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The Goal

I;l To be in the top rank of public research
and teaching universities internationally
and to offer a quality of undergraduate,
graduate & professional education
consistent with that rank

International Comparisons

International Comparisons:
The Library
0

7 In 2001/02, UofT ranked 4th among
research universities in North America,
and 2nd among public research
universities on the composite index of
the Association of Research Libraries

Major North American Research Libraries

RANK  UNIVERSITY

1 Harvard

2 Yale

3 California, Berkeley

4 Toronto

5 Stanford

6 Michigan

7 lllinois, Urbana

8 California, Los Angeles
9 Cornell

i
o

Columbia

Top 4 Canadian Universities (after Toronto)
RANK  UNIVERSITY
25 Alberta
28 British Columbia
46 Montreal
51 McGil




International Comparisons:
Scholarly Awards

El UofT faculty account for

¢ 9 — 37.5% of select honours awarded by national
bodies to Canadian academics

¢ 13.5 — 56% of select honours awarded by
international bodies to Canadian academics

Faculty Honours by Award, 1980-2003
University of Toronto and All Other Canadian Universities

B Toronto B All Other Canadian Universitie:

Canadian Faculty Honours

Gethard Hertzberg Canada Gold Medal (n=11) ST T
Kilam Fellow (n=364) [2USW TS

Kt prize (1=53) [ ]
Molson Prize (n=24) [ 280 TS
Royal Society of Canada Fellow (1=1,177) [0a0e T BT
Steacie Fellow (n=100) | 2SUE TT0%

SteaciePrize (n-24) [

International Faculty Honours

American Academy of Arts and Sciences* (n=25) [T eI T

American Association for the Advancement of Science® (n=111) | TSEWT T
Guggenheim Fellow (n=94) T T SR
15 Highly Cited Researcher” (n=g9) | 2206 ] a5

Royal Society of London* (n=44) [ Seie e
Sloan Research Felow (n=59) [~ Siee T )

*Forcurrentmembers only
*+As 0f 2003

International Comparisons:
Undergraduate Education
L]

= First year retention and six-year graduation
rates at UofT compare favorably with the
category of highly selective public research
universities in the USA

|;:lBut some peer institutions such as U of
California at Berkeley and U of Michigan have
higher graduation rates

First Year Retention Rate
Toronto vs. Other Public Institutions by Selectivity
2000 Full-Time, First-time Freshman Cohort

Public - Highly Selective | 87%

Public - Selective (n=53) J77%

Public - Moderately ,
Selective (n=82) |73 £
Public - Less Selective o
(n=85) J o6
T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Six Year Graduation Rate
Toronto vs. Other Public Institutions by Selectivity
1995 Cohort

Public - Highly Selective
68%
(n=65) ]

All Public (n=285) _ 54%
Public - Selective (n=53) 54
ey
Public - (an:sgss)o\cmvc :I %

T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%.

Graduation Rate
Proportion of 1st Year Registrants Graduating by End of 6th Year,
1993, 1994 & 1995 Entering Cohorts

01995 01994 D11993

J77.9%
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A&S - St. George 77.4%
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International Comparisons:

International Comparisons:
Graduate Student Satisfaction

Graduate Student Satisfaction
¢ Over 90% of students at UofT and in the peer groups

* HEDS Survey 2002. allows pompanson of rated the overall academic quality of the program and
UofT student experience with that of the intellectual quality of faculty and fellow graduate
participating public and private universities in students as “Excellent”, “Very good”, or “Good.”

S

* In overall assessments, UofT students are less likely

. = . .
UofT (N=1883) to assign an “excellent” rating, or to “agree strongly”
¢ Public group: UC Davis, UCLA, U of Kansas that certain positive program qualities exist.
(N=4760) 8 ’ -
; . . » UofTstudents are more likely to report engagement
* Private group: CMU, Emory, MIT, Rice and/or satisfaction with specific program components
(N=4816) such as feed-back from faculty
Academic Quality Intellectual Environment
[Excellent @Very Good_@Good_BFair/Poor | e e
Academic Standards in m Program
University of Toronto | I i T T ua Theintellectual quality of the Jaculty
Peer Group 1 - Public | T T T T i University of Toronto | LrasiiD I Lo =3, E |
Peer Group 2 -Private | cvm T e — X Peer Group 1 - Public — I — —
e Z;uo"rjz" developmentinimy fed Peer Group 2 - Private | o I T T
Peer Group 1 - Public | ywvu T T T S — Theintellectual quality of youf fellow graduate students
Peer Group 2- Private | T T i —T7T — University of Toronto | . T 29T T £ — i
Program Space & Facilitied Peer Group 1 - Public = T T T s 1=
University of Toronto =T T i T e T s Peer Group 2 - Private T — I — ——
Peer Group 1 - Public TET T T T T T . 1
b | : . : = The relationship between facyty and graduate students
1 University of Toronto |——iAma T ST T R T T
Overall Program Quality ]
University of Toronto} i T - T ssmisim T Peer Group 1 - Public T3 T 597 T A% ) -
Peer Group 1 - Public | 212% I 45 0op I ZWT | I Peer Group 2 - Private 1 % I 273% 1 2480, T
Peer Group 2 - Private | AT T T —T=T Y T T T
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Of the Students who Conducted Independent
Research, the Percentage who Answered “Yes” to

Doctoral Student Opinion on Supervision ; )
the Following Questions
[ Usually_@Sometim: Idom/Never
Have you recetved amf o aculty guidance n formulating aresearch topic?
Have you received adequate feedback on your research from your t hesis advisor? Universiy of Toronto 77.3%

University of Toronto IO T . — PN Peer Group - Public 163.2%

Peer Group - Public 630% I 26.7% 1 104% Peer Group - Privale 167.6%

Peer Group - Private BZETE T yiniiin TEe7] Have you attended a profpssional conference?
Uniersty o Tororso Y 72.6%

-
Have you received feedbgck on your thesis drafts R— J 59.5%

Universiy of Toronto v - — TR Y e Group - e —_—

Peer Group - Public = I i [ Have you conducted youf research in collaboration with one/more faculty members?

Peer Group - Private i T reut o] Unierstyof Tororto | 6 5
Peer Group - Public ] 55.9%

Have you received adequfite advice on developing your thesis prop osal? S, e
University of Toronto S0 T RN I 55w
Do you fel you recelvedladeauas raining betors beginning your resasrch
FREERP-RES — I — ] Ynwersty ormm%eam
Peer Group - Private 46.2% I 315% 22.3% Peer Group - Public 152.9%
; ; ; ; 1
Peer Grop - Prte %
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% " k 1°6.9%
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Recommending the University to Prospective
Students

e = R |

I would recommend this University to prospective students in this field

University to prospective students in any field

If Iwere o choosefagain...

I would pursue graluate studies in this field

University of Toronto I I I

Peer Group - Private T T T I

1 would pursue graduatefstudies at this university
sty of Toronto s I o =1

International Comparisons:
Research & Technology Transfer

Peer-reviewed grants: no comparable data

Research contracts:
-UofT ranked 16th among AUTM-surveyed
institutions (1%tin Canada) in the level of
research funding from industrial sources in 2000

Technology transfer:
-UofT ranked 68th among surveyed institutions (7t
in Canada) in gross revenues from
commercialization in 2000-01

Research Expenditures: Industrial Sources
Canadian G10 and US Peer Institutions
1997- 98 to 1999 - 00

Orio Siate
Texas - Austin
TORONTO (1, 16)
Michigan
MONTREAL
BRITISH COLVBIA

Hinois - Ubana
ALBERTA
Arzona * ¢, #indicates Rank in
Canada, Rank in North
MeGiLL America, respectively, in
WATERLOO
Minnesota
Rutgers
G 0159798
North Carolina - Chapel Hil 199899
MOVASTER 21993.00
WESTERN
so s10 s20 S0 40 550 550 570 50

Millions CDN

Gross Commercialization Revenue
Canadian G10 and US Peer Institutions
1998- 99 to 2000 - 01

U. Washington
Minnesota

Michigan

Hinos - Urbana & Chicago

Arizona
» = 1998.99
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MCMASTER 5 Rankin North 0 190900
§ ectively, in
WESTERN
= 200001
LAVAL
e $5 S0 S5 s0  $5  $0 885 S0 M5 S0

International Comparisons:
Resources

|::|Student:FacuIty ratios at UofT are
almost 30 percent greater than the
mean for AAU peers

I.]UofT ranks 20th among North American
public research universities in the value
of endowment per FTE student

Instructional Capacity
Student:FacultyRatio, Fall 2001 FTEs
Comparison with AAU Peers

|_|: Undergrad/Faculty Ratio @_Graduate/Faculty Ratio]

Toronto




Instructional Capacity
Student:Faculty Ratio
Fall 1999, 2000 and 2001 FTE
Comparison with Mean of AAU Peers

91999 @ 2000 @ 2001

224 227 223

@

MEAN Toronto

Top 30 Endowments at Public Institutions
Per Full Time Equivalent Student
As at June 30, 2002

$105,

Note: The University of Toronto figure includes the endowments of the three

2000 federated universites.

75,000

$60,000.

$45,000.
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$15,000.
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a l===as18.075
Nebraska [ $19310
=——s22501
= 2051
=—s2s617
=———ms26.002
lova, [ 26,494
52725

= s12600
=$14.417
|y 515,619

State [ $12,250

Virginia $85,23¢

Toronto | $20,320 ($30,832 CND)
McGill 22,107 ($34,051 CDN)

Purdue [N $20,671

Washington St
Texas AGM Sys!
Texas Syst

Total Resources to Long-Term Debt

35.00
30.00 \
25.00 —
g
E \
=} 20.00
5 \
T
2 15.00
=l
5 \
5.00
0.00
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
——U of T's total resources 33.06 2471 2552 6.74 5.82
todebt
—=—Median total resources 227 246 1.76 184
to debt

National Comparisons

Research

|;:|U0f'l' continued to lead in federal
granting council funding, and
improved its share

But key issue for the future is
securing funding for the full costs of
research, including full indirect as
well as direct costs

Federal Granting Council Funding to Top Twenty Universities
Institutional Shares of National Total, 1999-00, 2000-01, 2001-02

TORONTO
McGill

British Columbia
Montréal

Alberta

Laval

Calgary
MCMASTER
WESTERN

QUEEN'S
WATERLOO
Dalhousie
Manitoba
GUELPH
Sherbrooke
Saskatchewan
Simon Fraser
Qué. a Montréal

Victoria

0% % 8% 12% 16% 20%




Research Yield

Research Funding per eligible faculty
member, relative to national average

National Average = 1.0

G10 Universities Research Yield
SSHRC, 2000-01, 2001-02

TORONTO ]

] T
British Columbia = 1
Montreal | b7
sec —1 68
MCMASTER —1
Alberta —152
G -
Laval | 1.46

—

All Other Universities
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G10 Universities Research Yield
NSERC, 2000-01, 2001-02

QUEENS 172
TORONTO | T
1
|y 1
British Cu\umma; 1 47
ey o=
610 | oy
1
G —Tﬂ‘
Montréal § 150
@2000-01)
UATERLOO) — 13
82001-02
WESTERN | T
T
Laval —103
National Total § 41 00
00 05 10 15 20

IEbepartmental and divisional self-studies
and reports provide detail and peer
assessments of scholarly activity

Graduate Education

Doctoral Attrition Rates improved from the
1991 to 1993 cohorts, but are of continuing
concern, especially in social sciences and
humanities where attrition was about 40
percent after nine years

= Time to Completion: median number of terms
was 15 (5 years) in doctoral programs

< Experience of later cohorts is expected to
improve due to guaranteed funding packages
and revisions to supervisory practices.

1993 Doctoral Cohort G10 Data Exchange Universities —
All Disciplines
Percent Graduated or Still Registered as of Winter 2002

Waterloo (n=214) 73.4% W 5%

Queen's (n=186) 64.0% I 6%

Western (n=145) 68.3% | pkt3
McMaster (n=157) 66.2% o

McGill(1=304) 67.5% W o

Alberta (n=357) 65.8% I o

Toronto (1=692) 64.9% | 2
TOTAL (n=2,920) b-4% | @ completion rate
Montreal* (n=775) 0% 8% still Registered|

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%




1993 Doctoral Cohort G10 Data Exchange Universities —
All Disciplines
Median Number of Terms Registered to Degree for Graduates

Montreal* (n=361)

Ji7o

McGill (n=266)

Ji6.0

Alberta (n=235)

] 150

Queen's (n=119)

] 150

Toronto (n=449) 150
TOTAL (n=1,790) 150

McMaster (n=104) Jua0
Western (n=99) Jua0
Waterloo (n:157)- ] 130
0 4 8 12 16 k)

Trends Over Time

Student Demand

|;llncreased demand

|;:|Stable entering averages

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

Application and Registrations,

St. George Campus Arts and Science and Commerce

[= Applications @ Offers @ Registrations]

20,344

20,551 20084

4,165

=D 3794

1999 2000 2001
Yield Rates: 37.2% 33.3% 32.4%
Application and Registrations, Application and Registrations,
UTM Arts and Science and Commerce UTSC Arts and Science and Commerce
o Applications B Offers @ Registrations
Applications @ Offers @ Registrations |
9,000
12,000 8,069
005 000N 7,470
10,000 - S
7,906 6,150
6,000 4 5,748
8,000 e 526
5,000 4
6,000 G
Aa 4,330 4,000 4
4,000 3,000 4
2,000 1234 &3 s 2,000
1,000 4
1999 2000 2001 0+
SR enEm 1999 2000 2001
iel ates:
230 20 Yield Rates: 24.7% 23.9% 23.2%




Application and Registrations,

International Students as a Percentage of Total
Undergraduates 1992-2001

Engineering
[= oOffers @ ] 8.0%
7,000
5,922
6,000
6.0% 4
5.2% 5.1%
5,000
4,000
4.0%
3,000 2.7%
2,000
2.0% 4
1,000
0
1999 2000 2001 0.0% T T T T T T T T T
Jield Rates 35.5% 38.1% 37.6% 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Entering Grade Averages (75th Percentile) Entering Grade Averages (75th Percentile)
First-Entry Programs First-Entry Programs
Fall 1999, 2000, 2001 Lo P 2R, 20T, Al
100% 01999 @ 2000 8 2001
The 75th Percentile means that 25 percent of students entered with
The 75;»:;:::; z:;gi :;‘T’ 25 :;hee.cme:: ::” SJiife"éﬁLTw'”“ with 92.0% 92.0% 924% grade averages higher than the mark indicated below.
88.5% 88.5% 88.7% Rl 87.0%
85,00 85.6% 85.8% CAETENET 53,596, 54:5% 845% o0
53.4%
80% 80% |_|_I
60% T T 60%
Arts Science Bus/Comm Engineering Phys Ed Music
Class Size 2001-02
) Arts & Science (St. George)
Class Size
600
¢ Median class sizes in arts and science at St
George and Scarborough were relatively 0]
stable between 1998-99 and 2001-02 despite
enrolment increases )
* At UTM, median class sizes in first year . .
increased in 2001-02, reflecting the increased Nl | —

size of a number of sections in multiple-
section courses.

¢ These data do not yet show the effect of the
“double cohort.”

1 215 1630 3160 61100 101150 151:300  301-500 5011500
edian Jass Sizp
FarT  Yfear fear far s
0899 |27 465 29 7
9000 |26 46 8 9
01 |24 a4 29 9
200102 27 a7 31 9
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Class Size 2001-02
UofT at Scarborough

Year 1o Year 2@ Year 3am Year 4

N

1 215 1630 3160 61100 101150 151-300 301:500  501-1500
Median Class Size

Yearl |Year2 |vear3 |veara
1993.00 | 10 8 3
109000 | 104

00001 Q0 8 3 65

001 0 10, 6 5

Class Size 2001-02
UofT at Mississauga

Year 10 Year 2@ Year 3@ Year 4

8

.

1 2-15 16-30 31-60 61100 101150  151-300 301500  501-1500
Median Cla: ize
| arl ar2 ard ard
thas0o 8 4 10

S

% 24 26 22 85
01 5 8 0 10

2’2102 555 46 25 9

Class Size Distribution
Arts and Science (St. George), Year 1
1997-98 and 2001-02

26%
40%
35%
o
30%-
261%
25%-
20%-
15%-
20% 124%15.3% o
10% ) o
T 79

5% 4.2%38
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Financial Accessibility

10%

Financial Accessibility
Percentage of Students Whose Parental Income
is Below $50,000

First-Entry Programs

Professional Programs*

m[ =1t m[

2001 2002 1999 2000% 2001 2002
(N=651)  (N=297)  (N=BT7)  (N=2,001) (N=344)  (N=164)  (N=187)  (N=5%9)
* Dentistry, Law, Management, Medicine, and Pharmacy.

** First Year onl

*++ First and Second Year only,

Student Debt

iq\/lore than one-half of students
graduating from first-entry programs
graduated with no student loan debt

i Proportion graduating from first-entry
programs with student loan debt greater
than $15,000 has decreased




OSAP Debt load per Student

(Graduates of First Entry Programs) Mean Employment Rate of Graduates*

18,000 Two Years After Graduation
[1996 graduates @ 1997 graduates @ 1998 graduates @ 1999 graduates @ 2000 graduates|
516213 $16,455
$16,000 4 [ ] 280 15,750 00%
$15,318 51212 $15,28] 98.0%
514,749 [] s> S 98% ] 97.2%
$14,368 95.9% 96.2%
$14,000 e 96%
94%
$12,000 4 92% -
90% T
U of T Mean University System Mean
$10,000 T T T T T
APSC ARTSC utm FPEH Mmusic utsc *Graduates of bachelors or first professional degree programs.
Employment Equity
0 Women in Professorial Ranks
+ Women: proportion appointed to tenure/tenure- o [ Eros oo 0o e
stream pOSitiOnS from 1999_2000 to 2001_02 o % B New FT Tenure Stream Hires, 1999-00 to 2001:02
met or exceeded the estimated proportion in ol
the available pool in two of five disciplinary o
. 55%
groupings, and overall. o
. . . e . . 0% = 36% 5%  35¢
LI Visible minorities: proportion appointed to 06 o
e 30%
tenure/tenure-stream positions from 1999-2000 2
to 2001-02 was estimated at 17% (based on 0
self-reporting) or 25% (based on 104
comprehensive reporting by department chairs. poodL . i i |_.

T T
Group 1 Group 2 Group3 Group4 Group 5 Total

Visible Minorities

As a Percentage of New Tenure/Tenure-Stream Faculty Appointments Benchmarki ng and Academic P|anning
1999-2000 to 2001-2002

* Monitoring progress and international
benchmarking is key to the next academic
plan

* At unit level: academic units to choose
metrics that are appropriate to their programs
and activities — e.g. student evaluations,
graduate placement, faculty publications and
honours, peer rankings, qualitative
assessments through external reviews.

17%

Per Employment Equity Survey Per Chairs Report




Benchmarking and Academic Planning

At university-wide level: Continue to develop
benchmarks against international peers.

* Research: bibliometric analysis in certain
disciplines

« Expand reporting on international prizes

¢ Graduate completion rates: Statistics Canada
to expand Canadian version of US Survey of
Earned Doctorates

¢ Undergraduate student experience:
Participate in National Survey of Student
Experience (>400 US and 8 Canadian
institutions)




