
 TO:    Committee on Academic Policy and Programs  
 
SPONSOR:   Cheryl Regehr, Vice-Provost, Academic Programs  
  
CONTACT INFO:  vpacademicprograms@utoronto.ca  
 
DATE:   August 26, 2011 for September 20, 2011  
 
AGENDA ITEM:  8(b) 1 
 
ITEM IDENTIFICATION:  
Follow-up Report on the Review of the Centre for the Environment and its programs 
 
JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION:  
The Committee is the point of entry into governance for reports, summaries and administrative 
responses on the results of academic reviews of programs and units commissioned by academic 
administrators. The role of the Committee is to ensure that the reviews are conducted according 
to University policy and guidelines, an appropriate process is being used, adequate 
documentation is provided, consultations are undertaken, and issues identified in the review are 
addressed by the administration. Under the new University of Toronto Quality Assurance 
Process, the Committee may request a one year follow-up report when concerns are raised in an 
external review that require a longer period of response. 
 
This report is forwarded, together with the record of the Committee’s discussion, to the Agenda 
Planning committee of the Academic Board, which determines whether there are any issues of 
general academic significance warranting discussion at the Board level. The same 
documentation is sent to the Executive Committee of Governing Council for information.  
 
PREVIOUS ACTION  
The Centre for the Environment in the Faculty of Arts and Science was reviewed on February 
21, 2010 and the summary and administrative response presented to the Committee on Academic 
Policy and Programs on September 21, 2010.  The report of the external reviewers spoke very 
positively about the University’s strength in this area and the critical importance of faculty 
research.  At the same time, however, they emphasized a number of challenges facing the unit. 
In response, the Committee asked for a one year follow-up report to provide the opportunity for 
the Faculty of Arts and Science to address concerns around the structure and administration of 
the unit.  
 
HIGHLIGHTS 
The follow-up report from the Faculty of Arts and Science focuses on the following areas as 
requested by the Committee: 
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 Structure and administration of the unit 
The reviewers presented four possible models for the Centre’s future.  In his follow-up report the 
Dean of the Faculty describes in detail the progress that has been made in conducting a principled 
discussion of the programs that should be offered in the area of the environment and resources from 
which larger discussions of structures will follow. 
 
FINANCIAL AND/OR PLANNING IMPLICATIONS: n/a  
 
RECOMMENDATION: For Information.  

 



	
	

						 	
	

 
 
9 September 2011 
 
Professor Cheryl Regehr 
Vice-Provost Academic Programs 
Simcoe Hall, Room 225 
University of Toronto 

 
Re: Review of Centre for Environment, one-year follow up report 
 
Dear Cheryl, 
 

Thank you for your letter of 17 June 2011, requesting a one-year follow-up report to the 
February 2010 external review of the Faculty of Arts and Science Centre for Environment. Your 
letter requests information on the structure and administration of the Centre. In general, I can 
report that progress has been made in fostering and formalizing discussions within the Faculty 
with respect to how best to offer high-quality undergraduate and graduate programs and support 
for internationally significant research related to the environment and resources. 
 

As you know, recent reviews of the Faculty of Arts & Science, the Faculty of Forestry, and the 
Centre for Environment, coupled with recent academic planning within several Arts & Science 
units, led to much discussion of the most appropriate academic structure for teaching and 
research programs related to the environment and natural resources over much of the 2010-11 
academic year.  These informal discussions helped identify a number of important issues related 
to the most effective way to offer high quality undergraduate and graduate programs in these 
areas of critical importance.   
 

Given the number of groups involved in the informal discussions it became difficult to ensure that 
all units strongly affiliated with programs in the environment and resources had been fully 
consulted and informed of ongoing discussions.  In order to focus the discussion and consider how 
best to offer high-quality undergraduate and graduate programs related to the environment and 
resources, in May 2011, I struck a broadly-based working group to review our activities in these 
areas and to make recommendations for the Faculty of Arts & Science. [The membership of the 
committee, terms of reference, and related memos and reports are available at 
http://www.artsci.utoronto.ca/faculty-staff/committees-reports/envres]. The committee is 
representative of the units involved in main programs and research in the area of environment and 
resources and included faculty and students. The Faculty of Forestry was invited to participate due 
to their existing FAS undergraduate programs related to the environment and conservation.			
	

The specific charge of the Working Group is: 
 

1. To summarize and review the existing Arts & Science undergraduate and graduate 
programs in the general area of environment and resources.  

2. To identify strengths and weaknesses of the current Faculty unit structures, considering 
the academic plans of the units and cognate disciplines. 

3. To make recommendations (either organizational or otherwise) that would strengthen 
environment and natural resources programs overall, identifying specific outcomes and 
measures of progress toward academic goals and ensure that the resources we place into 
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initiatives on the environment and resources achieve the greatest scholarly and 
educational impact. 

 

The Working Group met during the summer to review the various environment and resource 
programs offered by the Faculty as well as the aspirations of the units offering the programs. The 
Working Group decided to concentrate first on undergraduate programs with consideration of 
graduate programs to follow. Three themes emerged in the group’s discussion that related to 
undergraduate programs in Environmental Sciences, Environmental Studies, and Earth Systems 
Science. Before proceeding any further in discussion, the Working Group decided that 
subcommittees should be established to review these three themes and consider associated 
undergraduate programs and pedagogy.  
 

The composition of the subcommittees included representation from the Working Group and 
additional members were also invited to participate, especially undergraduate and graduate 
students related to each theme. Guests from the broader FAS community in programs related to 
environment and resources were invited to meet with the subcommittees. Each subcommittee 
reviewed and discussed the Faculty’s strengths in environment, resources and related programs 
inviting guests to speak or write to the committee from additional disciplinary areas. Each 
subcommittee developed a program outline in order to conceptualize what could be considered 
as an ideal program that the Faculty could offer in the areas of Environmental Science, 
Environmental Studies and Earth Systems Science. Based on the input from further consultation 
in A&S, if there is general agreement to proceed with such programs or modifications to existing 
programs, a detailed program description would need to be developed by the participating 
teaching staff and units.  
 

The progress of the Working Group has been shared with the broader Arts & Science community 
along with an invitation for input and discussion. (The update report is available at 
http://www.artsci.utoronto.ca/faculty-staff/committees-reports/envres). Although there will likely 
be suggestions for additional programs and program modifications that emerge over the course 
of consultations and discussions, the Working Group considered that it is important to begin the 
process by presenting programs that had emerged in their initial discussions. A first phase of 
consultation will occur over the course of September in order to solicit input on the program 
proposal outlines, rationales and possible alternatives, as well as comments on how to best 
administer and support the programs and possible implications for existing programs and units.  
 

The co-chairs of the Working Group are meeting with faculty, undergraduate and graduate 
students and staff in units that offer programs in the environment and resources in order to listen 
directly to their comments and suggestions. The Working Group will meet in October to review 
the input received through this consultation phase and consider the next steps in preparing their 
report for the Faculty and seeking additional input on the program proposal outlines through 
further broad-based consultation.  
 

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Meric Gertler 
Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science 
 



 
 

TO:    Committee on Academic Policy and Programs  
 
SPONSOR:   Cheryl Regehr, Vice-Provost, Academic Programs  
  
CONTACT INFO:  vpacademicprograms@utoronto.ca  
 
DATE:   August 26, 2011 for September 20, 2011  
 
AGENDA ITEM:  8(b) 2 
 
ITEM IDENTIFICATION:  
Follow-up Report on the Review of the Undergraduate Program in Forensic Science at the 
University of Toronto Mississauga 
 
JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION:  
The Committee is the point of entry into governance for reports, summaries and administrative 
responses on the results of academic reviews of programs and units commissioned by academic 
administrators. The role of the Committee is to ensure that the reviews are conducted according 
to University policy and guidelines, an appropriate process is being used, adequate 
documentation is provided, consultations are undertaken, and issues identified in the review are 
addressed by the administration. Under the new University of Toronto Quality Assurance 
Process, the Committee may request a one year follow-up report when concerns are raised in an 
external review that require a longer period of response. 
 
This report is forwarded, together with the record of the Committee’s discussion, to the Agenda 
Planning committee of the Academic Board, which determines whether there are any issues of 
general academic significance warranting discussion at the Board level. The same 
documentation is sent to the Executive Committee of Governing Council for information.  
 
PREVIOUS ACTION  
The Forensic Science program at the University of Toronto Mississauga was reviewed on 
December 2-3, 2009. In his report the external reviewer described his findings as troubling and 
suggested that the program be restructured or closed. In response, the Committee on Academic 
Policy and Programs asked for a one year follow-up report to provide the opportunity for the 
University of Toronto Mississauga to provide information on a number of identified issues: 
structure and administration of the unit, curriculum, faculty resources, and space and facilities. 
 
HIGHLIGHTS 
The follow-up report from the University of Toronto Mississauga focuses on the following areas 
identified in the initial review report: 
 
 

 



 
 
 

• Structure and the administration of the unit 
The reviewer expressed concern that location of the program within the Department of 
Anthropology meant it did not receive the attention it deserves.  In her response, the Dean and 
Vice-Principal (Academic) has indicated that the program will not be moved but that the new 
director, an Anthropologist, is enthusiastic and has a good working relationship with the 
Department. 

 
• Curriculum and academic programs 
The reviewer suggested that the curriculum lacks depth and consistency.  The Dean and Vice-
Principal (Academic) has explained in some detail the rigorous assessment and reworking of the 
program’s content and structure that has occurred. 
 
• Faculty resources  
The reviewer expressed concern that the reliance on cross-appointed faculty and sessional 
instructors did not support a strong or coherent program.  In response, the Dean and Vice 
Principal (Academic) has described the new director’s success in securing teaching commitments 
from participating departments that will improve instructional quality and provide greater 
stability.   
 
• Space and Facilities 
The reviewer expressed concern about the deficiency of basic instrumentation and the Dean and 
Vice Principal (Academic) reports that the program has moved into newly constructed and 
outfitted space which offers top quality science labs. 

 
FINANCIAL AND/OR PLANNING IMPLICATIONS: n/a  
 
RECOMMENDATION: For Information.  
  
  







 TO:    Committee on Academic Policy and Programs  
 
SPONSOR:   Cheryl Regehr, Vice-Provost, Academic Programs  
  
CONTACT INFO:  vpacademicprograms@utoronto.ca  
 
DATE:   August 26, 2011 for September 20, 2011  
 
AGENDA ITEM:  8(b) 3 
 
ITEM IDENTIFICATION:  
Follow-up Report on the Review of the Department of Physical and Environmental 
Sciences at the University of Toronto Scarborough and its programs 
 
JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION:  
The Committee is the point of entry into governance for reports, summaries and administrative 
responses on the results of academic reviews of programs and units commissioned by academic 
administrators. The role of the Committee is to ensure that the reviews are conducted according 
to University policy and guidelines, an appropriate process is being used, adequate 
documentation is provided, consultations are undertaken, and issues identified in the review are 
addressed by the administration. Under the new University of Toronto Quality Assurance 
Process, the Committee may request a one year follow-up report when concerns are raised in an 
external review that require a longer period of response. 
 
This report is forwarded, together with the record of the Committee’s discussion, to the Agenda 
Planning committee of the Academic Board, which determines whether there are any issues of 
general academic significance warranting discussion at the Board level. The same documentation 
is sent to the Executive Committee of Governing Council for information.  
 
PREVIOUS ACTION  
The Department of Physical and Environmental Sciences at the University of Toronto 
Scarborough was reviewed on March 29-30, 2010.  The report of the external reviewers 
suggested a number of areas for immediate attention.  In response, the Committee on Academic 
Policy and Programs asked for a one year follow-up report to provide the opportunity for the 
University of Toronto Scarborough to provide information in respect to a number of areas of 
concern including: programs, faculty, administrative structure, and facilities.   
 
HIGHLIGHTS 
The follow-up report from the University of Toronto Scarborough focuses on the following areas 
identified in the initial review report: 



 
 
 

 Programs 
The reviewers expressed concern about gaps in curricula affecting the ability of graduates to 
proceed to graduate programs.  In response, the Dean and Vice-Principal (Academic) has 
indicated that physics and astrophysics curricula have been completely revised; the programs in 
chemistry are being changed to meet the accreditation requirements of the Canadian Society of 
Chemistry; and the environmental science programs are similarly being modified to meet 
accreditation requirements and support student progression to the Masters in Environmental 
Science.  

 
 Faculty resources  
The reviewer expressed concern about the ability of the Department to adequately support its 
existing programmatic obligations.  In response, the Dean and Vice Principal (Academic) has 
explained that the Department has made complement development a priority in order to reduce 
long-term dependence on stipendiary faculty. 
 
 Structure and Administration of the unit 
The reviewers identified a series of concerns to do with the administration of the Department, 
emphasizing the challenge of coordinating such a diverse unit.  They recommended in particular 
that the Physics area might benefit from being a unit in its own right.  In response, the Dean and 
Vice-Principal (Academic) has noted a number of initiatives taken by the chair to improve 
communications and provide opportunities for collegial discussion.  In particular, he has 
underlined the decision to appoint four Associate Chairs of whom one has a specific 
responsibility for Physics supporting a degree of autonomy for the area.   
 
 Facilities 
The reviewer underlined the lack of lab space and technical support for the programs and the 
negative impact of this on the ability of programs to support learning objectives.  The Dean and 
Vice Principal (Academic) reports that UTSC will begin construction on a new lab facility in the 
fall 2011 and will be renovating others. 

 
FINANCIAL AND/OR PLANNING IMPLICATIONS: n/a  
 
RECOMMENDATION: For Information.  

  










