

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Despite the academic setting, in some ways starting up a Centre or Institute is like starting
a business. It needs sufficient start-up and baseline funding, and adequate infrastructure. It
needs strong operational leadership, particularly at the outset. Sections 4.3 and 4.4 will say
more about support and leadership.

4.2 Roles of Centres and Institutes in academic programs and training

The subcommittee examining this issue first looked at the University regulations and
obligations related to oversight and implementation of academic programs at the
University of Waterloo.

The structure and powers of the Senate are spelled out in the University of Waterloo Act,
1972. Below are snipped excerpts related in some way to academic programs and
education; italics are added.

a. to make recommendations to the Board of Governors relative to the creation,
establishment, maintenance, modification, or removal of organizational structures such as
faculties, schools, institutes, departments or chairs within the University;

b. subject to the approval of the Board of Governors, in so far as the expenditure of funds is
concerned, to establish, maintain, modify or remove, curricula of all courses of instruction
including extension courses;

c. to determine policies concerning the qualifications of faculty members within the
University with respect to appointments or promotions in rank, or to the granting of
tenure, in connection with research or teaching or academic administration;

e. to consider and determine the conduct and results of examinations in all faculties or
-academic units;

g. to confer degrees, diplomas and certificates or other awards in any and all branches of
learning and in any subject taught in the University or its federated or affiliated colleges;

k. to consider and to recommend to the Board of Governors policies concerning the internal
allocation or use of University resources.

The initiation and delivery of academic programs approved by Senate are usually the
responsibility of Departments/Schools. Curricula and courses are proposed to Faculty
undergraduate and graduate committees, and then if approved to the undergraduate and
graduate councils of Senate. A small number of academic programs are initiated and
delivered at the level of Faculties, following the same kind of approval route. For example,
the undergraduate program in Computational Mathematics is designed by the
undergraduate committee of CCMIC, which sends changes to the Mathematics Faculty
undergraduate committee. Students in the graduate program in Computational
Mathematics register in the program itself, which is overseen by the Mathematics Faculty
graduate committee; they do not satisfy the degree requirements of a departmental
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program, but are supervised by faculty who belong to Departments/Schools in the
Mathematics Faculty.

The question may arise whether an interdisciplinary program can be initiated and
delivered by a cross-Faculty Centre or Institute. The committee believes that it should not.
Since there is no central body which would be able to give such a program the same kind of
expert attention and oversight that it would receive within a Department/School or
Faculty, it would seem to make sense that the program should be delivered under the
auspices of a permanent academic unit, or such units in collaboration.

Considering the questions originally posed to the committee (see Appendix 1), and the
responses of the Directors of Centres and Institutes, the committee suggests that the
following recommendations are consistent with University of Waterloo policy and most of
current practice.

Recommendation 7: Centres and Institutes should not have autonomy to administer UW
academic programs or degrees. The infrastructure and members of Centres and Institutes
could be used to enhance or deliver/facilitate such programs, but in matters of academic
programming, all Centres and Institutes must function under the auspices of
Departments/Schools or Faculties and be subject to University policies and
Department/School or Faculty regulations. Approval of new credit courses must come from
Senate, and University regulations must apply to all credit courses and degrees. Oversight of
academic programs should rest with Departments/Schools and Faculties under the direction
of Senate and the Deans. Interdisciplinary academic programs should be overseen by the
Deans or approved delegates (e.g., Chairs/Directors) from participating Departments/Schools
and Faculties.

Recommendation 8: Centres and Institutes should serve as catalysts for new interdisciplinary
collaborations, which might develop into university-sanctioned academic programs based in
one or more academic units. Faculty members in a Centre or Institute should represent their
academic disciplines, areas, and/or “problem foci” on program advisory committees under the
supervision of the Deans or designated Chairs/Directors. These committees would help shape
and define the nature of the interdisciplinary academic programs and the envisioned role of
the Centre or Institute in helping to implement these, and attract students and funding, within
the constraints of University regulations.

It is desirable for graduate students in an interdisciplinary program to have a home base in
a Department/School or Faculty, so as to receive adequate assistance, oversight, and peer
support.

Recommendation 9: A tenured or tenure track faculty member belonging to a Centre or
Institute must have a home Department/School. Graduate students following a Centre or
Institute associated program must be registered in an academic Department/School or
Faculty. If the faculty member wishes to supervise a graduate student in the Centre or
Institute associated program, the supervision must have the approval of the academic unit in
which the student is registered.
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Although the committee is suggesting that faculty and students must belong to home
academic units, there need not be the same requirements for post-doctoral and staff
positions, supported by research funds associated with the Centre or Institute. (See Section
4.5)

The few current continuing education offerings by Centres and Institutes may or may not
be within the purview of Senate, depending on the pre-requisites, the level of instruction,
and the kinds of credit or certificate which may be earned. At the same time, the Centres
and Institutes could benefit from more clarity and standardization of the administration of
these activities.

Recommendation 10: The handling and disbursement of fees paid by participants in
continuing (non-degree) education programs arranged by Centres and Institutes must be
defined by the University, with consistency across the University.

4.3 University support and sustainability
4.3.1 Costs and requirements of Centres and Institutes

Centres and Institutes vary widely in terms of their needs for support. The requirements
for a small interdisciplinary Centre where the research is funded by individual grants and
the activities can be run by volunteers are very different from the requirements for a large
Institute with specialized laboratories and equipment, a large research staff, and multiple
funding sources.

At the University of Waterloo, the following are typically provided by way of basic support
to Centres and Institutes: space, heat, power, availability of information and technology
expertise, insurance, legal expertise, contract and intellectual property expertise, human
resources services, financial services, research administration services, ethics review
services, and in some cases Office of Development services.

What remain to be covered by a combination of University and Centre and Institute funding
include: (i) funding for salary and benefits to cover enough staff and faculty time to be able
to operate effectively (and in compliance with policy) and to seize opportunities for
advancement; (ii) costs of IT support, equipment, furnishings and supplies; (iii) costs of
seminars, workshops and publications.

Financial sustainability is critical for the health of Centres and Institutes, but aimost as
important is an environment in which Centres and Institutes can function smoothly,
making best use of the time and energies of their members and personnel.

In the rest of Section 4.3, we look at the extent to which other Canadian universities

provide support to their Centres and Institutes, and assess the situation at the University of
Waterloo.
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4.3.2 Survey of Vice-Presidents of Research

The subcommittee on support and sustainability distributed a questionnaire to the VP’s
Research at Canada’s top 15 research oriented universities (U15) on May 9, 2011. Thirteen
universities provided information.

(1) Core Funding

Only three universities (Montreal for all units, and McMaster and Ottawa for major or
interdisciplinary Institutes) indicated that in general core operating funds (i.e., not linked
to overhead) were provided from a budget controlled by the central administration. Laval
indicated that most received small amounts of core funding. Some universities provided
modest start-up funds as a matter of course (Western, Saskatchewan). In other cases where
funds were provided from the university, it was most common for Deans of
Faculties/Colleges to be the source (e.g. Alberta, Dalhousie, Calgary, McGill). At Toronto,
Centre and Institute funding is controlled by the Divisions. Queens indicated that it was
uncommon for funds to be provided by the university (either centrally or from Deans).

Importantly, the responses also pointed to numerous exceptions to general trends, based
on the type of Centre/Institute and its relationship to the university in question. Special
arrangements were common in cases where the Centre/Institute was viewed as a
university priority. Centres/Institutes associated with hospitals also were identified as a
special case because they were less subject to control by the university.

(2) Sharing in Overhead

Responses to this question revealed several different approaches to sharing. The University
of Montreal indicated that no sharing of overhead took place (but Montreal provides base
funding). Queens maintains a central fund from overhead to which Centres/Institutes may
apply. It was common for universities to distribute a share of overhead to the Faculties,
which were then free to share (or not) with Centre/Institutes. Examples in this group
included Alberta, Dalhousie, UBC, Laval Calgary, McGill and Ottawa. In three cases, a
formula exists for sharing overhead generated from contracts (25% at McMaster, 12.5% at
Western, and an unspecified amount at Saskatchewan, where the amount is negotiated on a
case-by-case basis). Several respondents specifically distinguished between overhead from
grants and contracts, and funds generated from Federal Indirect Costs of Research (FICR).
McMaster does not share any FICR funds with Centres/Institutes. Western provides FICR
funds to the Faculties, which may choose to share with Centres/Institutes, while at
Saskatchewan Centres/Institutes may negotiate to receive a share of FICR funds directly.

(3) Other Methods for Sustainable Funding

Endowments were identified by several universities as a potential source of funding for
Centre/Institutes (e.g., Alberta, UBC, Montreal, McMaster, McGill). More commonly
respondents indicated that no additional sources of sustainable funding existed, and/or
drew attention to the importance of grants/contracts, etc, generated by individual
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researchers. Ottawa noted that some research Centres also have access to I0F-CFI money
(Infrastructure Operating Fund).

(4) Other Types of Support

Most respondents pointed to general kinds of support typical for university entities, e.g.,
space, legal guidance, financial advice. A few respondents emphasized that larger
Centres/Institutes that aligned with university priorities received preferential treatment
(e.g- in Calgary, access to strategic planning services; in Saskatchewan, staff provided by
the university; in Laval, staff provided by Departments or Faculties; at Ottawa, external
recruitment of a Director)

4.3.3 Overhead sharing at UW

The UW Department Chairs and School Directors were asked whether their
Departments/Schools receive a share of the overhead that is collected by the University on
grants and contracts. From the responses it appears that the practice varies from Faculty
to Faculty, with Science and Engineering units receiving a share (<=25%) calculated by a
formula, and Math and Environment units receiving a share on an ad hoc basis. Only in a
couple of responding Departments/Schools is overhead passed to the principal
investigators.

In answer to the question of whether Centres and Institutes should receive a share of the
overhead collected on grants and contracts, there were four quite decided “no” answers,
essentially on the grounds that the Departments/Schools, providing space and services,
had more need of the overhead funds. There were eight respondents who thought there
were circumstances when it could be appropriate for Centres and Institutes to receive a
share - for example, if the Centre or Institute had put most of the effort into raising the
funds, or if it had borne the indirect costs.

One Institute has negotiated a special arrangement whereby 1/3 of the overhead on grants
and contracts it initiates goes to the Institute, while the University keeps 1/3 and
distributes 1/3 to the Faculties. The overhead share is used to cover the salary of the full
time (staff) Director, much of whose position entails raising research funds.

This has led to a proposal, discussed within the Engineering Faculty, that Centres and
Institutes with ongoing operational expenditures on staff share in overhead in proportion
to their role in obtaining or facilitating grants or contracts. For example, for new research
grants or contracts initiated by or involving heavy stewardship by a Senate-approved Centre
or Institute, the Centre or Institute might receive 30% of the overhead, the rest to be
allocated appropriately to the University and the Faculty and Department/School of the
principal investigator; for new research grants or contracts requiring a moderate level of
stewardship by a Senate-approved Centre or Institute, the Centre or Institute might receive
10% of the overhead. The proposal has been rejected (not only in Engineering but
throughout the University, Departments/Schools are feeling the effects of annual budget
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cuts over several years) but the committee sees potential in the idea of tying support for
Centres and Institutes to performance in bringing in research projects and funding.

4.3.4 Financial support

There seems to be general agreement, at the University of Waterloo and some other U15
universities,  that start-up financial support should be provided to new Centres and
Institutes satisfying appropriate criteria, that a Centre or Institute should become mainly
sustainable after a few years, and that some support should be made available to
continuing Centres and Institutes under some conditions. However, at the University of
Waterloo there is not yet a clear and transparent University-wide mechanism for Centre
and Institute support. The committee thinks that further study of this issue would be
fruitful.

In particular, it might be in order to review the analysis which led to the Sixth Decade Plan
targets, in the light of the experience of the last few years, and revisit the costs of meeting
such targets. It might be useful to consider the collection of Centres and Institutes as a kind
of system: how many of these units should the University of Waterloo have at a time, in the
internationally recognized class and the nationally recognized class, in start-up phase, in
“maturity” phase, in winding-down phase? What are the costs of the system as a whole,
and how much of these costs should be covered by external funds raised by the Centres and
Institutes themselves? What funds does the University have to support strategically
important initiatives, and how should they be allocated?

How much of the overhead generated by personnel of Centres and Institutes can
justifiably be returned to Centres and Institutes, bearing in mind the incentive this would
provide for generating more? If the technicalities could be worked out, what would make
a Centre or Institute eligible for this kind of arrangement?

To what extent can FICR funds be used, as at the University of Saskatchewan, to pay for the
work of Centres and Institutes supporting Tri-Council funded research?

Smaller Centres and Institutes sometimes have difficulty funding one-time expenditures of
a few thousand dollars, but for this kind of contingency also, a system approach might be
helpful. Would it be feasible to assist Centres and Institutes by finding a way to pool their
contributions toward occasional staff benefits such as maternity leave, severance pay and
tuition benefits?

The answers to these kinds of questions could lay the foundation for sustainability of the
collectivity of Centres and Institutes.

Recommendation 11: The University should carry out an analysis of the support required by

the system of Centres and Institutes, and the real costs, in order to develop a University-wide
policy for support.
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Recommendation 12: The University should consider supporting continuing Centres and
Institutes through incentives to bring in funding. For example, a scheme for sharing part of
overhead generated by Centre or Institute initiatives should be entertained.

Recommendation 13: The University should consider developing a mechanism for allocating
some central FICR funds on a competitive basis to Centres and Institutes.

Recommendation 14: A fund should be considered to which Centres and Institutes pay a
regular premium, with amount of premium depending on use of the fund, to cover
contingencies such as maternity leave payments, staff tuition and severance.

One committee member noted that the insurance scheme of Recommendation 14 could
create a moral hazard with respect to severance.

4.3.5 Administrative support

The areas mentioned most frequently (by Centre and Institute Directors and committee
members) in which additional administrative support is needed by Centres and Institutes
were (i) financial tracking and reporting, and (ii) the processes for hiring specialist staff,
particularly the assignment of grades (and hence compensation levels) to positions.

Most Centres and Institutes do not rely fully on the data in the financial system, but keep
their own books, in order to satisfy their reporting requirements. There is some benefit to
this situation, since it implies two parallel systems of financial tracking for which the
results must be reconciled periodically. However, there is also some inefficiency in the
duplication of effort. A more serious problem lies with the current invoicing system, under
which it is often difficult or impossible for a Centre or Institute to find out in good time
whether or not a particular invoice has been paid.

Recommendation 15: Better tools and processes are needed for tracking the funding of
Centres and Institutes. The University should put more resources into the tracking of invoices
issued for contract work, membership dues and conference registration.

Some Centres and Institutes need to be able to hire specialist and technical staff, in a highly
competitive market. They need to be able to move quickly to advertise a position with
appropriate compensation. With these kinds of positions, there are not always clear
comparators within the Faculty of the Centre or Institute, or even University-wide. The
amount of compensation has historically been tied to the grade of the position, which is
based on criteria which do not allot many points to highly technical responsibilities. Thus
grading the position and negotiating the appropriate compensation are challenging. The
time required to grade specialist staff positions has been greatly reduced over the last few
months. However, there is a need to find a way for determining the compensation levels
for these positions in a way that values specialist skills at their worth to the research unit,
while maintaining equity of treatment of staff positions across the University.

27

227



Recommendation 16: Centres and Institutes and Human Resources should work together to

determine the appropriate compensation levels for specialist staff in a short time frame.

In cases where Centres and Institutes have a need for ongoing support staff, a potential

solution might be to work with Departments/Schools to create joint positions.

The committee heard that for a major new Centre or Institute, besides financial support,
there is a need to provide general administrative assistance, making University
practices and procedures easier to find and understand, and facilitating their

application.

Three possible mechanisms for providing this kind of support were suggested:

e A periodic (annual or bi-annual) survey, similar to the one sent out by this
committee, to get a sense directly from the Centres and Institutes about what their

challenges are, and suggestions to overcome them.

e Assignment of a senior university officer (perhaps reporting to the VPAP or the
VPUR) with primary responsibility to assist Centres and Institutes in establishing
successful practices and advising them on problems. It is critical that this role not be
bureaucratic, or part of the oversight of the Centres and Institutes. Rather, the aim of
the role is to be an advisor, to help find solutions to problems, and to help Centres

and Institutes achieve their full potential.

e Some other informal forum for Directors of Centres and Institutes to meet and
discuss their experiences, and perhaps even find opportunities to collaborate or
leverage resources. For example, the proposed senior university officer could set up
informal meetings between Directors or key Centre or Institute staff who might be

able to benefit by sharing experiences.

Recommendation 17: The University should provide adequate initial administrative
support for Tier 1 Centres and Institutes. This means helping to find appropriate
leadership, providing assistance in navigating bureaucracy, and maintaining careful

oversight.

Recommendation 18: The University should consider appointing an officer to provide advice

on administrative and governance matters to Centres and Institutes.

Recommendation 19: A periodic (annual or bi-annual) survey of Directors and/or a forum for

sharing experiences might provide additional administrative support.
4.4 Policies for governance

As one Department Chair wrote:

... it is extremely important that governance policy and processes are extremely clear at
all levels (department, centres/units, faculty, university). The lack of such policy, paired
with administrators making decisions about roles and areas of responsibility in the
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absence of faculty input, can be extremely problematic resulting in long-lasting
consequences that can compromise faculty contributions.

At the same time, most universities have somewhat informal guidelines for governance of
Centres and Institutes, rather than detailed and prescriptive policies. If the University of
Waterloo decides to write and adopt more formal policies, there will be few models to
follow. The committee attempted to formulate a set of guiding principles for governance,
as expressed in the following recommendation.

Recommendation 20: The University should develop a policy for the governance of Centres
and Institutes formed for the advancement of research, respecting the following principles.

e The governance for a research Centre or Institute must support and facilitate
the attainment of excellence and realization of the mission of the unit.

o A research Centre or Institute should have a defined category of regular
members who are University faculty conducting research in the area of the
Centre or Institute.

e The governance structure must safeguard appropriately the independence of
scholarship associated with the Centre or Institute, and the academic freedom
of its researchers.

o A Centre or Institute must operate with transparency, accountability and
consistency with University policies.

e The regular members of a Centre or Institute are entitled to participate in its
governance.

e Since a Senate-approved Centre or Institute is part of the University, the
University must have appropriate and sufficient authority over it.

e The governance model for a Centre or Institute should be one of a small
number of models generally agreed to satisfy the preceding conditions.

e Each Centre or Institute must have a governance document, a constitution or
charter.

These principles are applied to research Centres and Institutes in the suggestions below,
using the definitions of Tier 1 and Tier 2 units introduced at the beginning of Section 4.
See Section 4.4.6 for more discussion of constitutions and the policy of Recommendation
20.

4.4.1 Centre or Institute leadership

A Centre or Institute requires both scientific or academic leadership and operational
leadership. For some smaller Tier 2 Centres or Institutes, a single faculty member could
provide both, often with a part-time commitment. In the case of a Tier 1 Centre or Institute,
it is advisable to have two directorship positions, one in charge of the research agenda, and
the other in charge of operations. The titles may vary. For example, the director in charge
of the research agenda, typically a faculty member, could be called the Research Director,
the Scientific Director, the Academic Director, or the Executive Director. The director in
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charge of operations could be called the Director of Operations or the Managing Director.
The Managing Director of a Tier 1 unit should be full-time. The roles and accountability of
the directors must be defined carefully. It should be possible to have the Managing Director
reporting to the Research Director.

Recommendation 21: A Tier 1 Centre or Institute should have both a Research or Scientific or
Academic or Executive Director and a full-time Managing Director, while a Tier 2 Centre or
Institute could have a Director who combines the functions, normally a member of the Centre
or Institute seconded on a part-time basis to the Directorship.

The Research or Scientific or Academic Director is responsible for guiding the research
agenda of the Centre or Institute, with input from its membership. He/she is responsible
for seeing that research carried out under the explicit auspices of the Centre or Institute
complies with University policy, including guidelines for research ethics. He/she is
responsible for reporting the activities (and perhaps the finances) of the Centre or Institute
to the membership, the partners and funders, and the University.

The Managing Director is responsible for the overall management of the Centre or Institute,
the preparation of its annual budget, and the supervision of its employees.

Either director could have assistant or associate directors. It should also be possible for
someone with a “director” title to report to another person with a “director” title.

4.4.2 Appointment, renewal and removal of Directors
According to the current guideline:

[A Director ] ...is appointed by the VPAP, on the advice of the relevant Dean. The Centre
charter may specify that there be a nominating committee that is chaired by the Dean,
or her/his delegate, and which provides advice to her/him on the appointment or
reappointment of the Director. If a nominating committee is required by charter, a
process for its establishment must be part of the Centre charter.

The appointment of a faculty Director of a Centre or Institute is typically for a fixed term
of three to five years, renewable at least once. (If the Director is a staff member, the
appointment could be indefinite.) The initial appointment is usually part of the proposal
to form the initial unit. Once a Centre or Institute is established, and the initial term of a
faculty Director is several months from its end, the relevant reporting authority (VPAP,
VPUR or Dean) should be required to advise regular members of the unit that the
Director's term is near completion, and inform them of the appointment or
reappointment process. All regular members and stakeholders of the Centre or Institute
should be invited to provide input to the (re)Jappointment, in a process similar to the
one followed to appoint a Department Chair (Policy 40).

http://secretariat.uwaterloo.ca/Policies /policy40.htm
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The committee agrees that the grounds and process for removal of a faculty Director
also should be similar to those for removal of a Department Chair in Policy 40. The
grounds and process for removal of a staff Director should be consistent with those of
Policy 18: Staff Employment. In both cases, consistency with Policy 33: Ethical
Behaviour is also relevant.

http://secretariat.uwaterloo.ca/Policies/policy18.htm

http://secretariat.uwaterloo.ca/Policies /policy33.htm

The Policy 40 removal process entails concerns being brought by Department/School
members to the Dean, followed by mediation and attempted reconciliation by the Dean,
followed if necessary by a formal inquiry set up by the VPAP, to report to the President
with a recommendation. The committee of inquiry consists of three senior faculty
members from outside the Department/School in question. Thus the Policy 40 process
is entirely internal to the University. Since Centres and Institutes are different from
Departments/Schools in organizational structure, it will be necessary for the policy of
Recommendation 20 to clarify, particularly for Tier 1 units, the roles of the
membership, the governing body (Section 4.4.3), the advisory bodies (Section 4.4.4),
and external partners of the Centre or Institute in such a process. Presumably,
stakeholders could be consulted at both the informal mediation stage and the formal
inquiry stage.

For some Centres and Institutes there will be an annual or periodic evaluation of the
Director(s). If this is the case, the Institute or Centre should invite its members to
provide input to the evaluation. In general, members should be aware of the
performance criteria, so that any comments are in proper context. The performance
criteria should be clearly tied to the expectations set out at the time of appointment or
reappointment.

Recommendation 22: The processes for appointment, renewal, reviews, and removal of
faculty and staff Directors should be addressed in the policy described in Recommendation 20;
for faculty Directors they should be modeled on those for a Department Chair in Policy 40, for
staff Directors they should be consistent with Policy 18, and in both cases they should respect
the principles of Policy 33.

Recommendation 23: Where there is an annual or periodic review of the Director(s), all
regular members of the Centre or Institute should be invited to provide input to the
evaluation.

4.4.3 Governing body

Recommendation 24: Each Centre or Institute should have a governing body, such as a Board

of Directors or a Steering Committee, which will serve as its primary executive authority and
oversee its activities.
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The governing body would normally be chaired by the responsible Dean or Vice-President.
Functions of the governing body include:

e reviewing reports of activity, in the context of the mission of the unit

e monitoring the financial and operational health of the unit

e approving financial reports and budgets

e managing the appointment, renewal and reviews of the Director(s).

Recommendation 25: For a Tier 1 unit, the governing body should be chaired by or report to
the VPAP or the VPUR. Normally, the governing body for a Tier 2 unit should be chaired by a
Faculty Dean (or alternating Deans if multiple Faculties are responsible). The Chair of the
governing body (VPAP, VPUR or Dean) should be responsible for oversight of financial
viability of the unit and oversight of compliance by the unit with policies and procedures.

Because of the necessity for the University to have financial authority over the Centre or
Institute, a majority of voting members of the governing body should be from the
University of Waterloo. The governing body may also include external members (drawn
from the private sector, government or the community) as appropriate. Regular members
of the Centre or Institute should be represented sufficiently on the governing body. It is
advisable also to include at least one Chair/Director of an associated Department/School.

Recommendation 26: A majority of voting members of the governing body of a Centre or
Institute should be from the University of Waterloo. Regular members of the Centre or
Institute should be represented sufficiently on the governing body.

Recommendation 27: The governing body of a Centre or Institute should meet at least
annually; meeting at least twice annually is preferable in the case of units with complex
budgetary and/or reporting requirements.

Recommendation 28: The business of the governing body should be conducted transparently,
with minutes available to the members of the Centre or Institute.

The governing body may create other committees such as a committee for day-to-day
management (e.g. an Executive Committee), an academic committee, and/or a nominating
committee. (Note that this use of the term “Executive Committee” does not correspond to
the use of that term in the current document on organization of Centres and Institutes.)

4.4.4 Advisory bodies

In addition to the governing body, a Centre or Institute may benefit from having internal,
external or mixed advisory bodies. An internal advisory Council, with representation from
regular members, other researchers, staff and students might be a useful vehicle for
allowing these constituencies to participate in governance. External advisory bodies would
be important for Centres or Institutes serving external communities, and for those seeking
to be among the best in their areas nationally or internationally. They should be
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compulsory for Tier 1 Centres or Institutes, in which the University is making a significant
investment.

Recommendation 29: A Tier 1 Centre or Institute should have one or more advisory bodies,
such as an Advisory Board or a Scientific Advisory Committee, made up primarily of external
members; this is optional for a Tier 2 Centre or Institute. The advisory body or bodies should
provide strategic and scientific advice to the Director(s) and the governing body. The advisory
body or bodies should meet at least annually.

4.4.5 Example organization diagram

VPAPR, VPUR

( Dean(s) }
|

~ ™

Board of Directors:

- VPAP, VPUR, Dean(s} ~ Chair
External Partners
External Donors
External C/l Members
Internal C/t Members } Majority of
UW Representatives Members

\__ —

Director C/l Members }

i

Associste Directors

e.g. - Managing/Operations
- Scientific/Acadermic

- ete.

Management / Executive
Commiittee
+ Others
e.g. - Senior Staff
- Internal ¢/t Members

In accordance with one of the governance principles, despite the generality of the others, it
would be desirable in practice to have only a small number of organizational models used
across the University. The figure shows what might be thought of as one “normal”
organizational structure.
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4.4.6 Constitutions

It was generally agreed that more standardization of governance would be beneficial, with
more attention to common language, and the completeness of what should be common
elements of constitutions or charters.

The committee suggests that there be written two model constitution templates (one for
Tier 1 units and one for Tier 2 units), to be approved by SGRC and Senate, on the
understanding that they could be adopted with only minor modifications by units if they
wished. Approval of specific constitutions would then require deliberation only if a Centre
or Institute decided to deviate from the template. The idea would not be to constrain
groups interested in other options (involving donors or outside partners for example), but
to make the governance exercise simple for those who desire it, e.g., in routine cases and
cases where proponents are uncomfortable with or not interested in writing a constitution.

The standard constitution templates would include options for specifying the roles,
responsibilities and the term durations of the Directors and other officers, the governing
and advisory bodies, and the various categories of members of the Centre or Institute.
They would be written to refer to, and be consistent with, the policy of Recommendation
20. That policy would include among its sections a prescription for the appointment,
renewal and removal of Directors, and guidelines with respect to the roles and influences of
donors and public sector partners.

If the recommendations on governance of this report are adopted, there will be some
existing Centres or Institutes whose constitutions are not in compliance. It seems
reasonable in many instances to have the constitutions updated to be in compliance at the
time of the five-year renewal. However, sometimes it may be advisable to make a change
part way through a five year term, and in that case, there needs to be a procedure for
having the change approved.

Recommendation 30: The constitution or charter of a Centre or Institute should normally be
updated to be in compliance with these guidelines at the time of the five-year renewal. In
- cases where it is advisable to make a change part way through a five year term, the changes
should be brought to SGRC and Senate.

4.5 Reporting and oversight

Formal oversight of a Centre or Institute is provided by the governing body (i.e. the
“Executive Committee” as referred to in the current UW “Template” or the governing
board or steering committee), chaired or overseen by the responsible Dean or Vice-
President. Oversight is also provided by Senate through SGRC.

The committee believes that proper oversight of a Centre or Institute requires the
overseers or their appointed delegates to be able to devote the necessary time and
resources. Oversight can be greatly facilitated with a carefully designed system of
reporting.
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The oversight responsibilities of the governing body need to be clearly communicated
and agreed upon, and central verification that oversight is occurring should be done
regularly. It is generally agreed that an annual report should be requested, by the
governing body of the Centre or Institute and the responsible overseer (Dean, VPAP or
VPUR).

Recommendation 31: Each research Centre and Institute should file an annual report,
approved by its governing body, with the responsible Dean, VPAP or VPUR. SGRC should

receive a summary of this report for information.

The precise content of the annual report should be determined by the governing body
and the Centre or Institute, so as to balance the effort and resources required to
prepare the report and the value of the information provided. The reports should
contain enough information to ensure that the Institute or Centre is progressing well
and to identify serious problems sooner rather than later (so that there are no
“surprises” at the 5-year review.) In many cases, this would consist of a collection of
reports already prepared for the various supporters of the Centre or Institute, perhaps
an executive summary, and, if needed, an addendum with additional items (e.g. an
update on membership). SGRC might consider providing a reporting checklist that
would ensure some uniformity.

Two additional recommendations are put forward concerning membership.

Recommendation 32: A Centre or Institute should update its posted membership list
annually. It should define a term such as three years or five years for each category of
membership; it should check with members as their terms end to see whether they still
qualify for membership, and if so whether they wish to retain membership.

Recommendation 33: Regular members of the Centre or Institute must be informed of an
impending 5-year SGRC review; they must be told how they can participate in the review
process, and given access to a copy of the final report.

Producing the necessary reports will require administrative support as well as the
participation of the Director and other members of the Centre or Institute. These are all
precious resources. Thus it is critical that the oversight/reporting requirements of
Centres and Institutes be as simple as possible, while covering all necessary aspects. It
should be clear how/why the information being collected and reported is adding value
to the oversight and success of the Centre or Institute, and thus worth the effort of
assembling.

Recommendation 34: The oversight and reporting requirements for Centres and Institutes
should be kept as simple as possible, while covering all necessary aspects.

It is useful to distinguish three kinds of oversight: financial and non-academic
operations oversight, academic oversight, and what might be called external oversight.
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(1) Financial and non-academic operations oversight

For Centres and Institutes whose operations are funded mainly by research grants or
other income that has clear oversight structures, financial oversight is straightforward.
For Centres and Institutes with substantial “other” income, appropriate processes are
needed to ensure that standard accounting, reporting and financial practices are
followed, and that there is compliance with all funding agreements. As indicated in
Section 4.3, better tools and processes for tracking the funding of Centres and Institutes
are needed. In some cases, assigning its own ORG unit to a Centre or Institute can be
beneficial.

For Tier 1 units especially, clarity and agreement are needed on who are consulted, who
are informed, and who make decisions regarding major financial affairs (e.g.
management of major donations or grants, and major infrastructure expenditures).

Centres and Institutes with substantial non-academic operations beyond what would
normally be conducted within a Department/School or Faculty may require proper
processes for the execution of these activities. An appointed overseer should confirm to
the VP or SGRC that appropriate processes are being followed.

Recommendation 35: The governing body of the Centre or Institute should ensure that
there are processes in place to execute properly the operations (including academic and
financial activities) of the Centre or Institute, in particular operations that are not already
subject to oversight. They should also ensure that the processes are being followed, and
confirm this in the annual report.

(2) Academic oversight

For most Centres and Institutes, academic oversight is provided by SGRC, in the
approval and renewal process. It is also provided to some extent by the governing and
advisory bodies, in the course of the annual review of activities. Another kind of
oversight may be needed if the Centre or Institute is helping to teach or administer
academic programs or training. In addition, communication and consultation between
the Centre or Institute and associated Departments/Schools are important when the
activities of the Centre or Institute may overlap with departmental activities. Perhaps
the best way to bring this about is for representatives of the Centre or Institute and the
Departments/Schools to meet together at least twice a year; representatives of the
Departments/Schools could sit on Executive Committee or Academic Committee of the
Centre or Institutes.

Academic oversight is more complex for Centres and Institutes with associated
positions, and a general recommendation for these kinds of units can be framed as
follows.
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Recommendation 36: For Tier 1 and other large units which have associated faculty and
research positions, hiring and reappointment processes should follow and be seen to
follow relevant policies and involve Departments/Schools appropriately.

Hiring of tenured or tenure-track faculty is done through the usual processes of
Departments/Schools. Postdoctoral researchers or other term research staff are usually
also hired through Departments/Schools, where the usual oversight processes apply.

Research Professors (on term appointments) are also normally hired through a
Department/ School (Policy 76 on Faculty Appointments

s/policy76.htm ). The committee suggests that
large Instltutes/Centres w1th a sufficient critical mass of faculty (comparable to a
Department/School) and with the resources to cover the associated financial, space and
other relevant commitments, could have their own internal processes for the selection
of Research Professors, and make recommendations to appoint Research Professors
directly into the Centre or Institute. Such recommendations would proceed through the
normal review processes of an appropriate Faculty, but not require the approval of a
Department/School unless it is a joint appointment with the Department/School.

Recommendation 37: Tier 1 Centres or Institutes with the resources to cover the associated
financial, space and other relevant commitments could have their own internal processes for
the selection of Research Professors, and make recommendations to appoint Research
Professors directly into the Centre or Institute, working through the normal review processes
of an appropriate Faculty. It could be up to the relevant Faculties to decide if the Institute is
able to make such recommendations directly.

For Tier 1 units making academic appointments, oversight of these processes could be
provided by an academic committee.

A Centre or Institute can now hire staff (into contract or longer term positions
contingent on funding), post-doctoral students and research assistants, through a
Department/School. It might be reasonable in some cases to allow hiring into positions
associated with the Centre or Institute, 1f they require no long-term commitment by the
University.

Recommendation 38: The University should consider whether it might be possible to hire post-
doctoral students, technicians, administrative staff and research assistants into a Centre or
Institute rather than an academic Department/School. This might require a written
agreement by the relevant Chair(s)/Director(s) and Dean(s) outlining the terms and
accountabilities of these arrangements.

(3) External oversight

In some cases, additional external oversight or review is conducted by external funding
bodies. Where appropriate, Centres and Institutes may benefit from the additional
advice of external advisory boards or committees. Such external advisory boards can
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assess the international standing of the Centres or Institutes, and provide strategic
advice and information that would otherwise not likely be available in-house. These
boards would normally also be consulted for input on reviews of the Centres or
Institutes.

4.6 Criteria for and implications of separate incorporation

In the past, universities usually created related companies for fundraising purposes
(e.g. university foundations) or to exploit intellectual property. The universities
exercised control over these companies and completed their corporate filings, etc. Now,
there is a trend towards incorporation of non-profit entities to facilitate research and
outreach collaboration with other institutions or donors. Increasing reliance on private
sector funds and governments encouraging R&D partnerships suggests that the issue of
separately incorporated Centres and Institutes will arise more often in future. Separate
incorporation of research Centres or Institutes may offer solutions to legal or
administrative difficulties.

This section is mainly concerned with corporations that are related (UW owns more
than 50% of shares if for-profit or controls appointment of more than 50% of Directors
if non-profit) or affiliated (UW owns a significant number of shares, but not a majority,
or controls appointment of some Directors, but fewer than 50%).

Separate incorporation of Centres and Institutes raises several issues for faculty who

are involved:

¢ Terms and conditions of their service as Directors or officers of related/affiliated
corporations

e Whether research or administration for such entities should be taken to be part of
faculty workload, perhaps involving buyouts or secondments, or considered to be
extra-university activity?

e Whether matters of academic freedom, intellectual property and ethics review
requirements are sufficiently addressed in the relationship with the University

The committee believes that these issues can be addressed effectively if the principles
implicit in the next recommendation are followed.

Recommendation 39: The following understandings should be put in place for a
separately incorporated research Centre or Institute that is related or affiliated as defined
above:

e If research or administration for the external Centre or Institute is requested or
approved by the faculty member’s Dean, it would be taken to be part of faculty
workload; with the agreement of the faculty member’s Department/School, the
faculty member may be seconded to the external Centre or Institute, but remains
fully employed by the University.
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e The relationship or affiliation agreement between the University and the
Corporation should specify that the terms and conditions of the service of faculty
members include being covered by University policies on academic freedom, ethics
review requirements and the like.

e The relationship or affiliation agreement between the University and the
Corporation should include a process for appointment and removal of Directors or
officers which is consistent with the University’s principles.

e Intellectual property agreements with faculty and students associated with the
external Centre or Institute should be negotiated at the beginning of the
association.

From the point of view of the University, there is also the question of whether
research funding to related/affiliated corporations should be considered part of UW’s
total research funding. The answer may depend on the purpose of reporting.

4.6.1 Key risks

Creating related/affiliated corporations exposes the university and its officers to
potential risks in a number of areas:

Strategic risk (corporation may not serve purpose for which it was created /
meet UW objectives for it)

Public accountability (corporation may not meet government standards and
regulations re: freedom of information, protection of privacy, health, safety,
environmental compliance, etc. that are required of UW)

Reputational risk (activities and reputation of related company can reflect on
UW; success of company depends on quality of individuals chosen to run it
and quality of partners)

Financial risk (related company may not be financially sustainable - winding
up may create costs re: ongoing staff and contractual obligations that UW
could eventually have to cover)

Lost opportunities {(company may compete with UW for donations, research
funds, personnel and other opportunities)

Liability (UW employees sitting on boards may be personally liable if they act
in conflict of interest or if the corporation breaches certain laws/regulations;
liability could also attach to UW if it is exercising control over a related
company) :

Use of resources (UW employees sitting on boards or participating as
members may be distracted from their UW responsibilities; inefficiencies
may be created with companies hiring additional staff or expending funds to
perform functions offered centrally by UW e.g, finance, payroll, corporate
reporting, facilities maintenance...)

Intellectual Property (faculty and students dealing with related/affiliated
corporations may fail to understand and accept differences in treatment of
intellectual property from UW policy)

39

239



4.6.2 Suggested strategies to minimize risks

In view of the risks, the committee would urge that the options for housing the Centre
or Institute with the University, or somehow jointly within the partner institutions
should be explored thoroughly before separate incorporation is pursued. The next
recommendation applies when these options are found not to be workable.

Recommendation 40: The following measures are suggested to minimize the risks to the
University of a separately incorporated research Centre or Institute:

Ensure that a strategic plan is created to manage the University’s relationship with
any related/affiliated corporation, including provision for annual monitoring and
review, and an exit strategy.
Ensure that the creation/development process for related/affiliated corporations
includes:

o Consultation on and compliance with applicable regulatory
frameworks (employment, tax, health and safety, legal)
a sustainable business plan
development of an audit framework
contract and service level agreements with UW, if any
independent legal advice
appropriate governance framework

O O O O ©°

Nominate a University officer to participate on the related/affiliated corporation’s

board. The nominated officer would be the University’s primary point of contact
responsible for ensuring that the above items are completed and for monitoring
and reporting back to the University. Ensure that the officer is appropriately
insured by the insurance of the University and the related/affiliated corporation.
Make the nominated officer aware of his/her responsibilities with respect to
fiduciary obligation to the related/affiliated corporation and the potential for
conflict of interest. A method for reporting conflicts of interest to UW should be
established.

Obtain agreement that it will be permitted to inspect the related/affliated
corporation’s financial records.

Obtain agreement that the related/affiliated corporation will report on academic
issues to appropriate UW bodies for monitoring purposes
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5. List of Recommendations

Recommendation 1: The University should maintain its commitment to the fostering of high
quality Centres and Institutes that enhance the research and scholarship of the institution.

Recommendation 2: While recognizing that the Sixth Decade Plan goals are not prescriptive,
the University should turn its attention to developing a plan to fulfill these aspirations.

Recommendation 3: University research groups that have the characteristics of Centres or
Institutes, and which would benefit from that designation, should be encouraged to pursue
formal approval from Senate as Centres or Institutes. University research groups that are
already representing themselves as research Centres or Institutes, but are not Senate-
approved, should be required by the VPUR to seek that approval, or to apply for a
dispensation.

Recommendation 4: The University should classify Centres and Institutes into Tier 1 (for a
cross-Faculty, multidisciplinary, University supported unit in a major area of research) and
Tier 2.

Recommendation 5: When considering the approval of new Centre or Institute, SGRC should
take into account the potential academic importance of the work, the governance structure,
the degree of financial support/financial risk involved in start-up, and the continuing costs.

Recommendation 6: The University should require that Centres and Institutes add academic
value to the University, recognizing the diverse and varied ways in which this principle might
be achieved.

Recommendation 7: Centres and Institutes should not have autonomy to administer UW
academic programs or degrees. The infrastructure and members of Centres and Institutes
could be used to enhance or deliver/facilitate such programs, but in matters of academic
programming, all Centres and Institutes must function under the auspices of
Departments/Schools or Faculties and be subject to University policies and
Department/School or Faculty regulations. Approval of new credit courses must come from
Senate, and University regulations must apply to all credit courses and degrees. Oversight of
academic programs should rest with Departments/Schools and Faculties under the direction
of Senate and the Deans. Interdisciplinary academic programs should be overseen by the
Deans or approved delegates (e.g., Chairs/Directors) from participating Departments/Schools
and Faculties.

Recommendation 8: Centres and Institutes should serve as catalysts for new interdisciplinary
collaborations, which might develop into university-sanctioned academic programs based in
one or more academic units. Faculty members in a Centre or Institute should represent their
academic disciplines, areas, and/or “problem foci” on program advisory committees under the
supervision of the Deans or designated Chairs/Directors. These committees would help shape
and define the nature of the interdisciplinary academic programs and the envisioned role of
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the Centre or Institute in helping to implement these, and attract students and funding, within
the constraints of University regulations.

Recommendation 9: A tenured or tenure track faculty member belonging to a Centre or
Institute must have a home Department/School. Graduate students following a Centre or
Institute associated program must be registered in an academic Department/School or
Faculty. If the faculty member wishes to supervise a graduate student in the Centre or
Institute associated program, the supervision must have the approval of the academic unit in
which the student is registered.

Recommendation 10: The handling and disbursement of fees paid by participants in
continuing (non-degree) education programs arranged by Centres and Institutes must be
defined by the University, with consistency across the University.

Recommendation 11: The University should carry out an analysis of the support required by
the system of Centres and Institutes, and the real costs, in order to develop a University-wide
policy for support.

Recommendation 12: The University should consider supporting continuing Centres and
Institutes through incentives to bring in funding. For example, a scheme for sharing part of
overhead generated by Centre or Institute initiatives should be entertained.

Recommendation 13: The University should consider developing a mechanism for allocating
some central FICR funds on a competitive basis to Centres and Institutes.

Recommendation 14: A fund should be considered to which Centres and Institutes pay a
regular premium, with amount of premium depending on use of the fund, to cover
contingencies such as maternity leave payments, staff tuition and severance.

Recommendation 15: Better tools and processes are needed for tracking the funding of
Centres and Institutes. The University should put more resources into the tracking of invoices
issued for contract work, membership dues and conference registration.

Recommendation 16: Centres and Institutes and Human Resources should work together to
determine the appropriate compensation levels for specialist staff in a short time frame.

Recommendation 17: The University should provide adequate initial administrative
support for Tier 1 Centres and Institutes. This means helping to find appropriate
leadership, providing assistance in navigating bureaucracy, and maintaining careful
oversight,

Recommendation 18: The University should consider appointing an officer to provide advice
on administrative and governance matters to Centres and Institutes.

Recommendation 19: A periodic (annual or bi-annual) survey of Directors and/or a forum for
sharing experiences might provide additional administrative support.
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Recommendation 20: The University should develop a policy for the governance of Centres
and Institutes formed for the advancement of research, respecting the following principles.

e The governance for a research Centre or Institute must support and facilitate
the attainment of excellence and realization of the mission of the unit.

e A research Centre or Institute should have a defined category of regular
members who are University faculty conducting research in the area of the
Centre or Institute.

e The governance structure must safeguard appropriately the independence of
scholarship associated with the Centre or Institute, and the academic freedom
of its researchers.

o A Centre or Institute must operate with transparency, accountability and
consistency with University policies.

o The regular members of a Centre or Institute are entitled to participate in its
governance.

e Since a Senate-approved Centre or Institute is part of the University, the
University must have appropriate and sufficient authority over it.

e The governance model for a Centre or Institute should be one of a small
number of models generally agreed to satisfy the preceding conditions.

e Each Centre or Institute must have a governance document, a constitution or
charter.

Recommendation 21: A Tier 1 Centre or Institute should have both a Research or Scientific or
Academic or Executive Director and a full-time Managing Director, while a Tier 2 Centre or
Institute could have a Director who combines the functions, normally a member of the Centre
or Institute seconded on a part-time basis to the Directorship.

Recommendation 22: The processes for appointment, renewal, reviews, and removal of
faculty and staff Directors should be addressed in the policy described in Recommendation 20;
for faculty Directors they should be modeled on those for a Department Chair in Policy 40, for
staff Directors they should be consistent with Policy 18, and in both cases they should respect
the principles of Policy 33.

Recommendation 23: Where there is an annual or periodic review of the Director(s), all
regular members of the Centre or Institute should be invited to provide input to the
evaluation.

Recommendation 24: Each Centre or Institute should have a governing body, such as a Board
of Directors or a Steering Committee, which will serve as its primary executive authority and
oversee its activities.

Recommendation 25: For a Tier 1 unit, the governing body should be chaired by or report to

the VPAP or the VPUR. Normally, the governing body for a Tier 2 unit should be chaired by a
Faculty Dean (or alternating Deans if multiple Faculties are responsible). The Chair of the
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governing body (VPAP, VPUR or Dean) should be responsible for oversight of financial
viability of the unit and oversight of compliance by the unit with policies and procedures.

Recommendation 26: A majority of voting members of the governing body of a Centre or
Institute should be from the University of Waterloo. Regular members of the Centre or
Institute should be represented sufficiently on the governing body.

Recommendation 27: The governing body of a Centre or Institute should meet at least
annually; meeting at least twice annually is preferable in the case of units with complex
budgetary and/or reporting requirements.

Recommendation 28: The business of the governing body should be conducted transparently,
with minutes available to the members of the Centre or Institute.

Recommendation 29: A Tier 1 Centre or Institute should have one or more advisory bodies,
such as an Advisory Board or a Scientific Advisory Committee, made up primarily of external
members; this is optional for a Tier 2 Centre or Institute. The advisory body or bodies should
provide strategic and scientific advice to the Director(s) and the governing body. The advisory
body or bodies should meet at least annually.

Recommendation 30: The constitution or charter of a Centre or Institute should normally be
updated to be in compliance with these guidelines at the time of the five-year renewal. In
cases where it is advisable to make a change part way through a five year term, the changes
should be brought to SGRC and Senate.

Recommendation 31: Each research Centre and Institute should file an annual report,
approved by its governing body, with the responsible Dean, VPAP or VPUR. SGRC should
receive a summary of this report for information.

Recommendation 32: A Centre or Institute should update its posted membership list annually.
It should define a term such as three years or five years for each category of membership; it
should check with members as their terms end to see whether they still qualify for
membership, and if so whether they wish to retain membership.

Recommendation 33: Regular members of the Centre or Institute must be informed of an
impending 5-year SGRC review; they must be told how they can participate in the review
process, and given access to a copy of the final report.

Recommendation 34: The oversight and reporting requirements for Centres and Institutes
should be kept as simple as possible, while covering all necessary aspects.

Recommendation 35: The governing body of the Centre or Institute should ensure that
there are processes in place to execute properly the operations (including academic and
financial activities) of the Centre or Institute, in particular operations that are not already
subject to oversight. They should also ensure that the processes are being followed, and
confirm this in the annual report.
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Recommendation 36: For Tier 1 and other large units which have associated faculty and
research positions, hiring and reappointment processes should follow and be seen to
follow relevant policies and involve Departments/Schools appropriately.

Recommendation 37: Tier 1 Centres or Institutes with the resources to cover the associated
financial, space and other relevant commitments could have their own internal processes for
the selection of Research Professors, and make recommendations to appoint Research
Professors directly into the Centre or Institute, working through the normal review processes
of an appropriate Faculty. It could be up to the relevant Faculties to decide if the Institute is
able to make such recommendations directly.

Recommendation 38: The University should consider whether it might be possible to hire
post-doctoral students, technicians, administrative staff and research assistants into a Centre
or Institute rather than an academic Department/School. This might require a written
agreement by the relevant Chair(s)/Director(s) and Dean(s) outlining the terms and
accountabilities of these arrangements.

Recommendation 39: The following understandings should be put in place for a
separately incorporated research Centre or Institute that is related or affiliated as defined
in Section 4.6:

If research or administration for the external Centre or Institute is requested or
approved by the faculty member’s Dean, it would be taken to be part of faculty
workload; with the agreement of the faculty member’s Department/School, the
faculty member may be seconded to the external Centre or Institute, but remains
fully employed by the University.

The relationship or affiliation agreement between the University and the
Corporation should specify that the terms and conditions of the service of faculty
members include being covered by University policies on academic freedom, ethics
review requirements and the like.

The relationship or affiliation agreement between the University and the
Corporation should include a process for appointment and removal of Directors or
officers which is consistent with the University’s principles.

Intellectual property agreements with faculty and students associated with the
external Centre or Institute should be negotiated at the beginning of the
association,

Recommendation 40: The following measures are suggested to minimize the risks to the
University of a separately incorporated research Centre or Institute:

Ensure that a strategic plan is created to manage the University’s relationship with
any related/affiliated corporation, including provision for annual monitoring and
review, and an exit strategy.

Ensure that the creation/development process for related/affiliated corporations
includes:
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Consultation on and compliance with applicable regulatory
frameworks (employment, tax, health and safety, legal)

a sustainable business plan

development of an audit framework

contract and service level agreements with UW, if any

independent legal advice

appropriate governance framework

0 0O O O O

Nominate a University officer to participate on the related/affiliated corporation’s
board. The nominated officer would be the University’s primary point of contact
responsible for ensuring that the above items are completed and for monitoring
and reporting back to the University. Ensure that the officer is appropriately
insured by the insurance of the University and the related/affiliated corporation.
Make the nominated officer aware of his/her responsibilities with respect to
fiduciary obligation to the related/affiliated corporation and the potential for
conflict of interest. A method for reporting conflicts of interest to UW should be
established.

Obtain agreement that it will be permitted to inspect the related/affliated
corporation’s financial records.

Obtain agreement that the related/affiliated corporation will report on academic
issues to appropriate UW bodies for monitoring purposes
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Appendix 1: Committee terms of reference

Senate approved Centres & Institutes; Issues for Discussion

Centre/Institute Reporting and Review

Does the current reporting structure for Research Centres and Institutes continue to
be effective?

Are there alternative structures that might be more effective? For example, should
reporting of Research Centres and Institutes be centralized (to the VP, Academic and
Provost or the VP, Research)?

Centre/Institute Governance

Should there be a distinction between Centres and Institutes on a go-forward basis?
What guidance should be provided to proponents of new Research Centres &
Institutes with respect to management and administration?
o astandard constitution template setting out:
= board structure;
= selection, term and removal of directors;

= voting;
= categories of membership;
= other?

o astandard template for specification of
= space requirements

= funding
» academically relevant matters
= other?

o astandard template for specification of a business plan?
o standard language that ensures directors and board members are made fully
aware of their administrative roles and responsibilities?
o a central repository of approved documents (constitutions, business plans,
review reports}?
o guidelines with respect to the roles and influence of donors and
public/private sector partners?
Should the constitutions of existing Centres/Institutes be updated to be consistent
with those of new Centres/Institutes

Centre/Institute Funding

Should availability of funding be a prerequisite for the establishment of a
Centre/Institute?

Should there be centrally provided core funding for all Centres/Institutes? For some
Centres/Institutes? :

Should Centres/Institutes share in the research overhead allocated to Faculties? If
so, how?

47

247



Separately Incorporated Centres/Institutes

What guidance should be provided to proponents of externally incorporated
Centres/Institutes? E.g,,
o under what conditions should UW consider separate incorporation of
Centres/Institutes?
o what should UW'’s stance with respect to separately incorporated
Centres/Institutes be regarding:
=  academic freedom;
= ownership of intellectual property;
» administration of, or involvement in, academic programs;
= access to tri-council funding;
= provision of funding under tax law;
= research funding - should research funding to separately
incorporated Centres/Institutes be considered part of UW'’s total
research funding;
= research ethics;
= provision of services e.g. Procurement?
o Should there be Senate oversight and /or oversight by the Provost, the Vice-
President, Research, Deans?
o Should research/administration by UW faculty in separately incorporated
Centres/Institutes be considered part of their normal workload?

Oversight of Academic Programs

What role, if any, should Research Centres/Institutes have in over51ght of academic
programs?

Does the relationship of Centres/Institutes that oversee interdisciplinary academic
programs to Departments/Faculties need clarification? Is it appropriate to consider
requiring a Faculty Dean to take primary ownership of interfaculty programs?

What role could Research Centres/Institutes have in creating interdisciplinary
programs?

Should Centres/Institutes that offer professional development/executive education
work more closely with the Centre for Extended Learning? If so, how?

How should Centres that oversee academic programs, but are not involved in
research, report and be reviewed?

Blue Sky

What are the general trends with respect to Centres/Institutes? E.g., why they are
formed, who are involved, what activities are they conducting, how are they
changing? What do we know? What do we know that we don’t know (certain
uncertainty)? What don’t we know that we don’t know (uncertain uncertainty)?
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Appendix 2: Current policy documents

University of Waterloo Research Centres and Institutes; Administrative Centres;
Outside Centres and Institutes Where UW is a Partner

Definitions

¢ Institute (main focus is research);

¢ Research Centre (main focus is research);

e Administrative Centre (primarily administrative; however, some collateral
research activities may be pursued from time to time).

“Research” and “administrative” do not need to appear in the name of the centre.
Institutes and research centres will be listed on the Office of Research (ORA) website.

Approval Routes

Institutes and research centres, including outside institutes and research centres where
UW is a partner, require Senate Graduate & Research Council (SGRC) and Senate approval,
and are subject to review every five years.

Administrative centres are the responsibility of the university officer with financial
responsibility for the centre (usually the dean or deans when the centre is multi-faculty, or
the vice-president, academic & provost when the centre is institutional).

On behalf of Senate Graduate & Research Council (SGRC), the SGRC co-chairs are
responsible for determining whether a centre is a research centre or an administrative
centre. Proposals should be forwarded to the Secretary of SGRC for consideration.

Research Centres and Institutes

See Guidelines for the Establishment of Centres and Institutes
See Guidelines for the Review of Centres and Institutes

See a Template for the Organization and Management of Centres and Institutes

Administrative Centres

Deans are responsible for developing guidelines (criteria) for establishing administrative
centres and requiring five-year reviews.

Approved by Senate
November 17, 2008
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University of Waterloo Guidelines for the Establishment of
Centres/Institutes

A centre/institute is normally formed to promote and encourage research and related
activity in an area that is not accommodated conveniently within a single academic unit or
when an affiliates program is involved [ref: item 3, Note 2]. The area of academic activity
may be broadly based and may include several related but independent research foci. The
function of the centre/institute is to facilitate the development and promotion of the
particular academic area and, in pursuit of this objective, the centre/institute may establish
links inside and outside the University, organize seminars and symposia, solicit funds and
maintain an appropriate infrastructure.

Note 1: In accordance with University policy, centres/institutes may apply for
grants or contracts or receive giftsin-kind only with prior approval of the
appropriate University officer. [ref: Policy 7,
http://www.adm.uwaterloo.ca/infosec/Policies/policy7.htm].

Official recognition and designation of all centres and institutes is at the approval of Senate
following review of a proposal and recommendation to Senate by the Senate Graduate &
Research Council (SGRC). Included are 'umbrella’ or 'super’ centres/institutes and their
various subcentres/institutes-the latter components, whether named in the original
proposal or subsequently proposed and submitted.

Prior to the requisite review and approval, the centre/institute title should not be used for
purposes of promotion (e.g., on a website, in a grant proposal), unless the centre/institute
is clearly identified as "proposed” or "subject to Senate approval.

Proposals are submitted to the Vie®President, University Research, and are expected to
include, identify or address the following;:

1. Name of Centre/Institute (and any sub-centres/institutes under its "umbrella").

2. Overview. Rationale; background; importance and benefit; mission; Director and
expected interactions with other positions to be established; scope of activities envisaged,
including an indication of opportunities (research; student) that are likely to result.

3. Constitution. Objectives; organizational structure, responsibilities and roles of the
centre/institute committees and/or board, criteria for and categories of membership,
privileges and responsibilities of membership, voting procedures; the terms and conditions
of an affiliates program, if any.

Note 2 re: Affiliates Programs, External Members, Boards. A centre/institute may be

established with or without an affiliates program; however, if the centre/institute
has external members or an affiliates program, the centre/institute shall have a
board. Subsequent introduction of an affiliates program by a centre/institute
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requires submission to SGRC and approval by Senate. An affiliates program requires
that external agencies contribute an annual fee in return for certain services and
privileges available to all affiliate members.

4, Management. University officer(s), normally a Faculty Dean(s), to whom the Director and
centre/institute will report and where financial responsibility is vested. Organization
Template.

5. Listing of Proposed Members. Director designate; other members grouped according to
category of membership, if applicable (e.g, associate, corporate, affiliate, external
community). Abbreviated CVs (last five years) should be provided for each primary
member. :

6. Research/Educational Component. List benefits and opportunities (also, difficulties and
challenges); for example: how will creation of the centre/institute advance the frontiers?
what is the impact of that advancement expected to be? how will success be measured?
Provide examples of specific research topics that will be studied, examples of collaborative
(multi-disciplinary and multi-institutional) research, who will fund these research projects,
who will receive and apply new learning from these studies.

7. Facilities. List available research facilities, identifying strengths and weaknesses in the
inventory, future requirements and a proposed strategy for obtaining such facilities.

8. Budget. A detailed fiveyear table indicating how the centre/institute will sustain itself
financially, and including anticipated income from all sourddriversity, government,
industry, overhead, royalties-and proposed expenditures and disbursements.

9, Statements of Sanction and Commitment

e Department Chair/School Director and Dean. Approval and support for the

establishment of a centre/institute must be provided and signed by relevant
Chairs/Directors and Faculty Deans. Any commitments or agreements to provide
space, teaching relief or other resources, including overhead from contract research,
should be documented and signed by those authorized to make such commitments.

e Library and other UW Service Departments. A statement of anticipated
requirements for UW must be prepared and signed by the senior administrator of

any academic support unit(s) undertaking to fund their provision; in the absence of
such statements, it will be assumed that there are no such requirements,
commitments or agreements.

e IST Support Requirements. Any new software or extraordinary network

requirements associated with the centre/institute must be indicated, and a
statement of support from the Associate Provost, IST included with the proposal.
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Note re: Review and Renewal. All centres/institutes shall be reviewed at least once during
each five-year period of existence. Notice of the review will be communicated to the
Director of the centre/ institute by the Vice-President, University Research at least nine (9)
months prior to the end of the mandate of the centre/institute. See Guidelines for the
Review of Centres/Institutes
http://www.research.uwaterloo.ca/main/cirq/uw/reviewci.html

If a report has not been received by the end of the centre/institute mandate, the Director
(Chair, Dean, others, as appropriate) is informed that SGRC will recommend to Senate that
the centre/institute be removed from the approved list. R@pproval could be sought via
the SGRC and Senate route. Mitigating circumstances would be considered by SGRC on a
case-by-case basis, and could result in the granting of an extension (up to 12 months)
beyond the approval period.

Guidelines approved 1986
Revised 1989,1992,2003,2005

Note: Centre/Institute proponents are asked to send an e- version of the proposal to the
Secretary. The Director designate is expected to attend the SGRC meeting at which the
proposal is considered, to make some brief, introductory remarks and respond to
members' questions [membership list provided upon request]. He/she is excused while
Council deliberates, and is contacted by the Secretary after the meeting. If Council accepts
the proposal, it then recommends that Senate approve the establishment of the
centre/institute, normally for a five- year period. The Director is also invited to attend the
relevant Senate meeting, not to make a presentation but to respond to Senators' questions.
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University of Waterloo Guidelines for the Review of Centres/Institutes

A. All Centres/Institutes will be reviewed at least once during the five-year period of
existence. Notice of the review will be communicated to the Director of the Centre/Institute
by the Vice-President, University Research at least nine months prior to the end of the
mandate of the Centre/Institute. In the first instance and at the discretion of the Vice-
President, University Research, an initial evaluation of each Centre/Institute shall be
conducted.

B. As a Centre/Institute comes up for review, its Director will be asked to prepare a report
along the guidelines outlined in C.2. below; the report is to also include a reflection of the
opinions of the members of the respective Centre/Institute concerning its operation. In
addition, reports should include a summary of: (a) faculty involved in the Centre’s
activities; (b) numbers of graduate students involved in the Centre’s activities (over the
duration of the Centre and since the last review); (c) a list of publications from the Centre’s
activities (or other, appropriate, academic measures of research activity). The report is
then to be submitted to the Senate Graduate Research Council, by a date established by the
Vice-President, University Research, for consideration and determination as to whether a
formal, independent review committee should be struck to conduct a full review of the
Centre/Institute.

C. Inthe event that a more thorough examination is required, the following process will be
observed:

1. The Review Committee will be appointed by the Vice-President, University = Research
in consultation with the Senate Graduate Research Council at least six months prior to the
end of the mandate of the Centre/Institute; the membership of the Committee will include:
e A senior researcher with administrative experience and no direct involvement in
the Centre/Institute (preferably a former Dean or Department Chair), who shall
chair the Committee;

e The Director of another Centre/Institute;

e An academic who is not a member of the Centre/Institute but is knowledgeable in
the field of its research activity;

e The Vice-President, University Research or her/his delegate to assess financial and
corporate concerns;

e Other appointments as may be deemed appropriate.
2. The Director of the Centre/Institute is required to provide the Chair of the Review
Committee with the following information:

e A progress report which includes a statement describing how and why the
Centre/Institute has achieved or revised its original objectives; a detailed listing of
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research accomplishments, a current membership list and a detailed financial
statement;

e A five-year plan which identifies future research directions and development
strategies;

e Statements from appropriate Department Chairs and Faculty Deans indicating
continued support for the Centre/Institute;

e Names of individuals who could provide external assessments of the
Centre/Institute.

3. The mechanism by which the Review Committee elects to conduct the review shall be at
the discretion of the Committee in consultation with the Vice-President, University
Research. It is recommended that the primary thrust of the review process involve
meetings with the Director and members, and an assessment of activities, achievements
and progress that has been made towards the fostering and promotion of the given
field. In addition, it is suggested that the review process include solicitation of external
assessments and discussion with non-members of the Centre/Institute from related
departments.

4. The Review Committee is required to submit a written report to the Vice-President,
University Research, normally within four months of being established. Before
submission to the Vice-President, the Chair of the Review Committee will have provided
a copy of the report to the Director of the Centre/Institute under review to ensure that
the report contains no factual errors. The Director may submit a written commentary
on the report to the Vice-President, University Research.

5. The Senate Graduate Research Council will consider the report of the Review
Committee, consulting with the Committee and Director of the Centre/Institute as
necessary before making a recommendation to Senate concerning the future of the
Centre/Institute. The recommendation may be:

e Continuation with review in 5 years

¢ Continuation with review in 1, 2 or 3 years
e Termination

Approved by the Senate Research Council 890914.
Revised by the Senate Research Council 920228.
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A Template for the Organization and Management of
UW Research Centres and Institutes

This template is to be used as a guide when structuring the organization and management
of Research Centres/Institutes. Provided the ultimate authority for the Centre/Institute
rests with the University Officer with financial responsibility for the Centre/Institute
(usually the Dean), details may vary. When a Centre’s activities span two or more Faculties,
authority may rest with a committee of two or three Deans, the Vice-President, Academic &
Provost, or the Vice-President, University Research.

In what follows “Centre” means “Centre” or “Institute”. “Dean” means “Dean” or “Deans” or
“Vice- President, Academic & Provost” or “Vice-President, University Research”.

The Director:

e May be a regular UW faculty or staff member, or an external appointee.

+ Will be appointed for a fixed term of up to three years, normally renewable once.

e Is appointed by the Vic®resident, Academic & Provost, on t he advice of the relevant
Dean. The Centre charter may specify that there be a nominating committee that is chaired
by the Dean, or her/his delegate, and which provides advice to her/him on the
appointment or reappointment of the Director. If a nominating committee is required by
charter, a process for its establishment must be part of the Centre charter.

« [s ultimately accountable to the Dean, in some cases, through a department Chair/school
Director.

« [s responsible for the overall management of the Centre, the preparation of its annual
budget, supervision of Centre employees (if any), etc.

e May have an advisory committee to provide advice and guidance regarding the Centre's
operation. The advisory committee should be representative of the Centre’s membership,
and there must be a prescription to provide for regular rotation of its membership.
Normally, members of the advisory committee shall serve for non-renewable terms of up to
three years.

« In the absence of a separate Scientific Director, is responsible for guiding the research
agenda of the Centre, with input from its membership.

The Executive Committee:

e Is chaired by the Dean, or his/her delegate.

« Includes the Director, Scientific Director (if there is one), and others as determined by the
Dean

« Provides advice to the Dean, Director and Scientific Director

 Reviews the annual budget and provides a recommendation to the Dean

The Board:

« Includes the Dean (or his/her delegate), Director, Scientific Director and, at the discretion
of the Dean, selected members of the Executive Committee

e May include members external to the University

« Is advisory, providing advice on the general and financial management of the Centre, its
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scientific direction, etc.
e The Chair is selected in a manner acceptable to the Board membership, and serves for a
period of up to three years, normally renewable once.

Endorsed EC - Sept. 13, 2006; Approved SGRC - Sept. 18, 2006; slight modifications made August /08 /tic
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Appendix 3: Relevant portions of Sixth Decade Plan

PURSUING GLOBAL EXCELLENCE: SEIZING OPPORTUNITIES FOR CANADA
UNIVERSITY OF WATERLOO (UW)
SIXTH DECADE PLAN (2007-2017)

2. Teaching and Research
Sixth set of goals:

To create a critical mass of scholars and research support infrastructure, UW will promote
the creation of Senate-approved research centres and institutes. By 2017, UW will have the
following research support infrastructures in place:

» at least six research centres/institutes supported by institutional funding, recognized by
peer evaluation to be among the several best in the world

« at least 20 research centres/institutes supported by institutional funding, recognized by
peer evaluation to be among the several best in the country

* a UW Research Fund worth 1% of UW’s research revenue to support new large research
initiatives with external support

« an internal research fund to support research and scholarly work in the humanities and
social sciences

e 20% of FTE faculty members holding chairs (including endowed, industrial and Canada
Research Chairs) ‘

» 20 year-long visiting professorships to bring eminent national and international scholars
to UW

14. National and International Presence

To facilitate the establishment of the University’s global leadership, UW will expand its
presence nationally and internationally and have:

» at least two international campuses with focused activities abroad

« physical presence in select key locations in Canada and abroad

o established partnerships, collaborative academic programs, and joint research centres
with other prominent national and international institutions
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Appendix 4: Questions posed to Directors of Centres and Institutes

Questions for Directors of Centres and Institutes

Name of Centre/Institute:

Name of Director:

Questions

Answers

When were you first appointed Director?

How and why was the Centre/Institute
started?

What do you see as the benefits of being a
Senate approved Centre/Institute?

Do you see any disadvantages of being a
Senate approved Centre/Institute, rather
than an informal association? If so, please
elaborate.

In which Faculty or Faculties is the
Centre/Institute officially housed?

To which University Officer (e.g. Dean, Vice-
President) is the Centre/Institute officially
accountable?

Who chairs the board or analogous body of
the Centre/Institute?

How is the board or analogous body
composed?

What are the categories of membership in
the Centre/Institute, and approximately
how many members are in each category?

10.

From which Faculties and Departments does
the Centre/Institute’s membership come?

11.

What is the vision of the Centre/Institute,
and what is its mission?

12.

What are the main activities of the
Centre/Institute?

13.

Does the Centre/Institute administer any
academic programs? If so, what are they?

14.

How would you say the Centre/Institute
“adds value” to the academic community in
research, training, or community services?
To put it another way, if the Centre/Institute
were disbanded this year, what would be
lost?
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15. | What are the sources of revenue for the
Centre/Institute,  belonging to the
Centre/Institute itself? For what period is
each of these in place?

16. | Approximately how much revenue has come
from each sourcein 2010/2011?

17. | How many staff members are employed and
paid by the Centre/Institute?

18. | What space, if any, is currently allocated to
the Centre/Institute?

19. | For how long do you foresee that the
Centre/Institute will continue to exist?
Please explain.

20. | What do you see as the key barriers facing
Centres and Institutes at the University?

21. | Would you like to share any other thoughts 1.
about policies for Centres and Institutes
with the Committee?

Thank you very much for your input!

Follow-up questionnaire on academic programming and involvement for Centre

and Institute Directors (relevant subset sent to each of 7 units)

Questions

1. Are all of the teaching activities of your Centre/Institute for which
participants receive academic credit in the form of a course credit, degree,
certificate, or diploma approved by the UW Senate? If not, please describe
the governance process.

2. Is ultimately vetted and controlled by one or more
academic Departments or Schools at UW and its/their Chair/s, and
thereafter the Faculty Undergraduate or Graduate Council and Dean?

3. Please describe the funding mechanisms for i.e.: Which
activities involve the payment of fees by participants? What is the level of
these fees? To whom are the fees paid?

4. Please describe the minimal and usual teaching qualifications of the
instructors in the courses or units comprising

5.  Who are the typical participants of ? What academic
qualifications, if any, are required to participate and which
governing body assesses and approves them, and admits participants?

6. Has considered or pursued becoming a formal academic
Department? Why or why not?
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Appendix 5: Questions posed to Department Chairs/School Directors

Committee on Centres and Institutes
Questions for Chairs of Departments and Directors of Schools

Name:

School or Department:

Questions

Answers

1a. During the faculty performance evaluation, do you count the
contributions that faculty members make towards the functioning
of centres and institutes in determining their scores for service?

1b. Do you consider service responsibilities to centres and institutes
when assigning Department/School service responsibilities?
Please explain.

2. Do you support the participation of faculty in your unit in centres
and institutes? Please explain.

3. Do you have any concerns regarding the relationship between
your unit and University of Waterloo centres and institutes?

4. To what extent do you think centres and institutes should have
budgetary autonomy? For example, do you believe they should have
their own ORG Unit, or should they be treated as projects funded
under either a Department/School or Faculty (as appropriate)?

5. Does your unit receive a share of the overhead that is collected on
by the University on grants and contracts? If yes, please explain how
this share is calculated.

6. Do you believe that centres and institutes should receive a share
of the overhead that is collected by the University on grants and
contracts? If yes, please explain how this share should be
determined. If no, please explain why not.

7. Please add any further comments you may have about issues
involving centres and institutes.
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Appendix 6: Questions posed to Vice-Presidents of Research

1. Do you provide core funding for centres and institutes? Is this provided at the university

level by the provost or at the faculty level by the deans?

2. Do centres and Institutes share in research overhead allocated to facilities or to
individual members affiliated with the centres and institutes? If so, what is the mechanism

for sharing of overhead?

3. Are there any other methods for providing sustainable funding to Centres and Institutes.
4. Does the university provide any other types of support to centres and institutes such as

space, technical writers, web development, financial administration, legal guidance, etc.

Canada’s Fifteen Leading Research Universities (U15)

University of Alberta
University of British Columbia
University of Calgary
Dalhousie University
Université Laval

University of Manitoba

McGill University

McMaster University
Université de Montréal
University of Ottawa

Queen’s University
University of Saskatchewan
University of Toronto
University of Waterloo
University of Western Ontario
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Appendix 7: List of Centres and Institutes “in scope”
Centre/Institute Name and responsible Faculty(ies)

Canadian Centre of Arts & Technology (CCAT) (Arts)

Centre for Accounting Research & Education (CARE) (Arts)

Centre for Advanced Materials Joining (CAM]) (Engineering)

Centre for Advancement of Trenchless Technologies at Waterloo (CATT) (Engineering)
Centre for Applied Cryptographic Research (CACR) (Mathematics)

Centre for Business, Entrepreneurship & Technology (CBET) (Engineering)

Centre for Computational Mathematics in Industry & Commerce {CCMIC) (Mathematics)
Centre for Contact Lens Research (CCLR) (Science)

Centre for Control of Emerging Contaminants (CCEC) (Engineering)

Centre for Ecosystem Resilience & Adaptation (ERA) (Environment)

Centre for Education in Mathematics & Computing (CEMC) (Mathematics)

Centre for Internet Information Acquisition (CIIA) (Mathematics)

Centre for Mental Health Research (CMHR) (Arts)

Centre for Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence (CPAMI) (Engineering)

Centre for Pavement Engineering and Transportation Technology (CPATT) (Engineering)
Centre for the Study of Rapid Global Change (CSRGC) (Environment & Arts)

Centre for Theoretical Neuroscience (CTN) (Arts)

Heritage Resouce Centre (HRC) (Environment)

Institute for Biochemistry & Molecular Biology (IBMB) (Science)

Institute for Computer Research (ICR) (Mathematics & Engineering)

Institute for Polymer Research (IPR) (Engineering)

Institute for Quantum Computing (IQC) (Science, with Engineering & Mathematics)
Interdisciplinary Centre on Climate Change (IC3) (Environment)

Southwestern Ontario Research Data Centre (SWORDC) (Arts)

Survey Research Centre (SRC) (Mathematics & Arts)

Water Institute (WI) (Office of Research)

Waterloo Centre for Automotive Research (WatCAR) (Engineering)

Waterloo Centre for German Studies (WCGS) (Arts)

Waterloo Institute for Complexity and Innovation (WICI) (Environment & Arts)
Waterloo Institute for Hellenistic Studies (WIHS) (Arts)

Waterloo Institute for Nanotechnology (WIN) (Engineering & Science)

Waterloo Institute for Social Innovation and Resilience (WISIR) (Environment)
Waterloo Institute for Sustainable Energy (WISE) (Engineering)

Waterloo Research Institute in Insurance, Securities & Quantitative Finance (WatRISQ)
(Mathematics & Arts)
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Appendix 8: Notes on policies at other institutions
Centres & Institutes - Policies & Procedures

University of Manitoba

Academic Centres & Institutes Policy

http://www.umanitoba.ca/admin/governance/governing documents/academic/934.htm
Fairly similar to UW in terms of expectations and guidance

Academic Centres & Institutes Procedures
http://www.umanitoba.ca/admin/governance/governing documents/academic/935.htm

University of Alberta

Centres & Institutes Policy
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/@academic/documents/policy/pp _cmp 0621

14.hcsp
Distinguishes between academic & affiliated; good distinction between centre & institute

Academic Centres & Institutes Establishment Procedure
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/ @academic/documents/procedure/pp cmp 0

62119.hesp
Requires termination plans; statement of priority within faculty

Academic Centres & Institutes Operation Procedure
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/@academic/documents/procedure/pp cmp 0
62121.hcsp

Separate annual reports to dean and provost; provost's office catalogues affiliated units; 5 year strategic
review to dean

Academic Centres & Institutes Termination Procedure
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/@academic/documents/procedure/pp cmp 0

62120.hcsp
Must include plans for physical resources, consultation with donors

Affiliated Centres & Institutes Establishment Procedure
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/@academic/documents/procedure/pp cmp 0
62116.hcsp

Sets responsibility, need for budget, risks, affiliation agreement

Affiliated Centres & Institutes Operation Procedure
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/ @academic/documents/procedure/pp cmp 0

62118.hcsp
Requires annual reports and periodic review through affiliation agreement
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Affiliated Centres & Institutes Termination Procedure,
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/@academic/documents/procedure/pp cmp 0

62117.hcsp
Notification requirement, follow affiliation agreement

Affiliated Centres & Institutes Agreement Requirements
https://www.conman.ualberta.ca/stellent/groups/public/ @academic/documents/procedure/pp cmp 0
62115.hcsp

Basic outline of what should be covered by the agreement; links to naming policy and contract mgmt &
signing authority policy ‘

Queen's University

Procedures Governing the Establishment, Reporting & Review of Research Centres, Institutes and Other
Entities at Queen's University http://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/senate/policies/ceninsen.pdf

Revised in 2010; can be faculty or university based; apply for provisional approval, then advisory review
committee struck; then Senate Research Committee then Senate; sets out term of initial director, upon
Senate approval, normal term coincides with 5 year review cycle; annual reports reviewed by SARC
which may appoint subcommittee; speaks to procedures for closures; secretariat maintains inventory;
distinguishes between centres & institutes - institutes more formal and may offer courses/programs and
function as an autonomous unit within the university; gives draft structure for constitution but fill in the
blanks, template for reporting - worth looking at.

Guelph University
has a policy but link on website is broken

University of New Brunswick, ,

A Policy Governing Research Institutes and Centres at the University of New Brunswick
http://www.unb.ca/research/documents/Policy Inst Cent.pdf

Distinguishes between centres (within a faculty, report operationally to dean, also to VPR) and institutes
(interfaculty, report to VPR); appointment of director is based on policy, made by Board on
recommendations of VPR; interesting section on "undertaking risk ventures"

University of Ottawa

Procedures for the Establishment of Research Centres and Institutes
http://www.research.uottawa.ca/pdf/PECI. pdf

Distinguishes between centres (interdisciplinary research) and institutes (research and teaching, may be
discipline based or interdisciplinary). Require board approval; report annually to VPR; must submit
protocol for closure (plans to dispose of furniture, research equipment); VPR strikes committee to select
director following approval

Lakehead University

Policies & Procedures for the Establishment of Centres and Research Institutes
http://research.lakeheadu.ca/policies/centres.htmi

Approved by Senate and Board; must be governed by internally appointment management committee
and externally appointed advisory committee chaired by VPR; annual reports to VPR; proposals must
address legal questions implicit in setting up the centre/institute (liability, insurance, IP, contracts with
outside bodies)
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McMaster University
Excerpts from Guidelines for the governance and Review of institutes, Centres and Groups:

Different research organizations may be formed to address certain types of research problems; to plan
for, manage and optimally exploit certain common research infrastructure; and to otherwise advance
the interests of a group of researchers. These will be organized into three groupings, hereafter referred
to as Institutes, Centres, and Groups. It may be that at present there are research organizations which
fit into one of these categories, but which do not carry with them the appropriate name (eg. a research
organization which is, and has been, referred to as an Institute, but which is structured and
administered as a Centre as described below). Such organizations should consider the relative costs and
benefits of changing their names to Institute, Centre and Group, as will be employed by the University,
at the next occasion of their review. The onus is on the research organization to make a compelling case
that a significant benefit will be lost by changing their names to one consistent with McMaster’s new
structure for research organizations.

a. Institutes are the research organizations most closely aligned with the strategic interests of the
university, by virtue of one or more of several criteria: their size, breadth, or national and
international impact on their focus area of research. Institutes normally report to the VP
(Research and International Affairs) (VPR}). The VPR, in consultation with the Dean or Dean(s)
most directly involved in the Institute, then reports annually on the status, progress and plans of
the Institute to the University Planning Committee (UPC) and to Senate. In some cases, the
Institutes would be expected to have membership spanning two or more faculties, and would
be supported by major external funding. Their success may have significant financial
implications for the University and they would often be responsible for the operation and
oversight of central research infrastructure.

b. Centres are similar to Institutes, but their interests are less closely with the university’s
strategic interests and they may have smaller budgetary implications for the university.
Although their interests will often be largely internal to a particular Faculty, in some cases their
membership will cross two or more Faculties. As such they would normally report to the
appropriate Dean, to whom any requests for funding should be made. The faculty Dean then
reports for information on their status, progress, and plans to the VPR. There may also be
instances where a Centre would report directly to the VPR, by virtue of having membership
across more than one faculty. The status, progress, and plans of Centres is not reported to
Senate.

c. Groups are smaller research organizations, which can be as small as two members and their
respective teams of highly qualified personnel. They may be expected to form, grow, and
dissolve on a relatively short time scale, although, in some cases, they can also be stable for
relatively long time periods. They may or may not receive financial support from the University,
and would normally report to the appropriate faculty Dean, for groups whose research lies
largely within the domain of a single faculty, or to the VPR for groups whose research interests
span the domains of two or more faculties. Their status, progress, and plans are not reported to
Senate.”
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University of Queensland
Policies and Procedures on the Establishment, Approval, Administration and Review of Institutes and

Centres

http://www.ug.edu.au/hupp/index.html?page=24979&pid=24963

Contains a definition of an Institute which includes:

a significant organisational grouping, representing a number of different entities within the
University, which provide a coordinated, university-wide focus for a major area of research and
service to external or internal stakeholders;

significant or complex longer term, multi-disciplinary research activity focussed across several
faculties/schools;

significant linkages and commitments/interests/relationships within external research, business
and government groups;

international recognition demonstrated by attraction of overseas postgraduate research
students and staff (researchers or visitors) and the nature of research project collaborations;
resourcing arrangements are variable and depend on the exact structure of the institute and its
external linkages;

usually have recognised space, equipment and facilities and employ a core of dedicated support
staff; and

a separate cost centre will be created.

Has school centres, Institute centres, faculty centres and university centres.
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