSHRC

Number*

62
18

1
1,105
219

Sub-total: Manitoba 1,405

1,405
1,405

%

441%
1.28%
0.07%
78.65%
15.99%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

Amount

5,438.307.04
1,038,850.00
17,500.00
36,108 492.25
1,657,855.62
52,261,004.91
52,261,004.91
52,261,004.91

10.41%
1.99%
0.03%

12.92%

14.65%

100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

Average Award ($)

87 71463
57713.89
17,500.00
34,4873
34,967.38
37,196.44
37,196.44
37.196.44

*The number displayed corresponds to the number of payments made during the course of a fiscal year rounded off to whole numbers. This is not

necessarily the same as the number of projects that received payments though it will be very close.

‘Search parameters
IProv'tncef
Fiscal Year:

:Mamtoba
from 1998-1999 to 2008-2009



Population (1 Jan 2010)
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University & College Revenues
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NSERC
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SSHRC (1998/1999 to 2008/2009)
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CIHR (14 Apr 2010)
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CFI (14 Apr 2010)

Canada $4,290,533,253
MB $ 70,093,332
% MB 1.63%

Note: Funds allocated to Province by location of lead
researcher, NOT necessarily where funds spent (e.g., recent
$4.225M grant to U of W Physicist for research conducted at
TRIUMF facilities in UBC)
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