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We Stern President & Vice-Chancellor

REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT

To: Board of Governors

From: Amit Chakma

Date: June 15, 2016

Re: President’s Report to the Board

For the June 23, 2016 Board meeting, I'm pleased to provide the following update on important
developments and achievements since the last meeting of the Board on April 21, 2016.

Provincial government update:

On June 13, Premier Wynne announced a major midterm cabinet shuffle that rebranded the Ministry of
Training, Colleges & Universities under the new banner of Advanced Education & Skills Development
(AESD) and placed the newly named ministry under the leadership of London North Centre MPP Deb
Matthews. With the change, Minister Matthews leaves her role as president of the Treasury Board, but will
continue to serve as Deputy Premier, in addition to assuming new responsibilities as chair of cabinet as
well as leading the newly created Ministry Responsible for Digital Government.

With the announcement, an updated mandate for AESD was released with the following statement:

Ontario's economic success depends on a highly skilled workforce. Ontario already has one of the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's highest postsecondary attainment
rates, at 67 per cent. Measures such as the new Ontario Student Grant, to be implemented in
September 2017, will increase access to high-quality college and university education even further.
But more must be done to ensure that all Ontarians have the education and training they need to
succeed in a modern economy. The ministry will work with the panel on a Highly Skilled Workforce
Strategy to bring forward a comprehensive plan to develop a more innovative and skilled workforce.
Working with the private sector and post-secondary education institutions, the ministry will help

ensure Ontario has the skilled workforce it needs to compete in the global economy.

The Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development will encompass the current
mandate of the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities. In addition, employment and training
programs in other ministries will be coordinated through the new ministry to create a more
seamless experience for workers and job seekers and to help Ontarians prepare for the jobs of the

future.
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As Ontario’s first ever Minister Responsible for Digital Government, Matthews has been given a mandate
“to ensure Ontario is the most modern and digital government in Canada... and becomes a North American
leader in accelerating the way citizens engage and interact with their government through the power of

digital technology.”

Also implicated in the cabinet shuffle was former Training, Colleges & Universities minister Reza Moridi,
who will now lead the expanded Ministry of Research, Innovation & Science. Supporting Moridi in his new
role will be a Chief Science Officer, a new position created to help lead the government’s efforts to advance

both basic and applied research.
| have extended my personal congratulations to both Ministers on behalf of Western, and look forward to
working with them in their efforts to help students realize their educational goals and to help researchers

break new frontiers in discovery and innovation.

Federal government update:

In response to the new $2-billion Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Investment Fund (SIF)
announced in the March 2016 federal budget, Western has made three separate applications to the first
round of the competition, which had a deadline of May 9. SIF offers institutions up to 50% of eligible costs
to support and accelerate the improvement and expansion of research and commercialization facilities,
along with the projects that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve the environmental sustainability
of their facilities. The balance of funding for these projects must come from some combination of the
institutions themselves and/or other levels of government. Another important stipulation is that projects

must be substantially completed by April 30, 2018 to qualify.

Western'’s three proposals included: 1) “Three C+ Innovation Centre” that will foster innovation and
collaboration between Engineering and other disciplines in the areas of sustainability, biomedical
engineering, materials and biomaterials science, and information & communication technology; 2) Western
Interdisciplinary Research Building, which will be home to the University’s first multidisciplinary Cluster of
Research Excellence in Cognitive Neuroscience, and; 3) modernization of core medical research facilities,
including the creation of a new infectious disease facility and the renewal of animal care facilities. We await
word from the government on its allocation decisions which are expected to be made shortly due to the tight

timelines on the SIF program implementation.

Meanwhile, the federal government has named a nine-member expert panel, chaired by former University
of Toronto president and Western alumnus David Naylor, to conduct a review of how it funds university-

based scientific research.
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Reporting to Science Minister Kirsty Duncan, the panel has been given a broad mandate to study all three
federal granting councils (NSERC, SSHRC and CIHR) along with the ancillary organizations such as the
Canada Foundation for Innovation and Genome Canada that also allocate research funding to the post-
secondary sector. Collectively, these funding bodies will distribute more than $3 billion to Canadian
researchers and their labs this year, and the timing for such a review is important given the increasing

demands and expectations placed on government to support innovation in our universities.

When asked what she most wanted the panel to address, Minister Duncan was quoted in a Globe and Mail
report as saying: “We want to make sure we're keeping pace in a fast-changing world ... so where are the
gaps, where are the challenges, how can we do this better?” She added, as an example, the need to
address the plight of younger researchers who, in many cases, must wait until they are in their 40s to get

federal support.

The expert panel is expected to deliver its report in six months and includes the following members (in

addition to David Naylor as Chair):

e Robert Birgeneau, former University Toronto President and former Chancellor of the University of
California (Berkeley)

e Martha Crago, Vice-President (Research), Dalhousie University

e Mike Lazaridis, Co-founder, Research in Motion

e Claudia Malacrida, Associate Vice-President (Research), University of Lethbridge

e Arthur McDonald, Nobel Prize winner and Professor Emeritus (Physics), Queen’s University

e Martha Piper, Acting President, University of British Columbia

e Remi Quirion, Chief Scientist, Government of Quebec

e Anne Wilson, Professor (Psychology), Wilfrid Laurier University

Changes to Homecoming:

On May 31, we announced plans to move Homecoming to Saturday, Oct. 22 in an effort to address various
concerns associated with the unsanctioned and unsupervised street party that has taken place in recent
years on Homecoming weekend. Previously planned Faculty reunions, as well as the Alumni Awards of
Merit and Golden Anniversary dinners will still take place as originally planned on Reunion Weekend
(September 30 to October 2).

Before making this difficult decision, University administrators, London Police Service, Middlesex-London
Emergency Medical Services, City of London officials, and hospital medical staff had held several meetings
to share concerns this street party has escalated to such levels that more decisive action is required.

Despite our best efforts to dissuade students from attending the unsanctioned street party on Broughdale
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Avenue adjacent to Western’'s campus, it has become an unsafe environment attracting as many as 10,000
young people. This has involved not only Western students, but many others who have no connection to
Western, including bus loads from other universities, high school students, as well as individuals police
have identified as having criminal histories. These kinds of parties are not unique to London and are
occurring with more frequency and severity in university and college towns and cities throughout North
America. Our hope is that the increased academic pressures in terms of assignments that are due and
exam preparation that is the norm at Ontario universities in late October will not only reduce the number of
Western students who attend the party, but also the number of students who come from other universities.

As well, there is a better chance the weather will be less favourable for a street party in late October.

Moving Homecoming is only one of the means by which we will be encouraging students to find safer forms
of entertainment, and | remain personally committed to doing everything we can to build awareness of how
serious the Broughdale issue has become. Western is fortunate to have the support of important
community partners such as the London police and we will continue to work collaboratively to address the

problem.

Reaction to this decision from alumni, students, faculty and staff has been mixed. | have received feedback
demonstrating that there are many people who are understanding and supportive of our decision, while
there are others who are disappointed by the move. However, we remain steadfast, and the University will
roll out a targeted campaign in the fall to ensure that students understand the legal and safety risks they are
taking when they host or attend large parties, including possible repercussions under Western's Code of

Student Conduct as well as the dangers of binge drinking.
For decades, Western has prided itself on providing a Homecoming experience second to none in Canada,
and hopes to continue providing this to alumni into the future. In terms of plans for 2017, a full debriefing

will take place in late October to determine how the University will approach Homecoming moving forward.

Timney to lead COU Quality Assurance Council:

On May 31, the Council of Ontario Universities announced that Brian Timney has been appointed Executive
Director of Quality Assurance, effective July 1, 2016. As a former Dean of Social Science, active member of
our Board of Governors, and a long-time member and Chair of Western's Senate Committee on Academic
Policy and Awards, Brian is ideally suited for this important role at COU, where he will take the lead role in
ensuring the quality of programs at Ontario’s publicly assisted universities. We wish Brian all the best for

success in this new chapter of his career.



ACTIVITIES OF THE PRESIDENT

(April 13, 2016 — June 15, 2016)

April 13-15 | San Francisco External meetings

14 Alumni Reception

15 Media interview

19 London Ivey Advisory Board meeting

19 Lunch meeting with faculty member

19 MTCU teleconference

19 Faculty Scholars Award Reception

19 Stem Cells 101 Event

21 Internal meetings

21 Board of Governors lunch and Board meeting

21 Dinner meeting

22 Hospitality Retreat

22 Internal meetings

22 MTCU teleconference

22 CST Board of Directors teleconference

25 VP Annual Review (2)

25 Honorary Degree Committee meeting

25 External meetings

25 Distinguished University Professorship Dinner

26 Ivey School of Business meeting

26-27 | Toronto Universities Canada Membership meeting

28 London Teleconference with external stakeholder
May 2 MTCU teleconference

2-4 Calgary Alumni Reception

3 Meetings with external stakeholders

4 London CST Board of Directors teleconference

5 USC Partners Breakfast

5 Honorary Degree phone call

5 Internal meetings

5 Toronto Extraordinary Mustang Gala

6 London Internal meetings

6 Telephone calls with external stakeholders

6 Senate

9 Internal meetings

9 Lunch meeting with USC President

9 Chancellor Rotman Portrait Unveiling

9 Donor recognition event and dinner

10 Schulich School of Medicine & Dentistry meeting

10 Property & Finance Committee meeting

10 Senior Operations Committee meeting

11 Telephone calls with external stakeholders

11 Toronto Dinner meeting

12-13 | Ottawa U15 Executive Heads meeting
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May 16-17 | Grand Bend Academic Leaders Summer Conference
18 London Meetings with external stakeholders
19 Toronto Campaign Executive Committee meeting
19 COU Executive Heads Round Table
19 Dinner meeting with external stakeholder
23-2 Hong Kong Meetings with external stakeholders
26 Hong Kong Foundation Board meeting and dinner
29 Hong Kong lvey Convocation
30-1 Hong Kong International Advisory Board meeting

June 3 London Internal meetings
3 Meeting with external stakeholder
3 Senate
5 Professor Emeritus Receptions (I & Il)
6 Meeting with senior leaders
6 Meeting with Board Chair
6 MTCU teleconference
6 Internal meetings
6 Long Service Awards
7 Audit Committee meeting
7 Property & Finance Committee meetings
7 Senior Operations meeting
7 Bylaws Committee meeting
7 Coach’s Recognition Dinner
8 Internal meeting
8-9 Toronto CST Board of Directors meetings
9 Toronto CIFAR Event- Our Musical Brain
10 Whitby Government announcement
10 London Interview
10 Dinner in honour of Honorary Degree Recipient
13 Meeting with internal stakeholder
13 Staff International Engagement Program and Luncheon
13 Telephone call with external stakeholder
13 FRDRC teleconference
14 Convocation Ceremonies (2)
14 Meeting with Consul General
14 Dinner in honour of Honorary Degree Recipients
15 Convocation Ceremonies (2)
15 Convocation lunch
15 Dinner in honour of Honorary Degree Recipients
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGENDA

FOR APPROVAL

APPENDIX |

Any member who wishes to ask a question, discuss, or oppose an item that is listed below may have it
removed from the consent agenda by contacting the Secretary of the Board of Governors prior to the

meeting or by asking that it be removed before the Chair calls for a mover and seconder for the following

motion.
Recommended: That the following items be approved or received for information by the Board of
Governors by unanimous consent:
Minutes
1. Open Session Minutes of the Meeting of April 21, 2016 ACTION
Report of the Property & Finance Committee — Appendix |l
2. Federal Infrastructure Program Submissions INFORMATION
3. Investment Committee Membership INFORMATION
4. lan McWhinney Chair in Family Medicine — Revisions to Terms of INEORMATION
Reference
5. Alice Munro Chair in Creativity - Establishment INFORMATION
6. Fowler Kennedy Lease Renewal INFORMATION
7. Ontario Auditor General’'s Report — University Intellectual Property INFORMATION
8. UHIP Fees 2016-17 INFORMATION
9. Ancillary Financial Report INFORMATION
10. Quarterly Ratio Report on Non-Endowed Funds INFORMATION
11. New Scholarships and Awards INFORMATION
Senior Operations Committee — Appendix IV
12. Appointments to University Discipline Appeals Committee INFORMATION
13. Appointments to Property & Finance Committee INFORMATION
14. Appointments to Western Fair INFORMATION
Audit Committee — Appendix V
15. Western Retirement Income Fund — KPMG Audit Findings Report INFORMATION
16. Western Retirement Plans — Report to the Audit Committee for the year
ended December 31, 2015 INFORMATION
Fundraising and Donor Relations Committee — Appendix VI
17. Fundraising Activity Quarterly Report to April 30, 2016 INFORMATION
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Items Referred by Senate — Appendix VII

18. Appointment Procedures for Senior Academic and Administrative
Officers of the University — Revision to Section R. Associate Vice- ACTION
President (Research)

19. Revisions to MAPP 7.12 Policy for the Use of Animals in Research,

. . ACTION
Testing and Teaching
20. Western Degree Outcomes (Undergraduate) INFORMATION
21. Report of the Academic Colleague INFORMATION

22. President’s Medal for Distinguished Service INFORMATION
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The Unanimous Consent Agenda

The Board’s parliamentary authority -- Sturgis Standard Code of Parliamentary Procedure -- explains the
consent agenda:

Organizations having a large number of routine matters to approve often save time by use
of a consent agenda, also called a consent calendar or unanimous consent agenda. This
is a portion of the printed agenda listing matters that are expected to be non-controversial
and on which there are likely to be no questions.

Before taking the vote, the chair allows time for the members to read the list to determine
if it includes any matters on which they may have a question, or which they would like to
discuss or oppose. Any member has a right to remove any item from the consent agenda,
in which case it is transferred to the regular agenda so that it may be considered and
voted on separately. The remaining items are then unanimously approved en bloc without
discussion, saving the time that would be required for individual votes.

A number of Canadian university Boards have employed the consent agenda format to include not only
routine approval items, but also information items. One reason for using this format is to allow the Board
to focus on major items of business. While approval of an omnibus motion saves time at Board meetings,
Board members will want to review the agenda materials carefully in order that they properly discharge
their responsibilities.

How it works:

The Secretary identifies action and information items that are routine and/or likely non-controversial. In so
doing, she may consult with the Chair of the Board, the relevant committee chair, and principal resource
persons. In each Committee’s report, these items are noted in the list of items at the beginning of the
report. Action and information items on the agenda and in committee reports that are not noted on the
consent agenda will be presented singly for discussion and voting (when appropriate).

When members receive their Board agendas, they should review all reports in the usual manner. If any
member wants to ask a question, discuss, or oppose an item that is marked for the consent
agenda, he or she can have it be removed from the consent agenda by contacting the Secretary of the
Board of Governors prior to the meeting or by asking that it be removed before the Chair calls for a mover
and seconder for the motion to approve or receive, by unanimous consent, the items listed.

At the Board meeting, before the unanimous consent motion is presented for approval, the Chair of the
Board (1) will advise the Board of items that are to be removed from the list, based on prior requests from
Board members; and (2) will ask if there are any other items that should be removed from the list. The
remaining items are then unanimously approved en bloc without discussion, saving the time that would be
required for individual presentation and voting. Those matters that have been struck from the consent
agenda will be handled in the usual way as each Committee’s report is presented.

The minutes of the Board meeting will report matters approved as part of the consent agenda as "carried
by unanimous consent". Information items received as part of the consent agenda will be reported as
received.
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Western

UNIVERSITY - CANADA

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS

April 21, 2016

The meeting was held at 1:00 p.m., in Room 4155, Stevenson Hall.

PRESENT: Mr. H. Hassan, Chair
Ms. I. Birrell, Secretary

Mr. J. Adams Dr. R. Giffin

Dr. S. Armstrong Mr. J. Green

Dr. C. Beynon Mr. P. Jenkins
Ms. W. Boye Mr. J. Knowles
Ms. C. Burghardt-Jesson Mr. R. Konrad
Dr. J. Capone Ms. G. Kulczycki
Dr. A. Chakma Mr. M. Lerner
Ms. S. Chrominska & Mr. B. Ross

Ms. K. Cole Mr. T. Sutherland
Dr. J. Deakin Dr. B. Timney
Ms. L. Gainey Dr. J. Toswell
Mr. K. Gibbons Mr. M. Wilson

By Invitation: K. Campbell, R. Campbell, R. Chelladurai, H. Connell, S. Fazilat, L. Logan,
A. Weedon

REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT

The President’s report, distributed with the agenda, consisted of the following topics: provincial
government update, Advanced Manufacturing Consortium, federal government update, London
Rapid Transit update and leadership update. He also reported on Western’s budget, the work of
the Provost’'s Task Force on University Budget Models and the work of the University Research
Board Steering Committee on Social Sciences, Arts and Humanities Research.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGENDA [Appendix I]

It was moved by P. Jenkins, seconded by B. Timney,
That with the exception of item 14, Campus Community Police Service — 2015 Annual
Report, the items listed in Appendix I, Unanimous Consent Agenda, be approved or
received for information by the Board of Governors by unanimous consent.
CARRIED

Minutes of the Previous Meeting

The open session minutes of the meeting of January 28, 2016 were approved as circulated.
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REPORT OF THE PROPERTY & FINANCE COMMITTEE [Appendix I1]

2016-17 University Operating and Capital Budgets

It was moved by R. Konrad, seconded by M. Lerner,

That the Board of Governors approve the 2016-17 University Operating and Capital
Budgets and the Proposed Program Specific Fees and Other Supplemental Fees for
2016-17.

R. Konrad stated that the budget is representative of Western's values and mission and thanked
those who were involved in its preparation over many months of work.

Dr. J. Deakin presented a detailed overview of the budget, using slides attached to these minutes
as Appendix 1. She highlighted the following:

e Theinternal and external budgetary context, including the provincial deficit, the continued
funding formula review and the uncertain tuition framework beyond 2016-17.

e The alignment of the budget with Western’s strategic priorities and the slight increase in
operating revenues from the forecasted 2.5% to 3.7% in 2015-16, largely due to an
unexpectedly high acceptance rate in Engineering.

e The general trend of flattening enroliment in most universities and keeping Western’s
enrollment numbers at steady-state between 5,100 — 5,500 first-year students.

e Revenue in 2016-17 is forecasted at $728.5M and expenditure at $732.4M, which will
create an in-year deficit of $3.9M by year’s end.

e In2016-17, 65.9% of the operating revenues will be channeled to academic units, which
is the highest rate among the U15 universities.

e The operating reserve will be drawn down to $9.5M by the end of the four-year cycle in
2018-19, from the current $48M in 2015-16.

e The capital budget will support long-range space plans and a total of $134.4M will be
spent on new construction, repairs and modifications.

A member asked if there are plans to close down Ilvey’'s EMBA program in Asia. Dr. Deakin
responded that Ivey suspended admissions into the program this year and next, but it is looking
for partnerships for the program for the future.

Answering a question regarding potentially increasing enroliments further, Dr. Deakin explained
that Western is now at capacity for undergraduate student space and has physical constraints in
classroom and study space, recreational facilities, and dining space, especially at UCC; however,
there is still room to grow on the graduate side.

A member expressed concerns about the rapidly dwindling operating reserves forecasted in two
years. Dr. Deakin explained that this can be curtailed if necessary by adjusting discretionary
spending over the years.

The question was called and CARRIED.
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Student Fee-Funded Units, Ancillaries and Academic Supports

It was moved by R. Konrad, seconded by S. Chrominska,
That the Board of Governors approve the 2016-17 budgets for Student Fee Funded
Units, Ancillaries, and Academic Units summarized in the report entitled “Student Fee
Funded Units, Ancillaries, Academic Support Units and Associated Companies.”
CARRIED

Student Organization Fee Proposals for 2016-17

It was moved by R. Konrad, seconded by L. Gainey,
That the organization fees for the University Students’ Council for 2016-17 shown in Table
2 (full-time undergraduates) and Table 3 (part-time undergraduates) be approved, as
requested by the USC.
That the organization fees for the Society of Graduate Students shown in Table 2 (full-time
graduate students — three terms) and Table 3 (part-time graduate students) be approved
as requested by SOGS.

That the organization fees for the Honors Business Administration Association for 2016-17
shown in Table 2, note (b) be approved, as requested by the HBAA.

That the organization fees for the Master of Business Administration Association for 2016-
17 shown in Table 2, note (c) be approved, as requested by the MBAA.

CARRIED

Annual Report and Recommendations of the Student Services Committee

It was moved by R. Konrad, seconded by P. Jenkins,

That the ancillary fees collected by the University be those detailed in Annex 4, as
recommended by the Student Services Committee.

In response to a concern regarding the composition of the Student Services Committee, Dr.
Deakin responded that the membership is currently under review and once discussions conclude
with all student organizations, any proposed changes to the fees protocol and the structure of the
committee will be brought forward to the Board.

The question was called and CARRIED.

Information ltems Reported by the Property & Finance Committee

The Report of the Property & Finance Committee, detailed in Appendix Il, contained the following
items that were received for information by unanimous consent:

e Beryl lvey Chair in One Health — Renaming and Revised Terms of Reference

¢ Neil McKenzie Chair in Cardiac Care — Establishment

e Vickie Blair Fellowship in Vascular Surgery — Name Change

e Sheldon H. Weinstein Chair in Diabetes Research — Amendments to Terms of
Reference

e Quarterly Financial Report (Operating Budgets)

e Investment Committee Report

¢ Investment Committee Membership

e New Scholarships and Awards
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REPORT OF THE BY-LAWS COMMITTEE [Appendix I11]

Amendment to By-Law No. 1 — Paragraph F.1 — Attendance

It was moved by M. Wilson, seconded by B. Timney,
That By-Law No. 1, paragraph F.1 be amended to read as follows (amendment in italics):
A quorum of the Board consists of ten members, of whom at least five shall be
members appointed or elected under clauses (b), (c), (d), and (h) of Section 9.(1)
of the Act. Attendance at special meetings and at up to two regular meetings per
calendar year by teleconferencing or other electronic means is permitted.
CARRIED

Special Resolution No. 3 — Banking — Revisions to Officer Titles

It was moved by P. Jenkins, seconded by B. Timney,

That Special Resolution No. 3 — Banking be revised to recognize changes in signatories’
titles as follows:

Manager, Treasury & Investments is now Director, Treasury Services
Research Accounting Manager is now Director, Research Finance
Supervisor of General Accounting/General Accounting System Manager is now
Director, Financial Information Systems

CARRIED (By Unanimous Consent)

Governance and By-Laws Committee — Draft Terms of Reference

The draft terms of reference of the Governance and By-Laws Committee, detailed in Appendix I,
Annex 3, were provided for information. G. Kulczycki voiced concern about item 4(k) regarding
the development of a process for the review of administrative policies. She noted that many of the
policies are complicated and this initiative could become very time consuming. M. Wilson took the
concern under advisement noting that it is not the intent of the Governance and By-Laws
Committee to take ownership of this process but that the other standing committees will be
involved in determining the timing of reviews of policies over which they have oversight.

Implementation of the Report of the Governance Review Task Force

Details regarding the implementation of recommendations contained in the report of the
Governance Review Task Force, detailed in Appendix Ill, Annex 4, were received for information.
M. Wilson noted that volunteers are sought to assist with the development of a Board
performance assessment protocol, orientation, and on-going Board education programs.

REPORT OF THE SENIOR OPERATIONS COMMITTEE [Appendix 1V]

Affiliation Agreement with Museum of Ontario Archaeoloqy

It was moved by L. Gainey, seconded by B. Timney,

That the Board of Governors approve the proposed Affiliation Agreement with the
Museum of Ontario Archaeology, attached as Appendix IV, Annex 1.

J. Deakin noted that the changes will make the Museum more independent and allow flexibility in
its operations. The new relationship will allow the Museum to take responsibility for its own



BG.16-46

BG.16-47

BG.16-48

Board of Governors Open Session
April 21, 2016 Page 5

financial future without impacting the University, while maintaining the academic and research
relationship between the two institutions.

The question was called and CARRIED

Code of Student Conduct Review Committee

It was moved by P. Jenkins, seconded by B. Timney,

That the Board of Governors strike a review committee for the Code of Student Conduct
with membership as follows:

A Dean or Associate Dean appointed by the President (Chair)
Associate Vice-President, Student Experience

Associate Vice-President, Housing and Ancillary Services (or designate)
Vice-Provost (Graduate & Postdoctoral Studies) (or designate)

Chair, University Disciplinary Appeals Committee

President of USC (or designate)

President of SOGS (or designate)

University Legal Counsel

Associate University Secretary

CARRIED (By Unanimous Consent)

Information Items Reported by the Senior Operations Committee

The report of the Senior Operations Committee, detailed in Appendix IV, contained the following
items that were received for information by unanimous consent:

Appointments to University Discipline Appeals Committee
Appointment to the Audit Committee

Note: M. Jadd and J. Scarfone were found to be ineligible for membership on UDAC because they are students at an
Affiliate University College. Two undergraduate students will be appointed in May to UDAC.

REPORT OF THE AUDIT COMMITTEE [Appendix V]

Campus Community Police Service — 2015 Annual Report

The Campus Community Police Service — 2015 Annual Report, detailed in Appendix V, Annexes
la and 1b, was received for information. A member voiced concern about the few number of
women on the Campus Community Police Service (CCPS). G. Kulczycki provided an overview of
staffing: 27 personnel with 12 special constables plus four sergeants for day-to-day operations;
four communications staff; one sergeant who does accreditation and one sergeant who oversees
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). There are 20 male employees and
seven female employees. All five communications officers are female; one administrative officer
is female and the CPTED sergeant is female. Ten female employees since 2007 have been hired
away by city police agencies. There is an ongoing effort to attract and retain female police
officers.

Responding to a comment that the number of mental health cases dealt with by Campus Police is
increasing, G. Kulczycki said that police must be involved in cases where students are in
sufficient distress to be taken to the hospital. The development of a mobile crisis team in London
has assisted Campus Police on several occasions. However, she noted that Western has a
significant number of supports in place for students and currently has no wait lists for other
mental health supports such as psychologists, counsellors, social workers, or peer support. The
Wellness Education Centre is now open in the UCC and will help students identify what support is
available to them.
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Information Item Reported by the Audit Committee

The report of the Audit Committee, detailed in Appendix V, contained the following item that was
received for information by unanimous consent:

Western Office of the Ombudsperson Annual Report 2014-15

REPORT OF THE FUND RAISING AND DONOR RELATIONS COMMITTEE [Appendix VI]

Information Item Reported by the Fund Raising and Donor Relations Committee

The report of the Fund Raising and Donor Relations Committee, detailed in Appendix VI,
contained the following item that was received for information by unanimous consent:

Fundraising Activity Quarterly Report to January 31, 2016

ITEMS REFERRED BY SENATE [Appendix VII]

Performance Indicators Report

The Board received for information the Performance Indicators Report detailed in Appendix VII,
Annex 4. J. Deakin provided an overview of the report using slides contained in Appendix 2.

A member asked if students’ well-roundedness was measured anywhere, as the charts only
provide information about entering grades. Dr. Deakin responded that it is not explicitly
measured, but a lot of programs use other tools during their admission process, such as
portfolios, personal statements or performance tests.

In response to the question whether increased entering grades created an increased level of
mental health issues because of pressure on students, Dr. Deakin explained that schools across
the province are dealing with the same mental health issues. Given the variability of entrance
standards across the system, there would not seem to be a correlation.

A member raised concern about local students not being able to get into Western due to high
entering grade requirements, thus creating a potential financial burden for local families whose
children might not be able to stay in London. Dr. Deakin responded that the three affiliated
university colleges have lower entrance grades, which might alleviate the problem somewhat.
She also mentioned that a small number of places will be created in the Faculty of Arts and
Humanities this year for students with lower entering averages on a trial basis, as one measure to
help that Faculty boost its enrollment.

Information ltems Reported by Senate

Appendix VII, Items Referred by Senate, contained the following items that were received for
information by unanimous consent:

2016-17 University Operating and Capital Budgets

2016 Entrance Standards for Undergraduate First-Year Admissions

Five Year Enrolment Projections

Report on Year One Class and Entering Averages

Report from the Provost's Task Force on University Budget Models

Report of the Graduate Funding Subcommittee on the Provost’s Task Force on
Budget Models

Working Group on Information Security (WGIS) 2015 Annual Report

e Report of the Academic Colleague

e Teaching Award Recipients 2015
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e Report of the Honorary Degrees Committee
e Board Report on Senate Agenda

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

University Maintenance

Responding to a question about maintenance on campus and the recent closure of the University
bridge, G. Kulczycki said that regular inspections occur and that a preventative maintenance
program is in place. An infrastructure study is underway to review safety as well as adequacy.
This report will come to the Board in due course.

The meeting adjourned to the confidential session.

H. Hassan l. Birrell
Chair Secretary
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2016-17 Operating and Capital
Budgets

Board of Governors
April 21, 2016

Western

External Context

 Provincial Deficit and Debt continue at very high
levels

* Funding Formula Review
— Future of enrolment growth funding ?

» Current Tuition Framework ends with 2016-17

Western &3 2
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Western’s Planning Parameters

* Moving to Second Year of 4-Year Plan
» Recommendations Guided by Strategic Plan
» Enrolments reaching Steady-State

— Undergraduate: First-Year Class of about 5,100
» With 550 International — growing to 600

— Graduate: as per Faculty Plans
» Revenue Sharing Continues (contingent on enrolments)

 Tuition Rates for 2016-17
— Domestic Rates at Maximum of 3% Overall
— Undergrad Int’l: still moving towards Ontario-U6 levels

Western: Total Constituent FTE Enrolment
(Full-Time plus Part-time FTES)
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Average Entering Grade of Full-Time First-Year
Students from Ontario High Schools
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The 2016-17 Operating Budget

Western

Summary of the 2016-17 Operating Budget
(Table 2)

Revenue Forecast =$728.5M

— Increase of 3.4%

Expenditure Plan =$732.4M

— Increase of 5.3%

Projected In-Year Position =$ -3.9M

Projected Operating Reserve =$ 44.1M
— Forecast to be at $9.5M at end of 4-year period

Western &3 8
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Projected 2016-17 Operating Revenues
(Total = $728.5M)

48.8%

B Govt Grants Tuition ®A]Jl Other ‘

Appendix 1

Western

2016-17 Operating Expenditures
(Total = $732.4M)

65.9%

B Faculties Base + One-Time Centrally-Funded Student Aid
Support Units Base + One-Time B University-Wide Expenditures
U-Wide One-Time & Provision

Western

10
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Our Strategic Plan Priorities

e Y T

1 RAISING OUR EXPECTATIONS: CREATEA
WORLD-CLASS RESEARCH AND SCHOLARSHIP
CULTURE

2 LEADING IN LEARNING: PROVIDE CANADA’S
BEST EDUCATION FOR TOMORROW’S GLOBAL
LEADERS

3 REACHING BEYOND CAMPUS: ENGAGE

ALUMNI, COMMUNITY, INSTITUTIONAL &
INTERNATIONAL PARTNERS

4 TAKING CHARGE OF OUR DESTINY:

GENERATE AND INVEST NEW RESOURCES IN
SUPPORT OF EXCELLENCE

Western

Appendix 1

Investments and New Initiatives in this Budget

Initiative Investment Strategic
Plan Pillars

Support for the Long-Range Space Plan
The Integrated Learning & Innovation Centre

Strategic Expansion of Engineering

Scholarship Initiatives in SSHRC Disciplines
Endowment

Pedestrian-Friendly Initiatives & Campus Safety

Strengthen Library Acquisitions Budget

Energy Conservation Initiatives

Entrepreneurship Initiatives

Western

$15 M One-Time

$5.5 M One-Time &
$800K Base (self-
funding plan)

$5 M One-Time &
One-Time $200K

$2 M One-Time

$1.1 M One-Time &
$250 K Base (in each
of next 3 years)

$1.5 M One-Time

$1 M One-Time

1,2

1,2,4

1,4

2

1,2,4

1,2

12
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Investments and New Initiatives in this Budget

Investment / New Initiative Investment Strategic
Plan Pillars

Alice Munro Endowed Chair in Creativity $500 K One-Time 13,4
University Advertising Initiatives $500K One-Time 3
Major Facilities/Infrastructure Needs in Faculties $6.6 M One-Time 2

Western

Appendix 1

The 2016-17 Capital Budget

Western &g 14
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Overview of the 2016-17 Capital Budget

e Supports Long-Range Space Plan (Table 14)

» Major Projects: Underway or Soon-to-Start
— Music Building
— Academic Building to House FIMS and Nursing
— Medical Research Facilities (M & 1)
— Modernization of University College
— Interdisciplinary Research Building
— New Engineering Building
— Follow-on Projects in HSA and NCB
— Integrated Learning and Innovation Centre
— University-wide Infrastructure Projects
— Parking-related Projects

Western

Overview of the 2016-17 Capital Budget

e Major Projects in Various Planning Stages
— Modernization of Thames Hall
— Follow-on Projects in Natural Sciences Centre
— New Initiatives/Partnerships at the Research Parks
— Renewal/Replacement/Expansion of Medical Facilities

— Multi-level Parking Structures

» Will require re-alignment of parking lot categories and increases to
parking rates

— Renewal of Spencer Engineering Building

Western &g 16
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Overview of the 2016-17 Capital Budget

» Total Spending of $134.4M  (Table 15, line 21)
— $55.7M for New Construction (Table 18)
— $25.9M for Major Renovations (Table 18)

— $52.8M for All Other Expenditures
o Utilities and Infrastructure
» Modernization of Academic Facilities
» General Maintenance and Modernization
» Housing Renovations

Appendix 1

Western

END

Western
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Annual Report on
Performance and Activity Indicators

Board of Governors
April 21, 2016

Metric A

Attract the brightest students as
demonstrated through the highest entering
grade average and the highest number of
students with external awards among
Canada’s leading research-intensive
universities.

Appendix 2
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Figure 1, Page 5

Average Entering Grades
of New Full-Time First-Year Ontario Secondary School Students
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Figure 2, Page 5

Ontario: 2014-15 Average Entering Grades of New Full-Time
First-Year Ontario Secondary School Students
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Metric B

Achieve the highest student retention and
graduation rates among Canada’s leading
research-intensive universities.

Figure 5, Page 9
U15: Year 1 to Year 2 Retention Rates

2013-14 Entering Cohort
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U15 Avg = 90.3%

80%

60%

40% -

20%

0% -

Source: August 2015 CSRDE Peer Institutional Reports. Excludes Alberta, Laval, and Saskatchewan
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Figure 7, Page 11
U15: Undergraduate Student Graduation Rates

2008-09 Entering Cohort -- Six Years After Entry

100%
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40%

Source: August 2015 CSRDE Peer Institutional Reports. Excludes Alberta, Laval, and Saskatchewan

Figure 8, Page 13
U15: Doctoral Degree Completion Rates

2000-2004 Entering Cohorts — All Disciplines
at Nine Years After Entry
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Source: U15 Data Exchange. UBC data are for 2003 and 2004 only; Laval data are for 2002-2004 only; Manitoba data are for 2001-2004 only; Alberta and
Montreal data are for 2000-2003 only. Excludes Dalhousie and Saskatchewan
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Figure 9, Page 13
U15: Average Number of Years to Doctoral Degree Completion
2000-2004 Entering Cohorts — All Disciplines

U15Avg = 5.3

Source: U15 Data Exchange. UBC data are for 2003 and 2004 only; Laval data are for 2002-2004 only; Manitoba data are for 2001-2004 only; Alberta and
Montreal data are for 2000-2003 only. Excludes Dalhousie and Saskatchewan

Metric C

Enhance the learning experience by
providing a community-based experiential
learning opportunity, an international
learning opportunity, or a research learning
opportunity for all undergraduates who wish
to pursue one as part of their degree.

Appendix 2
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Figure 12, Page 17
U15: How Would You Evaluate Your Entire
Educational Experience at this Institution? -- First Year Students
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Figure 13, Page 17
U15: How Would You Evaluate Your Entire
Educational Experience at this Institution? -- Senior Year Students
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Metric D

Increase international undergraduate student
enrolment to at least 15% and domestic out-
of province student enrolment to at least
10% of the undergraduate student body.
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Proportion of First-Year Students from Other Canadian Provinces
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Figure 16, Page 21

International Students as a Proportion of Total First-Year Students
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Metric E

Increase graduate student enrolment to at
least 20% of the total student body.
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20%

Western: Full-Time Masters and Doctoral Students
as a Proportion of Total Full-Time Student Enrolment

Figure 17, Page 23
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Metric H

Increase our national share of funding
awarded from each of the Federal Tri-
councils.

70

Figure 26, Page 33

Western: Tri-Council Funding ($M)

B CIHR BNSERC B SSHRC |
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2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Source: Western University

2014-15

Appendix 2
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Figure 27, Page 33
Western: Share of Tri-Council Funding
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Western: Total Research Revenue ($M)

Figure 28, Page 35
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Metric |

Increase the number of faculty members
who have won national and international
teaching /research awards and similar
distinctions.

Figure 29, Page 37

Western: Cumulative Teaching Awards

90

W OCUFA Teaching and Academic Librarianship Awards
80 T m3M National Teaching Fellowships

pre 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
2000

Source: Western University

Appendix 2

12



Board of Governors Minutes

April 21, 2016

Figure 30, Page 37

Western: Cumulative Research Awards
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Metric K

Increase share of operating budget from
non-Provincial sources by 1% per year.

Appendix 2
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Figure 33, Page 41
Western: Share of Operating Budget from Non-Provincial Sources
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Source: Western University -- Operating Budget Document. i.e. excluding Core/On-Going Provincial Government Grants

Metric L

Surpass our $750-million “ Be Extraordinary”
fundraising campaign goal and grow the
university’s endowment to at least $500

million by 2018.

Appendix 2
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Western: Total Endowment Value ($M)
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Figure 34, Page 43
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Figure 36, Page 45

U15: Endowment Assets per Full-Time Student in 2013
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Metric M

Build institutional capacity to sustain
fundraising beyond the current campaign,
with an eventual goal of increasing annual
fundraising achievements to $100 million.

Appendix 2
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Figure 37, Page 47
Total Gifts to Western ($M)
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Figure 38, Page 47
Western: Fundraising Campaign -- Funds Raised To-Date ($M)
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REPORT OF THE PROPERTY AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Contents Consent
Agenda
Rapid Transit Recommendations No
Federal Infrastructure Program Submissions Yes
Investment Committee Membership Yes
lan McWhinney Chair in Family Medicine — Revisions to Terms of Yes
Reference
Alice Munro Chair in Creativity - Establishment Yes
Fowler Kennedy Lease Renewal Yes
Ontario Auditor General’s Report — University Intellectual Property Yes
UHIP Fees 2016-17 Yes
Ancillary Financial Report Yes
Quarterly Ratio Report on Non-Endowed Funds Yes
New Scholarships and Awards Yes
FOR APPROVAL
Rapid Transit Recommendations
Recommended: 1. That the Board of Governors approve the following position statements
with respect to the introduction of rapid transit in the City of London:
. Western supports the introduction of rapid transit in London.
. Western supports rapid transit coming to its campus.
. Western supports its students’ desire to see improvements in
transit services.
. Western supports options for light rail or bus rapid transit to
service the campus via routings on Richmond Street and
Western Road.
. In keeping with Western's campus master plan (approved in
2015), which has a long term focus on promoting safety and
security on campus through the establishment of pedestrian and
cycling networks near the centre and vehicles at the periphery,
and noting that the university has embarked on planning to
enhance safety on campus through a transformation to a more
pedestrian-friendly space including limiting vehicular traffic,
Western does not support light rail traversing through campus,
nor bus rapid transit traversing through campus if it is a condition
precedent that such bus rapid transit be convertible to light rail.
2. That prior to taking a formal position on bus rapid transit traversing
through campus, the university develop the plan for a pedestrian-focused
campus, with limitations on vehicular traffic.
Background:

The report of the University Rapid Transit Working Group is attached as Annex 1.
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FOR INFORMATION

Federal Infrastructure Program Submissions

At its meeting of April 21, 2016, the Board of Governors delegated to the President the authority to
determine projects to be submitted to the Federal government’s infrastructure program competition,
recognizing the very tight deadlines set by the government. It was noted that any project selected would
come forward through the Board’s normal approval processes with respect to budget approval at the
appropriate time.

Three projects were submitted from Western and summaries of them are attached (Annexes 2-4) for
information.

Investment Committee Membership

The Property & Finance Committee approved the reappointment of Jim Knowles to the Investment
Committee for a four-year term ending May 31, 2020. Mr. Knowles has been a member of the Investment
Committee since May 2012 and a member of the Board of Governors since 2008.

The Committee membership is now:

Two current or former members of the Board of Governors, appointed by the P&F Committee

Rosamond lvey (August 2018)

Jim Knowles (May 2020)

Five members appointed by the P&F Committee on recommendation of the Investment Committee
Lee Sienna (March 2021)

Richard Konrad (March 2018)

Doug Greaves (August 2017)

David Stenason (December 2021)

Doug Porter (February 2018)

lan McWhinney Chair in Family Medicine — Revisions to Terms of Reference

See Annex 5.

Alice Munro Chair in Creativity

On behalf of the Board of Governors, the Property & Finance Committee approved the establishment of
the Alice Munro Chair in Creativity with terms as outlined in Annex 6.

Fowler Kennedy Lease Renewal

At its meeting on June 7, 2016, the Property & Finance Committee approved the renewal of the lease to
the London Health Sciences Centre of the space for the Fowler Kennedy Sports Medicine Clinic until
April 30, 2017, with an option to LHSC for a further two-year renewal until April 30, 2019.

Fowler Kennedy Clinic has operated in its current location in the 3M Building for approximately 20 years,
under an agreement with LHSC that provides benefits for the university in terms of specialized expertise
for student athletes, as well as teaching and research benefits for the Faculty of Health Sciences and
Schulich. The current lease expired in April 2015, and we have been operating on a month to month basis
while Intercollegiate Athletics conducted a review of its needs and discussions took place about a
possible move of the Clinic to the Research Park. IA determined that the Clinic was meeting its needs,
and while discussions continue about a possible move, space is not available elsewhere currently and
both the Clinic and the University wish to formalize the lease arrangements for the near future, resulting in
the proposed renewal for a definite term until April 2017, with the availability of a renewal for a further two
years if satisfactory new space is not found.
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Ontario Auditor General’s Report — University Intellectual Property

See Annex 7. Both the Audit Committee and the Property & Finance Committee received the report for
information. It was agreed that at a future meeting, the Board should receive a comprehensive briefing on
intellectual property and related issues at Western.

UHIP Fees 2016-2017

The Property & Finance Committee has delegated authority from the Board of Governors to deal with
proposed supplementary and ancillary fees that are not available at the time the budget is approved.
New fees or continuing fees that are more than 10 per cent greater than the amount estimated in the
budget document are submitted to the Committee for approval. Continuing fees that are lower than the
estimated amount or no more than 10 per cent higher are reported to the Committee for information.

UHIP Rates 2016-2017

2015-16 | 2016-17 %
University Health Insurance Plan for International Students Amount | Amount | change
Undergraduates, Full-time and Part-time 12 month term | 612.00 612.00 -0%
Graduates, excluding MBA per term 204.00 204.00 -0%
Graduates, MBA 12 month term | 612.00 612.00 -0%
Exchange students per term 204.00 204.00 -0%

These insurance rates are negotiated annually.

Ancillary Financial Report

See Annex 8.

Quarterly Ratio Report on Non-Endowed Funds

See Annex 9.

New Scholarships and Awards

See Annex 10.
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CITY OF LONDON RAPID TRANSIT PROPOSAL

Report of the University Rapid Transit Working Group

From the outset, the university has been supportive of Shift — London’s Rapid Transit Initiative. To that
end, in February of 2016 our President & Vice-Chancellor Amit Chakma provided letters of support for
London’s requests for funding to both the provincial and federal governments. These letters as well as a
response from Mayor Matt Brown are included as Sub-Appendix A.

The University Rapid Transit Working Group has completed its analysis and community consultations
regarding the possibility of having light rail rapid transit travel through the campus. The consulting firm of
Parsons, which has expertise in transportation, was engaged to advise the University. We are pleased to
present our findings.

We provided several weeks (from a February 10, 2016 launch until the transit email account was closed
for submissions on March 24, 2016) for our community to provide feedback. The response was large and
an overview of the feedback provided via the email account, as well as feedback provided through other
venues is included as Sub-Appendix B.

We have developed an inventory of academic and research equipment and labs that could be impacted
by electromagnetic interference, vibration and noise impacts of light rail. Please refer to Sub-Appendix
C.

We had a recent experience of operating a shuttle service on campus in conjunction with bridge repairs.
This provided some interesting insights into students’ willingness to walk from more distant transit
locations. Please refer to Sub-Appendix D.

We received from the London Transit Commission (LTC) some preliminary information regarding the
rationalization of bus routes and numbers on campus with the introduction of light rail. Please refer to
Sub-Appendix E.

Our last Academica Group survey of undergraduate student applicants to Western provided some
interesting and relevant information about why students chose Western. Please refer to Sub-Appendix F.

We have previously shared with the Board the results of our campus traffic study conducted (by Parsons)
in December of 2015. Sub-Appendix G includes both a summary of the key findings for ease of
reference, as well as a high level overview of the results in presentation format, for purposes of
completeness of this report.

As is noted particularly in Sub-Appendices B and C, the City’s preferred identified routes through campus
raised significant concerns. Sub-Appendix H analyzes the two routes preferred by the City along with
other options identified by the University Rapid Transit Working Group, by Parsons, and by the extensive
consultations we undertook. As noted in Sub-Appendix H, at its heart, the City-preferred routes create
incremental pedestrian safety concerns, interrupt the academic, research and performance enterprise of
the university, entail significant incremental costs, and do not respect the campus master plan principles
and initiatives. By the same token, an option that has light rail coming north on Western Road or across a
new bridge on Huron via Philip Aziz to Western Road is positive for all those criteria (and others). It is for
these reasons that the motion supports a routing on Western Road (including on Huron via Philip Aziz),
as well as a routing on Richmond Street stopping at the university gates.

Having completed our analysis and consultations regarding the possibility of having light rail move
through the campus, we are now turning our focus to the direction articulated in the 2016-17 budget
document: “We are in the early stages of a multi-year plan to transform our campus into a pedestrian-
friendly and safe campus — including reducing/eliminating vehicular traffic, improved pedestrian and
bicycle access, and moving parking to the periphery of campus.” We are grateful for the support of a
$2.0M allocation to commence our efforts. Our group heading these efforts will be joined by
undergraduate and graduate student representatives. Of note, the new USC president’s platform included
a priority for pedestrian safety on campus and, hence, he was most pleased to be invited to appoint a
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representative. LHSC also will be continuing their involvement, given the presence of University Hospital
on our campus and implications and opportunities for them. In the meantime, | would like to acknowledge
the significant work and contributions of the following members of the University Rapid Transit Working
Group:

Carmen Bertone, Executive Director, Facilities Operations

John Carson, Director, Campus Community Police Services

Helen Connell, Associate Vice-President (Communications & Public Affairs)
Saher Fazilat, Executive Director, Facilities Development & Engineering

Susan Grindrod, Associate Vice-President (Housing & Ancillary Services)

Lynn Logan, Associate Vice-President (Finance & Facilities Management)
Glenn Matthews, Housing Mediation Officer

Michael McLean, Director, Facilities Planning & Design

Peter White, Executive Director, Government Relations & Strategic Partnerships

Gitta Kulczycki
Vice-President (Resources and Operations)
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Western &

President & Vice-Chancellor

February 19, 2016

The Honourable Stephen Del Duca
Minister of Transportation

3rd Floor, Ferguson Block

77 Wellesley Street West

Toronto, Ontario

M7A 178

Dear Minister Del Duca,
RE: Support for Shift — The City of London’s Rapid Transit Initiative

On behalf of Western University, | am pleased to submit this letter of support for Shift — London’s
Rapid Transit Initiative. We commend the Government of Ontario for its continued commitment to
improving infrastructure and transportation throughout the province, including $15 billion outside the
Greater Toronto Hamilton Area. This transformative investment will facilitate significant economic,
social and environmental benefits for all Ontarians.

London is the largest city in Canada without a Rapid Transit system. Our students, faculty and staff
depend on London's public transit system, and would benefit significantly from a transformative
investment to improve it. Western fully supports the City of London’s request for $388 million in
provincial funding to help construct a new 22km Hybrid LRT/BRT System in our city. Rapid Transit
will also lead to better connectivity across the province through seamless integration with Ontario’s
planned High Speed Rail network.

We strongly encourage the Ontario Government to invest in Rapid Transit in London, which will
generate economic, social and environmental benefits for Western, the City of London, and all 2.5
million people of Southwestern Ontario.

Sincerely,

4'1L'2__

Amit Chakma
President & Vice-Chancellor
Western University

cc. The Honourable Kathleen Wynne, Premier of the Province of Ontario
The Honourable Deb Matthews, Deputy Premier and MPP, London North Centre
The Honourable Glen Murray, Minister of the Environment and Climate Change
The Honourable Brad Duguid, Minister of Economic Development, Employment and
Infrastructure
Ms. Teresa Armstrong, MPP, London-Fanshawe
Mr. Jeff Yurek, MPP, Elgin-Middlesex-London
Ms. Peggy Sattler, MPP, London West
Mayor Matt Brown, City of London
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Western &

President & Vice-Chancellor

February 19, 2016

The Honourable Amarjeet Sohi

Minister of Infrastructure and Communities
House of Commons

Parliament Buildings

Ottawa, Ontario

K1A 0A6

Dear Minister Sohi,
RE: Support for Shift — The City of London’s Rapid Transit Initiative

On behalf of Western University, | am pleased to submit this letter of support for Shift — London’s Rapid Transit
Initiative. We commend the Government of Canada for its commitment to the renewal and revitalization of
infrastructure across the country, particularly public transit. This transformative investment in infrastructure will
facilitate significant economic, social and environmental benefits for all Canadians over the coming years.

London is the largest city in Canada without a Rapid Transit system. Our students, faculty and staff depend on
London's public transit system, and would benefit considerably from a transformative investment to improve it.
Western fully supports the City of London’s request for $388 million in Federal funding to construct a new 22km
Hybrid Light Rail / Bus Rapid Transit System in our city. . Rapid Transit in London is a “shovel worthy” project
that will have a significant positive impact of the quality of life for the people of the region.

We strongly encourage the Government of Canada to invest in Rapid Transit in London which will generate
economic, social and environmental benefits for Western, the City of London, and all 2.5 million people of
Southwestern Ontario.

Sincerely,

Jr—‘LL",z__

Amit Chakma
President & Vice Chancellor
Western University

cc. The Right Honourable Justin Trudeau, Prime Minister
The Honourable Bill Morneau, Minister of Finance
The Honourable Marc Garneau, Minister of Transport
The Honourable Catherine McKenna, Minister of Environment and Climate Change
Mr. Pablo Rodriguez, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Infrastructure and Communities, MP,
Honoré-Mercier, QC
Ms. Kate Young, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Transport and MP, London West
Mr. Peter Fragiskatos, MP, London North Centre
Ms. Irene Mathyssen, MP, London-Fanshawe
Ms. Karen Vecchio, MP, Elgin-Middlesex-London
Mayor Matt Brown, City of London
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March 1, 2016

OFFICE
OF MAYOR
MATT BROWN

Dear Dr. Chakma,

Thank you for your letter of support for Shift — London’s Rapid Transit Initiative.
London is our nation’s 11™ largest city, and the largest city in Canada without a
Rapid Transit system. Your support for this initiative is an important part of
turning our plans for Rapid Transit into a reality.

Rapid Transit will facilitate substantial economic, social and environmental
benefits for London and Southwestern Ontario, benefiting the students, staff
and faculty of Western University. A Rapid Transit system would run along
London’s busiest corridors, connecting neighbourhoods, business and
institutions in our community.

Please pass along my sincere thanks to your colleagues at Western University
for all of the work they have done to make Rapid Transit a truly community
centered conversation. Western University students, faculty and staff make up a
city within a city, with unique needs and perspectives. Your voice and
participation is essential in the success of this initiative. | am looking forward to
continuing to collaborate with you on our shared plans for Rapid Transit in
London.

Shift is about more than transportation. It’s about jobs, productivity and the
economy. It’'s about families and quality of life. We are building a more
sustainable and connected London for generations to come.

Once again, thank you for your letter of support.

Sincerely,

Al

Mayor Matt Brown

300 Dufferin Avenue
P.O. Box 5053
London, ON Canada
N6A 419

THE CITY OF LONDON

T.519.661.4920
F. 519.661.5308
mayor@london.ca

LONDON.CA
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Overview of Written Feedback

Summary: In the collective memory of the University Rapid Transit Working Group (with two
having more than thirty years tenure at Western) no other single initiative or issue has
garnered as much response from the Western community as the Rapid Transit Proposal, with
over 700 written submissions as well as active participation in university meetings held to
discuss this important initiative. Many who wrote expressed their appreciation for the
consultation and the opportunity to provide input.

Feedback coming through the Email Account: transit@uwo.ca

There were a total of 703 submissions, 159 from staff and faculty, 541 from students, and 3
from individuals not within the Western Community. I’ve not included any analysis of the last
category. The email account was established on February 10 and closed for submissions on
March 24.

Staff and faculty feedback: Of the total 157 individual submissions:

41 commented in favour of having light rail come through the campus

96 were opposed to having light rail come through the campus

28 were in favour of a vehicle-free campus

And finally 57 suggested alternate routes other than the two identified by the City.

Just an explanatory note in understanding these numbers: 57 who commented either in favour
or (mostly) in opposition to light rail coming through campus, then went on to suggest an
alternate route. The most frequently mentioned alternatives were Richmond Street (but not
through campus) and Western Road.

On February 10 our Leaders’ Forum was dedicated to the topic: “Pedestrians, Cars, Buses and
Trains”. This Forum is a gathering of all the senior academic and administrative leaders from
across campus, approximately 200 in number. We have these Forums three or four times in the
academic year, on topics of interest to the broader campus leadership. This was the first
opportunity we had to present the results of the traffic study undertaken in December. This
Forum generated a great deal of interest and subsequent written submissions, not only from
those in attendance but subsequently from leaders’ teams. It’s fair to observe that Forum
attendees were surprised at the volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic on campus and at
key intersections and in general expressed a desire for the university to address this. We used
this Forum as the launch of the website containing information about the Shift proposal and the
traffic study (and subsequently other materials) and established the email account to receive
feedback.

Staff and faculty took the time to provide commentary beyond expressing their preferences.
Here’s an overview of what they had to say:


mailto:transit@uwo.ca
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Many made note of the traffic fatalities that occurred on campus in 2015.

There was a great deal of concern expressed about the safety of pedestrians and the
volume of traffic. Many wrote to say we need to stop cut through traffic. Many gave
examples of other campuses that are eliminating vehicular traffic. Here are two
indicative quotes: “Traffic free campuses are a real joy and the future of top
universities” and “traffic free campuses are serene and beautiful, not a loud traffic
hazard.” A variety of suggestions were offered as to how we might go about reducing
cut through traffic.

Independent of their view of the Shift proposal, many expressed a desire to see a better
transit system in London and noted a number of particular deficiencies either in routing
or areas serviced.

Those who spoke in favour of having light rail travel through campus mentioned it as a
wonderful opportunity for London and for Western, and part of being world class and
creating a thriving city. Many thought it could be combined with the elimination of cars
on campus to enhance both the pedestrian experience as well as pedestrian safety. A
number who were in favour expressed a preference for the route on Lambton, or other
choices (meaning other than the Middlesex Hill route). Often expressed were terms
such as modern, convenient and efficient. Also noted were the improvements this
would bring in accessibility for aging community members and in that vein suggesting
additional stops be incorporated.

Those who were against having light rail travel through campus mentioned a variety of
concerns. Certainly concerns about safety and volume of traffic was a common theme.
A number of researchers, and a few from the Faculty of Music wrote to express their
worry about a negative impact to academic and research pursuits as a result of
electromagnetic interference, vibration and noise. Some researchers provided very
specific information, one even asking who was going to bear the costs not only of the
remediation required for the equipment and building, but who would bear the lost
productivity costs. A former Dean of Music wrote to convey the experience of York
University’s building a new home for the School of the Arts, Media, Performance and
Design close to Steeles Avenue, when the Toronto Transit Commission announced plans
to install rail and bus routes along Steeles. In that case, because the building was at an
early stage of construction additional sound and vibration buffering could be added into
the music spaces; noting this is not possible with our new music building having just
been completed. More generally a number expressed concerns about the cost of
introducing light rail as taxpayers, with some wondering what the business case could
be or even providing reference to studies done elsewhere where light rail did not have
the intended economic impact. A number of staff in particular noted it is cheaper to
park on campus than it is to take the transit system and wondered what the costs of the
new system would be, whether the cost of the student transit pass would increase, and
whether the university would subsidize transit, or encouraging that we do so. And
finally on the cost side, there was concern about the buildings and research facilities
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that would have to be moved, re-purposed, or re-designed at immense cost. Quite a
number expressed concerns about the negative impact to the beautiful appearance and
atmosphere on campus, noting this is a reason faculty and students come here and
noting the need for campus to be a place to think and contemplate. Some telling
guotes: “it needs to be removed from the hustle and bustle of an urban setting;” “a
tranquil less busy environment is more conducive for research and teaching;” and “we
are not an urban campus.” Also noted was a recent Academica Group survey
undertaken of why students choose Western, noting that the attractiveness of campus
is the third highest reason (more on this survey is covered elsewhere in the Property &
Finance Committee report). The theme of “to and from campus, but not through
campus” was common.

Student feedback: Of the total 541 submissions from students, 8 were on behalf of student
groups numbering at least 1,060 students (for 2 of the 8 — the Faculty of Health Sciences
Student Council, and the Hippocratic Council/Dentistry Students Council (covering
medical/dental students) there is no indication of the size of the student groups represented.)
First to the individual submissions representing individual students:

27 commented in favour of having light rail come through the campus
502 were opposed to having light rail come through the campus
5 were in favour of a vehicle-free campus, and

Finally 324 suggested alternate routes other than the two identified routes coming through the
campus.

Of the 8 group submissions, 7 representing at least 1,060 students were opposed to having light
rail come through the campus. One from the Hippocratic Council/Dentistry Students Council
was in favour of light rail coming through the campus.

Just an explanatory note in understanding these numbers: 324 students who commented
either in favour or in opposition to light rail coming through campus, then went on to suggest
an alternate route. The most common refrain here (from over 300 students) was “light rail to
campus, but not through campus.”

Significantly fewer students (as compared to staff and faculty) provided explanatory comments.
Approximately 300 of the individual student submissions appeared as a vote, clearly responding
to some sort of organized activity going on within the student body. These were generally in
the vein of “I, so and so, am a student and | support light rail to, but not through campus.” A
very few were in support.

As big transit users, a number of students commented on their frustrations and challenges with
transit as it exists today: full buses driving by, infrequent service and unreliable service.
Students want better access around the city; downtown and Masonville in particular were
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noted. There were questions as to how this proposal would help those students west of
campus and whether they would see service improvements.

For those students who wrote in favour of having light rail come through campus and who
added comments (of which there were very few) , they noted it as a great investment; that it
would provide significant improvement and improve their commuting experience.

For those students who provided comments in opposition to light rail coming through campus,
the most common concern was the negative impact on Western’s beautiful surroundings.
Students spoke of Western being their home away from home, and noting the beautiful
campus as a reason they chose the school. They providing comments noting their search for a
tranquil place of learning, or an intellectual oasis, and noting “our campus is beautiful and full
of nature.” Interestingly this is very much in keeping with the results of the Academica Group
survey that was done of applicants to Western and why students chose Western (more on this
survey is covered elsewhere in this report). Other comments were expressed also: safety
concerns asking that we not put convenience over safety and noting the deaths on campus in
2015, many made the link to physical and mental health, noting the introduction of light rail
would impact that negatively, concerns around the cost of the system and noting the negative
impacts to research and to music. A number referenced the official position of the 2015-2016
University Students Council (USC), noting the president in no way reflects the opinion of the
student body on this matter.

There was petition or motion activity within certain student groups:

A petition from a graduating class Facebook group for kinesiology of 90 students noting they
were opposed.

A group submission on behalf of 22 Kinesiology Students’ Association Council were opposed.

A group submission from 113 students who are varsity athletes (plus 6 family members) were
opposed.

A group submission from 65 students including varsity athletes (different sports than the
submission noted above) as well as other students were opposed.

A group submission led by the President of the Undergraduate Chapter of the International
Fraternity of Phi Gamma Delta at Western representing 63 students were opposed.

A group submission from the Interfraternity Council at Western, representing 11 independent
fraternal organizations, comprising nearly 600 students noted unanimous opposition. “We, the
Greek Community, strongly believe that the installation of light rail transit through campus
would be a terrible mistake.”

A group submission on behalf of the Faculty of Health Sciences Student Council indicated that
after a presentation and question and answer session there was a majority vote against any rail
lines through campus. There was no indication of the size of this group.
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Finally, there was a submission on behalf of the Hippocratic Council of the Schulich School of
Medicine and the Dental Student Society noting their strong support of a transit plan that
would bring light rail through campus. Again there was no indication of the size of this group.
They noted benefits to medical and dental students including improved safety of students,
enhanced student quality of life, better connections to hospitals and placement sites, and
bolstered ties to allied health students.

Feedback submitted directly to Gitta Kulczycki and/or directed to the University Rapid Transit
Working Group

There were a total of 8 submissions received through means other than the email account. Of
the 8, one was a short note from a faculty member commenting favourably on a routing
through campus, a second was from a Huron alumnus also commenting in favour, and a third
was from another faculty member commenting strongly against. One was from the Alumni
Association Board encouraging a principles-based approach to making the decision, without
taking a position. The remainder (4) all commented negatively on the proposal:

Our former Provost, Fred Longstaffe, noted the importance of “the Keepers of the Campus”
taking the long view for the university and our collective sense of pride of place and space. In
that vein we should be removing traffic from the centre of our campus rather than adding
more.

Two health sciences faculty members together submitted an extensive analysis of light rail
coming through the campus using the criteria identified by the Rapid Transit Working Group
and also adding “health” as an important objective/criteria. Their conclusion was negative to
having light rail come through the campus, but positive to other possible routes. They added a
number of ideas to better manage and reduce vehicular traffic and improve pedestrian safety.
One of those faculty members (from Kinesiology) is Al Salmoni whose 3™ year class focused on
pedestrian safety on campus in the aftermath of the death of the first year health sciences
student in October of 2015. The other faculty member wrote separately to identify questions
and commenting on the lack of evidence to support some of the City’s position as presented in
the town halls. He concluded by noting that Western had just funded his group for an
Interdisciplinary Initiative to build a program of education and research that enhances resilient
mental health in our students and that the main tools to do so are the natural environment
combined with physical activity. The idea of having trains through the centre of campus would
be diametrically opposed to that philosophy in trade for convenience, he noted.

And finally, one of the 8 was a petition, endorsed by the Dean of Health Sciences and signed by
74 individual students, staff and faculty in Kinesiology in support of light rail to campus, but not
through campus.

Feedback submitted directly to the Board of Governors




Board of Governors APPENDIX II, Annex 1
June 23, 2016 Sub-Appendix B
Page 6

The Board received 4 direct submissions on this matter. Because of their significance, they are
individually highlighted.

The 2015-2016 President of the USC, Sophie Helpard, wrote on behalf of the Council and
undergraduate students at Western supporting students having direct access to transit, noting
that a reliable transit system linked with our physical campus is part of a world-class
experience. She referenced their public endorsement of the LRT/BRT system that City Council
unanimously endorsed in November of 2015, noting that “...rapid transit on Western’s campus
is a priority for the USC and for our students.”

The former Dean of the Faculty of Health Sciences, Jim Weese, wrote to express his support for
keeping light rail on the periphery of campus, and not through the campus. He noted his
deeper concern that we embrace having fewer cars and buses on campus and support more
pedestrian traffic. He then went on to offer some specific suggestions on how we might change
the use and configuration of our campus roads and bridge.

In April, the senior administrators reporting directly to the Provost signed a joint letter
expressing their unanimous opposition to the construction of light rail rapid transit through
campus. Their letter spoke of support for the City’s initiative for rapid transit to and from
campus more quickly, efficiently and safely than the current system. However they
recommended rejection of any routing crossing the bridge on University Drive. Their letter
referenced pedestrian safety, reduced vehicular traffic, avoiding negative effects on teaching
and research, and preserving the beauty of our historic residential campus as important
imperatives.

Also in April, the Deans of all the Faculties signed a joint letter advising of their collective
opposition to the City’s proposed plans for light rail through campus. In fact, they noted any
option to bring light rail lines through campus, regardless of access point, should be rejected.
The letter referenced the promotion of healthy lifestyles by encouraging members of Western’s
community to walk and cycle across campus. They spoke to the deleterious effort of noise,
vibration and electromagnetic interference on research, teaching and performance on campus.
Finally they noted the integrity of our physical campus as a central feature in student
recruitment and part of the “best student experience” for which we are known.

The Board has previously seen the first two submissions noted. The last two are appended as
part of Appendix A.
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April 11, 2016

Mr. Hanny Hassan

Chair, Board of Governors
Western University

C/0 University Secretariat
Suite 4101, Stevenson Hall
1151 Richmond Street
London, Ontario N6A 5B8

Dear Mr. Hassan:
RE: City of London proposed routing for Light Rapid Transit though campus

As Western's senior administrators reporting directly to the Provost, we are writing to
express our unanimous opposition to the plans recently publicized by the City of London
that propose construction of Light Rapid Transit (LRT) through the University campus.

Over the past months, faculty, staff, academic leaders, postdoctoral scholars, graduate
students, and undergraduate students from across Western's campus have debated the
potential merits and detriments of LRT routes running through the center of this
beautiful campus. We note that this discussion takes place at the same time as we are
increasingly concerned about pedestrian safety on campus in light of the large volume
of vehicular traffic on campus. As senior administrators, we have participated in these
discussions and listened to the voices of our campus community. As a group, we are
unanimous and passionate in our opinion and wish to express our common perspective
directly to the Board of Governors as it deliberates on how to officially respond to the
City's LRT proposal on the University's behalf.

We enthusiastically support the City's efforts to explore options for a rapid transit
system that would move students, faculty, staff and other members of the public to and
from campus more quickly, efficiently and safely than the current public system.
However, in considering the potential impacts of routes that include the LRT system
crossing the bridge on University Drive at the Thames River, we are adamant that these
routes should be rejected. We advocate that plans for the LRT system must include the
following imperatives:

s increase personal safety by reducing or eliminating all vehicular traffic on
campus;

o avoid negative effects, on research and teaching in Western's buildings, of
vibration and noise, and, if a rail system is used, of electro-magnetic radiation;

il

Western University Stevenson Hall Rm. 3107 1151 Richmond St. London, ON, Canada N6A 5B8
t. 519.661.2111 ext. 83113 f.519.661.3444 www.uwo.ca
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e preserve the aesthetic beauty of our historic residential campus whichis a
significant recruitment factor for both domestic and international students;
preserve the land necessary for future growth of the university; and,
promote healthy lifestyles on campus that include active transport (e.g., walking,
cycling).

We understand that Western's Traffic/Rapid Transit Task Team will make a formal
written submission to the Board that will describe these and other concerns in more
detail. We appreciate your consideration of our position on this critically important
issue. Decisions on this issue will impact significantly Western's future development
and reputation for decades to come.

Sincerely,

M’”//%/ </

M. Karen Campbell, Vice-Provost Elect
(Academic Planning, Policy & Faculty)

el N A

Ruban Chelladurai, Associate Vice-President
(Planning, Budgeting & Information Technology)

N/ —_—

John Boerksen, Vice-Provost
demic Programs)

ana Luker, Associate Vice-President
(Student Experience)

O el A

lie McMullin
ce-Provost & Associate Vice-President (International)

|
Linda Miller, Vice-Provost
(Graduate & Postdoctoral Studies)

will S
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Mzw

Catherine Steeves
Vice-Provost & Chief Librarian

A\ X

Glen Tigert
University Registrar

Ales. Ueedon

Alan Weedon, Vice-Provost
(Academic Planning, Policy & Faculty)

Copy:

Amit Chakma, President & Vice-Chancellor

Janice Deakin, Provost & Vice-President (Academic)

Gitta Kulczycki, Vice-President (Resources & Operations)

John Capone, Vice-President (Research)

Kelly Cole, Vice-President (External)

Peter White, Executive Director, Government Relations & Strategic Partnerships
Irene Birrell, University Secretary
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1 Western
FIMS

Faculty of Information & Media Studies

April 11,2016

Mr. Hanny Hassan

Chair, Board of Governors
Western University

C/O University Secretariat
Suite 4101, Stevenson Hall
1151 Richmond Street
London, Ontario N6A SB8

Dear Mr. Hassan:

On behalf of my decanal colleagues, I am writing to formally advise of our collective opposition

to the City of London’s proposed plans to construct Light Rail Transit (LRT) lines through
Western’s campus.

During the past several weeks, the Western community has engaged in an extensive and
passionate dialogue concerning the pros and cons that LRT lines running through campus could
have for the future of our University. This dialogue has invited and included the voices of
students, faculty, staff, senior administrative and academic leaders alike. Notwithstanding the
divergent opinions submitted to Western’s Transit Task Team, our group wants to ensure you are
made aware of our shared viewpoint on this issue as the Board contemplates its formal response
to the City’s LRT proposal on Western’s behalf,

As Western’s senior academic leaders, we support the City’s efforts to improve the efficiency
and safety of public transportation that students, faculty, staff and other members of the public
use to get to and from campus. However, we strongly believe that bringing LRT lines through
campus, regardless of access point, should be rejected.

Prominent among our numerous concerns is our responsibility to ensure personal safety on
campus. To that end, our aim should be to reduce rather than increase traffic through campus. At
a time when universities throughout Canada are moving to become vehicle-free, the plan to drive
an LRT line through the middle of our campus is counter-intuitive and even retrograde. In
addition, we see the effort to traverse campus with an LRT as diametrically opposed to the
promotion of healthy lifestyles, which we do by encouraging members of our University
community to walk and cycle across campus.

Furthermore, after consultation with our colleagues, we are convinced that the noise, vibration,
and electromagnetic interference that LRT lines will introduce to our campus will have a
deleterious effect on research, teaching and performance — activities core to our mission as a
postsecondary institution.

Finally, we know that the integrity of our physical campus is a central feature in our student
recruitment and is a major component of the “best student experience” for which Western is
celebrated across the country. An LRT line would have a pernicious impact on that physical

Western University, Faculty of Information and Media Studies, North Campus Bldg., Rm. 240
1151 Richmond St., Lendon, ON, Canada N6A 5B7 t.519.661.3720 f.519.661.3506 www.fims.uwo.ca
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integrity, and ultimately upon the quality of the student experience and our efforts to recruit the
best students to Western.

We understand that Western’s Transit Task Team will make a formal written submission to the
Board that will describe these and other concerns in more detail, Thank you for your
consideration of our position on this critically important issue, the decisions on which may
significantly impact Western’s future development and reputation for decades to come.

Sincerely,

, (—j /,-‘-/37

Thomas Carmichael,
Dean, Faculty of Information and Media Studies

CAEI~—

Robert Andersen, Charmaine Dean,

Dean, Faculty of Social Science Dean, Faculty of Science
ayne Garland, Andrew N. Hrymak,

Dean, Faculty of Health Sciences Dean, Faculty of Engineering

%ﬁf gl

Robert Kennedy Michael Milde
Dean, Ivey Schdol of Business Dean, Faculty of Arts and umanities
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Vicki Schwean, W. lain Scott,
Dean, Faculty of Education Dean, Faculty of Law

Michael J. Strong, Betty Anne Younk}\/QZ/

Dean, Schulich School of Medicine & Dentistry ~ Dean, Don Wright Faculty of Music

Copy:

Amit Chakma, President & Vice-Chancellor

Janice Deakin, Provost & Vice-President (Academic)

Gitta Kulczycki, Vice-President (Resources & Operations)

John Capone, Vice-President (Research)

Kelly Cole, Vice-President (External)

Peter White, Executive Director, Government Relations & Strategic Partnerships
Irene Birrell, University Secretary
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Western 5

UNIVERSITY - CANADA

Amit Chakma, President & Vice-Chancellor
Janice Deakin, Provost & Vice-President (Academic)
Gitta Kulczycki, Vice-President (Resources and Operations)
Ruban Chelladurai, Associate VP (Planning, Budgeting & IT)
Hanny Hansen, Chair, Western's Board of Governors
Suite 2107 Stevenson Hall
Western University
London, Ontario N6A 5C1
December 23, 2015

Re: Thanks and Campus Transit Plan

Dear Colleagues:

Let me begin this letter by thanking you for your dedicated service to advancing
our great university. [ appreciate your dedication and commitment, as well as your
willingness to listen to issues of collective concern.

I have been following the proposed plans to bring a city rapid transit system
(including a light rail system) to our campus. [ believe that an investment in public
transit is a wise decision and one that is both futuristic and environmentally
prudent. It is my hope that public transportation systems will be safe, convenient,
and help reduce the number of cars and buses traversing our campus. However,
please know that I do not support the suggestion of routing a rapid transit system
through our beautiful, idyllic campus. We must keep this form of transportation
on the periphery of our campus and return our site to a pedestrian campus.

[ have heard a number of colleagues comment on this idea from a number of fronts.
Discussions about an in-campus rail service are often coupled with references to
the potential negative impacts of noise, vibration, and/or electromagnetic
interference on our teaching and research centres and laboratories. | know that
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these things impacts can be measures and either supported or discounted. My
concerns run much deeper. [ believe that we should take this important
opportunity to embrace fewer cars and buses on our campus and support more
pedestrian traffic.

As you know, we have had a number of accidents on campus this year involving
pedestrians and vehicles, Some have resulted in fatalities. In my opinion there are
too many vehicles of all types traversing our campus. [ envision a campus that
places a higher value on safety and health. Let’s support bus and train transit
systems, but similar to the situations found on other North American campuses,
let’s have both of these forms of transit load and unload passengers in covered
depots positioned outside the gates of our beautiful campus. While we are at it,
let’s move our parking lots to the periphery areas of campus in an effort to
promote walking and a safer, healthier campus. Let’s also alter inner-campus
traffic patterns to heighten pedestrian safety.

As you know, our campus population and campus footprint have changed
considerably over the past few years. The addition of London Hall, Ontario Hall,
the Western Student Recreation Centre, The Thompson Engineering Building, the
Arthur and Sonia Labatt Health Science Building, the TD Stadium and the
synthetic playing fields, and the new FIMS/Nursing Building have resulted in
more students, staff and faculty navigating the south end of our campus. This has
significantly altered pedestrian traffic flow. We need to respond accordingly and
protect the north-south pedestrian corridor supporting student, staff and faculey
travelling to and from these structures. 1suggest that we reduce east-west
vehicular flow by restricting traffic on Lambton Drive to service and emergency
vehicles (i.e., responder gate on the east side of the Alumni Hall Circle). Another
consideration should be maintaining the campus bridge over the Thames River as
a two-lane vehicle/pedestrian/bicycle bridge. These changes would help - but we
need to do even more.

We have a number of pedestrians and vehicles simultaneously using the Philip
Aziz Drive. | propose the immediate installation of a walkway (perhaps carved
into the north bank of the mound bordering the road. ! also ask for enriched

lighting along this road and around the Alumni Circle. Both are very dangerous
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areas for pedestrians in the evening hours. I also request that significant safety
rails, traffic calming, and significant speed reduction features be implemented
along the Huron, Lambton and Perth Roads where in 2015 we have witnessed two
tragic deaths due to excessive speed. The high guard rails would also reduce the
high levels of *J-walking" that we witness on a daily basis. Finally I ask that we
consider implementing “Barnes Dance” pedestrian crossings at the Western
Road/Sarnia Road and Middlesex/Perth intersections. These crosswalks are
effective in moving people and vehicles in a safe and efficient fashion.

As University leaders we have an obligation to encourage and enact change that
heightens the safety and security of our current and future campus constituents. In
addition, we believe that we all need to think about the implications of decisions
rendered. We feel strongly that the purity, tranquility and safety of our campus all
need to be preserved and we need to significantly reduce in-campus traffic. The
introduction of a rapid transit light rail system inside the boundaries of our
campus would be a regrettable decision. This idea needs to be summarily rejected
and the suggestions offered above need to be seriously considered and hopefully
implemented. The safety and health needs of our current and future campus
population are counting on us to take appropriate action.

Let’s not let them down.

Once again, [ thank you for providing me the opportunity to weigh in on this
matter. [ would prefer to make these points in Deans’ meetings but given my
pending departure from the leadership table, I decided to send them to you in this

format.

Respecttully yours,

W. James Weese, Professor and Dean
Faculty of Health Sciences
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Impact to Teaching and Research

In order to inform the University’s response to the proposal, it was important for us to
understand the potential implications to all activities on campus including to academic
activities, research and performance.

We requested information from researchers (and the Faculty of Music) about tolerances
specifically related to ground-borne noise and vibration and electromagnetic fields. We asked
them to consider not only their current equipment, but any equipment that could be
anticipated.

This is an excerpt from the memo distributed January 19 to the Deans and Associate Deans
(Research) in requesting information. It may be helpful as background for Property & Finance
Committee Members:

“Precision equipment that can be affected by noise and vibration is utilized in research
involving particle or laser beams for magnification or measurement, and medical equipment
such as magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) machines. The information gathered will help to
address two potential impacts from vibration generated by LRT (Light Rail Transit), perceptible
(ground-borne) vibration levels and the sound caused by the vibration (vibration induced
sound). Most manufacturers of this type of precision equipment have performed vibration
analysis on the equipment and are providing some level of noise and vibration specifications
with their equipment.

Precision equipment can also be sensitive to electromagnetic fields (EMF). MRl and NMR
imaging systems can experience interference from both external AC and DC magnetic fields. A
wide variety of laboratory equipment (such as a gas chromatograph) is typically sensitive to
interference from external magnetic field sources. Precision robotic systems can also be
affected by these fields, if located near sources of elevated AC and DC magnetic fields. Again,
most manufacturers of these types of equipment will have specifications on the sensitivity of
their equipment to electromagnetic fields, including all operating conditions of the equipment
and those modes of operation where it is most sensitive to EMF.

Other academic and research related activities may be impacted by LRT, including animal
research and musical studies and performances. While information for these types of activities
may not be as technical or prescribed as it is for research equipment, it is important to
communicate to the City the potential impacts in these areas as well. Any information you can
provide would be appreciated.”

Our researchers and the Faculty of Music were responsive to this request, in many cases
providing extremely detailed information. To best assemble this, a google map was created
capturing in which building and which floor the installation is, who the researcher is, what
equipment we need to be concerned about, and more specifically whether the issue is ground-
borne noise, vibration, or EMI issues and what the threshold value is, where available. This can
be accessed here:

https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=zQtlhXLgHuQ8.kNkbfm8A7mRI&usp=sharing
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Each of the bubbles contains the relevant information. Unsurprisingly, the route up Middlesex
Hill through Elgin Road (where medicine and science buildings are located) has a large number
of installations where equipment sensitivities have been identified. However, the Lambton
Road, Alumni Circle route is not without installations of concern. A significant one that would
require additional careful study (and remediation) is the Faculty of Music buildings where
sound and vibration buffering could be required.

We do know that it is possible to address these issues introduced by the installation of light rail;
indeed the three campuses in the US have done (or in the case of the University System of
Maryland is doing) so. What is important here is the proximity of the buildings/labs/equipment
of concern to the roadways where the light rail would be installed. Our buildings are located in
close proximity to our campus roads. Indeed, as an example we have one piece of equipment
that is within 10 metres of the roadway, and its tolerance from electromagnetic interferences
requires 100 metres clearance. The costs to move, re-purpose or re-design the buildings and
research facilities that would be impacted has not been estimated, but based upon what the US
institutions have had to spend, the figure would be many millions of dollars.
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Use of Shuttle Service during Recent Bridge Repairs

The university had a recent occurrence which provided potentially interesting insights into
students’ willingness to walk from more distant transit locations.

In March of 2016 we undertook repairs on the bridge over the Thames River on University
Drive. The engineering firm hired to inspect the bridge determined that the 60-foot articulated
(extended) buses should not be crossing the bridge until such time as the repairs were
completed and load testing done to verify that these heavier buses could use the bridge.
Because of that the London Transit Commission (LTC) decided not to bring any buses (regular or
articulated) across the bridge until the work was completed. They didn’t have the bus capacity
to switch entirely to the regular buses, and hence there was potential to cause transit rider
confusion as to whether service was or was not available. Instead, they determined that the
buses would stop at the university gates on Richmond Street. This impacted 3 service routes
(and a great number of students).

Starting Monday March 7 the university implemented a free continuous temporary shuttle
service to run Monday to Friday from 7:30 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. for riders on the three impacted
routes. In our communications around the shuttle service, we did indicate that it was a
temporary limited shuttle service so encouraging those who were physically able to walk to
their campus destination, to do so. On Friday March 11, LTC implemented an enhanced detour
route using a service road at University Hospital. We then shifted our shuttle service to run
from the front of University Hospital on a continuous loop through campus. Shuttle service
time (to make the full loop) was 10 minutes from the Richmond gates, and 8 minutes from
University Hospital. With the bridge repairs done and load testing conducted satisfactorily, LTC
resumed normal service on Tuesday March 22 so our shuttle service was discontinued as of
day’s end on March 21.

Communication of service changes is always a challenge. We used the university’s main
website, email blasts, social media, LTC's website, local media, our student organizations,
physical signage and we even had university personnel stationed at the shuttle sites,
particularly when the service was first mounted and when the routing changed, but we also had
some general monitoring throughout. Hence we had staff pointing out to students the shuttle
location, many times with the shuttle actually waiting right there to board. We started with
three buses servicing the campus continuously, but adjusted that based upon ridership as we
gained experience.

Some of the buses had average ridership of 7 riders per shuttle trip (capacity was approximately
25) but the overall average for the time we operated the service was 1.4 riders per shuttle bus.
While we were operating the routes to the Richmond gates, the average ridership was 2.9.
When we moved to the University Hospital site (and noting that LTC was better able to service
the interior of campus with the use of the University Hospital service road) average ridership
dropped to 0.8 riders per shuttle bus. The vast majority of students chose to walk. The start of
our shuttle service coincided with some lovely weather; no doubt that made a difference.
However, even in the heavy rainy days we were surprised at the low shuttle ridership.
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Preliminary Bus Rationalization Plan

On December 8, 2015 we received from the London Transit Commission (LTC) preliminary
information regarding the rationalization of bus routes and numbers of buses on campus with
the possible introduction of light rail using the City’s preferred routing. This information
follows.

Currently there are 13 routes and 49 buses per peak hour.
In 2019, absent light rail, they project 11 routes and 56 buses per peak hour.

With light rail rapid transit, there will be 10 routes and 48 buses per peak hour. This would be in
addition to the 12 streetcars in each direction for a total of 24 per hour.

It is also important to note that the buses require separate lay-bys so as not to impede the
smooth (rapid) flow of streetcars at established stops.
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Why Undergraduate Students Choose Western

In 2011, Western commissioned Academica Group to do a survey of 11,777 applicants to
Western to determine why they chose to come here. We had a response rate of 37% and a
95% confidence level of plus or minus 0.7%. This is the most recent applicant survey that has
been done.

Here is how the question was asked: How much impact did each of the following factors have
on you making your first choice? The impact could be positive (i.e. It was appealing and
attracted you to the institution) or the impact could be negative (i.e. It was a drawback). The
rating scale was:

-3 is Strong negative impact, 0 is Neutral or NO impact, and +3 is Strong positive impact.
So students could select -3, -2, -1, 0, +1, +2, +3

The top 10 Western First Choice Applicants Mean Influence Factors noted in order of
importance were as follows:

Academic reputation of institution 2.3
Academic reputation of program/major 2.2
Reputation for student experience 2.1
Attractive campus 2.1
Quality of faculty 1.9
Graduates get high-quality jobs 1.8
Recreational sports/fitness facilities 1.7
Clubs and social activities 1.6

Grads get into top professional and grad schools 1.5
Campus housing/residences 1.4

As the information above shows, the attractiveness of our campus ranks as third most
important for why students choose Western. Consequently a central focus of our recruitment
strategy is to get applicants to visit campus and experience its beauty. A potential risk of
compromising the attractiveness of campus with light-rail rapid transit infrastructure is
weakening our standing as a destination university for undergraduate students.
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Traffic Study 2015/ 2016

Activities To-date
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§? Activities To-date

e Support Traffic / Rapid Transit Task Team
" |nform
" Advise

e Benchmark existing conditions
= Characterize vehicular traffic

* Quantify transit activity

e Characterize road use
* “Linked trips” or “Kiss-n-Ride” activity
= “Cut-through” activity

e Model future “Master Plan” scenarios

= Reduction / elimination of motor vehicles within
campus core

Confidential Information
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PARSONS

e Five boundary intersections
* Western Road @ Sarnia Road/Philip Aziz Avenue;
* Western Road @ Lambton Road;
* Western Road @ Elgin Drive;
* Windermere Road @ Perth Drive; and
— * Richmond Street @ University Drive.

e Intersection Turning Movements -
summaries of all vehicles, cyclists, pedestrians
entering intersection, and their departing route

e Automated Vehicle Tracking - movements of
individual inbound and outbound vehicles with
time-stamps
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PARSONS

e Tuesday, December 2nd; Wednesday, December 3rd; and
Tuesday, December 8th 2015

e Data from December 2nd and 3rd used to confirm December
8th was a “typical”’ day for traffic — just prior to exams

e Peak Periods
I * Morning Peak Period — 07:00-10:00

* Noon Peak Period — 12:00-14:00 (2 PM)
= Evening Peak Period — 15:00-19:00 (3 PM to 7 PM)

e Peak Hours
* AM Peak Hour — 08:00-09:00
* Noon Peak Hour — 12:00-13:00 (12 PM to | PM)
* PM Peak Hour — 16:00-17:00 (4 PM to 5 PM)

Confidential Information
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FINDINGS
Turning Movement Studies

Inbound and Outbound Traffic
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University Centre Platform Locations

Gorden St

(See chart below for
platform allocation)
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FINDINGS
Vehicle Tracking

07:00-10:00; 12:00-14:00; and 15:00-17:00
Nine (9) Hours
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PARSONS

e Matched inbound and outbound movements of
vehicles which entered / left campus within
nine (9) hour study period

* Entering time and location
— * Departing time and location

I”

* Derived “dwell” time on-campus
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Definitions

PARSONS

“Linked” or Multi-purpose
Trips — (thought to include “Kiss-

n-Ride” (i.e. person picked-up or Kiss and goodbye
dropped-off on-campus) [ No Kisses above 3 min.! |

* |n-and-out

* Origin and destination off-
campus

* Short dwell time on-campus

Confidential Information
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Definitions

PARSONS

e “Cut-through” or Short-cutting Trips,
* No “business” on-campus
* Pass-through (origin and destination off-campus)
" Very short dwell time on-campus

e Cannot separate from linked trip w/o interview
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ha zb’ Turn-over Rate

PARSONS

e Turn-over rate - about nine of ten vehicles
(89%) arriving during the study period, also left
during the study period

e When vehicles arriving on-campus which left
less than twenty (20) minutes later are isolated,
they represent about 51% of all trips

e In other words, about half of all vehicle trips
into and out of campus have a duration of less
than 20 minutes
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Short-term Inbound — Outbound

Activity

3-7 minutes dwell time
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) Inbound @ Philip Aziz Avenue

PARSONS
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) Inbound @ Lambton Drive

APPENDIX II, Annex 1
Sub-Appendix G

PARSONS
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APPENDIX II, Annex 1
Sub-Appendix G
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/ 3,967 vehicles entered at University
Drive

Of these, 1,872 or 47% departed at
another intersection within 3-7
minutes

Another 117 departed the same way
they came in, in 3-7 minutes
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PARSONS

5,361 vehicles (40%) left within 3-7
minutes
= 4701 (35%) left by a different entrance
= 660 (5%) left by the same entrance

e This cohort is assumed to include:
= “Linked” or Multi-purpose (Kiss-n-Ride) Trips -
pick-up and drop-offs on-campus

= “Cut-through” or Short-cutting Trips, with no
“business” on-campus
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PARSONS

o If all linked trips and cut-through trips were
eliminated, campus traffic would be reduced by
almost 5,400 vehicles per day, or 40%.

o If all transit trips were shifted to peripheral
roads, with curb-side stops, campus traffic would
be reduced by another 600 trips or 5%.

e In total, this would represent a 45% reduction
in vehicles using campus roads.
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e Moving these trips onto public streets (i.e.
Western Road, Windermere Road, and
Richmond Street) may add to congestion on
these roads — particularly at key intersections

e Turn-outs for stopping/standing on these roads,
and/or an off-road transit hub and/or kiss-n-
ride facility would be needed to

" Preserve / free up road capacity; and

" Improve the safety of vulnerable road users
boarding and alighting from vehicles.
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Existing linked trie\s/ and cut-through traffic could “go

around’™ campus via Vestern Road, Windermere Road, and
Richmond Street (-5,360 trips)

Pick-ups / drop-offs could occur at the I&improved) curb on
public roadways or at a dedicated Kiss-n-Ride Loop (-660 trips)

. Transit vehicles could also go around, and pick-up and drop-
N off along public roadways or at a dedicated bus loop (-606 trips)

4. Movements on-campus between points of access could
be restricted (e.g. to / from University Dr. @ Richmond St.)

* The remaining motorized traffic entering / exiting campus would
then consist of:

|. Those permitted to park in on-campus, located at the
eriphery of a motor-vehicle-free zone (enter / exit at same
ocation)

2. Deliveries (enter / exit at same location)
3. Campus vehicles (unrestricted)
4. Emergency vehicles (access provisions)
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Sub-Appendix G

PARSONS

e The University, LHSC, the City, and London
Transit all have a stake in safe and efficient traffic
operations on and off-campus

e Coordinated planning and execution is essential

to the success of:

* Western’s Master Plan goals,

» | HSC’s expansion aspirations, and

» the City and Transit Authority’s introduction /
integration of Rapid Transit.
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Evaluation of Route Options to Service Western’s Campus

In order to assist in assessing transit route options a number of principles and objectives were
established at the outset. They are replicated below:

Moving the students to campus

Campus safety, especially pedestrian safety

Respecting the collegiate gothic vistas and architecture

Significantly reducing cut-through traffic

Creating car-free zones

We would not anticipate any large incremental costs

We cannot disrupt academic and research activities (during or after implementation)
Rationalize the transit routes on campus

Respecting campus master plan principles and initiatives.

WO NOU A WNRE

Note these are not meant to be rank ordered; all are important. These have been broadly
shared including with the City, LTC and the Western community.

Five alternative routes were examined:

1. University Drive — Middlesex Drive — Elgin Drive — Western Road (one of the City’s two
preferred alternatives) (In the Summary Analysis identified as U-M-E-W)

2. University Drive — Lambton Drive — Alumni Circle — Western Road (the City’s other
preferred alternative) (In the Summary Analysis identified as U-L-A-W)

3. Richmond Street with a stop at University Drive (not entering campus at all) (In the
Summary Analysis identified as Richmond)

4. Light rail joining Western Road somewhere south of campus with stop(s) at campus (In
the Summary Analysis identified as W Road)

5. Huron Street accessing campus via a new bridge across the Thames River, joining Philip
Aziz Avenue — Western Road (In the Summary Analysis identified as Huron)

Each of them was assessed against the above evaluation criteria by the university working
group and separately by Parsons. The results are on the following pages. The firstis a
Summary Analysis for all five alternatives showing separately the group’s assessment (noted as
“WU”) and Parsons’ assessment. Following this Summary Analysis is an individual page for each
alternative route showing the ranking against the criteria and relevant comments, as well as a
map highlighting the route.

What are the overall results? Looking at the alternative routes from Western’s perspective
against our established criteria, number 4 — Western Road is ranked first, followed by the
Huron Street route (number 5). For the City’s two preferred alternatives, U-M-E-W (number 1)
had the lowest score and U-L-A-W (number 2) had the second lowest score. These overall
rankings are consistent between the university working group and Parsons, although Parsons
utilized a slightly different ranking methodology (in the case of Parsons if an evaluation criteria
was in their view very important and strongly met they assessed a ranking of “ee” and a score
of 4 points). In general Parsons also evaluated the criteria somewhat higher than did the
university team, but the overall rankings were not affected.
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At its heart, alternatives 1 and 2 create incremental pedestrian safety concerns, interrupt the
academic, research and performance enterprise of the university, entail significant incremental
costs, and do not respect the campus master plan principles and initiatives. By the same token,
an option that has light rail coming north on Western Road or across a new bridge on Huron to
join Philip Aziz is positive for all those criteria (and others).

The memo from the City Manager Art Zuidema dated May 5, 2016 has a recommendation
endorsing bus rapid transit, but at the same time containing a direction to design the system for
future transition to light rail technology. It is for this reason that the motion before Property
and Finance has the following clause: “RESOLVED, That to the extent bus rapid transit has as a
condition precedent the route be convertible to light rail transit, Western University does not
support bus rapid transit traversing through campus.” That is not to say if it does not have such
a condition precedent that we would proceed. We have not studied the possibility of bus rapid
transit (only) through campus and would want to do so in the context of developing the plan for
transforming the campus into a pedestrian-friendly and safe one.
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Evaluation of Options
Summary Analysis for Light Rail Options

Evaluation criteria U-M-E-W U-L-A-W Richmond W Road Huron
Wu Parsons WU Parsons Wu Parsons Wu Parsons Wu Parsons
Moving students to campus [ [ [ [ D ©) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Campus safety, esp. pedestrian safety @) ) @) ) ® [ [ ) [ ) ) [ )
Respecting collegiate gothic vistas/architecture (@) (@) (@) [ ] [ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
Significantly reducing cut-through traffic ) [ ) [ D [ ) [ ) ) [ )
Creating car-free zones () [ ) () [ ) D [ ) [ ) [ ) [ )
No large incremental costs @) @) @) ) ® ) [ ) [ ) [ ) @)
Cannot disrupt academic/research activities @) @) ] [ ] ) [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ] [ ]
Rationalize transit routes on campus @] [ ] @] [ ] (@) { ] @] [ J O [ J
Respecting campus master plan principles/initiatives [ ) [ ] O ) D ) () (1) (] ( 1]
Score 7 9 7 13 12 14 14 20 13 18
Rank 5 5 4 4 3 3 1 1 2 2
Ranking  Points
L 2 Meets criteria/positive outcome
L 1 Partially meets criteria

o 0 Does not meet criteria/negative outcome
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U-M-E-W

(University Drive - Middlesex - Elgin - Western)

Evaluation Criteria

Moving students to campus

Western Rationale

Moves students to heart of campus.

Parsons

Ranking

APPENDIX I, Annex 1
Sub-Appendix H, Attachment 1

Parsons Rationale

Alignment brings RT through on-campus areas with potentially the shortest walk distances, and greatest
potential ridership density. Provides connectivity to Downtown and to potential, future housing north of

[}
campus, but does not serve housing northwest, west, and southwest of campus (1).

Campus safety, esp. In isolation, it could worsen pedestrian safety, but if combined with car free zones, could help. Alignment positions RT as viable alternative mode for many trips to/from campus. At the same time

pedestrian safety ] however, this alignment would bring RT vehicles directly into areas most heavily-travelled by pedestrians
(2).

Respecting collegiate gothic Electrical Distribution systems, rails, shelters will negatively impact vistas. Western could stipulate which This alignment juxtaposes the modern technology of an RT facility against the gothic vistas and

vistas/architecture sections of campus must be void of overhead wires. architecture of campus. While this aesthetic mix of old and new may appeal to some, it certainly will not

O appeal to all and would be difficult to minimize. For example, technologies that eliminate catanery
(overhead) wires add considerable expense and are unproven in harsh winter environments.

Significantly reducing cut- May or may not help cut through traffic. Combined with bus loop(s), kiss-n-ride facilities, control or elimination of cut-through traffic, and parking
through traffic ° demand management measures, this alignment option could provide strong rationale/support for the
reduction/elimination of motor vehicle traffic on campus.
Creating car-free zones This may be the impetus for creating car free zones. [ ] As above
No large incremental costs There will be significant costs to relocate and / or isolate research equipment (implementation costs to be Significant risk of increased costs associated with preventing
covered by RT). There will be increased costs for grounds maintenance. Infrastructure / construction o disruption of current and potential, future academic / research activities; accommodating RT alignment in
projects will become more costly. siting and design of future facilities.
Cannot disrupt Significant implications with research equipment and EMF, noise and vibration issues. Research indicates significant risk of disruption to sensitive academic / research activities. Mitigation,
academic/research activities O where possible, is costly both in terms of initial capital costs and sustainment costs to both campus and RT
authorities.
Rationalize transit routes on This option provides the best chance of rationalization, but numbers do not show much opportunity. The presence of one or more RT stations on campus, as well as the potential for RT/conventional bus
campus sharing of facilities, suggests that transit routes on campus could be consolidated to one or more hubs,

) with bus loops to facilitate interlining between modes. That said, the need for campus to continue to serve
as an interlining hub between RT and conventional bus transit is unlikely to result in a reduction in the
number of routes / buses to be managed.

Respecting campus master Meets many transportation, parking, and land use goals and objectives in that availability of RT allows for
plan principles/initiatives development while reducing car use, cut-through traffic, and parking supply. However, much the same

> could be achieved by other routes through campus, or routes that parallel campus boundaries adjacent to

the greatest concentration of potential riders. Some benefit to development objectives west of Western
Road.
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Ranking
[ Meets criteria/positive outcome
] Partially meets criteria
@) Does not meet criteria/negative outcome
(1) Assumes replacement of University Drive Bridge with at least two vehicle lanes (shared RT plus
conventional bus transit) plus space for active transportation modes (cycling lanes, sidewalks)
(2) Assumes that RT vehicles will incorporate the latest in pedestrian safety technologies; operating speeds

will be low (less than 40 km/h); and that RT travel-ways will be made conspicuous to all.
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U-L-A-W

(University Drive - Lambton - Alumni - Western)

Evaluation Criteria

Western

Western Rationale

Ranking

Moving students to campus

Moves students into campus but not the heart of campus.

Parsons

Ranking

APPENDIX I, Annex 1
Sub-Appendix H, Attachment 1

Parsons Rationale

Alignment brings RT across the southerly portion of campus, and up Western Road through to the west of
on-campus areas with walk distances in the 200-400 m range. Provides connectivity to Downtown and to

[ ] o potential, future housing north of campus, but does not serve housing northwest, west, and southwest of
campus (1).
Campus safety, esp. In isolation, it could worsen pedestrian safety, but if combined with car free zones, could help. Alignment positions RT as viable alternative mode for many trips to/from campus. At the same time
pedestrian safety o ] however, this alignment would bring RT vehicles directly into areas most heavily-travelled by pedestrians
(2).
Respecting collegiate gothic o Electrical Distribution systems, rails, shelters will negatively impact vistas. Route not through the oldest ° This alignment will remain peripheral to key campus vistas.
vistas/architecture section of campus however.
Significantly reducing cut- May or may not help cut through traffic. Combined with bus loop(s), kiss-n-ride facilities, control or elimination of cut-through traffic, and parking
through traffic ) ° demand management measures, this alignment option could provide strong rationale/support for the
reduction/elimination of motor vehicle traffic on campus.
Creating car-free zones [ ] This may be the impetus for creating car free zones. [ ] As above.
No large incremental costs There will be some costs to relocate and / or isolate research equipment. There will be increased costs for Some risk of increased costs associated with preventing
O grounds maintenance. Infrastructure / construction projects will become more costly. ] disruption of potential, future academic / research activities, and accommodating RT alignment in siting
and design of future facilities.
Cannot disrupt Some implications with research equipment and EMF, as well as noise and vibration issues. There are also Minor potential for disruption to existing sensitive academic /
academic/research activities ) noise and vibration implications for performance activities. Further study would be required with ) research activities. May impact plans for future facilities within the Lambton Drive corridor.
potentially significant costs to implement solutions.
Rationalize transit routes on This option provides the best chance of rationalization, but numbers do not show much opportunity. The presence of one or more RT stations on campus, as well as the potential for RT/conventional bus
campus sharing of facilities, suggests that transit routes on campus could be consolidated to one or more hubs,
o ) with bus loops to facilitate interlining between modes. That said, the need for campus to continue to serve
as an interlining hub between RT and conventional bus transit is unlikely to result in a reduction in the
number of routes / buses to be managed.
Respecting campus master May impact ability to revitalize the Alumni Circle and Main Western Gates. Meets many transportation, parking, and land use goals and
plan principles/initiatives objectives in that availability of RT allows for development while reducing car use, cut-through traffic, and
O 1 parking supply. However, much the same could be achieved by other routes through campus, or routes
that parallel campus boundaries adjacent to the greatest concentration of potential riders.
| v % : Ranking
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Richmond Street

(Stop University Drive at Richmond)

APPENDIX I, Annex 1
Sub-Appendix H, Attachment 1

Evaluation Criteria Western Western Rationale Parsons Parsons Rationale
Ranking Ranking
Would get students to campus but not into campus. Students would still have to walk over 1 km in many Least-favourable option for achieving ridership, as walk distance to Richmond Street @ University Drive
) cases to get into heart of campus. o intersection 1,200 m plus from centroid of campus. Little likelihood of LTC adding "spur" to serve campus

due to design constraints, operational issues, and adverse impacts on efficiency.

Campus safety, esp. LRT would not come through campus. There would be no negative impact on Pedestrian Safety. Does not add RT to campus traffic. Does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination measures

pedestrian safety ° ° now or in the future, other than making RT a potentially less-favored transportation choice and thus less
efficient in supporting parking demand management.

Respecting collegiate gothic ° LRT would not come through campus. There would be no negative impact on vistas / architecture. ° No adverse impact expected.

vistas/architecture

Significantly reducing cut- ) Cut through traffic could be worse depending on city traffic issues / flows when RT launches. Positive impact unlikely, but does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination measures now

through traffic orin the future.

Creating car-free zones ] As above.

No large incremental costs o Potential costs to relocate main gates (RT should pay). Y No significant impacts on WU costs, unless on-campus shuttle to Richmond Street @ University Drive
becomes necessary.

Cannot disrupt ° Noise impact to Public Health & Family Medicine? ° No adverse impact expected.

academic/research activities

Rationalize transit routes on ® ° Positive impact unlikely, but does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination measures now

campus orin the future.

Respecting campus master Master Plan shows development along Western Rd. This option does not help move more people closer to Respects vistas and motor-vehicle free vision; may not fully support development objectives if ability of RT

plan principles/initiatives ) Western Rd development sites. ) to capture ridership is impaired by distance from key concentrations of potential ridership. Limited benefit
to development objectives west of Western Road.
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Board of Governors APPENDIX Il, Annex 1
gy ationst Bhtions Sub-Appendix H, Attachment 1
Western Road

(Join Western Road south of campus and stop(s) at campus)

Evaluation Criteria Western Western Rationale Parsons Parsons Rationale
Ranking Ranking
Would get students to campus but not into campus. However as the campus grows it will become the Places all portions of campus west of Thames River within 400-

° centre. Students would get closer to heart of campus than Richmond Gates. ° 600 m walk of RT. Alignment brings RT up Western Road. Provides connectivity to Downtown and to
potential, future housing north of campus, but does not serve housing northwest, west, and southwest of
campus.

Campus safety, esp. LRT would not come through campus. There would be no negative impact on campus on Pedestrian Does not add RT to campus traffic. Does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination measures
pedestrian safety ° Safety. Western Rd safety implications possible but can be mitigated (i.e. Tunnel, coordination of transit ° now or in the future, other than making RT a potentially less-favored transportation choice and thus less
stops). effieicnt in supporting parking demand management.
Respecting collegiate gothic ° LRT would not come through campus. Potential impact at Western Rd. Gates. ° No adverse impact expected.
vistas/architecture
Significantly reducing cut- ) Cut through traffic could be worse depending of city traffic issues / flows when RT launches. ° Positive impact unlikely, but does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination measures now
through traffic orin the future.
Creating car-free zones ] [ ] As above.
No large incremental costs Road widening could have implications for infrastructure, access roads and pedestrian crossings. No adverse impact expected.
[ ) [}
Cannot disrupt ° Some minor impact possible along Western Rd. ° No adverse impact expected.
academic/research activities
Rationalize transit routes on Positive impact unlikely, but does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination measures now
campus or in the future.
O [}
Respecting campus master ° Master Plan shows development along Western Rd. This option helps move more people closer to P Respects vistas and motor-vehicle free vision; supports development objectives involving lands both east
plan principles/initiatives Western Rd development sites. and west of Western Road.
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Huron Street

Huron across a new bridge, joining Philip

g Aziz to Western
Evaluation Criteria Western

Western Rationale
Ranking

Moving students to campus Would get students to campus but not into campus. Students would get closer to south

° end of campus only.

APPENDIX I, Annex 1
Sub-Appendix H, Attachment 1

LETE Parsons Rationale

Ranking

Places all portions of campus west of Thames River within 400-

° 600 m walk of RT. Alignment brings RT up Western Road. Provides connectivity to
Downtown and to potential, future housing north of campus, but does not serve housing
northwest, west, and southwest of campus.

Campus safety, esp. pedestrian In isolation, it could worsen pedestrian safety, but if combined with car free zones, could

Does not add RT to campus traffic. Does not preclude implementing traffic

safety Y help. ° reduction/elimination measures now or in the future, other than making RT a potentially
less-favored transportation choice and thus less efficient in supporting parking demand
management.
Respecting collegiate gothic ° LRT would not come through heart of campus. ° No adverse impact expected.
vistas/architecture
Significantly reducing cut- ) Could improve if Phillip Aziz traffic was restricted to transit / Western vehicles only. ° Positive impact unlikely, but does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination
through traffic measures now or in the future.
Creating car-free zones ° Could improve if Phillip Aziz traffic was restricted to transit / Western vehicles only. ° As above.
No large incremental costs Road widening could have implications for infrastructure, access roads and pedestrian Potentially large increase in incremental cost of project to span Thames River and other
° crossings. o sensitive lands between west terminal of Huron Street and east limit of Philip Aziz Avenue.
Incremental return on added investment (better service west of Western Road)would
need to be examined further.
Cannot disrupt ° ° No adverse impact expected.
academic/research activities
Rationalize transit routes on o ° Positive impact unlikely, but does not preclude implementing traffic reduction/elimination
campus measures now or in the future.
Respecting campus master ° Master Plan shows development along Western Rd. This option helps move more people P Respects vistas and motor-vehicle free vision; supports development objectives involving
plan principles/initiatives closer to Western Rd development sites. lands both east and west of Western Road.
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Board of Governors

June 23, 2016 APPENDIX II, Annex 2
Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities f‘y.)
Government of Canada’s Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Zﬁ” OntarIO

Investment Fund (SIF) Provincial Notification Template

This form is intended to capture the information that your postsecondary institution has submitted to the federal

gOVernment.

Institution WESTERN UNIVERSITY

Name

Contact Name Ruban Chelladurai Phone Number office: 519-661-3536

Project Information

Priority 2: Federal and Institutional Cost Share

Project Title The Western Interdisciplinary Research Building (WIRB) Project Ranking 1
Campus Main Campus City London

Address 1151 Richmond Street

Estimated Start Date 05/15/16 Estimated End Date 04/30/18

(mm/ddlyy) (mm/ddlyy)

Project Summary The Western Interdisciplinary Research Building (WIRB) is a central
(maximum 1,800 component of our strategic priorities in the areas of research, innovation,

characters, or about 250

- technology transfer, and commercialization. The facility will be home to

the University's first multi-disciplinary Cluster of Research Excellence --
the Cognitive Neuroscience (CNS) which includes the Brain & Mind
Institute and the Rotman Institute of Philosophy.

Collectively, this research and innovation facility will bring together over
120 researchers and scholars across many Faculties in complementary
areas -- to promote integrative research and innovation, to facilitate the
training of highly qualified personnel, and to foster national and
international collaborations.

The facility will be 10,900 gross square metres (or 117,500 GSF) -- at an
estimated cost of $45 million.

Project Costs and Sources of Funding

Amount ($)
Total SIF Requested Funding $45,000,000.00
Federal Funding $22,500,000.00
Provincial Funding - FRP $0.00
Provincial Funding — Other (Committed) $0.00
Institution Funding $22,500,000.00

Municipal Funding
Borrowing (specify)

Other Funding Sources (specify)

Page 1 of 2



Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities f‘y.)
Government of Canada’s Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Zﬁ” OntarIO

Investment Fund (SIF) Provincial Notification Template

Federal Categories and Criteria

Please check box where applicable
Categories

m | Improve the scale or quality of facilities for research and innovation, including commercialization spaces

Improve the scale or quality of specialized training facilities at colleges focused on industry needs

Improve the environmental sustainability of research and innovation related infrastructure at post-secondary
institutions and/or college training infrastructure
Assessment Criteria

m | Generate direct economic activity including any evidence that the project is accelerated or expanded relativeto
what would have occurred in the absence of SIF support

m | Promote innovation and long-term economic growth by improving the use or functionality and efficacy ofresearch
and innovation or commercialization space

m | Advance Canada’s climate change and sustainability goals by increasing energy efficiency and reducing
energy use in a research, innovation or training context

Increase capacity and functionality of specialized training facilities at colleges focused on meeting industry needs

m | Benefit Aboriginal populations

Provincial Notifications

Please check box where applicable Please summarize where applicable (maximum 500 characters)
m | Align with your insfitution’s Strategic As noted in our SMA, Western's interdisciplinary
Mandate Agreements (SMAS) research strengths include imaging, neuroscience,

and philosophy of science. The proposed building
will be home to these world-class research groups.

Reduce operating costs and improve
environmental sustainability, including
renewal and modernization

Support digital infrastructure, including e-
learning and institutions preparedness for
the future

- Support “experiential learning” opportunities The facility will be home to nearly 200 graduate students and will be

for students designed to help our students engage/develop in their
multi-disciplinary research/scholarship aspirations -- with access to
world-class mentors, state-of-the-art equipment, and collaborative
research and work spaces. The ultimate goal for our students is to
transform into highly-qualified personnel in their respective areas of
speciality.

Page 2 of 2



Board of Governors

June 23, 2016 APPENDIX II, Annex 3
Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities Py.)
Government of Canada’s Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Zﬁ" OntarIO

Investment Fund (SIF) Provincial Notification Template

This form is intended to capture the information that your postsecondary institution has submitted to the federal

gOVernment.

IS WESTERN UNIVERSITY

Name

Contact Name Ruban Chelladurai Phone Number office: 519-661-3536

Project Information

Priority 2: Federal and Institutional Cost Share

Project Title ThreeC+ Innovation Centre Project Ranking 2
Campus Main Campus City London

Address 1151 Richmond Street

Estimated Start Date 05/15/16 Estimated End Date 04/30/18

(mm/ddlyy) (mm/ddlyy)

Project Summary The ThreeC+ Innovation Centre (a new Engineering Facility) will foster innovation,
(maximum 1,800 discovery, and reflection -- and the sharing of ideas between researchers and
characters, orabout250  students and between Engineering, Business, and other disciplines. The spaces will
words) serve to encourage groups of multi-disciplinary researchers to work together to make

a real world impact. The building will support four inter-disciplinary research areas:
(1) Sustainability, Environment, Resiliency, and Adaptive Systems, (2) Biomedical
Engineering, Technology in Health and Medicine, (3) Innovative Materials and
Biomaterials, and (4) Ubiquitous Information and Communication.

The facility will seek LEED PLATINUM to reflect that sustainability is one of the four
research pillars.

The building will also include a Student Entrepreneurship Spoke -- as part of
Western's Entrepreneurship Ecosystem Strategy -- which will will offer a range of
programs/resources designed to help our students develop, and launch their ideas,
with access to mentors and collaborative work/innovation spaces, and the opportunity
to pursue their own innovation projects, ventures, or entrepreneurship experiences.

The facility will be 9,800 gross square metres (or 105,000 GSF) -- at an estimated
cost of $45 million.

Project Costs and Sources of Funding

Amount ($)
Total SIF Requested Funding $45,000,000.00
Federal Funding $22,500,000.00
Provincial Funding — FRP $0.00
Provincial Funding — Other (Committed) $0.00
Institution Funding $22,500,000.00

Municipal Funding
Borrowing (specify)

Other Funding Sources (specify)

Page 1 of 2



Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities Py.)
Government of Canada’s Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Zﬁ" OntarIO

Investment Fund (SIF) Provincial Notification Template

Federal Categories and Criteria

Please check box where applicable
Categories

| Improve the scale or quality of facilities for research and innovation, including commercialization spaces

Improve the scale or quality of specialized training facilities at colleges focused on industry needs

- Improve the environmental sustainability of research and innovation related infrastructure at post-secondary
institutions and/or college training infrastructure
Assessment Criteria

| Generate direct economic activity including any evidence that the project is accelerated or expanded relativeto
what would have occurred in the absence of SIF support

| Promote innovation and long-term economic growth by improving the use or functionality and efficacy ofresearch
and innovation or commercialization space

| Advance Canada's climate change and sustainability goals by increasing energy efficiency and reducing
energy use in a research, innovation or training context

Increase capacity and functionality of specialized training facilities at colleges focused on meeting industry needs

| Benefit Aboriginal populations

Provincial Notifications

Please check box where applicable Please summarize where applicable (maximum 500 characters)
™ Align with your institution’s Strategic As noted in our SMA, Western's interdisciplinary research strengths include
Materials & Biomaterials and Sustainability & Harsh Environments. The building
Mandate Agreements (SMAS) will be home to these research groups. The facility will also support two other

priorities identified in our SMA -- experiential-learning and work-integrated learning
opportunities for our students -- by providing space for an Entrepreneurship Spoke
to enable research, innovation, and entrepreneurship opportunities for our
students.

Reduce operating costs and improve
environmental sustainability, including
renewal and modernization

Support digital infrastructure, including e-
learning and institutions preparedness for
the future

™ Support “experiential learning” opportunities The new building will transform how we deliver the Western

for students Engineering Experience -- by providing practical and inspiring
spaces (in the Entrepreneurship Spoke noted above -- as
part of the Western Entrepreneurship Ecosystem) where our
students integrate classroom theory with hands-on-learning
as they innovate, design, build, test, and refine ideas.

Page 2 of 2
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June 23, 2016 APPENDIX II, Annex 4
Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities Py.)
Government of Canada’s Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Zﬁ" OntarIO

Investment Fund (SIF) Provincial Notification Template

This form is intended to capture the information that your postsecondary institution has submitted to the federal

gOVernment.

IS WESTERN UNIVERSITY

Name

Contact Name Ruban Chelladurai Phone Number office: 519-661-3536

Project Information

Priority 2: Federal and Institutional Cost Share

Project Title Modernization of Core Medical Research Facilities  Project Ranking 3
Campus Main Campus City London

Address 1151 Richmond Street

anm;tyi‘)j StartDate  o6/91/16 anm;ty‘;? EndDate  54/30/18

Project Summary The project involves the transformation of spaces in the ageing medical
(maximum 1,800 and dental sciences buildings into modern state-of-the art core medical

characters, or about 250

words) research facilities -- and will result in substantially reduced operating and

utilities costs. The two major components of this project are (a) the
creation of a new Level 2/3 Infectious Disease Pathogenesis & Imaging
(IDPI) Facility and (b) the renewal of animal care facilities to meet the
Canadian Council on Animal Care's current standards in the areas of
ventilation, humidity control, temperature control, and adequate storage.

The project will directly support our world-class clusters of research
excellence in Cognitive Neuroscience and Musculoskeletal Health as well
as leading-edge multi-disciplinary research in the area of viral and
bacterial diseases in humans -- including areas such as HIV, pandemic
influenza, and Tuberculosis.

The project involves modernization of 3,800 gross square metres (or
41,000 GSF) -- at an estimated cost of $30 million.

Project Costs and Sources of Funding

Amount ($)
Total SIF Requested Funding $30,000,000.00
Federal Funding $15,000,000.00
Provincial Funding — FRP $0.00
Provincial Funding — Other (Committed) $0.00
Institution Funding $15,000,000.00

Municipal Funding
Borrowing (specify)

Other Funding Sources (specify)

Page 1 of 2



Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities Py.)
Government of Canada’s Post-Secondary Institutions Strategic Zﬁ" OntarIO

Investment Fund (SIF) Provincial Notification Template

Federal Categories and Criteria

Please check box where applicable
Categories

| Improve the scale or quality of facilities for research and innovation, including commercialization spaces

Improve the scale or quality of specialized training facilities at colleges focused on industry needs

- Improve the environmental sustainability of research and innovation related infrastructure at post-secondary
institutions and/or college training infrastructure
Assessment Criteria

| Generate direct economic activity including any evidence that the project is accelerated or expanded relativeto
what would have occurred in the absence of SIF support

| Promote innovation and long-term economic growth by improving the use or functionality and efficacy ofresearch
and innovation or commercialization space

| Advance Canada's climate change and sustainability goals by increasing energy efficiency and reducing
energy use in a research, innovation or training context

Increase capacity and functionality of specialized training facilities at colleges focused on meeting industry needs

Benefit Abariginal populations

Provincial Notifications

Please check box where applicable Please summarize where applicable (maximum 500 characters)
H Align with your institution’s Strategic Western's mandate and vision -- as noted in our SMA -- commit to
Mandate Agreements (SMAS) discovery research and innovation and the intensity and impact of its

world-class research. Our Schulich School of Medicine & Dentistry is
home to world-renowned centres of excellence known for advanced
training and cutting-edge research. The proposed project is in direct
support of these commitments/priorities.

gg| Reduce operating costs and improve The overall project -- which includes replacement of

environmental sustainability, including and upgrades to ageing infrastructure will result in

TEREEL eI ez substantial reduction in utilities costs as well as
improved operational efficiencies.

Support digital infrastructure, including e-
learning and institutions preparedness for
the future

Support “experiential learning” opportunities
for students

Page 2 of 2
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APPENDIX I
Annex 5

lan McWhinney Chair in Family Medicine — Revisions to Terms of Reference

Approved by Property & Finance Committee, June 7, 2016

Recommended:

Donor and Funding:

Effective Date:

Purpose:

Criteria:

Reporting:

Background:

That the terms for the lan McWhinney Chair in Family Medicine be revised as
outlined below.

The Department of Family Medicine, together with individuals who support
Family Medicine and those who wished to honour lan McWhinney have donated
to support this Chair. The endowment fund now holds in excess of $5 million.

Since the Chair was approved in 1985, policies at the university have changed
and evolved and so the Department of Family Medicine wishes to update the
terms to allow for the best use of the funds available in keeping with the original
intent of the fund, “To further the academic and scientific base of the discipline of
Family Medicine.”

July 1, 2016

This Chair was established to honour Dr. lan McWhinney, founder of Western’s
Department of Family Medicine and family medicine in Canada. A world-
renowned medical educator, Dr. McWhinney’s approach to health care is now the
basic model used in the training of family physicians.

The income from the endowment fund will be used to support the academic
program of the holder of the Chair. Funds available may be directed towards
salary and benefits or direct research support, or some mixture thereof. Funds
may also support a lecture series or student research projects in Family
Medicine. The Chair must hold a primary appointment within the Department of
Family Medicine.

The administration of the spending of resources will be the responsibility of the
Dean of the Schulich School of Medicine & Dentistry in collaboration with Chair of
the Department of Family Medicine.

The holder of the Chair will be a family physician. The major part of the Chair’s
time will be devoted to research in the field of Family Medicine and related
scholarly activities. The Chair will hold a primary appointment within the
Department of Family Medicine, and be committed to academic activity and
program development within family medicine research.

Appointments to the lan McWhinney Chair in Family Medicine will be conducted
in accordance with university policies and procedures on academic appointments
and will be for a five-year term, normally renewable once upon the
recommendation of a review panel, and at the discretion of the Dean.

Renewal of appointments to the lan McWhinney Chair in Family Medicine will be
conducted in accordance with university policies and procedures and guidelines
established by the Schulich School of Medicine & Dentistry for reviewing
endowed chairs.

The university will provide a copy of the financial report for the
endowment to the Department of Family Medicine.

The Chair has been primarily funded by the Department of Family Medicine and
has been named in tribute to Dr. lan McWhinney since its establishment in 1985.
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FOR INFORMATION

APPENDIX Il
Annex 6
Alice Munro Chair in Creativity

At its meeting on June 7, 2016, the Property and Finance Committee approved establishment of the Alice
Munro Chair in Creativity with academic appointment in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities with the terms
of reference outlined below.

Donor and Funding:

Effective Date:

Purpose:

Criteria:

Reporting:

Donors from the Western, Canadian, and global literary communities have made
gifts totaling approximately $1 million to be matched with $2 million from the
university to create a $3 million endowment to fund the Chair.

Amounts made available for spending from the overall endowment will be used to
support the academic program of the holder of the Chair.

July 1, 2016

The Alice Munro Chair in Creativity will recognize and honour our Nobel laureate,
inspire student writers and foster creative expression. Alice Munro is counted
among the university’s most extraordinary alumni. Her first connection to the
Department of English came while she was an undergraduate pursuing an
English major. In 1976, the university recognized Munro’s literary achievements
with an honorary degree, the only such honour she has ever accepted. In
October 2013, Munro was awarded the Nobel Prize in Literature.

The income from the endowment fund will be used exclusively to support the
Alice Munro Chair in Creativity. Such support may be directed towards salary and
benefits of the incumbent, his/her research program, or some combination
thereof as developed in consultation with the Chair of English and Writing
Studies and approved by the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities.

The administration of the spending of resources will be the responsibility of the
Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities.

Funds available through the establishment of this prestigious Academic Chair will
enable the University to recruit a stellar creative writer, an exceptional teacher
and scholar who will advance our tradition of excellence in developing the talents
of students and future writers.

The Alice Munro Chair in Creativity will:

e Lead the creative culture of the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, serving
as a mentor and a model;

e Focus on the production of creative work, alongside a study of creativity;

e Assume a leadership role between the university and the local creative
community;

¢ Allow the university to enhance and expand the Writer-in-Residence
program;

e Provide the university with access to a world of writing beyond Canada,
allowing the university to attract international authors as speakers and to
its writers-in-residence program.

Appointments to the Chair will be conducted in accordance with the relevant
policies and procedures of the university and will be for a three-year term,
renewable.

The university, through the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, will report to donors
regarding the activities of the Chair once appointed, and will also provide an
annual financial report regarding the endowment.



Board of Governors APPENDIX Il
June 23, 2016 Annex 7

University Intellectual Property — Auditor General’s Report

Summary for Western Audit Committee

FOR INFORMATION

The Ontario Auditor General’s 2015 Report included a section on University Intellectual Property which is
attached as Appendix A. Three universities were selected and their processes related to the management of
intellectual property generated from university research were assessed for effectiveness. The following report
provides the recommendations made by the Auditor General, a summary of the response to the
recommendation made by those selected universities, which is then followed by the practice(s) Western has
in place and our recommendations to improve practices based on the Auditor General’s report.

There were fifteen recommendations in total but recommendations 1 — 6 are specifically for the
Ministry of Research & Innovation and are therefore, not summarized in this report.

Recommendation 7

In conjunction with government sponsors, universities should develop socio-economic performance
measures to better communicate the outcomes of their research and commercialization efforts.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

The universities agree that socio-economic performance measures would be useful for assessing
outcomes of research and commercialization efforts, but all noted that collecting such data would be
challenging given the breadth and volume of research activity occurring at universities.

One university stated that since funding agencies typically drive what is required for research reporting
purposes, government agencies should collectively take a leadership role in establishing harmonized
reporting requirements. This would allow for the measurement and comparison of the socio-economic
impact of government-sponsored research.

Two universities indicated that they would explore collaborating with government sponsors to identify
appropriate socio-economic performance measures. Another university indicated that it would consider
systematic approaches to collect socio-economic measures.

Western’s Current State
Research Western (RW) and WORLDiscoveries (WD) publish an annual report.
Recommended Changes to Current State

Work with Research Western to see where communication could be improved. Will continue to use
AUTM metrics.

Recommendation 8

Universities should review their research reporting requirements on performance measures, and
identify opportunities to report more detailed information in the annual research report and in
management reports going to senior management.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

The universities agreed with this recommendation. Two universities stated that they will continue to
review indicators for relevance and update them as necessary. The third university indicated it will



Board of Governors APPENDIX I
June 23, 2016 Annex 7, Page 2

undertake a review of its research reporting requirements in consultation with key stakeholders and
consider what information should be reported in an annual research report and in management reports.

Western’s Current State

Variety of metrics reported in WORLDiscoveries annual report as well as Summary of Annual Letters that
is submitted to the VPR and Deans.

Recommended Changes to Current State
Current Metrics seem to cover all, will look at adding # of startups that survive past 5 years.

Recommendation 9

To ensure that all intellectual property created with university resources is disclosed, universities
should:
¢ develop guidelines to help faculties assess university resources in the creation of intellectual
property and to require such assessments be documented;
e clearly communicate invention disclosure requirements during technology transfer office
presentations to staff and students;
e require all faculties to use only disclosures made directly to the technology transfer office for
performance review purposes; and
e use research grant status reports sent to research funders to anticipate and track completeness
of disclosures.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

The universities were generally in agreement with this recommendation.

For the two universities we visited that require disclosure even when the inventor does not intend to
commercialize, one indicated that it will consider developing formal guidelines to help assess the
university resources used in the creation of intellectual property. The other did not provide an action
plan because, under the university’s policy, the creator is the owner of the intellectual property.

All universities agreed with clearly communicating invention disclosure requirements through
presentations and on their websites.

With respect to the recommendation to require all faculties to use only disclosures made directly to
the technology transfer office for performance review purposes, one university stated that it would
consider the feasibility of such a process. Another university said it was in the process of ensuring
sufficient reporting of disclosure information to faculties. The third said it expects this recommended
action to be addressed by the upcoming implementation of online reporting for invention disclosures.
With respect to the recommendation to use research grant status reports to track disclosures, two
universities said they would consider it. The other university did not feel the need to track potential
disclosures since, under its intellectual property policy, the university did not have any rights to
ownership.

Western’s Current State
UWAOFA clearly outlines that all inventions must be disclosed to the University.

Presentations are made to staff & students on a regular basis (# of presentations per year have already
been added to the WORLDiscoveries Business Development Manager goals (part of the PDG review)).

No known policy linking disclosures to performance review.
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No mechanism in place to track grants against disclosures.
Recommended Changes to Current State

Performance review — Executive Director of WD contacted Science, Schulich and Engineering regarding
disclosures tracked as part of annual review.

Grants vs. Disclosures — look to see if this can be more closely tracked through collaboration with WD &
RDS.

Recommendation 10

In the absence of objective criteria to assess the commercial potential of disclosures, university
technology transfer offices should develop a formal process to discuss and challenge decisions on
commercial potential, including assessments undergoing a second level of review.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

One university indicated that having better processes to discuss and challenge decisions is of value. This
university stated it will formalize its process of discussing and challenging decisions, and will improve
documentation. Another university stated that it will consider a formal secondary review of all
disclosures with respect to staffing, workload and timeline considerations. The third university stated it
would continue with its current practice of taking up to one year engaging market participants to
determine whether there is a market for the technology.

Western’s Current State

Hybrid model of formal/informal review which includes Patent Prior Art Searching and Market Research
reporting. A technology assessment tool is in the process of being developed.

The Executive Director signs off on all correspondence to inventors and on all patent filings so that in
itself is a 2" review.

External reviews also apply to all techs that apply for WIF grants and are selected for the Proteus
Competition.

Recommended Changes to Current State

Formalize the technology assessment pool in conjunction with the Patent Prior Art Search and Market
Research Report.

Recommendation 11

To help ensure commercialization assessments are completed within a reasonable timeframe to avoid
delays in patent filings, university technology transfer offices should:
e establish time frames to complete assessments based on technology type or complexity of
invention; and
¢ formally track and review how long it takes to complete assessments, and address any delays
identified.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

All universities generally supported the recommendation and have implemented internal time frames
for the completion of commercialization assessments. Two indicated they will establish formal tracking
mechanisms to determine compliance with established timelines.
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Two universities indicated there may be reasons to delay a patent filing. These can include securing
further research data to support broader and more defensible claims, and prudently managing the
timeline to patent to defer cost escalation.

Western’s Current State

Procedures in place dictate acknowledgement on receipt, four weeks for the inventor to decide if they
wish to assign and three months for WD to review and decide if the tech will be accepted for
commercialization. This three-month review deadline is tracked in Inteum and technologies past the
three-month mark are brought up at WD monthly meetings to help address any reasons for the delay.
This metric is also part of the BDM’s PDG review. This measurement has been added to the annual
metrics report.

Recommended Changes to Current State
This measurement could also be added to our internal quarterly metrics reports.

Recommendation 12

To help ensure intellectual property is properly protected, universities and/or their technology
transfer offices, as applicable, should:
e ensure contracts with faculty associations and researchers include provisions to make them
aware of the importance of not disclosing inventions prior to filing for patent protection; and
» file for patent protection as early as possible, where appropriate, to minimize the risk of others
filing first and precluding them from obtaining a patent.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

Two universities were of the opinion that existing policies for invention disclosures were adequate.

The third university indicated that the creation of intellectual property and its commercialization were
not a core mandate of the university, and therefore provisions on the importance of not disclosing
inventions prior to filing should not be included in faculty association agreements.

One university stated that academic freedom to publish without constraint is a core university principle.
Another university stated that faculty members are best positioned to make decisions on when to
publish their results. It further stated that the primary mandate is to ensure the appropriate and timely
dissemination of research that has been largely publicly funded.

Western’s Current State

Information with regard to publishing is included in the “Receipt of ROl Letter” and on the
WORLDiscoveries Website. WORLDiscoveries will continue to educate researchers on publication during
presentations that are given.

Prior art is reviewed as part of the technology assessment process and as such, the filing of a provisional
patent is dependent on many factors. WORLDiscoveries does not feel there is any need to change our
current practice of when we file, as there is no evidence to suggest we have missed out on protecting IP
due to slow filing of a provisional patent.

Recommended Changes to Current State

WORLDiscoveries will review UWOFA IP clause for disclosing and publishing.
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Clause 15 of the current UWOFA agreement states:

“15. If the IPC(s) assign(s) rights for protection and/or exploitation to the Employer, and the
Employer agrees to protect the PIP and/or exploit it for commercial gain, then:

a) the Employer assumes the responsibility for protection and/or exploitation of the PIP. This
may include, but is not limited to, application for patents or other registered statutory
protection, and the negotiation of sales, assignments, licences or other dispositions of that
PIP. IPC(s) shall make reasonable efforts to assist the Employer in this endeavour, and shall
complete all necessary documentation (including assignments) as may be required. The
Employer shall use such efforts as it believes are reasonable in the circumstances to exploit
the PIP for commercial gain. All such steps shall be taken at no financial cost to the IPC(s)
responsible for creation of the PIP;

b) the IPC(s) shall not disclose or publish any details of the PIP for a period of twelve months
following the Employer's notification to the IPC(s) of its decision to protect the PIP and/or
exploit it for commercial gain, unless such disclosure or publication has been agreed to in
writing by the Employer. Such agreement shall not be unreasonably withheld, particularly
when the IPC will be considered for Tenure within eighteen months of the disclosure
required under Clause 6 of this Article. For the purposes of determining the start of this
eighteen month period, consideration for Tenure begins at the time of application of the
provisions of Clauses 15.1 or 15.2 of the Article Promotion Intellectual Property
and Tenure;

c)

Clause 16.1 states:

“16.1 If at any time following the periods specified in Clauses 12 and 13 of this Article, neither the
Employer nor the IPC(s) choose(s) to protect and/or exploit, or continue to protect and/or exploit
the PIP, then the IPC(s) shall be free to publish or disclose the details of the PIP.”

No action required on patent filing speed — many factors to consider including but not limited to how
crowded the space is, publishing deadlines and whether the work is part of a grant. Twice yearly
Technology assessment reviews ensure appropriate (and timely) management of filing.

Recommendation 13

To permit efficient management review of commercialization decisions and efforts and to help
facilitate knowledge transfer among personnel in case of staff turnover, universities should:

¢ develop case management documentation guidelines; and

¢ ensure that commercialization decisions and actions are clearly and consistently documented

in accordance with the guidelines to be developed.
Summary of Universities’ Responses

All universities were in agreement with this recommendation.
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Western’s Current State

Loose guidelines exist, working on finalizing the technology assessment tool. All IP decisions are
documented in Inteum and correspondence is sent to Inventors with reasons for go/no go decisions.
Twice yearly technology assessments are also documented.

Recommended Changes to Current State

Formalize the technology assessment tool. Continue with correspondence to inventors and biannual
technology portfolio review.

Recommendation 14

To manage costs incurred in the effort to commercialize intellectual property, university technology
transfer offices should implement formal policies and guidelines regarding cost management, and track
costs incurred by type (e.g. legal costs, patent fees, and marketing) for each disclosure.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

All three universities were generally in agreement with the recommendation. One university said it
would consider the need for formal policies and guidelines regarding cost management, and another
university said it will develop general guidelines to ensure appropriate cost-management practices.

Western’s Current State

Western does this (through Inteum) and all costs are reported to IP creators (and Deans, Chairs, VPR) on
a yearly basis.

Recommended Changes to Current State
No action required.

Recommendation 15

To help ensure the timely and accurate collection of revenue owing, all universities should:
¢ ensure they have an accurate and up-to-date tracking payment schedule that includes due
dates, so that universities can bill one-time payments in advance and remind licensees to
submit royalty payments on time;
¢ obtain sales and revenue reports from licensees to support the amount of royalties remitted;
 develop criteria to help assess when it is worthwhile to ask for an audit report (for example,
when royalty payments are dependent on sales generated); and
» enforce the interest penalties stipulated in contracts to encourage licensees to submit revenue
payments on time.

Summary of Universities’ Responses

All universities were in agreement with this recommendation. The two universities to which most of the
findings in this section related stated that they are addressing the concerns.

Western’s Current State

Payments - Western has a comprehensive data base (Inteum) that keeps track of all revenue obligations
and due dates. Invoices and payments are tracked on a weekly basis.
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Support of royalties received — Western does have a formal reporting process — Licensees submit
quarterly/yearly reports. If a report is not received, a template report is sent to the licensee to assist
them with their reporting requirements. Reporting template has been part of all new license
agreements since late 2014 to encourage licensees to report in a standardized way and in a timely
fashion.

Audit Criteria — no formal audit process exists and to date, no audits have been performed on licensees.

Penalties for late payments - interest is charged on past due invoices but if companies do not pay the
interest but pay the owed royalties, the interest portion is not pursued. Some license agreements do
have enforced penalties.

Recommended Changes to Current State

WORLDiscoveries will review current practices on delinquent reporters and will consult with AUTM
information to help develop criteria around when/if an audit should be undertaken.

Interest seems to be collected more effectively if an invoice is actually issued for the interest rather than
it just appearing on a statement — WORLDiscoveries will review on a case by case basis.



Chapter 3

|

1.0 Background

1.1 Definition and Importance of
Intellectual Property

Intellectual property refers to creations of the mind
such as inventions, literary and artistic works,
designs, and symbols, names and images used in
commerce. In this audit, we focus on inventions and
scientific discoveries made at universities through
research activities — for example, new technologies,
or new or improved manufacturing processes. If
commercialized, such discoveries could have the
potential to spur economic growth and enhance
Ontarians’ quality of life. Commercialization refers
to the process of taking a discovery or invention to
the market.

1.2 Ontario’s Research and
Commercialization Ecosystem

Research in Ontario is conducted by universities
and other organizations, including not-for-profit
research institutions and research hospitals. These
organizations conduct research alone, in collabora-
tion with other organizations, or in partnership
with industry under a contractual arrangement.
Funding for research is generally provided to
universities through government grants, corporate
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and individual contributions, and internal funds of
the university, such as endowments and investment
income. Only a small amount of research activity
results in an invention or discovery. Once a discov-
ery is made, the university can start a process to
protect the intellectual property and get it into the
hands of private companies, who are generally the
ones that commercialize an invention, or bring it to
market.

1.3 Provincial Government
1.3.1 Ontario’s Innovation Agenda

In 2008, the province released Ontario’s Innova-
tion Agenda to focus attention on research and
innovation as priorities and key factors in economic
development. The agenda identified the Ministry of
Research and Innovation as the lead responsible for
ensuring that the province’s efforts to strengthen
its innovation culture are co-ordinated and compre-
hensive. The goal was to create “a high and sustain-
able level of prosperity, and healthy communities,
that provide high-quality jobs and better lives for
people in Ontario.” The agenda highlighted five key
objectives, the first of which was to “extract more
value from all provincial investments in research
and innovation.”

According to the agenda, research in post-
secondary institutions, particularly at the
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post-graduate level, is central to creating know-
ledge. However, it noted that industry is often
unaware of the intellectual property generated
within Ontario research institutions.

1.3.2 Ministry of Research and Innovation

The Ministry’s mandate is to support productivity
and innovation in Ontario’s research, business

and entrepreneurship ecosystems, toward build-
ing sustainable economic and social prosperity.

In 2014/15, the Ministry of Research and Innova-
tion provided $276 million in research grants to
post-secondary institutions, research hospitals

and not-for-profit research institutions, of which
Ontario universities received 48%. The remainder
went to not-for-profit research institutions (39%),
research hospitals (12%), and colleges (1%). The
Ministry provided an additional $119 million for
commercialization activities (such as, networking
events to connect companies with research institu-
tions, access to funding for further development of
early-stage technology, and accelerators and incu-
bators that provide space, mentoring and advisory
services to start-up companies). In addition,
corporate income tax credits—offered to businesses
to invest in research and innovation in universities,
other research institutions and the private sector—
cost the province $193 million in refundable tax
credits in 2014/15 and an estimated $170 million
in forgone corporate income tax revenue in 2014.
Appendix 1 lists the Ministry’s key programs that
support research activity in Ontario and facilitate
the commercialization of discoveries and inventions
made in the province.

There are three main research grant programs
for universities. The Research Excellence program
funds direct and indirect operating costs of research
that is intended to be transformational and globally
significant. The Research Infrastructure program
funds state-of-the-art equipment and facilities
needed to conduct research. The Early Researcher
Awards program is intended to help recently
appointed Ontario researchers build research
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teams; its goal is to attract and retain the best and
brightest research talent who will train the next
generation of researchers and innovators.

The Ministry’s commercialization programs
are intended to provide services, such as access to
capital, business acceleration services, mentoring,
training and networking to innovative companies,
entrepreneurs and researchers. The Ministry does
not provide funding directly to universities to com-
mercialize intellectual property. Instead, funding is
provided to a network of organizations called the
Ontario Network of Entrepreneurs (ONE). ONE
includes the Ontario Centres of Excellence, MaRS,
Regional Innovation Centres and Sector Innovation
Centres. These organizations in turn fund and/or
provide services to universities, colleges and other
research institutions, as well as start-ups, entre-
preneurs and companies. Since 2013, the Ministry
refers to key commercialization activities collect-
ively as the ONE program.

The Ontario Centres of Excellence (OCE) was
formally established in 1987 as seven independent
centres focusing on commercialization of intel-
lectual property. These centres were amalgamated
into one independent not-for-profit organization
in 2004 to create productive working partnerships
between university and college research depart-
ments, research hospitals and Ontario industry,
in order to help quality research be utilized to its
full potential by industry. It is intended to focus
on areas and projects that align with the Ontario’s
Innovation Agenda and help commercialize
research with the greatest potential for economic
benefits and/or positive social impact. Aside from
the Ministry of Research and Innovation, the OCE
is also funded by the Ministry of Government and
Consumer Services, federal government agencies
and contributions from industry. In 2014/15, the
OCE received $49 million from the Ministry of
Research and Innovation to deliver initiatives,
including the Industry-Academic Collaboration
program, and the Campus-Linked Accelerator
program.



MaRS is an independent registered charity
which opened in 2005. MaRS works with a net-
work of private and public sector partners to help
entrepreneurs launch and grow innovative compan-
ies such as start-up ventures. In 2014/15 MaRS
received $17.3 million from the Ministry to deliver
initiatives such as the Business Acceleration Pro-
gram, which supports the growth and development
of regional innovation ecosystems across Ontario.
MaRS also provides funding to 17 Regional Innova-
tion Centres across the province to provide services
such as business mentorship and investor readiness.
MaRS also offers programs to college and university
student entrepreneurs.

1.4 University Research
Environment

Ontario has 21 publicly funded universities, one

of which is entirely federally funded (the Royal
Military College of Canada). The general purpose
of university research is to create knowledge and
discoveries that promote university outcomes,
develop solutions to address societal challenges,
and play a key role in the education experience

for both professors and students. Where research
results in intellectual property with potential com-
mercial value, universities need to be effective in
their commercialization activities and in protecting
their intellectual property. Each university has a
vice-president of research responsible for managing
and co-ordinating the university’s research and
commercialization activities.

University Intellectual Property m

The vice-president of research typically oversees
three offices — the research office, the research eth-
ics board, and the technology transfer office. The
research office is responsible for facilitating and
supporting research activities; the research ethics
board sets standards for ethical conduct in every
aspect of research and is responsible for ensuring
they are maintained; and the technology transfer
office helps researchers transfer their discoveries to
the marketplace through various activities, such as
securing intellectual property protection, evaluat-
ing intellectual property for commercial potential,
and acting as an agent representing the interests of
both the institution and the inventor, Some smaller
universities that lack a technology transfer office
may use services provided by external technology
transfer organizations instead.

Typically, inventors are academics or graduate
students who specialize in particular areas of study
and lack the time and/or business acumen to take
an idea to market. Technology transfer offices are to
fill this gap by sharing their expertise and industry
connections with inventors, increasing the likeli-
hood that a technology or invention will come to
the attention of those most capable of bringing it
to market—that is, the industry—and will benefit
society. In exchange for this assistance, inventors
often agree to give up some or all of their rights to
ownership and/or future profits to the university in
accordance with the university’s policies.

Figure 1 summarizes the typical process
of bringing an invention to market (a.k.a.
commercialization).

Figure 1: Taking an Invention to Market Through a University’s Technology Transfer Office (TTO)

Source of data: Modified from the Stanford University Office of Technology Licensing, Inventors Guide
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Appendix 2 shows the typical governance struc-
ture of a university, with an emphasis on research
activity, highlighting the key reporting relation-
ships, roles and responsibilities. Appendix 3
outlines the mandate for overall research activity
and for the technology transfer office at each of the
universities we visited.

1.5 Sources of Funding for
University Research

Universities receive substantial amounts of funding
for research. For their five fiscal years ending in
2014, Ontario universities received $13 billion in
sponsored research funding. As shown in Figure 2,
the primary funding sources were the federal
government (48%), grants or contracted funds
from non-government sources (26%), the Ontario
government (15%) and other sources (11%).

1.5.1 Federal Funding for University
Research

Federally, most university research funding comes
from the Tri-Council Agencies, which comprise

the Canadian Institute for Health Research, the
National Science and Engineering Research
Council, and the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council. Other significant funders are
the Canada Foundation for Innovation and Canada

Figure 2: University Research Funding in Ontario by Source

Excellence Research Chairs. In 2013/14, these
agencies combined, provided Ontario universities
with 80% of total federal funding for research.
Some of this funding is intended to help com-
mercialize intellectual property by accelerating the
development of promising technology (e.g. cover-
ing the costs of building prototypes) or covering the
costs of technology transfer activities (e.g. patents,
market studies, and networking costs).

Appendix 4 describes the main federal research
funding agencies and their contributions to Ontario
universities for the fiscal year ending 2014 for
universities, the most recent fiscal year for which
information is available.

1.5.2 Provincial Funding for University
Research

In the fiscal year ending 2014 for universities, 15
provincial ministries provided universities with
research funding, according to the Council of
Ontario Universities. The largest funding providers
were the ministries of Research and Innovation;
Health and Long-term Care; Training, Colleges
and Universities; and Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs. Appendix 5 details provincial research
funding to Ontario universities for the five fiscal
years ending 2014, the most recent information
available,

Source of data: Council of Ontario Universities' annual Financial Report of Ontario Universities, 2009/10-2013/14

© 2009/10  2010/11  2011/12

T2012/13  2013/14|  SyearTotal

FundingSource ____ ($million) _($million) __($million) __(§ millin) __($ milton) [EX,TTHINEAN
Federal government! 1,201 1,213 1,223 1,328 1,316 6,281 48
Ontario government? 362 375 389 480 343 1,949 15
Non-government 396 716 818 147 750 3,427 26

Qther Income (e.g., donations,
investment income, etc.)

563 167

199 221 232 11

Total 2,622 2,471

2,629 2,716 2,641 100

1. See Appendix 4 for federal research funding programs, 2013/ 14.

2. See Appendix 5 for provincial funding for university research by ministry and agency, 2009/10-2013/14.
Please note, “Fiscal year” denotes that of the university which runs from May 1 to April 30.



1.5.3 University Endowment Funding for
University Research

Universities typically have endowment funds. These
are restricted to the purposes agreed upon by the
university and donors (such as student aid, scholar-
ships and research activity) or as determined by
the university’s governing council. Endowments
are typically invested to preserve the capital in
real dollars, adjusted for inflation, with only a set
amount of income generated available for use each
year. The largest university we visited had research
endowment funds totalling $219 million in 2014,
and its annual spending rate was 3% to 5% of the
endowment’s market value.

Appendix 6 provides a glossary of terms used in
this report.

Our audit objectives were to assess whether:
o the Ministry of Research and Innovation has
co-ordinated and put effective processes in

place to provide research funding to universi-
ties, monitor the use of research funding, and
assess the benefits to Ontarians; and

o select universities have effective processes

in place to manage intellectual property
generated from university research, including
identifying, protecting, assessing and com-
mercializing intellectual property.

Senior management at both the Ministry of
Research and Innovation and the universities we
visited, reviewed and agreed to our audit objectives
and criteria.

We conducted our audit primarily at the
Ministry of Research and Innovation, and at the
technology transfer offices of three universi-
ties — University of Toronto, McMaster University
(in Hamilton) and the University of Waterloo.

We selected universities that received significant
amounts of research funding; collectively, these

. . \
University Intellectual Property

three received almost half of all university research
funding provided by the province in 2013/14. As
well, in order to observe a cross-section of practi-
ces, we selected universities with different intel-
lectual property ownership models and that used
different technology transfer offices to facilitate
commercialization.

As background for the universities we selected,
Figure 3 shows the world rankings for the three
universities visited according to research perform-
ance and output, in relation to universities ranked
top 10 in the world from 2012 to 2014, and to uni-
versities ranked top 10 in Canada in 2014. Figure 4
shows how the universities we visited ranked in
2014, nationally and internationally, in six fields of
research. The rankings are generally based on the
number of research articles issued, the number of
times the research is cited elsewhere, and whether
research articles appear in high impact scientific
journals. The University of Toronto ranked first in
Canada overall and in the top 100 in the world in
all fields of research. McMaster ranked in the top
100 in the world in clinical medicine and social sci-
ences, and the University of Waterloo ranked in the
top 100 in the world in engineering.

In conducting our audit, we reviewed relevant
documents (including research funding agree-
ments and university policies regarding intellectual
property ownership and disclosure requirements);
analyzed information; and interviewed appropri-
ate Ministry and university staff. We also obtained
research grant information for review from the
ministries of Health and Long-term Care; Training,
Colleges and Universities; and Agriculture, Food
and Rural Affairs. In addition, in April we attended
the Ontario Centres of Excellence’s Discovery 2015,
a two-day conference in Toronto that brought
together key players from industry, academia and
government, as well as students and entrepreneurs,
for networking opportunities. At this conference,
we obtained knowledge about services offered by
federal and provincial government organizations,
such as the Canadian Intellectual Property Office,
the Ontario Centres of Excellence, and risk capital
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Figure 3: Ranking for Universities Visited Relative to the Top 10 Research Universities Worldwide (2012-2014)
and Top 10 in Canada (2014)

Source of data: National Taiwan University Ranking

University -0 i e B 2014 2014

Harvard University 1 1 1

Johns Hopkins University 2 2 2

Stanford University 3 3 3
University of Toronto 7 8 4 1

University of Washington, Seattle 4 4 5

University of California, Los Angeles 5 5 6

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 6 7 7

University of California, Berkeley 8 6 8

University of Oxford 9 9 8

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 10 10 8

Canadian Universities

University of British Columbia 28 27 27 2
e McGill University 33 34 33 3
= 3 University of Alberta 78 7 79 4
e E University of Montreal 106 109 86 5
:E‘ j McMaster University 98 118 116 6
i E University of Calgary 148 151 144 7
ity University of Ottawa 199 199 161 8
9 Western University 190 193 206 9
: g Laval University 225 235 226 10
o University of Waterloo 279 256 261 11

Note: The National Taiwan University Ranking, first published in 2007, ranks universities on research performance and output. About 500 universities
were ranked worldwide; 22 were in Canada. The ranking is based on an assessment of research productivity (based on the number of research
articles) research impact (based on the number of times research articles are cited elsewhere) and research excellence (based on whether the
articles appear in high-impact journals).

Figure 4: Top Universities by Research Field, 2014

Source of data: National Taiwan University Ranking

University of Toronto

World  National World  National World  National

38 3 244 16 232 15

Clinical medicine (e.g., psychiatry) 3 1 50 4 n/a n/a
Engineering 30 1 193 8 65 2
Life sciences (e.g., biology) 11 1 148 7 n/a n/a
Natural sciences (e.g., chemistry) 30 1 260 8 172 6
Social sciences (e.g., economics) 8 1 54 4 133 10

Note: See Note for Figure 3 for how these were assessed.



programs offered by the Ministry of Research

and Innovation. As well, for comparison purposes
and to determine whether best practices exist
elsewhere, we researched other jurisdictions and
analyzed survey results on performance indicators
for technology transfer offices collected by the
Association of University Technology Managers
from many Canadian and U.S. universities. And
finally, we reviewed the results of inspections of
the administration of research funding by universi-
ties by the Canada Foundation for Innovation (a
federal research funding agency that, together
with Ontario, provides funding for research
infrastructure).

Our audit work on the ONE program, including
services delivered by the Ontario Centres of Excel-
lence and MaRS, was limited to a review of key
performance indicators and results. We also did not
look at the universities’ administration of research
funding.

3.1 Provincial Government

In 2008, the government determined that it needed
to extract more value from all provincial invest-
ments in all research, including from research
funding provided to universities. The Ministry of
Research and Innovation was made accountable for
achieving this objective. However, our audit found
that the Ministry does not co-ordinate or track the
province’s investments in research and innovation,
It lacks key information from other research-
granting ministries and agencies. As well, it lacks
key information from service delivery agents, such
as the Ontario Centres of Excellence to which the
Ministry provides funding to provide commercial-
ization support to universities. Equally important,
the Ministry has not been attempting to measure
the extent to which value has been created from
these investments,

‘o . \
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In our audit, we estimated that in the last five
years, at least $1.9 billion in funding has been
provided for university research. This amount
excludes Ministry funding provided to service
delivery agents (like regional innovation centres) to
deliver commercialization services, and tax incen-
tives offered to private companies that invest in
university research. Without knowing the payback
from either benefits to society or economic benefits
through commercialization activities, it is difficult
for the government to determine whether it is get-
ting value for money from its significant investment
in university research.

Our specific observations regarding the Ministry
of Research and Innovation are as follows:

Time to Better Measure Value for Money

® The Ministry needs to develop an implementa-
tion plan to monitor whether it is achieving
value for money from its investments in
research and innovation in accordance with
the strategic direction outlined in its 2008
Innovation Agenda. Although some perform-
ance measures are in place, this would also
involve improving on performance measure-
ment by establishing outcome and potentially
socio-economic measures to use in assessing
the impact of the Ministry’s investments in
university research and commercialization.

® The Ministry has a comprehensive selection
process for awarding university grants and is
generally following its guidelines for awarding
these grants. However, it does not subse-
quently confirm that research outcomes align
with those identified in grant proposals.

o In 2009 the Ministry, universities and other
stakeholders identified several barriers to
commercialization, including a fragmented
system of collaboration lacking co-ordination,
lack of adequate venture capital and too much
regulation and bureaucracy within the com-
mercialization system. In order to address
barriers to commercialization, the Ministry

g
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needs to develop a strategy and action plans
with timelines to monitor success in breaking
down such barriers.

Potential to Benefit Further From Research
Funding
o The provincial government has virtually no

rights to intellectual property resulting from
the research it funds. This is not unusual when
compared to a sample of Canadian and inter-
national jurisdictions. However, we noted that
U.S. Federal government agencies can use
inventions made with federal funding royalty-
free for their own purposes. We recommended
that the Ministry consider the pros and cons
of implementing a similar practice in future
situations where there may be value to the
province, Currently the Ministry of Agricul-
ture, Food and Rural Affairs in Ontario shares
in revenue generated by intellectual property
created at the University of Guelph with
government funds, and a non-exclusive right
to use the intellectual property royalty-free for
non-commercial internal purposes, perpetu-
ally. As a result, it received $3.3 million in net
licensing revenues over the past five years.

3.2 Universities

Ontario universities receive a significant amount
of money from governments, private industry

and other sources to conduct research. In the five
years ending April 30, 2014, universities received
more than $13 billion for research activity from

all sources combined. According to past reviews
by the Canada Foundation for Innovation, the
universities we visited had proper controls in place
to manage research funding provided for research
infrastructure. We further found that staff working
in Technology Transfer Offices at the universities
we visited had experience with assessing the com-
mercialization potential of invention disclosures.
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However, universities’ technology transfer
offices have the opportunity to make some improve-
ments in a few research and intellectual property
oversight areas as follows:

lime to More Fully Measure Value for Money
e While universities do track key commercial-

ization indicators and results of their technol-
ogy transfer offices, they do not yet measure
the socio-economic impact of their research
activities and commercialization efforts.
It may be time to take on this challenge to
further confirm value for money is being
achieved.

Opportunity to Better Protect and Benefit From
Intellectual Property

e Patent protection may not always be taken out
on a timely basis at the universities, increasing
the risk that others may obtain a patent based
on publicly communicated information about
the invention. At three universities we visited,
the average time ranged between 80 and 188
days for a U.S, provisional patent and between
25 to 211 days for all other types of patent
filings.

o None of the Technology Transfer Offices we
visited highlighted revenue generation as one
driving force. In most years they spent more
to operate their office than they gained from
intellectual property holdings, before distribu-
tion to inventors and other parties. We also
noted, that although universities had a sig-
nificant number of active licences at the year
ending April 30, 2013, the number of licences
that generated income varied - only 3% at
one university, 25% at another and 44% at
the third. Comparatively, the average income
from licences at Canadian universities was
$61,000 and the average income from licences
at U.S. universities was $130,000.

o None of the technology transfer offices we
visited had formal guidelines or policies on
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managing costs associated with commercial- with Ontario’s Innovation Agenda. In addition,
ization efforts. As well, in a number of cases four of the top 10 Canadian research universities
there were delays in the collection of revenues are located in Ontario, including the University
from intellectual property revenue generating of Toronto, McMaster University, the University
agreements. of Ottawa and Western University. However, the
o From our review of files in technology transfer Ministry recognizes that further improvements
offices, documentation was not available to are needed to be able to better measure the
confirm that formal processes were used to benefits to Ontarians.
assess the feasibility of commercialization and The Ministry will continue to assess and
track decisions/actions being taken, refine the programs it offers to support innova-
Although our findings relate specifically to tion in Ontario.

the three universities we visited, we encourage
other universities across Ontario to review our

recommendations, as noted in Appendix 7, and
act on those that may apply to their individual

circumstances.
This report contains 15 recommendations, con- 4.1 Government Research-related
sisting of 27 actions to address the findings noted Investments and Activities

dieing thigandit. 4.1.1 Lack of Co-ordination of the

Province's Investments in Research and
Innovation Activities

The Ministry of Research and Innovation is in

The Ministry Is Not Tracking Total Funding for
Research and Innovation Province-wide
Ontario’s 2008 Innovation Agenda recognized

agreement with the Auditor General’s recom-
mendations stemming from the audit on Univer-
sity Intellectual Property. The Ministry plans to
take action to address those directed to it.

The 2008 Ontario Innovation Agenda
provided a strategic framework for Ontario.
The Ministry has been using this framework to
guide its activities. To help with commercial-

that a wide range of ministries and agencies carry
out the government’s innovation-related invest-

ments and activities, including research funding.
It identified the Ministry of Research and Innova-
tion as the lead ministry responsible for ensuring

s g ; ; e that Ontario’s efforts to strengthen the province’s
ization and innovation, the Ministry also has

the Ontario Network of Entrepreneurs (ONE),
which is a network of 90 centres across Ontario
that provide in-person and online advice,
referrals, programs, funds, resource materials,
training and connections for people who want

innovation culture are co-ordinated and compre-
hensive. However, during our audit, we found that
the Ministry was still not effectively co-ordinating
the province’s investments in research and innova-
tion activities.

; In particular, the Ministry did not know the total
to start and grow successful businesses.

The Ministry supports research excellence
and talent development through its programs.
The Ministry appreciates the Auditor General’s
recognition that we have a comprehensive selec-
tion process for awarding university grants with
over 75% of funding decisions being aligned

amount of provincial funding provided annually,
either directly or indirectly, for research and com-
mercialization activities. To illustrate:

o Although the Ministry was able to provide
us with a list of the research-granting
programs that it managed, it was not able
to provide us with a comprehensive list of



provincial programs from across all govern-
ment ministries and agencies that fund
research. We would expect that, because it

is the lead ministry, the Ministry of Research
and Innovation would be the custodian of
comprehensive financial information on all
provincial government funding programs for
research and innovation. Using information
collected by the Council of Ontario Universi-
ties, we determined that the total amount of
provincial funding provided to universities for
research activities was at least $1.9 billion for
the 5-year period ending April 30, 2014 (see
Appendix 5). However, this is not the total
amount the provincial government spent on
research and innovation. It does not include
research grants it provided to not-for-profit
research institutes, research hospitals and col-
leges, as well as ministry funding provided to
service delivery agents (like regional innova-
tion centres) to deliver commercialization
services, and provincial tax incentives offered
by the Ministry of Finance to private compan-
ies that invest in university research.

e The Ministry does not provide funding dir-
ectly to universities for commercialization
activities. Instead, the Ministry makes transfer
payments to the Ontario Centres of Excellence
and MaRS, which provide commercialization
support to universities. During our audit, we
noted that the Ministry has not tracked or
asked the Ontario Centres of Excellence and
MaRS to provide details on the funding or
assistance given to universities.

We also noted that the Ministry does not

always know whether the research it has funded
has resulted in intellectual property. Recipients of
research funding submit their final performance
report to the Ministry in the last year of funding,
noting any accomplishments to date. However,
where there is research value or impact, it likely
occurs years later following commercialization
efforts by the university technology transfer offices,
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and long after the initial funding agreement’s
reporting requirements have ended.

Further, the Ministry does not have a process in
place to make other ministries aware of new tech-
nologies and innovations developed with provincial
funding. It does not track if government ministries
or agencies, who had initially indicated support for
a research project, are using inventions that may
have resulted from the research or are benefitting
in any other way from funding provided. Applicants
for research funding are encouraged to submit
letters of support with their research proposals to
secure funding. These letters are generally from the
private sector, but in some cases they may be from
government ministries and agencies with which
researchers have established contact. The Ministry
of Research and Innovation informed us that the
onus to follow up on those research outcomes rests
with the ministries and agencies providing the let-
ters of support.

RECOMMENDATION 1

As the lead ministry in ensuring Ontario’s
efforts to strengthen its innovation culture are
co-ordinated and comprehensive, the Ministry
of Research and Innovation should establish
processes to track and monitor the total direct

and indirect provincial funding for research and
innovation and the new technologies and inven-
tions resulting from that funding.

The Ministry agrees to evaluate methods to

track and monitor total direct and indirect prov-
incial funding for research and innovation and
the new technologies and inventions resulting
from that funding.

For example, in the 2015 Budget, the govern-
ment committed to implementing a common
registration process for all transfer-payment
recipients. This enables insight into and over-
sight of the full financial relationship between
the government and service delivery partners.



When fully implemented, this will facilitate
accurate and complete aggregation of informa-
tion detailing the funding relationship that the
province has with transfer-payment recipients,
including institutions receiving research and
innovation funding.

No Plan Developed to Implement the 2008

Innovation Agenda
The Ministry has not developed a broad-based and
multi-year plan to implement the strategic direc-
tion outlined in the 2008 Innovation Agenda. The
Innovation Agenda was a strategy for research and
innovation which identified key sectors of the econ-
omy for investment where Ontario had a strategic
advantage and global position. It did not serve as
an implementation plan since key initiatives, formal
deliverables, timelines and targets were absent
from the Agenda. A more detailed plan would pro-
vide for a measure of oversight to ensure action was
taken within assigned timelines.

Since the release of the Innovation Agenda in
2008, the Ministry has issued three additional
strategic planning documents that relate to specific
sectors: Ontario’s Life Sciences Commercialization
Strategy (2010), Ontario Cleantech Asset Map
(2010), and Ontario’s Water Sector Strategy (2014).
While these documents provide strategic direction,
they do not serve as implementation plans since
they lack detail on all the key initiatives, deliv-
erables, performance measures and targets that
would be useful to implement these strategies.

RECOMMENDATION 2

The Ministry of Research and Innovation should
develop and implement a multi-year plan to
cover the Innovation Agenda’s strategic direc-
tion as well as provincial goals and initiatives
on research and innovation. This plan should
provide enough detail to clearly summarize the
deliverables, and establish timelines and targets
to deliver on key strategies, initiatives and
research and innovation programs.

University Intellectual Property “
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The Ministry agrees to develop and imple-
ment a multi-year plan to cover the Innovation
Agenda’s strategic direction as well as provincial
goals and initiatives on research and innovation.
Although the Ministry did not have a formal
multi-year plan linked specifically to the Innova-
tion Agenda, the Ministry has implemented
programs that are consistent with the Innova-
tion Agenda—for example, the Ontario Network
of Entrepreneurs (formerly the Ontario Network
of Excellence), support for venture capital
and innovation financing, and investment in
research programs.

Province Has Not Sufficiently Monitored

Progress on the 2008 Innovation Agenda
As mentioned above, Ontario’s 2008 Innovation
Agenda had no timeframe for implementation and
no established performance targets. Nevertheless,
the province committed to developing a scorecard
to measure and report on the progress of its invest-
ments in innovation and to allow comparisons with
other jurisdictions.

In 2010, the Ministry of Research and Innova-

tion developed a scorecard with 23 key indicators

and measured the province’s innovation perform-
ance based on data available at the time. The
province ranked “weak” in two categories (com-
mercialization and private investment), “satisfac-
tory” in four areas (technology development and
transfer, economic performance, linkages and
support, and companies with research and develop-
ment capacity), and “good” in three areas (public
investment, research and education as it relates

to innovation performance, and higher education
and public research as it relates to innovation
capacity). The Ministry selected nine jurisdictions,
based on population size and gross domestic prod-
uct, to compare against the same 23 indicators. '
They included three Canadian provinces (British
Columbia, Alberta and Quebec), two American
states (Massachusetts and Pennsylvania), and three



other countries (Israel, Australia and Sweden). In
general, Ontario performed favourably compared
to the other provinces, but tended to perform worse
than the foreign jurisdictions.

In the absence of a subsequent assessment by
the Ministry, we reviewed the innovation report
card (How Canada Performs, A Report Card on
Canada) issued by the Conference Board of Canada
for 2015. Ontario was the highest rated provincial
jurisdiction in innovation. However, the Conference
Board of Canada gave Ontario its lowest rating
(“D”) in the categories of business enterprise R&D
investment, patents and labour productivity. The
Conference Board’s rating would indicate a need for
the province to improve in these areas.

The results of the Ministry’s 2010 assessment
were not made public, and no subsequent assess-
ment was performed. This means there has been
no assessment done by the Ministry on whether
provincial spending on research over the last five
years has been effective.

Publicly Available Indicators Show Little

Progress in Ontario’'s Innovation
During our audit, we noted that the Ministry of
Research and Innovation often referred to the
Global Start-up Ecosystem Ranking to identify how
provincial ecosystems ranked globally. The Global
Start-up Ecosystem Ranking periodically ranks the
world’s top start-up ecosystems for technology com-
panies. Silicon Valley took first place and served as
the baseline for comparison and measurement of all
other ecosystems. In 2012, two Ontario cities were
among the top 20 ecosystems in the world -Toronto
was 8th and Waterloo was 16th. In 2015, both
Toronto and Waterloo dropped in ranking to 17th
and 24th place, respectively. Though the report
did not specify the reason for the significant drop
in ranking for Toronto and Waterloo, it should be
cause for concern and requires further investigation
by the province,
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. RECOMMENDATION 3

To assess progress on the province's 2008 Innov-
ation Agenda and provide comparisons between
Ontario and its peer jurisdictions, the Ministry
of Research and Innovation should conduct
assessments periodically against the indicators
in the scorecard and report the results publicly.

'MINISTRY R

The Ministry agrees to periodically assess the
progress of the Ontario Innovation Agenda
against indicators in the scorecard and report
the results publicly.

The Ministry has been tracking performance
measurements (such as patents, private-sector
and public-sector research and development
personnel, and research infrastructure invest-
ment) that capture different facets of the innov-
ation system from publicly available sources,
such as Statistics Canada, Thomson Reuters, the
Canadian Foundation for Innovation and Tri-
Council publications.

4.1.2 No Strategy but Some Action
Taken by Ministry to Address Barriers to
Commercialization

The Ministry has not developed a comprehensive
commercialization strategy to eliminate the bar-
riers to commercialization for intellectual property.
In 2009, the Ministry of Research and Innovation
and Industry Canada held a roundtable on com-
mercialization barriers to university research.
Participants included representatives of industry,
university technology transfer offices and MaRS,
the Toronto-based regional innovation centre. The
group identified several barriers to commercializa-
tion and proposed actions to address some of them.
Some of the more significant barriers to commer-
cialization identified were:

e fragmented system of collaboration lacking

any degree of co-ordination;



e lack of strategic focus on technologies and
areas of science;

o weak system of knowledge management, with
no means of understanding who is doing what
and where;

» need for a stronger focus on partnerships and
alliances in the realm of technology transfer;

e too much regulation and bureaucracy within
the commercialization system;

e lack of adequate venture capital; and

e indicators such as patents, licences and dis-
closures are too narrow to measure the true
outcomes of commercialization.,

In the last several years, the Ministry of
Research and Innovation has introduced many
commercialization programs and, in conjunction
with the Ministry of Finance, has created corporate
tax credits and exemptions, which could address
some of the barriers. However, it has not put a sys-
tem in place to monitor its progress in addressing
the commercialization barriers that were identified
in 2009.

In 2008, the Ontario Tax Exemption for Com-
mercialization was created to allow start-up
companies in the field of information and com-
munication technology that commercialize intel-
lectual property developed at Canadian universities
and colleges to get a refund on all corporate income
tax and corporate minimum tax paid in the first 10
years of operations. However, this tax exemption,
designed to promote commercialization, has been
ineffective. Eligible companies have to apply for
a certificate of eligibility issued by the Ministry of
Research and Innovation. To date, only one certifi-
cate has been issued and no claims have been filed
in regards to this tax exemption.

% RECOMMENDATION 4

To address barriers to commercialization of
intellectual property, the Ministry of Research
and Innovation should consult again with stake-
holders for a current review of barriers, develop
a strategy and action plan with a timeline for

¢ ' 3 v ‘\\
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implementation, and monitor its progress on
addressing those barriers.

The Ministry will review the broad range of

commercialization outcomes annually and will
consult with members of the ecosystem (that

is, members of ONE) to adjust and develop pro-
grams that respond to the current economic and
ecosystem conditions.

The Ministry notes that commercialization
programs were created to respond to barriers.
For example, ONE was formed and structured to
address concerns by:

e making it easier for entrepreneurs to start
and grow their businesses in Ontario across
all sectors of the economy;

o helping entrepreneurs access the programs
and services they need;

e mobilizing knowledge and resources within
colleges and universities to support business-
led innovation and commercialization;

o co-ordinating provincial, federal, regional
and private-sector programming and resour-
ces; and

e ensuring the roles of each organization do
not overlap and are complementary to each

other.
4.1.3 Selection of Research Projects
Applicant Selection Criteria for Research
Funding Tied to Innovation Agenda

The 2008 Innovation Agenda highlighted four
areas of the economy for initial strategic investment
where Ontario already held a position of global
importance: bio-economy and clean technologies,
advanced health technologies, pharmaceutical
research and manufacturing, as well as digital
media and information and communications tech-
nologies. The Ministry has established a compre-
hensive selection process for awarding grants under
the Research Excellence, Research Infrastructure
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and Early Researcher Awards. For funding awarded
under each program for the last five years, see
Appendix 1. The Ministry’s guidelines for these
three key research grant programs, through which
it funds university research, state that preference

is given to the project proposals in the targeted
areas identified in the 2008 Innovation Agenda.
We reviewed all projects that have been awarded a
research grant since the release of the 2008 Innova-
tion Agenda and noted that at least three-quarters
of the funding went to projects in the targeted sec-
tors. Specifically, 76% of Early Researcher Awards,
79% of Research Infrastructure awards for large
infrastructure, and 97% of Research Excellence
awards went to projects proposing research in the
targeted sectors.

Proposals for funding under the Research Excel-
lence program are evaluated in four categories, one
of which is the potential research impact. Research
impact is based on the factors of commercialization
(for example, market potential), economic benefits
(for example, potential to increase Ontario’s pro-
ductivity and competitiveness) and societal benefits
(for example, preserving the environment). Suc-
cessful applicants require a score of at least 85% in
this area. Proposals for funding under the Research
Infrastructure program are evaluated, among other
things, on the potential economic and societal
impacts. Successful applicants require a score of at
least 80% in these areas.

4.1.4 Ministry’s Oversight on the Use of
Funding

No Comparison of Final Research Outcomes with

Potential Outcomes Noted at Proposal Stage
Although the Ministry of Research and Innovation
has established a comprehensive selection process
for awarding grants under the Research Excellence
and Research Infrastructure programs, we con-
firmed with the Ministry that they do not compare
actual results regarding impact with those noted
in the grant applicants’ original proposals at the
time they applied for funding. This type of analysis

would be useful to determine whether universi-
ties are overstating the proposed benefits of their
research in order to secure funding.

Improvements Needed to Measure the Impact

of the Ministry’s Investments in Research and

Commercialization
The Ministry has developed performance indicators
for its three key research grant programs for uni-
versities. Figure 5 lists the performance indicators
tracked by the Ministry and the combined results
for all three research grant programs over the past
five fiscal years. The Ministry uses these indica-
tors to assess knowledge transfer; the quality of
research; and the ability to enhance the knowledge,
training and skill of research talent in the province.
Information used to assess performance is obtained
from annual progress reports submitted to the
Ministry by grant recipients under the Research
Infrastructure, Research Excellence and Early
Researcher Awards programs. For the Research
Infrastructure program, additional performance
information is obtained from the Canada Founda-
tion for Innovation, which is a co-sponsor and also
collects performance data from grant recipients.
The Ministry compiles this information by individ-
ual grant program and by all three grant programs
combined.

The Ministry has also developed performance
indicators for the commercialization activities it
funds. Key performance indicators used to assess
commercialization activities are listed in Figure 6.
These include results for the last two fiscal years
only because the Ontario Network of Entrepreneurs
(ONE Program) was established in 2013 and the
Ministry used different performance measures
prior.,

The performance results for research funding
indicate that over the last five years (2009/10-
2013/14), research grants have resulted in the
creation of 172 start-up companies with 830 new
employees. In addition, performance results indi-
cate that over the last two years (2013/14-2014/15)
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Figure 5: Ministry Performance Measures and Results for Major Research Grant Programs, 2009/10-2013/14

Source of data: Ministry of Research and Innavation
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1. Annual results are combined for all Ministry of Research and Innovation flagship research grant programs - Research Infrastructure, Research Excellence and
Early Researcher Awards - except for indicator 10, which combines results for only the latter two,

2. Results are since inception of the Research Infrastructure, Research Excellence and Early Researcher Awards programs.

Ministry-funded commercialization activities led to companies, the Ministry does not have a

the creation of 1,055 new companies, over 10,800 mechanism for measuring the impact or bene-

new jobs, and the retention of almost 16,500
jobs. However, the accuracy of these results is in
question.

This and other concerns with the approach used
by the Ministry to assess research and commercial-

ization performance are as follows:
o Performance indicators for both research
grant programs and commercialization pro-

grams are primarily activity-based measures
and do not measure impact. Aside from track-

ing jobs created, jobs retained and start-up

fits to Ontarians (also referred to as socio-eco-
nomic benefits). Ontario is not alone in this
respect. No other jurisdiction we researched
in Canada and abroad had any publicly avail-
able socio-economic performance measures.
In 2010, the Canada Foundation for Innova-
tion, a federal funding agency, released a
study identifying six types of socio-economic
benefits (including, improvements in health
care treatments, environmental benefits,
and improved regulatory measures) against
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Figure 6: Key Ministry Performance Measures and Results for Commercialization Activities, 2013/14 and 2014/15

Source of data: Ministry of Research and Innovation

Economic

New jobs created 6,482 4,350 10,832
Jobs retained 9,773 6,679 16,452
New firms created 811 244 1,055
New customers - Canadian 3,534,984 8547914 12,082,898
Sales revenue - Canada ($ million) 230 211 441
Total sales revenue ($ million) 463 406 869
Intellectual Property _
Published peerreviewed publications 286 172 458
Patent applications submitted 999 804 1,803
Patent applications granted 290 301 591
Licenses established 32 35 67
Disclosures filed 185 65 250
Product Development j
Prototypes developed 2,365 3,052 5,417
Process improvements developed 1,395 1,390 2,785
Products launched/brought to market 1,667 2,588 4,255
Services launched/brought to market 1,497 2,270 3,767
Process improvements launched/brought to market 1,767 4,183 5,950

which research can be evaluated, but it too
had not yet developed performance measures
to capture their impact. From our discussions
with representatives from the Canada Foun-
dation for Innovation, the Ontario Council of
University Research (a working group of the
Ontario Council of Universities), and technol-
ogy transfer staff at the universities we visited,
this may be an area for all stakeholders to
collectively develop useful measures to assess
the impact and benefits to Ontarians. The
2008 Ontario Innovation Agenda recognized
the need to measure and report on outcomes
relating to how they impact the economy and
quality of life. As well, the Higher Education
Quality Council of Ontario, an independent
advisory agency of the provincial government,
issued a report in 2015 on Measuring the Eco-
nomic Impact of Postsecondary Institutions,
which highlighted the need for governments

and universities to measure outcomes from
using research that affect society.

The Ministry does not distinguish between
funding for basic and applied research. Basic
research, also called pure research, is scien-
tific research that improves understanding of
natural or other phenomena and advances
fundamental knowledge. Applied research
uses scientific theories and new ideas derived
from basic research to develop new technol-
ogy or techniques to intervene and alter nat-
ural phenomena or solve practical problems.
So although basic research usually does not
lead directly to inventions or discoveries with
commercial potential, there is merit in basic
research in that it creates the means to move
forward on applied research. According to an
academic research study from the University
of Regina, basic and applied research go
hand in hand whereas, without continuous



generation of basic knowledge, there will be
no applied research and commercially viable
innovation in the longer term. Basic research
would therefore appear to not perform well
when judged against knowledge transfer
indicators (such as, number of invention
disclosures, patents and licences). Therefore,
performance indicators for basic research
would have to differ from performance meas-
ures for applied research.

Performance results for commercialization
programs are incomplete and unreliable.
Performance indicators for commercializa-
tion initiatives are based on client surveys
conducted by service delivery agents (for
example, the Ontario Centres of Excellence
and MaRS). Clients receiving commercializa-
tion support are typically small and medium
sized enterprises, including start-up compan-
ies. The Ministry acknowledged that there
were limitations in the performance results
because they were based on surveys. These
limitations included low response rates and
a change in the mix of respondents from

one year to the next. For example, results in
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the same performance results to all programs,
hence overstating overall performance. There
is also no assurance that information reported
to commercialization programs on the num-
ber of inventions, patents and licences were
not already included in performance meas-
ures for the research grant.

e Performance results on research funding and
commercialization programs are not publicly
reported. Performance results are used by
the Ministry for internal purposes but are
not transparent to the public, despite the
recommendation of the Ontario Research
and Innovation Council, the advisory to the
Ministry, to be accountable and transparent.
The need for regular public reporting has
been reiterated by the government. In 2014,
the Premier notified the Minister of Research
and Innovation in writing that one of the
Ministry’s priorities was to promote openness
and accountability by developing a website
that highlights outcomes for all government
investments in innovation, whether successful
or not, including their impact on employment,
growth and secondary innovations.

the 2014/15 annual report for the Business =
Acceleration program, administered by MaRS, ﬂ RECOMMENDATION 5

were based on a survey response rate of 30%.
In another example, according to the Ministry
only 4% of the clients for one of the regional
innovation centres responded to the 2014/15
survey. Similar problems were not found with
recipients of research grant funding because
funding is contingent on meeting reporting
requirements. The Ministry informed us that
service delivery agents were expected to

have revised their contracts with clients by
April 2016 in order to improve response rates,
» There is also a risk of duplicate information.
The Ministry informed us that clients receiv-
ing commercialization support from more
than one Ministry-funded commercialization
program and who report to more than one
service delivery agent could be submitting

To ensure the Ministry of Research and Innova-
tion (Ministry) is getting value for money for its
investment in research and commercialization
activities, the Ministry should:

o track what portion of research funding goes
to basic vs. applied research, and develop
appropriate indicators for each type of
research;

o collaborate with stakeholders to collectively
develop useful performance measures
that assess the socio-economic benefits to
Ontarians;

@

increase the reliability of performance
results by implementing measures to
increase the response rate from clients
receiving commercialization supports and




developing processes to eliminate duplicate
reporting; and

e publicly report performance results on
research funding and commercialization
programs.

B ministi

The Ministry agrees to develop methods to track
basic versus applied research, The Ministry
notes that the delineation between basic and
applied research is often not clear and is also
dependent on the sector, The Ministry sees
value in maintaining a standard and consistent
reporting template in order to reflect the spec-
trum of indicators and to minimize the report-
ing burden.

The Ministry agrees to continue to work
toward the development of socio-economic
indicators.

As noted in the audit report, the Ministry has
been working with its data collection partner to
improve survey responses. The Ministry is aware
of the challenges of collecting reliable and com-
plete data for early stage companies and start-
ups. Despite these challenges, the data gathered
by the Ontario Network of Entrepreneurs (ONE)
is held up as unique in the world in terms of the
quantity of data collected. The Ministry agrees
to continue to improve its data collection practi-
ces to address these challenges.

The Ministry agrees to publicly report on
research and commercialization funding per-
formance results.

4.2 Intellectual Property Rights

Intellectual property rights refer to the right to own
intellectual property, the right to share in future
income from the sale or licence of intellectual
property, or the right to use intellectual property
royalty-free. Research funding agreements and
university policies typically specify the rights of
inventors, universities and research sponsors.
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Figure 7 summarizes policies on intellectual
property ownership and profit sharing at the three
universities visited.

4.2.1 The Province Does Not Typically
Claim Rights to Intellectual Property
Resulting from the Research It Funds

We reviewed a sample of contracts and funding
agreements between provincial ministries, universi-
ties and the Ontario Centres of Excellence and
found that none gave the province any ownership
rights to intellectual property created with govern-
ment funding.

The contracts were either silent on the issue or
deferred to the institutions’ policy on intellectual
property ownership. In addition, except in one case,
the contracts did not give the government the right
to share in future profits from the sale or licence
of intellectual property, or any right to use intel-
lectual property royalty-free. The exception was the
master research agreement between the Ministry
of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA)
and the University of Guelph. The contract gives
the Ministry a share in revenue and a perpetual
non-exclusive right to use the intellectual property
royalty-free for non-commercial internal purposes.
Over the past five years OMAFRA received $3.3 mil-
lion in net licensing revenue, which represents a
share of about 35%.

4,2.2 Intellectual Property Rights Vary
Among University Research Sponsors

When comparing sponsors of university research,
we found that the federal government and Ontario
shared a similar lack of intellectual property rights.
Industry partners also had similar ownership rights,
except in cases where industry personnel were
involved in conducting the research with university
members and/or resources. But, unlike the govern-
ment of Ontario, industry partners usually had the
right to share in future income.



Figure 7: Intellectual Property Ownership and Profit-sharing Poli

Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

University of Toronto

shi R
Owned jointly by the university and the .
inventor(s) at time of creation, unless these
rights have been given up (in whole or in part)
to a third party under a prior written agreement.
When it comes time to commercialize, sole g
ownership is assigned to the university if
the inventor(s) wants the university to assist
and support. Sole ownership is assigned
to inventor(s) if inventor(s) choose to
commercialize through their own efforts.

istibution

University Intellectual Property

cies at Universities Visited

When university commercializes: 60% to inventor
and 40% to university (to technology transfer
office, department, or to a fund that supports
future research).

When inventor commercializes: 75% to inventor
and 25% to university (to department orto a
fund that supports future research).

McMaster University

Owned by the university, unless rights have been
given up to a third party under a prior written
agreement. The inventor (academic researchers
only) can get sole ownership if approved by the

When university commercializes: 50% to
universities and 50% to inventors or reinvested
in future research (breakdown determined by
Intellectual-property Board).

Intellectual-property Board.

+ When inventor commercializes: 25% to
universities.

University of Waterloo

agreement,

Owned by the creator(s), unless rights have « When university commercializes: Generally, 75%
been ceded to a third party under a sponsorship

to inventor and 25% to university (of which half
stays with corporate level and half flows back to
originating faculty).

When inventor commercializes: 100% to inventor.

Universities also had rights to intellectual prop-
erty that the Ontario government did not have.
Two of the universities we visited had some level of
ownership (100% if they became the commercial-
ization agent), and shared in future profits whether
or not the university became the commercialization
agent. The third university had no ownership rights
and shared in future profits only if it was respon-
sible for commercialization. Unlike the province, all
three universities had the right to use intellectual
property royalty-free for non-commercial purposes
(for instance, research, teaching and administra-
tive), even in cases where the intellectual property
was owned entirely by the inventor and the univer-
sity was not involved in commercialization.

4.2.3 Other Government Jurisdictions
Typically Do Not Claim Intellectual Property
Rights

By comparing other Canadian and international
jurisdictions that fund university research, we
found that practices regarding ownership and
income sharing were similar to those in Ontario.
They typically do not maintain ownership of any
resulting intellectual property or have the right to
any future income. Regarding the right to use intel-
lectual property royalty-free for non-commercial
purposes, all but one international jurisdiction
had a similar practice to Ontario. The U.S. federal
government, under the 1980 Bayh-Dole Act which
served to transfer intellectual property ownership
from the federal government to institutions and
inventors, still reserved the right to a royalty-free
licence for its own use for inventions created with
federal funding,

:’i =
o 5
3




m 2015 Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

The Ministry informed us that Ontario’s ration-
ale of not having intellectual property rights on
provincially funded research projects, including
license income and/or royalty-free use, is based on
the view that “government ownership of IP impedes
the speed of commercialization.” The Ministry
describes the current approach as “consistent with
best jurisdictional practices, federal policy and aca-
demic/industry preference.” In addition, govern-
ment ownership of intellectual property was viewed
as not being cost effective since there appears to be
a presumption that resources required to manage
intellectual property rights may be more costly than
the income generated.

Although there may be costs involved with own-
ing intellectual property and managing licencing
agreements, royalty-free use of intellectual prop-
erty has the potential to provide future cost savings
to the government. Also, intellectual property
rights should not be viewed as an impediment to
commercialization without further detailed analy-
sis of the impact and potential value to Ontario.

| RECOMMENDATION 6

The province should re-visit and assess the pros
and cons of including provisions in selective

research funding agreements that would allow
it to share in future income from the sale or
licence of resulting intellectual property, and/or
to have the non-exclusive right to use the intel-
lectual property royalty-free for non-commercial
internal purposes, where there may be value to
do so.

The Ministry agrees to assess the pros and cons

of adopting this approach.

4.3 University Oversight of
Research and Intellectual
Property

4.3.1 Proper Controls in place to Manage

Research Funding according to the reviews
by the Canada Foundation for Innovation

Every three or four years the Canada Foundation
for Innovation, which provides universities with
funding to build research infrastructure, conducts
reviews at universities to assess the controls in
place to properly manage the funding provided.
Specifically, the assessment includes review of
controls and procedures to ensure the timely imple-
mentation of projects, mitigation of the risk of cost
escalation, the use of funds, the university’s actions
to sustain infrastructure over its useful life, and the
optimal management of the portfolio of funded pro-
jects. The universities confirmed that processes and
practices evaluated by the Canada Foundation for
Innovation are also used to manage research fund-
ing provided by the province. As a result, to avoid
duplication, the Ministry of Research and Innova-
tion relies on the results of the reviews conducted
by the Canada Foundation for Innovation.

For the universities visited, all three universities
had reviews conducted in the last two years, but
only two universities had recent reports. These two
universities received satisfactory ratings in all the
key evaluation criteria that were rated. The third
university was expecting to receive the report of its
results by December 2015,

4.3.2 Performance Measures

The Association of University Technology Managers
(AUTM) surveys universities annually on a number
of performance measures. This allows universi-

ties to compare commercialization results across
Canada. Figure 8 compares key indicators for the
universities visited and for other Canadian and

U.S. universities for the 2013/14 fiscal year. The
universities we visited typically did not have any



Figure 8: Key Commercialization Indicators and Results for Technology Transfer Offices, for Fiscal Year Ending 2014
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Source of data: FY2014 Licensing Activity Surveys by the Association of University Technology Managers

Ontarlo

~ Universities Visited

~ US.Universities

- for Comparison

Universities® Universities? | Universities?
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
i 4
Total Research Expenditures 424 275 181 564 411 463 812 1,605 887
($ million)
Patent applications filed 78 83 32 119 105 81 543 555 590
US Patents issued 17 2 5 32 23 22 89 94 187
Invention disclosures received 147 71 29 128 128 90 452 453 481
l?lsciosures included in 62 24 4 27 a 39 /e 139 106
licences executed
Start-up companies formed 20 3 12 3 6 5 10 13 23
Active licences at Y/E 203 183 298 328 239 239 699 713 1,400
Licences generating income 65 154 7 83 55 39 970 376 655
each year
Licences generating income
over $1M during the year : ¢ 9 . : v 8 2 v
- - - 3
Total licence income in year' g aes  »9g4 320 5897 4819 557 17332 16527 108,605

($ 000)

1. 1is the University of Toronto; 2 is McMaster University; and 3 is the University of Waterloo (only university visited without a medical school).

2. Universities in large Canadian provinces.
3. Universities in the United States with significant research activity.
4. In Canadian or U.S. dollars as applicable.

5. This is an anomoly that inlcudes a $27 million payment from one technology that achieved a significant milestone in 2014 with the initiation of a phase 3
trial. The total licence income averaged $4.6 million over the previous 5-year period.

n/a — No information was included in the data set. The prior year figure was 106.

performance measures for the technology transfer
offices beyond what they reported in the AUTM
survey.

Universities Do Not Measure Socio-economic

Impact of Research and Innovation
As is the case with the Ministry of Research and
Innovation, universities also use activity-based
measures that do not comprehensively capture the
socio-economic impact of their research activities
and commercialization efforts. In addition, some of
the existing measures are not useful; for example,
it would be more useful to know how many start-up
companies have been in business for at least five
years, in addition to how many were created in the
year. This issue of assessing economic and social

benefits to Ontarians was discussed in more detail
earlier in Section 4.1.4.

Intellectual Property Generating Little Revenue

for Universities
None of the technology transfer offices highlighted
revenue generation as a key driver. They told us
their goals were primarily to help build successful
partnerships among industry, business, government
and the university research community, and to turn
ideas into commercially viable products and servi-
ces, companies and jobs for societal and economic
benefit.

Similar to universities in other jurisdictions, the
three technology transfer offices we visited gener-
ally operated at a deficit. As shown in Figure 9,
from 2011/12 to 2013/14, two offices generated
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Figure 9: Revenue Collected From Intellectual Property Compared to Expenses of the Technology Transfer Office,

for Each University Visited
Source of data: Technology Transfer Offices for the three universities visited.

University of Toronto

Revenue before distribution 6,102 3,005 34,664
Revenue to University* 1,192 1,489 9,469
Expenses of the Technology Transfer Office 2,965 2,767 2,260
Net income/loss to University (1,773) (1,278) 7,209
McMaster University

Revenue before distribution 2,120 2,370 2,284
Revenue to University* 1,014 1,119 1,110
Expenses of the Technology Transfer Office 1,903 1,780 2,179
Net income/loss to University (889) (661) (1,069)
University of Waterloo

Revenue before distribution 706 559 320
Revenue to University* n/a n/a n/a
Expenses of the Technology Transfer Office 1,371 1,438 1,601
Net income/loss to University n/a n/a n/a

* Revenue to University is any revenue retained by any office within the university e.g. technology transfer office, research office, faculties, etc.

n/a — data not available

less money from their intellectual property holdings
than it cost to operate their office in all three years.
The other one brought in less money from intel-
lectual property than it cost to operate its office for
two of the three years. According to a 2009 study,
more than half of the university technology transfer
offices surveyed in the U.S. brought in less money
than the cost of operating the program. Further-
more, only 16% of U.S. university technology
transfer offices were self-sustaining and generated
enough revenue, after distributions to inventors, to
cover operation costs.

A number of studies outline the reasons it is
difficult for technology transfer offices to cover
their operating costs with revenue accrued to the
university from inventions. An expert federal panel
reported in 2011 in Review of Federal Support to
Research and Development that it was difficult for
innovative firms with high growth potential (that
is, start-ups) to get the capital needed to achieve

commercial viability. A 2014 academic study also
highlighted the fact that the amount of licensing
income generated is not under the direct control of
the technology transfer offices due to the effective-
ness of the technology, the market, and the licens-
ing company’s efforts.

In order to gain insight into how effective
technology transfer offices were in commercial-
izing intellectual property at the three universities
visited, we gathered data on (1) the overall average
income received each year from income-generating
licences (using data submitted to the Association
of University Technology Managers for the five-
year period from 2009/10 to 2013/14) and (2) the
overall average percentage of income-generating
licences making more than $1 million annually
(using the same data). We noted the following:

o For (1), we compared the annual average

income from the three universities visited to
that for all reporting Canadian universities



combined and that for all reporting U.S.
universities combined. The nation-wide aver-
ages were $130,000 for all reporting U.S.
universities combined and $61,000 for all
reporting Canadian universities combined.
The three universities we visited had averages
of $13,000, $59,000 and $160,000.

e For (2), we compared the annual average
percentages from the three universities visited
to that for all reporting Canadian universities
combined and that for all U.S. universities
combined. The nation-wide averages were
1.07% for all reporting U.S. universities com-
bined and 0.81% for all Canadian universities
combined, Only one of the universities we
visited reported holding licences that made
over $1 million annually (representing 2.3%
of its total income-generating licences). One
of the other two universities told us that it
had a single technology that generated over a
million dollars annually but that this was gen-
erated through several non-exclusive licensing
agreements and therefore would not be cap-
tured by the data. The other university told
us that it focused its efforts on the creation
of start-up companies and that the university
defers collecting revenue until the start-ups
become profitable,

Better Public Reporting of Performance

Required
At each of the universities visited, we reviewed
the performance information reported by the
technology transfer offices to the Vice President of
Research, and noted that only one university’s tech-
nology transfer office reported on its performance
measures regularly.

Only two universities we visited issued annual
research reports that were available publicly. In
both cases, these reports included information on
research funding, recognition awards and citations.
Only one university reported against some perform-
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ance measures for commercialization efforts car-
ried out by the technology transfer office.

Significant Research Discoveries at the Three
Universities Visited
We asked the universities to tell us some of their
most significant research discoveries to date,
Figure 10 summarizes the discoveries or inventions
identified.

. RECOMMENDATION 7

In conjunction with government sponsors,
universities should develop socio-economic
performance measures to better communicate
the outcomes of their research and commercial-
ization efforts.

The universities agree that socio-economic

performance measures would be useful for
assessing outcomes of research and commercial-
ization efforts, but all noted that collecting such
data would be challenging given the breadth
and volume of research activity occurring at
universities.

One university stated that since funding
agencies typically drive what is required for
research reporting purposes, government agen-
cies should collectively take a leadership role
in establishing harmonized reporting require-
ments. This would allow for the measurement
and comparison of the socio-economic impact of
government-sponsored research.

Two universities indicated that they would
explore collaborating with government sponsors
to identify appropriate socio-economic perform-
ance measures. Another university indicated
that it would consider systematic approaches to
collect socio-economic measures.
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Figure 10: Significant Discoveries and Inventions as Identified by the Universities Visited
Source of data: Universities visited

“’“ . IDQ{ )

Insulin

and first commercial for patients suffering from intestinal bowel WatFOR and WATFIV compilers
production. disease; used by pharma/biotech companies revolutionized computing.
doing clinical trials to treat diseases.
2 Pablum (1930) - invention of Early Development Instrument (2007) - Text Search Engine (1988)

first processed baby cereal.

electronic tool used to assess and measure
child development.

- Oxford English Dictionary
searchable text database software
developed which lead to the
creation of Open Text Corporation.,

3 Anti-blackout suit (1942) -

Respiratory Virus Panel technology (2006) -
invention ultimately becomes  biomarker technology tool incorporated

Permeable Reactive Barriers
(1990s) - groundwater treatment

space suit. into a diagnostic device for the detection of  technology used globally to clean
respiratory viruses. up industrial contaminated sites.
4 Electron microscope OSCAR (2005) - electronic medical record  Quantum Processing (2007) -

(1938) - world's first electron  software widely adopted in Canada and

microscope developed. around the world.

current world record for a 12-qubit
quantum information processor.

5 Artificial cardiac pacemaker
(1951) - first artificial
cardiac pacemaker
pioneered.

Multivariate analytics (2002) - patented
process to analyze large batches of data
to correlate with process improvements
or product quality; used to monitor and
optimize manufacturing systems for the

Structural Similarity (SSIM) index
(2004-14) - Engineering Emmy®
Award (2014) winning software
that accurately predicts how
humans perceive image/video

chemical, food and energy industries. quality.

. RECOMMENDATION 8

Universities should review their research report-
ing requirements on performance measures,
and identify opportunities to report more
detailed information in the annual research
report and in management reports going to
senior management.

The universities agreed with this recommen-
dation. Two universities stated that they will
continue to review indicators for relevance and
update them as necessary. The third university
indicated it will undertake a review of its
research reporting requirements in consulta-
tion with key stakeholders and consider what

information should be reported in an annual
research report and in management reports.

4.4 Commercialization Activity at
Universities

4.4.1 Disclosure of Inventions to the
University

A disclosure is a confidential written notification
to a university’s technology transfer office that an
invention has been created using university resour-
ces by faculty, employees, students or persons from
the private sector working in collaboration with
the university. It is the first official acknowledge-
ment to the university of the creation of intellectual
property.

Policies at each of the universities visited
require all staff and students to disclose intellectual



property discovered to their university’s technol-
ogy transfer office. Each university has a standard
invention disclosure form to be completed by
inventors and submitted to the university’s technol-
ogy transfer office. This disclosure form usually
includes a description of the invention, the sources
of funding that supported its creation, the inventors
and contributors behind the invention (whether
internal or external) and whether details of the
intellectual property have been disclosed publicly.
Figure 11 shows the number of inventions
disclosed from 2009/10 to 2013/14 to the technol-
ogy transfer offices at the universities visited. We
compared total research expenditures with the
number of invention disclosures for the same year
and noted that, over the five-year period, two
universities spent on average almost $5 million
research dollars for every invention disclosure gen-
erated, and one spent $2.6 million. In comparison,
using AUTM data for the 5-year period 2008/09-
2012/13, we noted that the average spent by all
Canadian and U.S. universities to generate a disclo-
sure was $3.3 million and $2.7 million respectively.
Two universities we visited require disclosure even
when the inventor does not intend to commercial-
ize. The other university, with the lowest number
of invention disclosures and the highest research
spending per disclosure, did not take any ownership
rights and did not require inventors to disclose their
inventions if they had no intention of having them
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commercialized by the university’s technology
transfer office. A few issues regarding the invention
disclosure process are described in the following
subsections.

Universities Could do More to Ensure All

Inventions are Disclosed
The onus is onresearchers to disclose their dis-
coveries to the technology transfer office. The
universities visited are, thus, unable to ensure that
all intellectual property is being disclosed. Each
university posts disclosure policies regarding intel-
lectual property on its website. In addition, the
technology transfer offices make presentations to
interested staff and students to inform them about
their services and policies related to intellectual
property. We reviewed copies of the presentation
material and noted that presentations made by the
technology transfer offices did not make it clear
that the universities require researchers to disclose
any inventions,

At the three universities we visited, the number
of invention disclosures may be one of the factors
considered during annual performance reviews of
faculty members and could affect future promo-
tions, merit increases and tenure. However, during
our audit, we noted that faculty departments had
to obtain the information required for annual per-
formance reviews, such as the number of research
discoveries or invention disclosures directly from

Figure 11: Number of Invention Disclosures by Universities Visited and Research Dollars Spent for Every Invention

Disclosed, 2009/10-2013/14

Source of data: Universities visited and the Assaciation of University Technology Managers

Resrh

Total Spending

#of  Research PerInvention

 Number I jnvention  Spending  Disclosure

2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 Disclosures ($000) ($000)

University of Toronto 136 192 158 166 147 160 422 807 2,646
McMaster University 54 68 77 65 71 67 291,408 4,349
University of Waterloo 45 43 26 47 29 38 186,268 4,902




the faculty member, rather than independently
through the technology transfer office. We con-
firmed with technology transfer office staff that
information on discoveries reported by faculty
members for performance review purposes were
not shared or reconciled with the invention disclo-
sures made to the technology transfer office. If fac-
ulty departments used only disclosures made to the
technology transfer office for performance review
purposes, there may be more incentive for faculty
members to disclose their inventions to the office.
We also noted that the technology transfer

offices did not monitor status reports prepared peri-

odically by research grant recipients, sometimes
with the help of the university research office, and
submitted to their funders to help ensure com-
pleteness of invention disclosures. As previously
mentioned, the Ministry of Research and Innova-
tion requires research grant recipients to submit

a progress report to summarize the project status
and highlight any achievements. Similar reporting
requirements also exist in funding agreements
with the federal government and private industry.
Monitoring these reports can help identify any
undisclosed inventions.

Researchers Need Guidance on Use of University

tesources to Create Intellectual Property
There is a risk that discoveries using significant
university resources are undisclosed at two uni-
versities we visited that require disclosure even
when the inventor does not intend to commercial-
ize. This could lead to a loss in revenue for the
university, or the new technology could be taken
out of province and commercialized elsewhere.
When no significant university resources are used,
inventors inherently own their own intellectual
property without any obligation to report, disclose
or share future revenues with the university. It is up
to the researchers’ respective faculties to confirm
that no significant university resources were used.
However, the technology transfer offices do not
provide any guidelines outlining the nature and
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extent of work that faculties need to do to verify
that university resources were not used. We found
that both technology transfer offices did not retain
documentation of the work done by faculties to
confirm whether significant university resources
were used.

' RECOMMENDATION 9

To ensure that all intellectual property created
with university resources is disclosed, universi-
ties should:

o develop guidelines to help faculties assess
university resources in the creation of intel-
lectual property and to require such assess-
ments be documented;

® clearly communicate invention disclosure
requirements during technology transfer
office presentations to staff and students;

e require all faculties to use only disclosures
made directly to the technology transfer
office for performance review purposes; and

@ use research grant status reports sent to
research funders to anticipate and track
completeness of disclosures.

The universities were generally in agreement

with this recommendation.

For the two universities we visited that
require disclosure even when the inventor does
not intend to commercialize, one indicated that
it will consider developing formal guidelines to
help assess the university resources used in the
creation of intellectual property. The other did
not provide an action plan because, under the
university’s policy, the creator is the owner of
the intellectual property.

All universities agreed with clearly com-
municating invention disclosure requirements
through presentations and on their websites.

With respect to the recommendation to
require all faculties to use only disclosures made



directly to the technology transfer office for
performance review purposes, one university
stated that it would consider the feasibility of
such a process. Another university said it was
in the process of ensuring sufficient reporting
of disclosure information to faculties. The third
said it expects this recommended action to be
addressed by the upcoming implementation of
online reporting for invention disclosures.

With respect to the recommendation to use
research grant status reports to track disclo-
sures, two universities said they would consider
it. The other university did not feel the need to
track potential disclosures since, under its intel-
lectual property policy, the university did not
have any rights to ownership.

4.4.2 Assessments of Invention
Disclosures

Once a discovery or invention is disclosed to the
technology transfer office, the first step in the
technology transfer process is to assess whether
the disclosure warrants the investment of addi-
tional resources for further development and
commercialization. -

The technology transfer offices we visited

assessed inventions against four factors:

e technical merits of invention;

e inventors’ level of commitment to support
the invention through the commercialization
process;

¢ marketability (considering barriers to entry,
time to market, potential growth, industry
trends, and customer base); and

» patentability, or determining whether prior
patent filings exist for the same invention.

The assessment generally begins when transfer

office staff meet with inventors to get a better
understanding of the invention’s technical merits
and gauge their level of commitment to supporting
the invention through the commercialization pro-
cess. Technology transfer office staff told us that
without inventor support or a solid technological
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basis for the invention, it is challenging to proceed
with commercialization; the offices are often
looking for private industry to license an inven-
tion, so its technology must be sound. To obtain
a patent, the technology transfer office must go
through a process of proving to a patent office why
the invention warrants one. Because inventors
are often the greatest source of information and
technological expertise regarding the invention,
their involvement is required to increase the likeli-
hood of obtaining a patent. The assessment process
also involves reviewing the technical aspects of
the disclosure contained in the disclosure form,
conducting patent searches (if applicable), and
analyzing the market and competitive technologies
to assess the invention’s commercialization poten-
tial and likelihood of success, which will guide the
commercialization strategy.

Overall we noted that transfer office staff
who assessed the commercialization potential of
invention disclosures were qualified to make the
assessments. We found that many of the staff who
performed the assessments held master’s degrees
and PhDs, and were generally assigned to assess
disclosures in the fields most closely related to their
educational background and experience.

Our issues with the assessment of invention
disclosures are noted below.

Assessment of Commercial Potential of

Disclosures is Subjective
Technology transfer office staff explained to us that
more specific criteria for the assessment of com-
mercial potential do not exist because of the unique
nature of each disclosure. As such, the assessment
process is subjective. Our review of assessment
practices in other jurisdictions did not identify
additional or more specific assessment criteria. This
makes the assessment process subjective. Given
the subjectivity involved, it may be prudent for
assessments to undergo a second level of review by
another technology transfer staff member, particu-
larly for the more complex disclosures. However, a




formal second-level review process was not in place
at the universities we visited. Technology transfer
offices told us that staff meet regularly to discuss
issues relating to disclosures and to seek input from
co-workers, but this did not constitute a formal
second-level review prior to acceptance,

Technology Transfer Offices Do Not Formally

Track How Long Assessments Take
Timely assessment of invention disclosures is
important for patent protection because delays
in filing patents create a risk that others could
file for patent protection first. We noted that
each of the technology transfer offices we visited
had established a different target for completing
initial assessments: four weeks, 45 days, and three
months. However, none formally tracked compli-
ance with their targets.

Commercialization Decisions Lack

Documentation
We found that documentation to support the deci-
sion to accept a disclosure for commercialization
varies according to technology transfer office. One
office typically used an external organization to
assess just over half of the disclosures it received.
At this external office, a formal assessment form
was used to record initial patentability and market-
ability assessments, but this document was missing
from the files in 30% of the projects we reviewed.
The other two offices did not formally document
their assessment decisions. We were told that they
informed inventors of their decisions either verbally
or via email.

Only one technology transfer office had a policy
requiring an annual review of decisions to deter-
mine whether to continue or terminate efforts to
protect and commercialize inventions. However,
we could not confirm that any review took place
because none of the reviews were documented.
The other two offices did not have a formal policy
for project re-evaluation. All three offices said
disclosures are constantly evaluated during the
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commercialization process as staff work to negoti-
ate and secure licensing deals, determine whether
to pursue and file patent protection, arrange
additional development funding, and communicate
with inventors. We reviewed the files but were
unable to confirm whether this type of ongoing
evaluation actually occurred because of limitations
in the available documentation, as described below.

RECOMMENDATION 10

In the absence of objective criteria to assess the
commercial potential of disclosures, university
technology transfer offices should develop a for-
mal process to discuss and challenge decisions
on commercial potential, including assessments
undergoing a second level of review.

One university indicated that having better pro-

cesses to discuss and challenge decisions is of
value. This university stated it will formalize its
process of discussing and challenging decisions,
and will improve documentation. Another uni-
versity stated that it will consider a formal sec-
ondary review of all disclosures with respect to
staffing, workload and timeline considerations.
The third university stated it would continue
with its current practice of taking up to one
year engaging market participants to determine
whether there is a market for the technology.

[ RECOMMENDATION 11

To help ensure commercialization assessments
are completed within a reasonable timeframe to
avoid delays in patent filings, university technol-
ogy transfer offices should:

o establish time frames to complete assess-
ments based on technology type or complex-
ity of invention; and

o formally track and review how long it takes
to complete assessments, and address any
delays identified.



All universities generally supported the recom-
mendation and have implemented internal time
frames for the completion of commercialization
assessments, Two indicated they will establish
formal tracking mechanisms to determine com-
pliance with established timelines.

Two universities indicated there may be
reasons to delay a patent filing. These can
include securing further research data to sup-
port broader and more defensible claims, and
prudently managing the timeline to patent to
defer cost escalation.

4.4.3 Protection of Intellectual Property

The objective of protecting intellectual property

is to encourage the creation of valuable ideas and
prevent them from being stolen. Protection comes
in different forms depending on the nature of the
intellectual property. Copyrights are used to pro-
tect original literary, musical, dramatic or artistic
works; trademarks are used to protect a logo,

word, slogan, symbol or design that distinguishes a
product or service; and patents are used to protect
inventions and new technologies such as machines,
devices, materials, processes, and improvements of
any of these. A patent provides inventors and those
who hold rights to inventions the exclusive right,
for a limited time, to prevent anyone else from
making, using or selling the invention. Most juris-
dictions worldwide, including Canada, operate on a
first-to-file patent system in which the first inventor
to file a patent application has priority over others
wishing to file for the same invention.

Only after a patent has expired may anyone
other than the patent holder freely make, use or sell
the invention. In Canada, a patent is granted for a
maximum period of 20 years after the application
date. Rights offered by a Canadian patent extend
throughout Canada, but not to other countries.
Similarly, foreign patents do not protect an inven-
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tion in Canada. Therefore, inventors would need to
apply for patent rights in each country separately.

Patent costs are borne initially by the technol-
ogy transfer office and later by a private sector
partner who buys or licenses the technology for
commercial purposes. Patenting costs can be sig-
nificant over the 20-year-life of a patent. Fees paid
to the patent office alone over those 20 years could
amount to $5,600 for a regular Canadian patent
and about $13,000 for a regular U.S. patent. Legal
costs incurred to obtain a patent generally range in
the tens of thousands of dollars but can go higher
depending on the complexity of the situation and
whether one is applying for a patent in more than
one jurisdiction.

A U.S. patent is usually sought for most inven-
tions because the United States is a larger market
for companies that are willing to license new tech-
nologies and for users of inventions, and because
it offers a provisional patent for $150 that can be
converted into a Canadian patent filing. A provi-
sional patent provides some patent protection by
establishing a patent filing date, giving the inventor
first right to obtain the patent, and giving the tech-
nology transfer office 12 months to initiate formal
patent filings in jurisdictions of its choosing. Dur-
ing this time, the technology transfer office works
on securing an industry partner and performing
market validation to determine whether continued
efforts are justified.

Our issues in this area were as follows:

o The time it takes to file the first patent varies

among universities and may in some cases
be too long. Delays in patent filings increase
the risk of not being able to obtain a patent
since a previous patent for the same technol-
ogy may already exist. We reviewed the time
taken to file an initial patent protection of
any type, i.e. U.S. provisional patent, patent
corporation treaty, or formal patent in any
country, for a sample of disclosures generally
made between 2011/12 and 2013/ 14 at the
universities visited, from the date the disclo-
sure was received. The average time ranged
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from 80-188 days for a U.S. provisional patent
and 25-211 days for all other types of patent
filings, as shown in Figure 12,

o Some inventions were publicized before
any patent protection was in place. Publicly
discussing an invention before it is patented
can jeopardize one’s ability to seek patent
protection. Based on our review of invention
disclosure forms submitted at each university
visited, from 2011/12 to 2013/14, 24%-40%
of inventors indicated that they had publicly
disseminated information about their inven-
tion before disclosing it to the technology
transfer office. Agreements between faculty
and universities as well as research funding
agreements for select grant programs we
reviewed at the universities visited did not
contain restrictions on publicly disseminating
research results before considering the exist-
ence of intellectual property and arranging
for its protection. Furthermore, while some
faculty may become aware of these require-
ments through optional information sessions
delivered by technology transfer offices, only
one university we visited had a formal policy
on its website warning about public disclosure
of discoveries,

| RECOMMENDATION 12

To help ensure intellectual property is properly
protected, universities and/or their technology
transfer offices, as applicable, should:

e ensure contracts with faculty associations
and researchers include provisions to make
them aware of the importance of not dis-
closing inventions prior to filing for patent
protection; and

o file for patent protection as early as possible,
where appropriate, to minimize the risk of
others filing first and precluding them from
obtaining a patent.

Two universities were of the opinion that
existing policies for invention disclosures were
adequate, The third university indicated that
the creation of intellectual property and its

commercialization were not a core mandate of
the university, and therefore provisions on the
importance of not disclosing inventions prior to
filing should not be included in faculty associa-
tion agreements.

One university stated that academic freedom
to publish without constraint is a core university
principle. Another university stated that faculty
members are best positioned to make decisions
on when to publish their results. It further
stated that the primary mandate is to ensure
the appropriate and timely dissemination of
research that has been largely publicly funded.

Figure 12: Time Taken to First Apply for a Provisional or Formal Patent,! for a Sample of Disclosures Received

Between 2011/12 and 2013/14

Source of data: Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontarie from university data

SR atent in Any Jurisdiction (days)

Average Longest Average Longest

University of Toronto 188 647 211 290
McMaster University 108 385 n/a? n/a’
University of Waterloo 84 279 25 49

1. A farmal patent application includes any application other than a U.S. provisional patent application.
2. For the sample of disclosures selected for testing, all first filings were U.S. pravisional patents.




We continue to believe that the implementation

of our recommended actions would be prudent.

4.4.4 Documentation of Commercialization
Processes Falls Short /Commercialization
efforts lack standard documentation

None of the technology transfer offices had a proper
case-management system to document key deci-
sions or actions taken on each invention disclosed
to them. Failing to document the full nature of
commercialization efforts in a consistent and stan-
dardized manner poses the risk that transferring
knowledge among personnel will be inefficient and
unreliable, particularly when there is a change in
management or staff turnover, Outgoing staff may
not be available to share knowledge, and specific
details could be lost or forgotten with the departure
of staff who spent years working on individual
projects.

We reviewed a sample of disclosures accepted
for commercialization at each technology transfer
office between the 2008/09 and the 2014/15 fiscal
years and found a number of factors relating to
documentation that made it difficult to assess the
sufficiency and scope of commercialization efforts:

e Key decisions and actions were not docu-
mented on a summary sheet.

e There was no requirement for technology
transfer office staff to document any of the
wide variety of commercialization activities,
such as holding meetings or having phone
discussions with potential licensees.

@ There was no checklist indicating the full
suite of commercialization activities to be
undertaken.

» Technology transfer offices found it chal-
lenging to gather all relevant data relating to
each disclosure that would show the extent
of commercialization efforts. For example,
their information systems captured hundreds
of emails relating to the management of any

University Intellectual Property m

given invention; it was difficult for staff to
review and single out only those that would
provide a cohesive picture of their efforts. As a
result, without the presence of commercializa-
tion managers to explain what actions they
had taken to date on the disclosures assigned
to them, the electronic files alone could not
depict the full scope of commercialization
efforts related to each disclosure.

We also inquired into the nature of oversight
performed by technology transfer office manage-
ment. There was no evidence that management
used formal reports to assess efforts to facilitate
commercialization, Rather, management told us
they held informal meetings with staff to discuss
problems or issues in the commercialization pro-
cess, but these were not documented.

. RECOMMENDATION 13

To permit efficient management review of com-

mercialization decisions and efforts and to help

facilitate knowledge transfer among personnel

in case of staff turnover, universities should:

e develop case management documentation
guidelines; and

o ensure that commercialization decisions and
actions are clearly and consistently docu-
mented in accordance with the guidelines to
be developed.

All universities were in agreement with this

recommendation.

4.4.5 Managing Intellectual Property
Projects

No Formal Guidelines to Manage Costs Incurred
to Commercialize Intellectual Property
None of the offices we visited have written policies
or guidelines on managing costs. This increases
the risk that commercialization efforts and costs

.

ik




could be incurred on projects with limited poten-
tial. Technology transfer office expenditures are
primarily salaries and benefits (60% to 70%), pat-
ent costs and legal costs (20% to 30%), and other
expenditures (5% to 10%). One technology transfer
office informed us that it has an informal guideline
of generally not exceeding $50,000 to $60,000

in patent costs without a potential licensee being
identified and engaged in discussions. We reviewed
the costs incurred for all disclosures made to this
office since 2006 and identified nine disclosures
that had incurred costs in excess of $60,000 with-
out generating any income. Of these, five were still
not licensed or optioned at the time of our audit.
The other two offices did not have a policy on the
maximum costs permitted by project and were not
tracking costs accumulated per project.

Improvements Needed in Revenue Collection
We identified a number of concerns with regard to
revenue collection at the technology transfer offices
we visited, including issues with timely billing and
collection of amounts owing, and lack of verifica-
tion of the amounts paid. For the three universities
visited, we identified all revenue-generating agree-
ments in place with regards to intellectual property,
and tested a sample of revenue received in the past
three years. Specifically, we noted the following:
o Some amounts owing were not collected on
a timely basis. Overall, 69% of licensing fees
due were billed late, and 62% of licensing fees
and 23% of royalties were received late. These
were typically one-time licence fees or annual
minimum payments due on predetermined
dates. Technology transfer office staff told
us there were various reasons for the delays.
Sometimes companies were having internal
difficulties. In other cases the problem rested
with the universities. For example, two
universities informed us they did not have a
system in place to alert them when payments
were due. One university has since corrected

m 2015 Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

the problem by implementing a receivable
reminder system.

At one university, we saw a case where a
75,000-euro payment due June 15, 2010 was
not billed until November 2011. The payment
was collected in March 2012. In another
example, the same university, as a share-
holder in a start-up company, did not receive a
$275,000 dividend that was declared in Octo-
ber 2011 until November 2013. The university
did not provide us with a reason.

Two universities did not always receive
adequate documentation to support the royal-
ties remitted to them. Contracts for royalty
fees normally required the licensee to submit
reports, often certified by an officer of the
company, to support the sales generated or
the quantity of items sold in that period. Of
the royalty fees we tested, supporting docu-
mentation to verify the amount remitted was
not provided in 13% of the cases sampled

at one university and in 43% of the cases
sampled at another. At the third university,
revenue reports were submitted for all cases
sampled, but were not always certified by an
officer of the company as required. Where
supporting documents were received, we gen-
erally found little or no evidence of review.
Although many agreements allowed technol-
ogy transfer offices to request an audit when
royalties depended on the amount of sales
generated or units sold, in all of the tested
cases the offices did not request audits. The
universities told us that this was usually
because the amounts received were too small
to justify the cost of an audit. However, none
of the universities visited had criteria on
when to ask for an audit report. According

to the contracts we reviewed, the technology
transfer office would typically bear the cost of
the audits unless they showed an error over

a certain percentage to the detriment of the
university.



» Overall, approximately 30% of licensing
agreements included a provision for interest
charges on late fees. However, for the sample
tested, interest charges were never applied.

B RECOMMENDATION 14

To manage costs incurred in the effort to com-
mercialize intellectual property, university
technology transfer offices should implement
formal policies and guidelines regarding cost
management, and track costs incurred by type
(e.g. legal costs, patent fees, and marketing) for
each disclosure.

All three universities were generally in agree-
ment with the recommendation. One university
said it would consider the need for formal

policies and guidelines regarding cost manage-
ment, and another university said it will develop
general guidelines to ensure appropriate cost-
management practices.

University Intellectual Property ‘

RECOMMENDATION 15

To help ensure the timely and accurate collec-
tion of revenue owing, all universities should:

o ensure they have an accurate and up-to-date
tracking payment schedule that includes due
dates, so that universities can bill one-time
payments in advance and remind licensees
to submit royalty payments on time;

o obtain sales and revenue reports from
licensees to support the amount of royalties
remitted;

@ develop criteria to help assess when it
is worthwhile to ask for an audit report
(for example, when royalty payments are
dependent on sales generated); and

o enforce the interest penalties stipulated in
contracts to encourage licensees to submit
revenue payments on time,

IMARY OF UNIVERSITIES

S PONSES

All universities were in agreement with this
recommendation. The two universities to which
most of the findings in this section related stated
that they are addressing the concerns.
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Appendrx l—MInistry of Rqsearch and Innovatlon Fundlng hy Program

Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario using Public Accounts and Ministry of Research and Innovation program information

' Research Funding Programs

Applicable to
University

Research

2010/11

(5000)

2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15

($000)

($000)

($000)

($000)

Total
($000)

i

Ontario Institute for Cancer

in the Bio-economy

81,971 82,092 89,800 77,000 77000 407,863

Research

Research Infrastructure v 67270 68,524 86,149 80,210 88,426 390,579
Research Excellence v 61,854 70,702 112,000 65,032 74,786 384,374
SickKids Research and Learning _ 45,000 30,000 Il _ 75,000
Tower

Early Researcher Awards v 12,352 10,157 3,870 2,713 9,763 38,855
Perimeter Institute - 5,000 5,000 10,000 10,000 30,000
Qrants i.n support of research and v 4,876 641 _ 11,850 7970 25.337
innovation

Minor capital investments - 1,459 15,559 290 197 17,505
Ontario Brain Institute 849 6,590 7,560 - - 14,999
International Collaborations - 854 1,300 2,331 2,866 7,351
Neurotrauma Program - - - - 4,680 4,680
Ontario Post Doctoral Fellowships v 2,264 - 430 65 121 2,880
University of Windsor Institute for

v - % _

Diagnostic Imaging Research 4,34l hait 2,882
Premier's Discovery Awards v 1,600 75 - 150 250 2,075
Renewable Energy Project v - 300 300 300 - 900
Premier's Catalyst Awards 580 300 - 20 - 900
Subtotal 233,615 293,035 353,309 249,961 276,059 1,405,980
 Programs to Facilitate Commercialization : e 2 |
Industry-Academic Collaboration

Programs (Ontario Centres of v — 34,286 31,564 31,002 32,400 129,252
Excellence)

Business Ecosystem Support Fund 11,807 14,673 15,534 17978 2,019 62,011
Innovation Demonstration Fund 15,578 14,707 11,439 2,652 9,163 53,539
Regional Innovation Centres v - - 24,836 5,812 6,366 37,014
Business Acceleration Program _ 8,771 10,835 8,420 8,598 36,624
{MaRS)

Youth ngs Strategy - Youth v _ o ~ 15000 15,000 30,000
Innovation Fund

Next Generation of Jobs Fund -

Biopharmaceutical Investment 6,836 7771 1,964 1,907 - 18,478
Program

Centre for Research and Innovation 2,500 3,000 4,000 3500 3,000 16,000
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Ahp[ieabl_e to _
~ University 2010/11 2011/12
_ Research _ ($000)  ($000)

2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 Total
_($000) ($000)  ($000)  ($000)

Ontario Life Sciences
Commercialization Strategy

Next Generation Baycrest Initiative -

6,040 5,745 718 1,137 1,483 15,123

4,700 4,915 4,485 14,100

MaRS core funding v - o - 5,000 5,000 10,000

Sector Innovation Centres - - - 346 5,325 5,671

Small Business Enterprise Centres - - - - 4,215 4,215

Subtotal 42,762 ' 97,6 97,053 432,027
_Risk Capital i i e

Ontario Emerging Technologies Fund 23,067 27436 14,500 14,997 8,000 88,000

Northleaf Venture Catalyst Fund - — 30,000 20,000 - 50,000

Investment Accelerator Fund 9,667 8,117 8,375 6,522 1,553 34,234

I;Jﬁ jmences Seed Venture Capital 3 i _ 2 10,000 10,000

Youth Investment Accelerator Fund - - - 5,000 2,000 7,000

Angel Network Program - 506 612 663 688 2,469

Subtotal 32,734 36,059 53,487 47,182 22,241 191,703
[Tax Credits and Initiatives M e <
Ontario Innovation Tax Credit [R] - — 249,834 223,199 172,393 645,426 tz .
Ontario Business-Research Institute =
Tax Credit [R] v - - 13,111 12,262 20,245 45,618 .§ :
%rlt:r::dli%te[s;s]rch and Development n/a i n/a n/a n/a 0 ; |
Ontario Tgx I?xemption for v _ & _ = _ 0 g'
Commercialization s e 55 Y . E’.
Subtotal - = 262945 235461 192,638 691,044 (3

e T R o e
[R] Refundable tax credit.

[NR] Non-refundable tax credit. Tax credit is deducted at time of calculating taxes owing, therefore no disbursement by province is necessary. The Ministry of
Finance has estimated the amount of taxes forgone for calendar years 2010-2014 to be $865 million.
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Appendlx 3-—Universlty Mandates for Overall Research Actlwty and Technology
Transfer Ofﬂce, for the Universities Visited

Unwersny To advance research capacity

_McMaster University

To achieve the next level of

research results and reputation by
building on existing and emerging
areas of excellence; and to attract
and retain high-quality faculty and
students by making discovery the
centre of the leaming experience.

~ University of Waterloo
Qverall, to be recognized as one
of the top innovation universities
in the word. Specifically, to
increase the worldwide impact
and recognition of the university's
research,

Research and productivity by attracting and

Activity retaining superb talent; by building
strategic research programs and
linkages of research, education and
training; and by leveraging strategic
partnerships and resources for the
benefit of Canada and the world.

Technology  To help build successful

Transfer partnerships between industry,

Office business, government, and the
University research community and
manage the university's portfolio
of intellectual property - turning
ideas and innovation into products,
services, companies and jobs.

To help researchers move their
research into society. Specifically,
through working with industry,
obtaining funding for collaborative
research with industry and
commercialization funding,
protecting work with patents,
trade-marks and copyrights,
commercializing work, and
connecting to support networks.

To promote the commercialization
of leading edge intellectual property
opportunities by supporting
entrepreneurial activities leading

to startup company creation,
securing licensing partnerships with
existing companies, and promoting
ongoing research partnerships with
commercialization partners; and

to support entrepreneurial minded
faculty and students in creating
startup companies.

=
=
i
=
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3
g
.
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Source of data: Compiled by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario from federal funding websites and the Council of Ontario Universities’ 2013-14 Financial

Report of Ontario Universities

Canadian Institute for Health
Research* (CIHR)

- Role

Mandate is to excel in the creation of new knowledge and
its translation into improved health for Canadians, more
effective health services and products, and a strengthened
health-care system.

CIHR's 13 institutes provide funding in four research areas:
biomedical; clinical; health systems services; and social,
cultural, environmental and population health.

FundingAmount

| to Oté'oUnIersItIes
5000 (%)

346,879

2%

Natural Science and Engineering
Research Council* (NSERC)

Supports university students in advanced studies, promotes
and supports discovery research, and fosters innovation by

encouraging Canadian companies to participate and invest

in post-secondary research projects.

288,873

22

Canada Foundation for Innovation
(CFI)

Provides funding to develop state-of-the-art facilities and
equipment in universities, colleges, research hospitals and
non-profit research institutions.

208,720

16

Indirect Costs of University Research
Program

Covered a portion of the indirect costs associated with
research funded by NSERC, SSHRC, and CIHR. These are
costs borne by the institution that cannot be attributed to a
particular project, such as costs for energy or maintaining IT
infrastructure, meeting regulatory requirements or managing
intellectual property.

125,141

10

Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council* (SSHRC)

Promotes and supports post-secondary-based research and
research training in the humanities and social sciences.

109,140

i
_2-
-
3
i
i
i
ik

Canada Research Chairs/Canada
Excellence Research Chairs (CERC)

Supports universities in efforts to build Canada’s reputation
as a global leader in research and innovation. It awards
researchers and their teams up to $10 million over seven
years to establish ambitious research programs at Canadian
universities. Awards are made in priority areas identified in
the federal government'’s science and technology strategy.
Priority areas as of December 2014 are: environment and
agriculture; health and life sciences; natural resources and
energy; information and communications technologies; and
advanced manufacturing.

102,018

Other

135,482

10

Total

1,316,253 |

100

* These three agencies are often referred to collectively as the Tri-Council Agencies or the Tri-Agency.
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Appendix 5—Provincial Fundmg for University Research by Ministry and Agency,

2009/10-2013/14 s s

Source of data: Council of Ontario Universities' Financial Reports of Ontario Universities

2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 5YrTotal

($ ooo) ((8000) ($000) ($ 000) ($000) (§ 000)

Ministry of Research and Innovation (MRI) 160,015 184,820 139,190 2 17,676 136,394 838,095 43
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs 48,341 49502 53,060 52,587 48,044 251,534 13

Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (MOHLTC) 52,199 44,693 50,254 47,086 51,556 245,788 13

Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities
(MTCU)

Ministry of Economic Development, Employment
and Infrastructure

30,248 28379 28,811 29,148 33,167 149,753 8

2,270 1,518 42,333 53,634 19,072 118,827 6

Ministry of Education 2,547 2,876 4,690 2,761 1,203 14,077 1

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change 2,709 2,847 1,929 2,267 3,098 12,850 i

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 2,473 1,518 1,435 1,231 1,279 7,936 0

Ministry of Transportation 1,129 2,135 319 943 1,627 6,153 0

Ministry of Children and Youth Services 1,232 649 465 653 226 3,225 0 e
Ministry of Community and Social Services 514 1,742 557 88 101 3,002 0 ﬁ
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 0 0 1,000 2,000 0 3000 O 5
mrl:lizta)of Northern Development and Mines 9 1,024 1,254 0 0 2,280 0 g
Ministry of Finance 0 0 0 904 1,070 1,974 0 ] E
Ministry of Labour (MOL) 0 0 800 1,083 1,883 0 o0
Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration 0 0 750 280 0 1,030 0 ’E_
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport 0 187 38 0 393 618 0 ] 5
Ministry of Energy 0 0 0 0 92 92 0 '
Subtotal | 303,679 321,890 326,085 412,058 298,405 [1,662,417
Other Government Agencies or Organlzatlons Dellveﬂng Government Senrlces _' R G

Ontario Institute for Cancer Research (MOHLTC) 25,233 24,899 28,007 29,761 0 107,900 6

Ontario Centres of Excellence (MRI) 15,623 10,841 13,339 10,649 0 50,452 3

Cancer Care Ontario (MOHLTC) 3,813 2,250 3,730 4,347 5,105 19,245 1

Workplace Safety and Insurance Board (MOL) 2,267 3,287 3,461 1,724 583 11,322 1

m;\]{gm Ontario Heritage Fund Corporation 1,938 1,429 2,067 2509 1,624 9,567 0

i i *

:)I\rﬂigal_rilag)roblem Gambling Research Centre 644 519 987 1,241 0 3,391 0
:ihidgTigL:}Education Quality Council of Ontario 210 362 267 292 0 1,131 0

Office of the Premier 675 0 75 0 0 750 0

Public Health Ontario (MOHLTC) 0 689 0 0 15 704 0

Other grants not listed above 8,132 8,758 11,150 17,735 36,865 82,640 4

Subtotal 53,034 63,083 68258 - 287,102 15

* Renamed Gambling Research Exchange Ontario in April 2015,
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Accelerators—Provide office space and management training to start-up companies dedicated to developing and
commercializing technology in exchange for equity in a technology. Services include mentorship, access to equipment for
prototyping and demonstrations, peer networking, and connecting to investor and alumni networks and access to financing.
Time in the space is typically limited to a 3-4 month period and provides start-ups with a small cash investment.

Angel Investor—An individual who invests private capital in a small or newly established enterprise.

Association of University Technology Managers (AUTM)—A U.S. based not-for-profit association of technology managers and
business executives who manage intellectual property. The AUTM surveys universities annually on a number of performance
measures.

Centres of Excellence—Independent not-for-profit organizations that support and invest in early-stage projects where the
likelihood of commercialization is high, as well as provide training and development of innovators and entrepreneurs, There are
49 federal Centres of Excellence and 7 provincial Centres of Excellence in Ontario.

Citation—Acknowledges a source used in a formal academic paper.

Commercialization—The process of taking a discovery or invention to the marketplace.

Disclosure—Communication of key information to a technology transfer office regarding a discovery or new technology for the
purpose of allowing the office to make an informed decision on how best to proceed.

Encumbered Disclosure—A disclosure owned by one party (the inventor or university) on which a second party (industry
sponsor who provided funding or in-kind contributions) reserves the right to claim ownership.

Entrepreneurship—The capacity and willingness to develop, organize and manage a business venture along with any of its risks
in order to make a profit.

First to File—A patent system in which the first person to file a patent application for a specific invention is entitled to the
patent. In Canada and in most other countries, the first persen to file has priority over other people claiming rights for the same
invention.

Highly Qualified Personnel (HQPs)—Individuals with university degrees.

Incubators—Similar to accelerators except that start-ups can stay in the space for a much longer period of time and incubators
take a much larger amount of equity in exchange for their services.

Innovation—An invention, new technology or new process that is not currently available in the marketplace; an improvement to
an existing technology/process that significantly improves functionality, cost or performance; or a significant modification to the
application of existing technologies/processes that are applied in a setting or condition for which current applications are not
possible or feasible.

Innovation Ecosystem—The participants and resources that transform knowledge into products, processes and services that
lead to economic growth and development to improve the standard of living,

Innovation Park—A community of innovators and specialists where academia, industry, government and not-for-profits
work together to cultivate ideas, identify and transform important technological discoveries, and propel innovations into the
marketplace.

Intellectual Property—Creations of the mind such as inventions; literary and artistic works; designs; and symbols, names, and
images used in commerce. They are protected by law through patents, copyrights or trademarks.

Intellectual Property Disclosure Form—A formal document used to declare a new technology and subsequently analyze it for
commercial or public value.

Intellectual Property Rights—Ownership of intellectual property and associated rights, such as future income sharing, and
royalty-free use.

Licence Agreement—Grants the licensee the right to make, use and sell the specific technology described in the licence, This
right can be exclusive (i.e., no one else including the inventor has this right), or non-exclusive (i.e., others may be granted
similar rights; in this scenario, the lessee’s rights may be limited to a defined geographic area, or for a specific field of use or
application).

Licensing an Invention—Allowing a business or individual to manufacture and sell an invention, usually in exchange for royalties.
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Licensing Fee—An amount of money that is paid to an owner of intellectual property for the right to manufacture, use or sell the
intellectual property. This is usually a fixed amount to be paid at a fixed time as stipulated in a licensing agreement.

Milestone Payment—An interim payment, which is linked to delivering a service or commaodity, such that if the senvice is not
delivered, the agreement can be terminated,

Non-disclosure Agreement—A legal contract to protect information considered proprietary or confidential. The parties agree not
to disclose information covered by the agreement.

Patent—A government grant giving the inventor the right to exclude others from making, using or selling an invention, from the
day on which the patent application is filed with the patent office to a maximum of 20 years. To be granted this exclusive right,
the invention must be new, non-obvious and useful with commercial applicability.

Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT)—An international treaty for standardized filing procedures for foreign patents. The treaty allows
for filing patents in a large number of jurisdictions.

Prior Art Status—Anything published before the filing date of a patent that describes the same or similar invention, and
therefore could call into question a patent application’s claim of originality.

Proof of Concept—The stage during the development of a product when it is established that the product will function as
intended.

Prototype—An original or early model of samething from which other forms are copied or developed. It is developed to test the
feasibility of a concept or hypothesis within a systematic investigation or search,

Provisional Patent Application—A patent application in the United States that preserves the rights of a patent applicant for one
year during which time a decision must be made on whether to file a regular patent application. A provisional patent application
is not examined but serves as the priority date for applications filed later.

Public Disclosure—Communication of information through verbal presentations, abstracts, posters and papers, in which a
person is not obligated to keep the information confidential and may replicate the innovation.

Regional Innovation Centres (RICs)—18 not-for-profit corporations located in Ontario that support technologically innovative
firms with high growth potential with appropriate business acceleration services that focus on educational programming,
advisory and mentorship programming and access to capital programs.

Research Agreement—A contract to provide funding for a research project. It contains terms and conditions governing
the conduct of the project, as well as obligations of the recipient and funder. The agreement also sets out the roles and
responsibilities of the parties involved.

Research Park—A property-based venture for research and commercialization that creates partnerships with universities and
research institutions, encourages the growth of new companies, translates technology, and drives technology-led economic
development.

Research Publications—Typically, academic journals in which scholars publish research that brings discoveries or ideas to the
public domain.

Risk Capital—Funds made available to start-up companies and small businesses with growth potential.

Royalty—A percentage of sales or profit paid by the lessee to the owner of intellectual property under a licensing arrangement.
Seed Money—Money allocated to initiate a project.

Start-up/Spinoff Company—A company created by inventors to exploit their intellectual property. This method of
commercialization holds the highest risk but can lead to the highest potential rewards for inventors.

Technology transfer—The process of transferring scientific findings from one organization to another for the purpose of further
development and commercialization.

Technology Transfer Office—An office at a university that facilitates commercialization by bringing together the institution and
industry to transfer research discoveries to the marketplace.
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Recommendations 1-6 are applicable to the Ministry of Research and Innovation.

Recommendation 7:
In conjunction with government sponsors, universities should develop socio-economic performance measures to better
communicate the outcomes of their research and commercialization efforts.

Recommendation 8:
Universities should review their research reporting requirements on performance measures, and identify opportunities to report
more detailed information in the annual research report and in management reports going to senior management.

Recommendation 9:

To ensure that all intellectual property created with university resources is disclosed, universities should:

« develop guidelines to help faculties assess university resources in the creation of intellectual property and to require such
assessments be documented;

« clearly communicate invention disclosure requirements during technology transfer office presentations to staff and students;

« require all faculties to use only disclosures made directly to the technology transfer office for performance review purposes; and

» use research grant status reports sent to research funders to anticipate and track completeness of disclosures.

Recommendation 10:

In the absence of objective criteria to assess the commercial potential of disclosures, university technology transfer offices
should develop a formal process to discuss and challenge decisions on commercial potential, including assessments
undergoing a second level of review.

Recommendation 11:

To help ensure commercialization assessments are completed within a reasonable timeframe to avoid delays in patent filings,
university technology transfer offices should:

« establish time frames to complete assessments based on technology type or complexity of invention; and

« formally track and review how long it takes to complete assessments, and address any delays identified.

Recommendation 12:

To help ensure intellectual property is properly protected, universities and/or their technology transfer offices, as applicable, should:

« ensure contracts with faculty associations and researchers include provisions to make them aware of the importance of not
disclosing inventions prior to filing for patent protection; and

« file for patent protection as early as possible, where appropriate, to minimize the risk of others filing first and precluding
them from obtaining a patent.

Recommendation 13:

To permit efficient management review of commercialization decisions and efforts and to help facilitate knowledge transfer

among personnel in case of staff turnover, universities should:

« develop case management documentation guidelines; and

« ensure that commercialization decisions and actions are clearly and consistently documented in accordance with the
guidelines to be developed.

Recommendation 14:

To manage costs incurred in the effort to commercialize intellectual property, university technology transfer offices should
implement formal policies and guidelines regarding cost management, and track costs incurred by type (e.g. legal costs, patent
fees, and marketing) for each disclosure.

Recommendation 15:

To help ensure the timely and accurate collection of revenue owing, all universities should:

= ensure they have an accurate and up-to-date tracking payment schedule that includes due dates, so that universities can bill
one-time payments in advance and remind licensees to submit royalty payments on time;

« obtain sales and revenue reports from licensees to support the amount of royalties remitted;

« develop criteria to help assess when it is worthwhile to ask for an audit report (for example, when royalty payments are
dependent on sales generated); and

« enforce the interest penalties stipulated in contracts to encourage licensees to submit revenue payments on time,
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Schedule 2
Western University
Student Fee-Funded Units, Ancillary Units, Academic Support Units, and Associated Companies
2015-16 Preliminary Results Summary ($ 000)

2015-16 Projected Year-End 2015-16 Preliminary Actual % Change April 30, 2016 Reserves

Revenues | Expenses | Rev-Exp Revenues | Expenses | Rev-Exp Revenues | Expenses Operating Capital
1 |[A - Student Fee-Funded Units
2 SRS: Campus Recreation 5,661.4 5,668.9 -7.5 5,584.5 5,687.5 -103.0 -1.36% 0.33% 658.2 448.5
3 SRS: Intercollegiate Athletics 6,295.0 6,311.0 -16.0 6,286.0 6,400.2 -114.2 -0.14% 1.41% 15
4 SRS: Thompson Recreation & Athletic Centre 1,208.1 1,185.7 22.4 1,205.4 1,192.5 12.9 -0.22% 0.57% 300.6 -414.3
5 Financial Aid Office 1,072.6 1,072.8 -0.2 1,053.7 1,060.1 -6.4 -1.76% -1.18% 53.9
6 International Student Services 437.4 437.3 0.1 433.3 433.4 -0.1 -0.94% -0.89% -0.3
7 Indigenous Services 726.6 715.6 11.0 701.0 700.8 0.2 -3.52% -2.07% 53.0
8 Services for Students with Disabilities 442.1 442.1 0.0 435.9 430.8 5.1 -1.40% -2.56% 22.4 74.2
9 Student Development Centre 2,323.9 2,315.9 8.0 2,291.4 2,275.0 16.4 -1.40% -1.77% 301.9
10 Student Success Centre 1,468.2 1,557.7 -89.5 1,455.7 1,530.3 -74.6 -0.85% -1.76% 196.9
11 Student Health Services 4,412.2 4,340.3 71.9 4,395.0 4,305.9 89.1 -0.39% -0.79% 1,201.3
12 Off-Campus Housing & Housing Mediation Svcs 437.9 415.7 22.2 439.3 409.6 29.7 0.32% -1.47% 131.6
13 Western Foot Patrol 182.5 182.2 0.3 177.3 180.3 -3.0 -2.85% -1.04% 25.1 33.0
14 Sub-Total 24,667.9 | 24,645.2 22.7 24,458.5 | 24,606.4 -147.9 -0.85% -0.16% 2,946.1 141.4
15 |B - Ancillary Units
16 Family Practice Clinic and Workplace Health Svcs 549.8 517.6 32.2 577.8 536.8 41.0 5.09% 3.71% 140.7
17 Housing Services 70,004.5 | 66,240.0 | 3,764.5 69,583.7 | 63,700.0 | 5,883.7 -0.60% -3.83% 47,907.9
18 Parking Services 4,879.1 4,896.5 -17.4 4,715.7 4,800.9 -85.2 -3.35% -1.95% 4,807.2
19 Retail Services 33,254.7 | 33,1934 61.3 33,742.7 | 33,6515 91.2 1.47% 1.38% 1,449.7
20 Sub-Total 108,688.1 | 104,847.5| 3,840.6 108,619.9 [ 102,689.2 [ 5,930.7 -0.06% -2.06% 54,305.5 0.0
21 |C - Academic Support Units
22 Animal Care & Veterinary Services 4,060.9 4,054.5 6.4 4,198.9 4,097.5 101.4 3.40% 1.06% 138.4
23 Boundary Layer Wind Tunnel 2,328.3 2,214.8 113.5 2,280.7 2,117.3 163.4 -2.04% -4.40% 663.4 300.0
24 University Machine Services 1,752.4 1,644.2 108.2 1,759.2 1,722.3 36.9 0.39% 4.75% 299.4
25 Fraunhofer Project Centre 837.6 972.4 -134.8 872.7 1,038.1 -165.4 4.19% 6.76% -998.3
26 Surface Science Western 1,817.4 1,766.1 51.3 1,707.8 1,600.1 107.7 -6.03% -9.40% 268.5 424.6
27 Continuing Studies at Western 2,487.2 2,589.4 -102.2 2,489.2 2,499.2 -10.0 0.08% -3.48% 427.7
28 Sub-Total 13,283.8 | 13,2414 424 13,308.5 | 13,0745 234.0 0.19% -1.26% 799.1 724.6
29 |D - Associated Companies
30 Western Research Parks (incl. Windermere Manor & AMP) 7,191.4 7,592.1 -400.7 7,403.0 7,586.4 -183.4 2.94% -0.08% -13,712.6
31 Richard Ivey School of Business Foundation 25,009.0 | 22,463.0 2,546.0 26,093.0 | 23,584.0 2,509.0 4.33% 4.99% 9,661.0
32 Richard Ivey School of Business - Asia 4,376.0 5,068.0 -692.0 5,231.0 5,199.0 32.0 19.54% 2.58% -5,943.0
33 Sub-Total 36,576.4 | 35123.1 | 1,453.3 38,727.0 | 36,369.4 | 2,357.6 5.88% 3.55% -9,994.6 0.0
34 |Grand Total 183,216.2 | 177,857.2 | 5,359.0 185,113.9 [ 176,739.5 | 8,374.4 1.04% -0.63% 48,056.1 866.0
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QUARTERLY RATIO REPORT ON NON ENDOWED FUNDS

FOR INFORMATION

The attached report shows the non-endowed fund quarterly activity from 1996/97 to the end of the fourth
quarter of 2015/16 (April 30). The balance in the Undistributed Investment Returns Account at April 30,
2016 was $211.2 million. At April 30, 2016 the 12-quarter moving average of the total non-endowed
investments to the obligations of the portfolio was 1.71 (column 10), well above the target ratio of 1.08.

a

a

Net returns / (losses) (column 1) amounted to $6.6 million for the quarter.

Allocations to accounts (column 2), represents income distributed to the non-endowed funds. The
non-endowed rate is based on the 30-day Treasury bill rate less administrative and management
fees of 0.42%. The rate is adjusted quarterly and is applicable to non-endowed fund balances
with the exception of Robarts. The non-endowed rate for the period April 1 — June 30 is 0.06%. In
the case of Robarts, in accordance with the operating agreement, the long term portion of their
fund balance will earn the rate of return generated by the Operating & Endowment portfolio. For
fiscal 2016, the net return generated by the Operating & Endowment Portfolio was -.034%

The allocation to the operating budget (column 3) for fiscal 2016 is zero as approved by the
Board.

Other allocations (column 4) for fiscal 2016 were $1.9 million. This amount includes the annual
cost-to-carry related to the debenture issue and the year end accounting adjustment related to
the RBC financing for Ontario Hall.

The non-endowed investments increased $45.5 million (column 6) due to an additional
investment in the Operating & Endowment Portfolio during the quarter.

The total market value of the non-endowed fund’s portion of the externally managed portfolio at
April 30, 2016 amounted to $516.9 million (column 7).

The obligations of the portfolio amounted to $305.7 at April 30, 2016 (column 8).

The ratio of investments to obligations stood at 1.69 (column 9) at April 30, 2016.
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The University of Western Ontario
Non-Endowed Funds: Quarterly Values
Ratio of
Allocations Value at the end of Quarter Investments
To Change Ratio of to obligations
Net To Operating in amount Net Total Total Investments Average for
Returns  Accounts Budget Other Owed Change Investments Obligations to obligations 12 Quarters
Quarter (6} ) (©)] 4) ®) (6) (Y] ®) ©) (10)
1996/1997 4.0 (0.4) @.7) 2.8) (4.6) (5.4) 103.4 85.1 1.22 1.16
1997/1998 5.2 (0.4) 2.1 2.5) 4.0 4.2 97.7 74.5 1.32 1.24
1998/1999 1.2 (0.5) 1.5) 0.1) 4.3) (5.2) 97.2 82.7 1.18 1.24
1999/2000 2.4 (0.6) 1.5) 0.3) 4.0 4.0 88.0 74.3 1.18 1.23
2000/2001 0.9 (0.8) 2.1 0.2) 5.9 3.7 113.7 101.0 113 1.16
2001/2002 0.8 0.7) 1.5) 0.0 5.9 4.6 127.0 125.5 1.01 1.10
2002/2003 (2.6) 0.3) 0.3) 0.0 0.4 @.7) 120.6 132.3 0.91 1.02
2003/2004 6.3 (0.5) 0.0 0.0 13 7.1 140.7 135.5 1.04 0.99
2004/2005 2.9 (0.4) 0.0 0.0 3.6 6.2 157.7 141.1 1.12 1.03
2005/2006 7.0 0.7) 0.0 0.0 2.9 9.3 199.4 160.4 1.24 1.13
2006/2007 7.6 1.2) 1.3) 0.0 6.2 11.4 236.9 179.1 1.32 1.22
2007/2008 0.4 (1.0 1.6) 0.3) 2.7 0.2 258.7 197.7 131 1.29
2008/2009 (12.2) 0.3 0.0 0.2) 2.5) (14.6) 213.3 197.7 1.08 1.24
2009/2010 10.5 0.7) 0.0 0.6) (3.6) 5.7 219.1 181.2 121 1.20
2010/2011
1 (3.6) 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.2 1.6 223.8 180.6 1.24 1.19
2 14.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 (4.5) 10.3 234.1 176.1 1.33 1.18
3 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (6.4) 3.6 237.7 169.7 1.40 1.19
4 6.2 (1.9) 0.0 1.5) 1.9 4.7 242.4 171.6 1.41 1.21
2011/2012
1 (6.2) 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.1 0.1) 242.3 177.7 1.36 1.22
2 (5.1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (5.1) 237.2 177.7 1.33 1.24
3 9.0 0.2) 0.0 0.0 33.4 42.2 279.4 211.1 1.32 1.27
4 6.9 (0.4) 0.0 1.4) 0.1 5.2 284.6 211.2 1.35 1.29
2012/2013
1 (1.6) 0.1) 0.0 0.0 13.0 113 295.9 224.2 1.32 1.31
2 11.6 0.3) 0.0 0.0 9.2) 2.1 298.0 215.0 1.39 1.33
3 18.6 0.2) 0.0 0.0 145 32.9 330.9 229.5 1.44 1.35
4 14.2 (2.4) 0.0 3.7 (3.5) 4.6 335.5 226.0 1.48 1.37
2013/2014
1 10.6 0.2) 0.0 0.0 7.9 18.3 353.8 233.9 1.51 1.39
2 19.2 0.2) 0.0 0.0 16 20.6 374.4 235.5 1.59 1.41
3 177 0.3) 0.0 0.0 (4.3) 13.1 387.5 231.2 1.68 1.43
4 14.1 (3.4) 0.0 (6.4) 29.9 34.2 421.7 261.1 1.62 1.45
2014/2015
July, 2014 Q1 13.2 0.2) 0.0 0.0 1.9 14.9 436.6 263.0 1.66 1.47
October 31, 2014 2 6.8 0.2) 0.0 0.0 3.7) 2.9 439.5 259.3 1.69 1.50
January 31, 2015 3 22.8 0.3) 0.0 0.0 (14.5) 8.0 4475 2448 1.83 1.55
April 30, 2015 4 14.0 (2.8) 0.0 (3.5) 5.2 12.9 460.4 250.0 1.84 1.59
2015/2016
July 31, 2015 Q1 12.7 0.1) 0.0 0.0 14.6 27.2 487.6 264.6 1.84 1.63
October 31, 2015 2 (9.6) 0.1) 0.0 0.0 2.2 (7.5) 480.1 266.8 1.80 1.67
January 31 2016 3 (6.8) 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1.9) 8.7) 471.4 264.9 1.78 1.69
April 30, 2016 4 6.6 0.0 0.0 (1.9) 40.8 455 516.9 305.7 1.69 171

[A]

)
)

O]

ol
®)
)
(10)

General notes:

For 1995/96 through to 2008/09 the figures are the average for the four quarters.

Columns (1) to (6) refer to changes during the quarter, column (7) to (10) refer to the end of each quarter.

All figures are millions of dollars, except columns (9) and (10). Column (9) is the ratio of column (7) to column (8).

Column (10) is the average of the ratios in column (9) over 12 quarters (i.e. over 3 year period).

Notes:

Net investment returns, including changes in unrealized capital gains, net of consulting and investment

management fees. This total includes returns on internally managed funds and other sundry investment earnings

less overdraft interest and interest paid to employee benefit accounts.
Allocations from the fund to all accounts and associated companies, except the Operating budget and Other allocations (column 4)
Allocations to the Operating budget.
In April 2014 a special allocation of $10.0 was made to capital. The amount was netted by a cost recovery of 3.6 million associated

with year end adjustments related to the debenture and the new residence financing.

The April 2015 amount is related to a year end mark-to-market value adjusted on the RB SWAP interest agreement

The April 2016 amount is related to a year end mark-to-market value adjusted on the RB SWAP interest agreement as well as the cost to carry related to
unused debenture proceeds.
The change in the amount owed to other funds for the quarter is the net cash flows into the accounts less any transfers to

Western's bank account.

Quarterly net change, is the sum of columns (1) to (5) and is the change in the value of the fund in column (7), which is the
change in the market value of investments during the quarter.

Total non-endowed externally managed funds. Endowed funds are not included.

Total of the non-endowed externally managed funds that are owed to University accounts and other creditors.
The ratio of column (7) to column (8).
The average of this ratio over the previous 12 quarters. The Board target for this ratio is an average of 1.08.



Board of Governors APPENDIX I
June 23, 2016 Annex 10

NEW SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS

FOR INFORMATION

At its meeting on May 10, 2016, the Property and Finance Committee approved on behalf of the Board of
the Governors the following terms of reference for new scholarships, awards, bursaries and prizes.

Gregory Brandt Award in Constitutional Law (Law)

Awarded annually to a full-time student completing first year in the Faculty of Law who has attained the
highest standing in Constitutional Law. The scholarship committee in the Faculty of Law will select the
recipient each May. This award was established by a generous gift from Mr. Henry Ka-Shi Ho

(JD Law '77) in honour of Gregory Brandt, Professor Emeritus in the Faculty of Law.

Value: 1 at $1,500
Effective Date: 2015-2016 to 2019-2020 academic years inclusive

J. Malcolm Slack Earth Sciences Award (Earth Sciences)

Awarded annually to a full-time graduate student enrolled in a Masters or Doctoral Program in Earth
Sciences, with preference given to a student who is specializing in research in the field of agrominerals.
The student will be selected by a Committee in the Graduate Department of Earth Sciences. At least one
member of the committee must hold current membership in the School of Graduate and Postdoctoral
Studies. This award was established by Mrs. Carol Slack in memory of her husband, Mr. J. Malcolm Slack
(BA '63, MBA '70).

Value: 1 at $1,200
Effective Date: May 2016

J. Malcolm Slack was a renowned mining engineer and executive. He was very passionate about
research involving finding alternatives to conventional fertilizers. His research findings from 25 years ago,
are still being utilized today in both mining and organic agriculture. He was a true visionary. Malcolm died
in 2016 at age 82.

Dr. Michael Yuhasz Leadership Award (Kinesiology)

Awarded annually to a full-time undergraduate student entering Year 4 in Kinesiology (minimum 70%
average) who has a high level of involvement in extra-curricular activities such as varsity athletics,
campus recreation or student government. The recipient should also demonstrate leadership,
engagement, perseverance, and commitment to their studies and campus life—the characteristics that
Dr. Michael Yuhasz exhibited. Candidates must submit a one-page statement outlining their leadership
skills and involvement in extra-curricular activities to the School of Kinesiology by September 30™. The
Scholarship and Awards Committee in the School of Kinesiology will select the recipient. This award was
established by friends and colleagues to honour Dr. Michael Yuhasz (BA, Honors Physical Education,
'50), and the many contributions he made to the discipline of physical education.

Value: 1 at $1,500
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year

Dr. Yuhasz was a graduate of Western'’s first Physical Education class in 1950 when he also played
football, basketball and wrestled. He returned to Western in 1954 as a lecturer, moving through the ranks
of Professor, Acting Dean in 1989, Chair of the graduate program, and then Professor Emeritus in 1993.
He coached football for 16 years and wrestling for 13. He also directed the intramural program and
started the first university physical fithess research laboratory in 1955. He received his PhD in Physical
Education in 1962 from the University of lllinois, and was the first to do so in Ontario. His many honours
include Western’s coach of the year, the Canada Medal, a certificate of recognition for contributions to
Olympic wrestling, long-service awards, and induction into Western’s Wrestling and Sports Hall of Fame.
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Archaeological Dig Travel Award (Arts and Humanities, Classical Studies)

Awarded annually to a full-time graduate or undergraduate student in a Classical Studies program, based
on academic achievement and financial need, to assist with travel costs to an archaeological site or
archive. Preference will be given to graduate students, but undergraduates are encouraged to apply. An
online application, provided by the Department of Classical Studies, that outlines travel plans and costs
must be submitted by April 15th. The recipient will be selected by the Awards Committee in the
Department of Classical Studies (one representative must hold current membership in the School of
Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies). This award was established through various donations to the
Department of Classical Studies.

Value: 1 at $500
Effective Date: May 2015 to April 2018 inclusive (with value to be reviewed in the final year)

Men's Hockey Team (1985-1989) Award (Any Undergraduate or Graduate Program, Athletic Award
[Men's Hockey])

Awarded annually to a full-time undergraduate or graduate student in any year of any degree program at
Western, including the Affiliated University Colleges, who is making a contribution as a member of the
Mustang Men's Hockey team. Candidates who are intercollegiate student athletes must be in compliance
with current OUA and CIS regulations. As per OUA and CIS regulations, an entering student athlete must
have a minimum admission average of 80% and a non-entering student must have an in-course average
of 70%. The Western Athletic Financial Awards Committee will select the recipient based on its evaluation
of academic performance/potential (20%) and the written recommendations from the Head Coach
assessing athletic performance/potential and team/campus leadership (weighted as 60% and 20%
respectively). This award was established by Western Mustang Men’'s Hockey Team (1985-1989).

Value: 1 at $4,500
Effective Date: 2016-2017 to 2019-2020 academic years (with value to be reviewed after this)

Freedom 55 Financial Athletic Leadership Award (Any Undergraduate or Graduate Program, Athletic
Award [Varsity Team])

Awarded annually to full-time undergraduate (Year 2, 3 or 4) or graduate students (one male and one
female) in any degree program at Western, including the Affiliated Colleges, who are student-athletes on
a varsity team (with a minimum 80% average from the previous year), and have demonstrated
outstanding leadership on and off the playing field or court. Candidates must be in compliance with OUA
and CIS regulations. The Western Athletic Financial Awards Committee will select the recipients based on
its evaluation of academic performance/potential (20%) and the written recommendations from the Head
Coaches assessing athletic performance/potential and team/campus leadership (weighted as 60% and
20% respectively). This award was established by a generous donation from Freedom 55 Financial,
London Life Insurance Company.

Value: 2 at $2,500
Effective Date: 2016-2017 to 2017-2018 academic years (with review of funding after this)

Pauline C. Stokes Music Award (Music)

Awarded annually to a full-time undergraduate student entering Year 2, 3 or 4 of a Bachelor of Music
program, based on academic achievement and demonstrated financial need. Online financial assistance
applications are available through Student Center and must be submitted by September 30th. The
Scholarship Review Subcommittee in the Don Wright Faculty of Music will select the recipient after the
Registrar’'s Office assesses financial need. A recipient in one year will be eligible for selection in a
subsequent year(s). This award is offered through the Ontario Student Opportunity Trust Fund (OSOTF)
program, and recipients must meet Ontario residency requirements.

Value: 1 at $1,500
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year
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Shamrock Foundation Continuing Award in Engineering (Engineering)

Awarded to two full-time undergraduate students entering Year 2 in the Faculty of Engineering, who have
a minimum 70% average and demonstrated financial need. One award will be made to a female student
and one to a male student. This award will continue into Year 3 and 4 provided that the recipient
maintains an average of 70%, a full-time course load, and continues to demonstrate financial need each
year. If the recipient enters a dual degree program, the award will continue for an additional year,
providing they continue to meet the academic and financial criteria. Online financial assistance
applications are available through Student Center and must be submitted by September 30th. The
Scholarship and Awards Committee in the Faculty of Engineering will select the recipients after the Office
of the Registrar has assessed financial need. Only two students can hold this award at any one time. If a
student fails to retain the award, another student from the same year, who meets the criteria, will be
selected. This award was established by a generous gift from Terrance Killackey (BESc '85) and

Andrea Killackey (BESc '85), through their family foundation, the Shamrock Foundation.

Value: 2 at $5,000
Effective Date: 2016-2017 to 2018-2019 academic years (a review of the award and funding will take
place in the third year 2018-2019)

Joan Pemberton Global Opportunities Award (Education)

Awarded to a full-time student (undergraduate or graduate) in the Faculty of Education who is
participating in a Western University international experience or study abroad program for which
academic credit or approval from their department or faculty will be obtained. This includes academic
exchange programs; approved study abroad programs; curriculum based international field
courses/research, international community service learning; volunteer opportunities and internships led by
Western University. Students must have completed their prescribed academic program the previous year
and currently be registered in a full-time course load (minimum 3.5 full courses). Students may apply for
this award in advance of being accepted into an eligible international learning program with receipt of the
award contingent upon acceptance into the program. Students may only receive a Global Opportunities
award once during their academic career at Western. Online applications are available on the Global
Opportunities website, Western International. Transcripts are required for students who studied
elsewhere in their previous academic year. Applications are due on March 15th (for decisions in early
May). The student will be selected based on a combination of academic achievement, as well as a
statement outlining how this experience will contribute to their development as a global citizen, what they
expect to learn through their program of study and how they will be an effective Ambassador for Western.
This award was established by a generous gift from Ms. Joan Pemberton (BA ‘55).

Value: 1 at $2,000
Effective Date: 2015-2016 academic year only

*1,000 from the Donor will be matched by $1,000 through the University Global Opportunities Matching
Program.

At its meeting on June 7, 2016, the Property and Finance Committee approved on behalf of the Board of
the Governors the following terms of reference for new scholarships, awards, bursaries and prizes.

London Music Award for Performance Excellence (Music)

Awarded annually to full-time undergraduate students in Year 2, 3 or 4 in the Don Wright Faculty of
Music, who have been identified as excellent performers at the Faculty of Music, and who demonstrate
financial need. Online financial assistance applications are available through Student Center and must be
submitted by September 30". The scholarship committee in the Don Wright Faculty of Music will select
the recipients after the Registrar’'s Office assesses financial need. This award was established through
the generosity of the London Music Scholarship Foundation. This award is offered through the Ontario
Student Opportunity Trust Fund program and recipients must meet Ontario residency requirements.

Value: 2 at $3,000
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year
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Paul W. Robertson Music Scholarship (Music)

Awarded annually to full-time undergraduate students in any year of a Bachelor of Music or Bachelor of
Musical Arts program in the Don Wright Faculty of Music, demonstrating academic achievement and
strong musical ability. Preference will be given to students specializing in voice, piano, guitar, woodwind,
brass, or percussion. The scholarship committee in the Don Wright Faculty of Music will select the
recipients each year. This scholarship was established with a generous gift from Shaw Communications
Inc. in memory of Paul W. Robertson (HBA '77).

Value: 2 at $5,000
Effective Date: 2016-2017 to 2025-2026 academic years inclusive

Paul served as Executive Vice President of Shaw Communications Inc. and President of Shaw Media. He
loved his career in media and was highly respected in the industry. Paul is fondly remembered for his
great sense of humour, positive attitude, collaborative management style and zest for life. Paul died in
2014 at age 59.

Faculty of Education Students’ Council Award for Student Leadership (Education)

Awarded annually to a full-time undergraduate student graduating from Year 2 of any Bachelor of
Education program (with a minimum 70% average). Students must demonstrate leadership and
participation in extra-curricular activities within the Faculty of Education, Western or the London
community. To apply, students must submit a one-page statement outlining their extracurricular
involvement to the Dean’s Office of the Faculty of Education by March 315t. The scholarship and awards
committee, Faculty of Education, will select the recipient. This award was established by a generous gift
from the 2014-2015 Faculty of Education Students’ Council, to recognize future teachers and the diverse
skill set required for excellence in the teaching profession.

Value: 1 at $1,500
Effective Date: 2016-2017 to 2020-2021 academic years inclusive

SASAH Travel Award (Arts and Humanities)

Awarded annually to undergraduate students enrolled in the School for Advanced Studies in the Faculty
of Arts and Humanities, based on academic achievement, to assist with travel costs for study/research at
sites/institutions anywhere in the world. Candidates will be required to apply to the Director of SASAH in
order to be considered for this Travel Award. The award recipients will be selected by the Director of the
SASAH School.

Value: number of awards will vary, valued at a minimum of $500 and a maximum of $750 each
Effective Date: 2016-2017 to 2020-2021 academic years inclusive

Faculty of Education Students’ Council Global Opportunities Award (Education)

Awarded to full-time undergraduate students in the Faculty of Education who are participating in a
Western University international experience or study abroad program for which academic credit or
approval from their faculty will be obtained. By participating in education abroad, service learning
opportunities, or international field schools, students develop the skills, perspectives and knowledge
required to become global citizens and educators. Students must have completed their prescribed
academic program the previous year and currently be registered in a full-time course load (minimum 3.5
full courses). Students may apply for this award in advance of being accepted into an eligible international
learning program with receipt of the award contingent upon acceptance into the program. Students may
only receive a Global Opportunities award once during their academic career at Western. Online
applications are available on the Global Opportunities website, Western International. Transcripts are
required for students who studied elsewhere in their previous academic year. Applications are due on
November 15t (for decisions in early January) and March 15th (for decisions in early May). The students
will be selected based on a combination of academic achievement, as well as a statement outlining how
this experience will contribute to their development as a global citizen, what they expect to learn through
their program of study and how they will be an effective Ambassador for Western. This award was
established by a generous gift from the 2014-2015 Faculty of Education Students’ Council.
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Value: 15 at $1,000*
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year only

*$7,500 from the Donor will be matched by $7,500 through the University Global Opportunities Award
Program.

Faculty of Education Global Opportunities Award (Education)

Awarded to full-time undergraduate students in the Faculty of Education who are participating in a
Western University international experience or study abroad program for which academic credit or
approval from their faculty will be obtained. By participating in education abroad, service learning
opportunities, or international field schools, students develop the skills, perspectives and knowledge
required to become global citizens and educators. Students must have completed their prescribed
academic program the previous year and currently be registered in a full-time course load (minimum 3.5
full courses). Students may apply for this award in advance of being accepted into an eligible international
learning program with receipt of the award contingent upon acceptance into the program. Students may
only receive a Global Opportunities award once during their academic career at Western. Online
applications are available on the Global Opportunities website, Western International. Transcripts are
required for students who studied elsewhere in their previous academic year. Applications are due on
November 15t (for decisions in early January) and March 15th (for decisions in early May). The students
will be selected based on a combination of academic achievement, as well as a statement outlining how
this experience will contribute to their development as a global citizen, what they expect to learn through
their program of study and how they will be an effective Ambassador for Western. This award was
established by generous Donors to the Faculty of Education.

Value: 10 at $2,000*
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year only

*$10,000 from the Donors will be matched by $10,000 through the University Global Opportunities Award
Program.

Rob Atkinson Women's Volleyball Award (Athletic Award (Women's Volleyball)

Awarded annually to a full-time undergraduate or graduate student in any year of any degree program at
Western, including the Affiliated University Colleges, who is making a significant contribution as a
member of the Women's Volleyball Team. As per OUA and CIS regulations, an entering student athlete
must have a minimum admission average of 80% and a non-entering student must have an in-course
average of 70%. Candidates must be in compliance with current OUA and CIS regulations. The Western
Athletic Financial Awards Committee will select the recipient based on its evaluation of academic
performance/potential (20%) and the written recommendations from the Head Coach assessing athletic
performance/potential and team/campus leadership (weighted as 60% and 20% respectively). This
award was established by the friends and colleagues of Mr. Robert Gordon Atkinson (BA '80, Physical

Education) in honour of his contributions as the Women'’s Volleyball Coach from 1980 to 1982.

Value: 1 at $1,000
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year

Dr. Frank J. Butson Resident Award in Family Medicine (Family Medicine)

Awarded annually to a postgraduate trainee completing a residency program in any area of Family
Medicine, who has demonstrated a commitment to comprehensive Family Medicine, adhering to Dr. lan
McWhinney’s Nine Principles of Family Medicine. Candidates must submit a one-page statement to the
Office of Family Medicine by January 31st outlining their commitment to these principles. Final selection
will be made by the Awards Committee in Family Medicine. This award was established by Mrs. Margery
(Nonnie) Butson in memory of her husband, Dr. Frank J. Butson (MD '50).

Value: 1 at $1,000
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year
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Dr. Butson played an integral role in establishing the Department of Family Medicine at Western. He was
also a faculty member in the Department of Family Medicine from 1968-1988 and served as a mentor and
role model to many students aspiring to become family medicine physicians. Dr. Butson was a founding
member of the College of Family Physicians of Canada. He was also a dedicated and respected family
physician in London for over 40 years. Dr. Butson died in 2016 at the age of 94.

Dean Family Student Refugee Award (Any undergraduate program)

Available annually to undergraduate students who are entering or have recently entered Canada as
refugees (within the last 2 years). The recipients must meet Western admission and English language
requirements and be admitted for full-time studies at Western’s main campus in an undergraduate degree
program. The Office of the Registrar will liaise with Western International and World University Service of
Canada (WUSC) or another similar agency to select the recipients. This award was established by Dr.
Noureen Huda, and her husband Mr. Hamid Dean.

Value: 2 at $2,500
Effective Date: 2016-2017 to 2020-2021 academic years (with review of award value after this)

Michael A. R. Wilson Family HBA Scholarship (lvey Business School)

Awarded annually to a full-time undergraduate student at Western who has been accepted into Ivey’s
Advanced Entry Opportunity (AEO), based on academic achievement (minimum 80% academic average)
and demonstrated leadership skills. A strong preference will be given to a candidate from the Ottawa,
Ontario area. If a recipient from the Ottawa area is not found, preference will be given to a student from
Eastern Ontario. The recipient will receive this award upon entering HBA 1. If for some reason, the AEO
recipient does not enter HBA 1 at Ivey she/he will forfeit the award, and another HBA 1 student who
meets the criteria will be selected. The award will be renewed for HBA 2 provided the candidate maintains
a minimum 80% average. The selection of the recipient will be made by the HBA Scholarship Review
Committee. This scholarship was established by a generous gift from Michael A. R. Wilson, HBA '90.

Value: 1 at $5,000 continuing
Effective Date: 2016-2017 academic year

T. Merritt Brown Summer Paper Prize (Economics)

The T. Merritt Brown Summer Paper prize is awarded for the best Economics Summer Paper produced
by a graduate student at the end of the second year of the PhD program. The winning paper is
determined by the Economics Graduate Awards Committee based on the criteria established by the
Department. The prize is valued at $400. The prize may not be awarded each year. This prize was
established by the friends and colleagues of Professor T. Merritt Brown.

Value: 1 at $400
Effective Date: May 2016

Professor Merritt Brown was a dedicated scholar and teacher and one of the pioneers of econometrics in
Canada. He obtained his degree in Mathematics and Physics from Western University in 1934. He
received his PhD in Economics in 1958 and began teaching at Queen’s in 1962. In 1967 he joined the
Faculty at Western and taught until his death in 1973 at age 59.

Rob and Joline Brant Religious Education Award (Education)

Awarded annually to a student in the Junior Intermediate or Senior Intermediate stream of the Bachelor of
Education program who has Religious Education as a teachable subject. Selection will be based on
academic achievement and demonstrated financial need. Online financial need assessment forms are
available through the Office of the Registrar’s website and must be completed by September 30. The
Faculty of Education scholarship committee will select the recipient once the Office of the Registrar has
determined financial need. This award was established at Foundation Western by a generous gift from
Rob (BA '88) and Joline Brant.
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Value: 1 at $1,000
Effective Date: 2015-2016 academic year

FUNDED BY OPERATING

The David Wolfe Scholarship on Research on Violence Prevention (Education)

Awarded annually to a graduate student in the Faculty of Education, based on academic achievement,
who is conducting research on violence prevention and student well-being in schools. The student will be
selected by a committee in the Faculty of Education. At least one member of the committee will hold
membership in the School of Graduate and Postdoctoral Studies.

Value: 1 at $1,500
Effective Date: May 2015 to April 2019

Dr. David Wolfe is a Senior Research Scholar and Professor with the Centre for Research and Education
on Violence Against Women and Children at the Faculty of Education at Western University. He held the
inaugural RBC Chair in Children’s Mental Health from 2002 to 2012 and served as Editor-in-Chief of Child
Abuse & Neglect: The International Journal from 2007 to 2012. Dr. Wolfe has provided extensive
assessment and consultation to child protective services, schools, and the courts with respect to issues of
child abuse and violence.

The Ray Hughes Scholarship on Innovative Practices in Violence Prevention (Education)

Awarded annually to a pre-service teacher in the Faculty of Education who has demonstrated innovative
practices in violence prevention curriculum or programming in schools. The recipient will be selected by a
committee in the Faculty of Education.

Value: 1 at $1,500
Effective Date: 2015-2016 to 2018-2019 academic years inclusive

Ray Hughes is the National Coordinator for the 4thR program with the Centre for School Mental Health at
the Faculty of Education at Western University. He had a distinguished career in education with over 35
years of experience as a teacher, Department Head, university lecturer, and consultant. Ray was involved
in coordinating the implementation of violence prevention programs for 190 schools and 80,000 students
in his position as the Learning Coordinator for Violence Prevention with the Thames Valley District School
Board in London, Ontario.
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REPORT OF THE BY-LAWS COMMITTEE

Contents Consent
Agenda
Governance and By-Laws Committee — Terms of Reference No

Revisions to Standing Committee Terms of Reference

(a) Property & Finance Committee No
(b) Fund Raising & Donor Relations Committee
(c) Senior Operations Committee

FOR APPROVAL

Note: Current terms of reference for all Board standing committees can be found at:

http://www.uwo.ca/univsec/board/committees/index.html

Governance and By-Laws Committee — Terms of Reference

Recommended: That the revised Special Resolution No. 1-A, Terms of Reference of the By-
Laws Committee, including the change of name to “Governance and By-Laws
Committee”, detailed in Annex 1, be approved.

Background:
The revised terms of reference were presented at the May meeting of the Board with an invitation for

comments or suggestions. None has been received. The terms are reflective of the recommendations in
the Report of the Task Force on Governance

Standing Committee Terms of Reference

Recommended: That revisions to the following terms of reference, be approved:

(a) Special Resolution No. 1-B, Terms of Reference of the Property and Finance
Committee (Annex 2);

(b) Special Resolution No. 1-C, Terms of Reference of the Fund Raising and
Donor Relations Committee (Annex 3); and

(c) Special Resolution No. 1-M, Terms of Reference of the Senior Operations
Committee, including the re-naming of the Committee (Annex 4).

Background:

All terms of reference of standing committees are being reviewed in response to the Report of the
Governance Review Task Force. The terms of the Audit Committee are still under review and any
amendments will be brought forward to the September 2016 meeting of the Board. Two key provisions
are being added to the terms of reference of each standing committee: requirements for the development
of an annual work plan (in consultation with the appropriate members of the senior administration) and for
review of the terms of reference on at least a three-year basis.


http://www.uwo.ca/univsec/board/committees/index.html
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€) Property & Finance Committee

The proposed changes are editorial, making authorities more clear and eliminating redundancies, as well
as reflecting newer responsibilities such as approval of debt instruments that were not contemplated the
last time the terms were updated.

(b) Fund Raising and Donor Relations

The change is the addition of a note with respect to an annual work plan. FRDRC conducted a
comprehensive review of its terms of reference and its work flow in 2015 and sees no need for additional
changes.

(c) Senior Operations Committee

The changes clarify the role and responsibilities of the committee, consistent with the recommendations
of the Report of the Governance Task Force. These include changes with respect to provision of strategic
advice and support to the President and the Board, and with respect to emerging issues. There has been
some reordering and organization around the range of issues dealt with by the committee to provide
further focus to the Task Force’s recommendations. There is also explicit acknowledgement of the fact
that while the committee has responsibility for approving the president’s contract, it does so within
parameters to be established by the Board.

There was considerable discussion about the name of the committee. It has been proposed by the Senior
Operations Committee that it be changed to Senior Policy and Operations Committee and that is what is
used in the draft revised terms attached hereto. Both the Senior Operations Committee and the By-Laws
Committee considered a range of options, none of which seemed to reflect adequately the leadership role
of the committee nor the range of responsibilities within its mandate. Two alternatives were proposed by
the By-Laws Committee for further consideration by the Senior Operations Committee: “Senior
Operations & Policy Committee” (to address a concern about a possible acronym) and “Policy, Operating
& Nominating Committee (to eliminate the use of ‘Senior’). After discussion, the name preferred by the
members of the Senior Operations Committee continues to be “Senior Policy and Operations Committee.”
However, there was also some support for “Senior Operations & Policy Committee” if that were to be the
Board’s preference. “Policy, Operating & Nominating Committee” was seen as less acceptable because it
did not reflect the breadth of the committee’s responsibilities nor its leadership role in providing strategic
advice and support, including through the collective oversight by committee chairs of issues coming to the
Board that cross committee mandate boundaries.
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Governance and By-Laws Committee

Terms of Reference

1. The Governance and By-Laws Committee is a standing committee of the Board with responsibility
for oversight of corporate governance policies and practices. In developing such policies and
practices, and in their ongoing review, the Committee has a responsibility to be aware of and apply
best practices in higher education governance. Effective governance policies and practices will:

e Be consonant with the Board’s responsibilities under the Act

e Provide means by which the Board can fulfill its fiduciary duties

e Enhance transparency and the Board’s ability to make decisions effectively

e Include accountability measures for Board decisions

e Allow for the effective and efficient flow of business to the Board

e Delegate authority appropriately to Board Officers, committees appointed by the Board,
the President, and Senior Academic and Administrative Officers of the university

e Promote effective communication and interaction with Senate to sustain the principles
of shared governance

2. Incarrying out its responsibilities, the Committee shall

(a)

(b)
()

(d)
(e)

(f)

(8)

(h)

(i)

recommend to the Board processes for periodic Board performance reviews and implement
those processes;

design and implement orientation and on-going member education processes;

establish and implement processes for the periodic review of governance documents, policies,
procedures, special resolutions and by-laws, and make recommendations to the Board with
respect to amendments to those instruments as warranted (the Committee has delegated
authority to make amendments of a non-substantive or editorial nature on behalf of the Board);
advise on and make recommendations to the Board on the structure of Board agendas and
meeting processes;

recommend to the Board and periodically review roles for the Board, its Officers, committee
chairs, Board members and non-Board members of committees;

oversee periodic reviews of the Board’s standing committees’ terms of reference and make
recommendations to the Board with respect to amendments as warranted by those reviews and
as recommended by the individual standing committee;

make recommendations and provide advice to the Board with respect to new or restructured
standing committees, as may be proposed from time to time by the Governance and By-Laws
Committee or by individual standing committees;

develop guidelines for the filling of vacancies on the Board, including needs analyses and
processes for identifying potential Board members;

oversee electoral policies and procedures, including recommending changes to the Board as
warranted, and adjudicating issues forwarded by the Chief Returning Officer for Board elections;
develop and oversee conflict of interest policies and practices for members of the Board and its
committees;
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(k) develop a process for periodic review of the university’s administrative policies and monitor the
implementation of that process;

(I) advise the Board with respect to the Board’s relationship with Senate and recommend the
establishment of practices and procedures to enhance that relationship as appropriate; and

(m) annually review its own performance as measured against these terms of reference.

3. The membership of the Governance and By-Laws Committee shall be:

The Chair of the Board
The Vice-Chair of the Board
The President & Vice-Chancellor or Designate

Six members of the Board, appointed by the Board, including two external members,
one member of faculty, one member of the administrative staff, one student, and one
additional member from any constituency.

The Secretary of the Board (non-voting)

4. The Chair of the Committee shall be designated by the Board of Governors annually. The Vice-Chair
of the Board shall be the Vice-Chair of the Committee. The Secretary of the Board shall be Secretary
of the Committee.

5. The Committee normally meets four times per year with additional meetings as necessary at the call
of the Chair.



Board of Governors APPENDIX 1l
June 23, 2016 Annex 2

S Committees of the Board of Governors
Western (g

Terms of Reference
UNIVERSITY-CANADA

Property & Finance Committee

Special Resolution:  No. 1-B - Terms of Reference of the Property & Finance Committee
Effective Date: June 23, 2016

Previous Revisions: 2014, November 30, 2000, September 28, 2000, June 27, 1991

1. The Property & Finance Committee is a standing committee of the Board constituted for the
review and approval of policy, and decision-making in respect of the property and financial
resources of the University.

2. The Committee makes recommendations to the Board with respect to the following:

€) campus planning and development, including the use of land, buildings and facilities
and the acquisition or disposal of land or property.

(b) construction and maintenance projects and associated activities in accordance with

Board policy [Policy 2.15];

(c) annual and long-term financial planning and budgeting, including operating, capital
and ancillary budgets;

(d) long-term debt strategies and assumption of debt with appropriate debt instruments;
(e) investment policies and governance as recommended by the Investment Committee;

)] the fixing of fees in accordance with Board policy [Palicy 2.4];

(9) policy related to intellectual property;

(h) policies concerning the use of space and facilities

0] policy related to the use of the University’s name, coat of arms, logos and marks.
3. On behalf of the Board, the Committee has delegated authority to:

(a) authorize the expenditure of funds and/or approve contracts for operating purposes

in accordance with Board policies;

(b) exercise authority delegated to it by the Board with regard to approval of individual
construction and maintenance projects [Policy 2.15];

(c) approve the establishment of scholarships, fellowships, prizes, bursaries and other
awards, as may be recommended by the Senate and in accordance with Board
policies

(d) approve the establishment of designated chairs, professorships, and faculty

fellowships, as may be recommended by the Senate and in accordance with Board


http://www.uwo.ca/univsec/pdf/policies_procedures/section2/mapp215.pdf
http://www.uwo.ca/univsec/pdf/policies_procedures/section2/mapp24.pdf
http://www.uwo.ca/univsec/pdf/policies_procedures/section2/mapp215.pdf
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Property & Finance Committee

policies; and

(e) authorize the issuance of debt instruments, in accordance with Board decisions as
needed

MEMBERSHIP AND PROCEDURE

4,

The Committee shall consist of:

The Chair of the Board

The Vice-Chair of the Board

The Chair of the Audit Committee

The President & Vice-Chancellor

The Provost & Vice-President (Academic) (non-voting)

The Vice-President (Resources & Operations) (non-voting)

The Vice-President (Research) (non-voting)

The Vice-President (External) (non-voting)

The Chair of the Senate Committee on University Planning (non-voting)
The Secretary of the Board (non-voting)

At least six Board members appointed by the Board.
Resource persons (non-voting):

Associate Vice-President (Finance & Facilities)

Executive Director, Facilities Engineering and Development

Associate Vice-President (Planning, Budgeting and Information Technology)

The Committee shall have a Chair and a Vice-Chair, appointed annually by the Board. The
Secretary of the Board (or designate) shall be Secretary of the Committee.

The Committee shall normally meet ten days in advance of a regular meeting of the Board, or
at the call of the Chair.

The Committee shall establish an annual work plan, in consultation with the President and
Vice-Presidents.

The Committee shall review its terms of reference every three years.

The Committee shall establish, in consultation with the Vice-President (Resources &
Operations), a schedule for regular review of policies within its purview.

Page 2



Board of Governors
June 23, 2016

Western

-CANADA

UNIVERSITY

APPENDIX III
Annex 3

Committees of the Board of Governors
Terms of Reference

b

Fund Raising & Donor Relations Committee

Special Resolution:  No. 1-C - Terms of Reference of the Fund Raising & Donor Relations

Effective Date:

Committee

June 23, 2016

Previous Revisions: January 28, 2016, June 24, 2010, September 24, 1998, March 25, 1993,

March 27, 1992

1. The Fund Raising & Donor Relations Committee is a standing committee of the Board,
constituted for the purpose of ensuring active involvement of the Board of Governors in
setting policy for, providing strategic guidance for, and directly supporting, ongoing
generation of philanthropic dollars for the University and providing oversight and support to
the relationship between the University and its donors. The Committee has responsibility to
educate and engage the members of the Board with respect to their roles and responsibilities
in helping to achieve fund raising success.

2. The principal responsibilities of the Committee are:

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

To guide the Board in its leadership of Western’s philanthropic culture as an integral
support of the University’s mission.

To set a policy framework that encourages philanthropy that is donor focused and to
ensure that fund raising activities support the mission and strategic priorities of the
University.

To provide policy guidance, strategic guidance and oversight to all fund raising and
donor relations programs.

To recommend long-term institutional fund raising plans to support the academic
strategy of the University, and to recommend annual financial targets for fund raising
to the Board.

To monitor and evaluate progress at least quarterly in meeting fund raising financial
targets and plans and to report openly and regularly to the University community on
the impact, efficiency and efficacy of fund raising activities.

To ensure appropriate volunteer resources are mobilized to support fund raising
activities and that the appropriate staff resources and functions are in place to
support volunteer activities.

To ensure that adequate budgetary resources are allocated to support institutional
fund raising and to set standards for and monitor the total cost of raising funds,
providing accountability to donors and the University community in the efficiency and
effectiveness of fund raising efforts.

To set, monitor and evaluate policies, criteria, standards and activities for donor
relations and stewardship of gifts made to the University, serving as the principal
volunteer body to lead and participate in donor relations activities.
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(i)

)

(k)

o

(m)

APPENDIX III
Annex 3

Fund Raising & Donor Relations Committee

To establish criteria for the recognition of donor gifts to the University, including the
naming of physical spaces, endowments, academic positions and programs to
recognize donors’ gifts, and to approve and/or recommend naming to the Board in
accordance with Board policies.

To ensure that marketing, communications and branding programs and activities are
in place to support the University’s philanthropic objectives.

To review these Terms of Reference at least biennially, and recommend
amendments to the Board of Governors as necessary; and

To evaluate annually the effectiveness of the Committee against these Terms of
Reference; and

To develop an annual work plan, in consultation with the President and the Vice-
President (External).

MEMBERSHIP AND PROCEDURES

3. The membership of the Committee shall be:

The Chair of the Board

The Vice-Chair of the Board

The Chancellor

The President & Vice-Chancellor

The Vice-President (External) (non-voting)

The Secretary of the Board (non-voting)

The Chair of the Ivey Development Committee (or designate) (non-voting)
The President of The University of Western Ontario Alumni Association (or
designate) (non-voting)

The Campaign Chair (or designate) (when applicable)

At least five members of the Board, appointed by the Board
Four additional members, appointed by the Board

4, The quorum for meetings shall be 8 members, at least 5 of whom must be voting members.
5. The terms of appointed members shall be two years, renewable.
6. The Chair and the Vice-President (External) will determine, from time to time, which staff from

the Division of External Relations shall be assigned to the Committee as non-voting
Resource Persons:

7. The Chair and Vice-Chair of the Committee shall be appointed by the Board. The Secretary
of the Board (or designate) shall be Secretary of the Committee.

Page 2
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Western

UNIVERSITY-CANADA

Special Resolution:  No. 1-C - Terms of Reference of the Senior Policy and Operations Committee
Effective Date: June 23, 2016

Previous Revisions: January 29, 2015, January 25, 2001, June 25, 1998

Terms of Reference

1. The Senior Policy and Operations Committee is a standing committee of the Board with the
duties, responsibilities and authorities as set out below.

2. The Committee's principal responsibilities are:
€) Strategic advice and support, including:
0] providing strategic advice and policy support to the Board and the President
(ii) providing guidance to the senior administration on timely or emerging issues on

behalf of the Board

(iii) receiving from the President the President's proposed priorities for each
forthcoming academic year and making a recommendation thereon to the Board

(b) Promoting community relations (internal and external) and the University’s reputation,

including:

0] general relationships with the external community

(i) affiliation and other agreements which require Board approval, or as may be
referred by the President

(iii) vehicles of community relations (e.g., publications, special events, media
relations)

(iv) general University/student relations in non-academic matters, including student
disciplinary codes

(v) responses for requests for access to the Board (in accordance with the process

outlined in Appendix A, attached hereto)
(c) Compensation issues, including:

0] establishing mandates for, reviewing, and making recommendations to the Board
on negotiated collective agreements

(i) within parameters established by the Board, negotiating and approving the terms
of the contract with the President, and any subsequent renewal or amendment of
such contract.

(iii) reporting to the Board on the President’s final contract and any subsequent
amendments thereto.
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(iv) establishing parameters for and, on the recommendation of the President or
appropriate Vice-President, fixing and providing for the remuneration, retirement
and superannuation of the following employees of the University:

Vice-Presidents

University Librarian

Vice-Provosts

Associate Vice-Provosts

Associate Vice-Presidents

Registrar

University Secretary

Deans

Associate Deans

And such other senior administrative positions as may be created from
time to time which are not encompassed by collective or other group
agreements

(v) when not so determined by approved policies, group plans or collective
agreements, authorizing expenditures of such sums as may be required to
establish funds for the payment of gratuities, retirement allowances, pensions,
life insurance or other insurance (including health insurance) for the benefit of
employees

(vi) reviewing annually the performance of the President and receiving from the
President and the appropriate vice-presidents the performance appraisals of the
other employees listed in (iv) above;

(vii) reporting annually to the Board on the review of the President’s performance;

In all of the foregoing, the Committee shall have due regard for collective agreements which
have been approved by the Board.

(d) Human Resource Policies and Procedures

0] recommending to the Board new or amended human resource policies as
proposed by the Vice-President (Resources & Operations) or the Provost and
Vice-President (Academic)

(ii) reviewing and approving or recommending to the Board as appropriate,
recommendations from the President in human resource matters which fall
outside existing University policies

(e) as the Nominating Committee of the Board,

0] making recommendations to the Board for the appointment of external members
in the Board-elected constituency, in accordance with Guidelines for the
Identification and Appointment of External Board Members as may be approved
by the Board from time to time

(i) developing and maintaining, in accordance with the Board-approved Guidelines
for Filling of Vacancies, a skills and needs matrix against which to assess
potential candidates for Board membership

(iii) recommending to the Board annual membership slates for Board standing
committees, including recommendations for chairs and vice-chairs of committees
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(iv) filling vacancies in the membership of committees and subcommittees as
necessary in the succeeding twelve months following the Board’s approval of the
initial list in January of each year, reporting any such appointments to the Board
for information at the subsequent meeting of the Board.

(v) recommending to the Board the appointment of Board members to special or ad

hoc committees (such as selection committees) as may be necessary from time
to time.

Membership and Procedure

3. The membership of the Committee shall be:

Chair of the Board, who shall be Chair of the Committee
Vice-Chair of the Board, who shall be Vice-Chair of the Committee
Chairs of the Standing Committees of the Board

Immediate Past Chair of the Board

An “at large” external member of the Board (as required)

The seat assigned to the immediate Past Chair of the Board is filled only when that individual
remains a member of the Board.

The “at large” seat is filled when, in the view of the Chair and the Committee, a particular skill set
or experience might be useful to the Committee’s work. As with all other Board committee
appointments, such appointments would be for the duration of one year with the prospect of
reappointment for further terms.

Notwithstanding the ex officio membership of the Committee, in light of the mandate of the
Committee with respect to personnel, employee contracts and remuneration issues, all members
of the Committee must be external members of the Board.

4, The Committee shall meet as directed by the Board, at the call of the Chair, or as requested by
the President.

5. The Committee will prepare an annual work plan, in consultation with the President.
6. The Committee will provide a summary report to the Board semi-annually on its activities.

7. The Committee will review its terms of reference every three years.
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Special Resolution 1-M APPENDIX A

Requests for Access to the Board

1. Requests from members of the community for access to the Board for particular issues should be
submitted to the Board Secretary who will forward them to the Board Chair and the President.

2. The Board Chair will consult with the President on the appropriate response.

3. When appropriate, the Chair will deputize a member of the Board to discuss the issue with the
requester(s) and the appropriate member(s) of the administration will be involved in that
discussion.

4. The Board member will report to the Senior Policy and Operations Committee on the issue, the

discussion and any steps that might follow (i.e., whether the matter should be referred back to the
administration for consideration, whether it should be referred to a Board committee for review,
whether it should be referred to the full Board, or whether no further action is appropriate).

5. The Senior Policy and Operations Committee will then make the determination as to how to
proceed.
6. The Committee will report its decision and the processes followed to the Board of Governors at a

subsequent meeting of the Board.
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Contents Consent
Appointments to the University Discipline Appeals Committee Yes
Appointments to the Property & Finance Committee Yes
Appointments to Western Fair Yes

FOR INFORMATION

Appointments to the University Discipline Appeals Committee

On behalf of the Board of Governors, the following appointments to the University Discipline Appeals

Committee, effective July 1, 2016 to June 30, 2019, have been approved:

Dr. Angie Mandich, Faculty of Health Sciences

Dr. Paul Ragogna, Faculty of Science (reappointment)
Mr. Arjun Singh, Student

Mr. Arman Bachmann, Student

Appointments to the Property & Finance Committee

On behalf of the Board of Governors, the following appointments to the Property & Finance Committee
have been approved, effective July 1, 2016, to replace members of the Board whose terms are ending:

¢ Nicolette Noonan, Graduate Student
e Jonathan Green, Undergraduate Student
¢ Kibret Mequanint, Faculty

Appointments to Western Fair

On behalf of the Board of Governors, the following reappointments to Western Fair have been approved

for 2016-17, effective July 1, 2016:

e Frank Miller, Director, Hospitality Services
e Gary West, Alumnus
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REPORT OF THE AUDIT COMMITTEE

Contents Consent
Agenda

Retirement Income Fund Financial Statement for the year ended No
December 31, 2015
Western Retirement Income Fund — KPMG Audit Findings Report Yes
Western Retirement Plans — Report to the Audit Committee for the Yes
year ended December 31, 2015

FOR APPROVAL

Retirement Income Fund Financial Statement for the year ended December 31, 2015

Recommended: That the audited financial statements for The University of Western Ontario

Retirement Income Funds for the calendar year 2015 be approved.
Background:

The UWO Retirement Income Funds are individual retirement products that have been administered by
the University for former faculty and staff and their spouses. The program was initiated in 2000 and the
investments are selected and monitored by the academic and administrative staff pension boards in a
manner consistent with the pension plans sponsored by the University. In May 2015, the University Board
of Governors signed an agreement with Sun Life Financial as the preferred provider of the Retirement
Income Fund for the University's retirees. Existing members of the RIF had the option to join the new
program or exit the plan. All member assets had been removed from the plan by December 31, 2015. The
net assets of the Retirement Income Fund amount to nil at December 31, 2015.

The Board of Governors is asked to approve only the RIF financial statements (Annex 1). The academic
and administrative staff pension boards have been delegated the authority by the Board of Governors to

approve the Master Trust financial statements and the financial statements for each of the pension plans.
On May 11, 2016 the Joint Pension Board approved the audited financial statements for the Master Trust
(Annex 2), the academic staff pension plan and the administrative staff pension plan.

FOR INFORMATION

Western Retirement Income Fund — KPMG Audit Findings Report

See Annex 3.

Western Retirement Plans — Report to the Audit Committee for the year ended December 31, 2015

See Annex 4.
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DRAFT Financial Statements of

THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND

Year ended December 31, 2015

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
Version 9.126 last saved May 31, 2016 at 12:00:51 PM
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INDEPENDENT AUDITORS' REPORT

To the Board of Governors of The University of Western Ontario

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the University of Western Ontario Retirement Income
Fund, which comprise the statement of financial position as at December 31, 2015, the statement of changes in
net assets available for retirement income payments for the year then ended, and notes, comprising a summary of
significant accounting policies and other explanatory information.

Management's Responsibility for the Financial Statements

Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in accordance
with the Canadian accounting standards for pension plans; this includes determining that the basis of accounting
is an acceptable basis for the preparation of these financial statements in the circumstances, and for such internal
control as management determines is necessary to enable the preparation of financial statements that are free
from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.

Auditors’ Responsibility

Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. We conducted our
audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing standards. Those standards require that we
comply with ethical requirements and plan and perform an audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether
the financial statements are free from material misstatement.

An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in the
financial statements. The procedures selected depend on our judgment, including the assessment of the risks of
material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or error. In making those risk
assessments, we consider internal control relevant to the entity’s preparation and fair presentation of the financial
statements in order to design audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose
of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity's internal control. An audit also includes evaluating the
appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of accounting estimates made by
management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial statements.

We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our audit
opinion.

Opinion

In our opinion, the financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the
University of Western Ontario Retirement Income Fund as at December 31, 2015 and its changes in net assets
available for retirement income payments for the year then ended in accordance with Canadian accounting
standards for pension plans.

Chartered Professional Accountants, Licensed Public Accountants

June 7, 2016

London, Canada

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
Statement of Financial Position

DRAFT
December 31, 2015, with comparative information for 2014

2015 2014
Assets
Cash $ 213,530 $ 2,209,109
Accrued income - 686,819
Investment in Master Trust - 261,378,893
Transfer from Academic plan - 1,287,501
Transfer from Administrative plan - 1,847,267
213,530 267,409,589
Liabilities
Accrued expenses 213,530 851,430
Retirement income payments payable - 1,760,940
213,530 2,612,370
Net assets available for retirement income payments - 264,797,219
Retirement income fund obligations (note 2(a)) - 264,797,219
Surplus (deficit) $ - $ -
See accompanying notes to financial statements.
On behalf of the Board of Governors:
Chair Secretary

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
Statement of Changes in Net Assets Available for Retirement Income Payments

DRAFT
Year ended December 31, 2015, with comparative information for 2014

2015 2014
Investment income (note 4) $ 10,137,355 $ 22,656,708
Increase in net assets:
Transfers (note 5) 1,266,164 28,819,164
Decrease in net assets:
Benefit payments (note 6) (276,193,202) (32,040,113)
Administrative costs recovered by the University (note 8) 442,856 (337,765)
Fund managers' fees (note 9) (274,435) (271,622)
Agency fees (113,000) (113,000)
Custodian fees (58,324) (90,795)
Transaction costs (4,633) (28,743)
(276,200,738) (32,882,038)
Net increase (decrease) for the year (264,797,219) 18,593,834
Net assets available for retirement income payments,
beginning of year 264,797,219 246,203,385
Net assets available for retirement income payments,
end of year $ - $ 264,797,219

See accompanying notes to financial statements.

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements

Year ended December 31, 2015

1. Description of program:

The University of Western Ontario Retirement Income Fund (the "RIF" or "Fund") was a periodic
payment program that provided income to former members of the University of Western Ontario
Pension Plans for Academic Staff and Administrative Staff (the "University pension plans"). The
Fund was initiated effective October 1, 2000 and was discontinued effective December 1, 2015.
The following description of the Fund is a summary only. For more complete information,
reference should be made to the Declaration of Trust, registered under the Income Tax Act,
Canada, registration number RIF 1220.

In May 2015, the University entered into an agreement with Sun Life Financial to be the preferred
provider of Retirement Income Funds for the University's retirees. Existing members of the RIF
were requested to exit the Fund by December 2015, with the option to join the new program or
transfer funds to another provider. All member assets had been redeemed from the RIF by
December 31, 2015. There were no net assets remaining in the RIF at December 31, 2015 (2014
- $264,797,219).

Former members of the University pension plans were able to allocate all or a portion of their
entittement accrued under the pension plans to either a Registered Retirement Income Fund
("RRIF"), a Life Income Fund ("LIF") or a Locked in Retirement Income Fund ("LRIF"). These
transfers were made directly from the pension plans or from another registered retirement vehicle
trusteed by another financial institution, provided the funds originated in the University pension
plans. Surviving spouses and former spouses of the former members of the University pension
plans were also able to make transfers to the Fund, provided the funds originated from the
University pension plans.

During the operation of the RIF, Funds were invested at the discretion of the annuitant into units
of the Master Trust for the Academic and Administrative Staff Pension Plans and Retirement
Income Fund Program (the "Master Trust"). Annuitants were issued units in the Master Trust
based on the unit value at the end of the month in which any transfers were made. Investment
income, net of custodian fees and fund managers' fees, were credited to unit holders each
month.

The contributions or transfers of each annuitant were credited to an individual account in the
annuitants' name and accumulated together with pro-rata net investment earnings. This account
was fully vested and payable to the annuitant on termination of the retirement income fund or to
the annuitants' beneficiary on death.

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

1. Description of program (continued):

Upon death, the annuitant's total accumulated entitlement was equal to the amount allocated plus
the pro-rata share of net investment earnings less cumulative retirement income payments that
have been made. If the annuitant had a spouse at the date of death, that individual may continue
to receive periodic payments or may transfer the funds to another registered retirement vehicle
on a tax deferred basis. If there was a spouse at the date of death, the balance of the funds
were payable to the last named beneficiary in a taxable lump sum payment. At any time, the
annuitant was able to choose to transfer his or her funds to a registered retirement vehicle
trusteed by another financial institution or use the funds to purchase a life annuity.

The investment policies of the Master Trust are determined jointly by the Academic and
Administrative Pension Boards. The Master Trust consists of eighteen separate investment
unitized funds across a diversified portfolio of pooled funds and individual securities covering
various investment types.

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

2. Basis of presentation:

(@)

(b)

DRAFT -

Basis of presentation:

The Fund was a participant in the University of Western Ontario Master Trust which was
established by the University to facilitate the collective management of investment assets for
the Pension Plans for the Academic and Administrative Staff and the Retirement Income
Fund of the University.

The Fund has prepared these financial statements in accordance with Canadian accounting
standards for pension plans.

In selecting or changing accounting policies that do not relate to its investment portfolio,
Canadian accounting standards for pension plans require the Fund to comply (on a
consistent basis) with either International Financial Reporting Standards ("IFRS") in Part | of
The CPA Canada Handbook - Accounting or Canadian accounting standards for private
enterprises ("ASPE") in Part 1l of the CPA Canada Handbook - Accounting. The Fund has
chosen to comply on a consistent basis with ASPE.

The Fund was a retirement income fund with retirement income payments determined by the
assets held in the annuitant’s account and the performance of the Fund. Actuarial valuations
were not required as the retirement income fund obligation equals the net assets available
for retirement income payments.

These financial statements have been prepared by management in accordance with
Canadian accounting standards for pension plans and present the information of the Fund
as a separate financial reporting entity independent of the University and the Fund's
annuitants.

Basis of measurement:
The financial statements have been prepared on the historical cost basis, except for

investments and derivative financial instruments which are measured at fair value through
the statement of changes in net assets available for retirement income payments.

May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

3.

Significant accounting policies:

(@)

(b)

Revenue:

Interest earned on investments, within the pooled funds held by the Master Trust, is
recorded on an accrual basis. Dividends are recorded as income, within the pooled funds
held by the Master Trust, on the date the dividend is declared. Investment income is
allocated each month among the annuitants' accounts under the assumption that all
interfund transfers of assets occurred at the month end following the request for transfer.
Transfers into the Fund are allocated to annuitants' records effective the end of the month in
which the transfer occurs.

Financial assets and financial liabilities:

Under a management and administration agreement for the Fund, the Academic and
Administrative Staff Pension Boards of the University of Western Ontario have been
delegated the responsibility for investing the Fund's assets. The assets available for
investment were pooled with the Academic Staff Pension Plan and the Administrative Staff
Pension Plan in the Master Trust.

Investment transactions are recorded on the trade date of the transactions, which is the date
that the Master Trust becomes a party to the contractual provisions of the instrument.
Transaction costs related to investments are recognized in the statement of changes in net
assets available for retirement income payments when incurred.

The assets of the Master Trust are exposed to market, interest rate, exchange rate and
liquidity risks. The Master Trust uses derivatives with the primary investment objective to
gain market exposure on a passive basis and to manage currency risk at the portfolio level.
As a policy, the Master Trust does not speculate in currencies when using derivatives. The
notional amounts of these derivative financial instruments is not recognized in the financial
statements when initiated. The Master Trust's present use of derivative financial instruments
is restricted to pooled funds that invest in exchange traded, unleveraged, U.S. and foreign
equity index futures, currency forwards and swaps. The derivative financial instruments are
recorded at fair value as part of investments in the statement of net assets available for
retirement income payments.

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

3. Significant accounting policies (continued):

(b)

()

DRAFT -

Financial assets and financial liabilities (continued):

Investments are stated at their fair value. The change in the difference between the fair
value and cost of investments at the beginning and end of each year is reflected in the
statement of changes in net assets available for retirement income payments as net
unrealized change in fair value of investments. On sale of an investment, the difference
between the carrying amount of the asset and consideration received is recognized in the
statement of changes in net assets available for retirement income payments as a net
realized gain (loss) on sale of investments.

All other financial assets and liabilities, being cash, accrued income, accrued expenses and
retirement income payments payable are measured at amortized cost.

Fair value measurement:

Fair value is the amount for which an asset could be exchanged, or a liability settled,
between knowledgeable, willing parties in an arm’'s length transaction on the measurement
date.

In determining fair value, the Master Trust has early adopted the guidance in IFRS 13, Fair
Value Measurement ("IFRS 13"), in Part | of the CPA Canada Handbook - Accounting. As
allowed under IFRS 13, if an asset or a liability measured at fair value has a bid and an ask
price, the price within the bid-ask spread that is the most representative of fair value in the
circumstances shall be used to measure fair value. The Master Trust uses closing market
price as a practical expedient for fair value measurement.

When available, the Master Trust measures the fair value of an instrument using quoted
prices in an active market for that instrument. A market is regarded as active if quoted prices
are readily and regularly available and represent actual and regularly occurring market
transactions on an arm's length basis.

If a market for a financial instrument is not active, then the Master Trust establishes fair
value using a valuation technique. Valuation techniques include using recent arm's length
transactions between knowledgeable, willing parties (if available), reference to the current
fair value of other instruments that are substantially the same, discounted cash flow
analyses and option pricing models.

May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

3. Significant accounting policies (continued):

()

DRAFT -

Fair value measurement (continued):

The best evidence of the fair value of a financial instrument at initial recognition is the
transaction price, i.e. the fair value of the consideration given or received, unless the fair
value of that instrument is evidenced by comparison with other observable current market
transactions in the same instrument or based on a valuation technique whose variables
include only data from observable markets. When transaction price provides the best
evidence of fair value at initial recognition, the financial instrument is initially measured at the
transaction price and any difference between this price and the value initially obtained from a
valuation model is subsequently recognized in profit or loss on an appropriate basis over the
life of the instrument but not later than when the valuation is supported wholly by observable
market data or the transaction is closed out.

Within the Master Trust all changes in fair value, other than interest and dividend income
and expense, are recognized in the statement of changes in net assets available for
retirement income payments as part of the net unrealized change in fair value of
investments. Fair values of the underlying investments held within the pooled funds are
determined as follows:

(i) Publicly traded bonds, debentures and equities are valued at published closing market
guotations where available.

(i) Short-term notes, treasury bills and term deposits maturing within a year are stated at
cost, which together with accrued interest income approximates fair value given the
short-term nature of these investments.

(iif) Guaranteed investment certificates, term deposits maturing after a year, mortgages and
real estate debentures are valued at the present value of estimated future cash flows
discounted at interest rates in effect on the last business day of the year for
investments of a similar type, quality and maturity.

(iv) Units in pooled funds are valued based on published unit values supplied by the pooled
fund administrator, which represents the Plan's proportionate share of underlying net
assets at fair values determined using closing market prices.

(v) IMliquid securities are valued based on a calculation performed by the investment
manager using a discounted cash flow model.

May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

3. Significant accounting policies (continued):

(d)

()

(f)

(9)

DRAFT -

Foreign currency translation:

These financial statements are presented in Canadian dollars, which is the Fund's functional
currency. Transactions in foreign currencies are accounted for using the exchange rates in
effect at the transaction date. At year end, investments in foreign currencies are accounted
for at the rates of exchange in effect at year end and the resulting unrealized gains or losses
are included in the net unrealized change in fair value of investments.

Capital risk management:

The Fund defines capital as the net assets available for retirement income payments. The
capital is managed individually by the participating annuitants of the Fund. The payments an
annuitant receives under this fund are not predetermined. Income payments are based on
the assets within the annuitants individual retirement plan account. The annuitant has the
ability to determine which investments his/her transfers are invested in from a selection of
the pooled investment funds as described in note 1. This allows the individual to create a
portfolio suited to his/her own investment goals and tolerance for risk. The amount of money
in an individual’'s account is based on the amount of transfers into their account over the
years and the earnings these investments have made.

The main use of net assets is for retirement income payments to annuitants. There are no
regulatory requirements relating to the level of net assets to be maintained by the Fund.
There is no change in the way capital is managed in the current year.

Related party transactions:

Related party transactions with the University, in the form of administrative cost recoveries,
are in the normal course of operations and are measured at the exchange amount, which is
the amount of consideration established and agreed to by both parties.

Estimates:

The preparation of financial statements requires management to make estimates and
assumptions that affect the reported amounts of assets and liabilities at the date of the
financial statements and the reported amounts of changes in net assets available for
retirement income payments during the year. Actual amounts could differ from these
estimates.

May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

4. Investment income:

The investment income of the Master Trust consists of the following:

2015 2014
Interest $ 1,314,420 $ 2,373,694
Dividends 7,943,546 9,130,080
Net realized gain on sale of investments 125,439,044 94,523,290
Net unrealized change in fair value of investments (56,593,345) 16,224,240

$ 78,103,665 $122,251,304

Allocated to:
Academic Staff Pension Plan $ 37,879,461 $ 58,616,314
Administrative Staff Pension Plan 30,086,849 40,978,282
Retirement Income Fund 10,137,355 22,656,708

$ 78,103,665 $122,251,304

5. Transfers:

Total transfers received or receivable by the Fund from the University pension plans are as

follows:
2015 2014
From the:
Academic Staff Pension Plan $ 700,000 $ 23,804,242
Administrative Staff Pension Plan 566,164 5,014,922

$ 1,266,164 $ 28,819,164

Annuitants are allowed to redistribute past transfers among the investment funds. They may also
choose which investment fund(s) that periodic retirement income payments should be made
from.

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM



Board of Governors APPENDIX V
June 23, 2016 Annex 1

THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

6. Benefit payments:

2015 2014
Retirement benefit payments $ 16,148,878 $ 17,615,786
Termination benefit payments 259,019,978 10,718,959
Death benefit payments 1,024,346 3,705,368

$276,193,202 $ 32,040,113

7. Income taxes:

The Fund was governed by the Income Tax Act, Canada. Provided that all assets were invested
and administered as qualified investments for Registered Retirement Income Funds, the Fund
was not liable for any income taxes.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
DRAFT Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

8. Administrative costs recovered by the University:

Non-investment administrative expenses for participants of the Fund are incurred by the
University on behalf of the Fund and are funded by various methods as follows:

(i) A portion of the costs are recovered, by the University, from annuitants through monthly
redemptions of investments from the individual annuitants' accounts.

(i) All remaining costs are paid by the University out of the corporate benefits budget.

The following summarizes the total non-investment administrative expenses incurred by the
University for the Fund and the recovery of those costs.

2015 2014
Administrative expenses incurred:
Salaries and benefits $ 169,514 $ 165,468
Other professional fees 131,508 124,030
HST accrual on deemed services 41,720 34,286
Audit fees 6,282 7,329
349,024 331,113
Recoveries:
Expenses (recovered) paid by the University out of
corporate benefits budget 791,880 (6,652)
Administrative costs (paid) recovered by the University (442,856) 337,765
349,024 331,113
$ -3 -

As at December 31, 2015, administrative costs to be recovered by the University of $185,280
(2014 - $628,136) have been accrued but not yet paid.

9. Fund managers' fees:

Fund managers' fees include any fees paid by the custodian to the various fund managers. Fund
managers' fees of certain pooled funds are netted against the unit value of those pooled funds.

DRAFT - May 31, 2016, 2:10 PM



Board of Governors
June 23, 2016

Financial Statements of

THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
MASTER TRUST FOR THE PENSION PLANS FOR THE
ACADEMIC AND ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF AND THE
RETIREMENT INCOME FUND

Year ended December 31, 2015

APPENDIX V
Annex 2



Board of Governors APPENDIX V

June

Annex 2

KPMG LLP Telephone (519) 672-4880
140 Fullarton Street Suite 1400 Fax (519) 672-5684
London, ON N6A 5P2 Internet www.kpmg.ca
Canada

INDEPENDENT AUDITORS' REPORT

To the Academic Staff Pension Board and the Administrative Staff Pension Board of the University of Western
Ontario

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the University of Western Ontario Master Trust for
the Pension Plans for the Academic and Administrative Staff and the Retirement Income Fund, which comprise
the statement of net assets available for benefits and retirement income payments as at December 31, 2015, the
statement of changes in net assets available for benefits and retirement income payments for the year then
ended, and notes, comprising a summary of significant accounting policies and other explanatory information.

Management's Responsibility for the Financial Statements

Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in accordance
with Canadian accounting standards for pension plans; this includes determining that the basis of accounting is
an acceptable basis for the preparation of these financial statements in the circumstances, and for such internal
control as management determines is necessary to enable the preparation of financial statements that are free
from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.

Auditors’ Responsibility

Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. We conducted our
audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing standards. Those standards require that we
comply with ethical requirements and plan and perform an audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether
the financial statements are free from material misstatement.

An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in the
financial statements. The procedures selected depend on our judgment, including the assessment of the risks of
material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or error. In making those risk
assessments, we consider internal control relevant to the entity’s preparation and fair presentation of the financial
statements in order to design audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose
of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity's internal control. An audit also includes evaluating the
appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of accounting estimates made by
management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the financial statements.

We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for our audit
opinion.

Opinion

In our opinion, the financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the statement of net assets
available for benefits and retirement income payments of the University of Western Ontario Master Trust for the
Pension Plans for the Academic and Administrative Staff and the Retirement Income Fund as at December 31,
2015 and its changes in net assets available for benefits and retirement income payments for the year then
ended in accordance with Canadian accounting standards for pension plans.

LG £4F
/f’i//

Chartered Professional Accountants, Licensed Public Accountants
May 11, 2016
London, Canada

KPMG LLP is a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG
network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative
("KPMG International”), a Swiss entity.

KPMG Canada provides services to KPMG LLP.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO

MASTER TRUST FOR THE PENSION PLANS FOR THE ACADEMIC AND ADMINISTRATIVE
STAFF AND THE RETIREMENT INCOME FUND

Statement of Net Assets Available for Benefits and Retirement Income Payments

December 31, 2015, with comparative information for 2014

2015 2014
Assets
Cash $ 11,539,777 $ 16,655,256
Accrued income 1,824,896 4,104,816
Investments (note 4(a)) 1,094,072,865 1,333,151,174
1,107,437,538 1,353,911,246
Liabilities
Accrued expenses 3,056,516 2,859,676
Benefits and retirement income payments payable 9,397,299 12,065,242
12,453,815 14,924, 918
Net assets available for benefits and retirement
income payments $1,094,983,723 $1,338,986,328

See accompanying notes to financial statements.

On behalf of the Joint Pension Board:

Chair "\ﬂ E\g q Pension Board Secretariat
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
MASTER TRUST FOR THE PENSION PLANS FOR THE ACADEMIC AND
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF AND THE RETIREMENT INCOME FUND
Statement of Changes in Net Assets Available for Benefits and Retirement Income Payments
Year ended December 31, 2015, with comparative information for 2014
2015 2014
Investment income(note 4(b)):
Investment income $ 9,257,966 $ 11,503,774
Net realized gain on sale of investments 125,439,044 94,523,290
Net unrealized change in fair value of investments (56,593,345) 16,224,240
78,103,665 122,251,304
Increase in net assets:
Contributions (note 7) 53,090,258 51,415,471
Transfers in to plans and fund 3,659,882 2,057,025
56,750,140 53,472,496

Decrease in net assets:
Benefit payments (note 8)

(375,997,320)

(99,303,612)

Fund managers' fees (note 9) (2,134,298) (1,385,400)
Administrative costs recovered by the University (note10) (122,179) (897,576)
Custodian fees (453,581) (463,100)
Agency fees (113,000) (113,000)
Transaction costs (36,032) (146,603)

(378,856,410)

(102,309,291)

Net increase (decrease) for the year $ (244,002,605) $ 73,414,509
Allocation of net increase (decrease) for the year:

Academic Staff Pension Plan $ 2,315,367 $ 25,004,686

Administrative Staff Pension Plan 15,344,479 32,950,757

Retirement Income Fund (261,662,451) 15,459,066

$ (244,002,605) $ 73,414,509

Net assets available for benefits and retirement income
payments, beginning of year:
Academic Staff Pension Plan
Administrative Staff Pension Plan
Retirement Income Fund

$ 616,403,556
460,920,321
261,662,451

$ 591,398,870
427,969,564
246,203,385

$1,338,986,328

$1,265,571,819

Net assets available for benefits and retirement income
payments, end of year:
Academic Staff Pension Plan
Administrative Staff Pension Plan
Retirement Income Fund

$ 618,718,923
476,264,800

$ 616,403,556
460,920,321
261,662,451

$1,094,983,723

$1,338,986,328

See accompanying notes to financial statements.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO
MASTER TRUST FOR THE PENSION PLANS FOR THE ACADEMIC AND ADMINISTRATIVE
STAFF AND THE RETIREMENT INCOME FUND

Notes to Financial Statements

Year ended December 31, 2015

1. Description of plan:

These financial statements of The University of Western Ontario Master Trust (the "Master
Trust") present the combined activity of the Pension Plans for the Academic and Administrative
Staff and the Retirement Income Fund (the "Plans" and "Fund", or "RIF" respectively). The
following description of the Plans and Fund is a summary only. For more complete information,
reference should be made to the plan agreements registered under the Income Tax Act, Canada,
registration numbers 0358747, 0312710 and RIF 1220.

The Plans are primarily contributory defined contribution plans (some members have a defined
benefit guarantee) for members of the Academic and Administrative staff of The University of
Western Ontario (the "University") and other participating employers. The Plans are sponsored
by the University and the legal plan Administrators are the Academic Staff Pension Board and the
Administrative Staff Pension Board (the "Pension Boards"). The Pension Boards are
independent of the University and are responsible for selecting the Plans' custodian, investment
managers, auditors and professional advisors. The Fund is managed by the University. The
Northern Trust Company, Canada ("Northern Trust") is the custodian of each of the funds and
trustee to the RIF.

Under the terms of the pension plans, members, the University and other participating employers
contribute to the Plans. Upon retirement, death or termination of employment, an employee's
total accumulated entitlement is equal to the amounts he or she has contributed and those that
have been contributed on his or her behalf plus the pro-rata share of net investment earnings.
On retirement, the employee's pension is provided through the purchase of annuity contracts
from life insurance companies selected by the Administrators of the Plans, or at the direction of
the member, the funds may be transferred to a registered retirement savings plan ("RRSP") or a
retirement income fund ("RIF"). Locked in funds, which are transferred, must go to a locked in
retirement account ("LIRA"), a life income fund ("LIF") or a locked in retirement income fund
("LRIF"). The University may purchase deferred annuities on behalf of members eligible for
retirement under the Plans. The assets related to these purchases are transferred at the time of
purchase.

In May 2015, the University entered into an agreement with Sun Life Financial to be the preferred
provider of Retirement Income Funds for the University's retirees. Existing members of the RIF
were requested to exit the Fund by December 2015, with the option to join the new program or
transfer funds to another provider. All member assets had been redeemed from the RIF by
December 31, 2015. There were no net assets remaining in the RIF at December 31, 2015 (2014
- 264,797,219).
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN ONTARIO

MASTER TRUST FOR THE PENSION PLANS FOR THE ACADEMIC AND ADMINISTRATIVE
STAFF AND THE RETIREMENT INCOME FUND

Notes to Financial Statements (continued)

Year ended December 31, 2015

1. Description of plan (continued):

Certain members of the Plans are "special members" and as such are entitle