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UNIVERSITY 
oF MANITOBA 

I Office of the Provost &Vice-President (Academic) 

208 Administration Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
Canada R3T 2N2 
Telephone (204) 480-1408 
Fax (204) 275-1160 

Date: April 24, 2019 

To: Members of the Senate Committee on Academic Review 

From: 

Subject: 

David Collins, Chair, Senate Committee on Academic Review and Vice-Provost (Integrated Planning 

and Academic Programs) 

Report on the Undergraduate Program Review, Department of History 

1. Preamble 

In May 2000, the Senate of the University of Manitoba endorsed a process for the periodic review of 

undergraduate programs to assess the quality of undergraduate programming presently provided at the University 

of Manitoba, and to stimulate strategic planning and actions for future enhancements. The purpose of this report 

is to summarize the highlights of the undergraduate program review team's evaluation of the Department of 

History, the responses to the report, recommendations, actions taken to date, and a disposition of the process 

from the perspective of the Provost. 

2. Chronology 

The Undergraduate Program Review of the Department of History was initiated in 2015, as part the Combined 

Academic Program Review Pilot project. The Self-Evaluation Report (SER) for the combined review was received 

on June 2016. An external review team (the reviewers) comprised of two external members (Dr. Shannon 

McSheffrey, Concordia University, and Dr. Julia Roberts, University of Waterloo), and one internal member (Dr. 

Pam Perkins, Department of English, Theatre, Film and Media), convened on campus to review both 

undergraduate and graduate programs in the Department of History over February 8 to 10, 2017. The reviewers 

met with relevant academic and administrative staff, and students in the Department of History at both UM and 

the University of Winnipeg (Joint Master's Program), the Faculty of Arts, the Faculty of Graduate Studies, and the 

Office of the Provost and Vice-President (Academic). The report of the reviewers (the review report) was 

subsequently submitted in April 2017. The Department of History submitted its written response, related to the 

review of Undergraduate program, in October, 2017 and the Dean's Office of Faculty of Arts provided their 

perspective in August 2018. All of the above documents, which will be made available to Senate, are attached to 

this report. 

On behalf of the Provost, I would like to thank everyone who worked so diligently on this review. 
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3. Program Overview 

The Department of History defines its mission as 'the promotion of inquiry into and the dissemination of 

knowledge about the wider world through an understanding of historic peoples and cultures' and, articulates a 

commitment to 'collegial and grassroots planning that respects the autonomy of Department members to develop 

individual research and teaching interests; while also working collectively to develop shared goals in terms of 

degree programs and course offerings across the Department's established teaching fields.' 

In terms of strengths, the review report notes a broad and dynamic range of available concentrations of both 

research and teaching interests and a 'commitment to excellent teaching and to fostering a strong connection 

between teaching and research at all levels, undergraduate and graduate.' The report also notes that 

conversations about pedagogy are a regular part of departmental interactions, which is no doubt reflected in the 

observation that departmental members have received a number of teaching and student recognition awards at 

both Faculty and University levels. 

The Department of History offers the following undergraduate programs: 

• B.A. (General); 

• B.A. (Advanced.); 

• B.A. (Honours) (single and double honours options); and 

• Minor/ B.A.I.S. Concentration 

The Department also administers the interdisciplinary undergraduate programs in Medieval and Early Modern 

Studies. Given the small size of the programs, these were reviewed under the umbrella of the History review. 

Programs in Medieval and Early Modern Studies include: 

• B.A. (General) 

• B.A. (Advanced) 

• Minor/ B.A.I.S. Concentration 

4. Academic Program Review 

The external review report describes the Department of History's undergraduate program as being characterized 

by excellence in pedagogy with a strong integration of research with teaching. As well, faculty are acknowledged 

as 'remarkable for their engagement in teaching (as evidenced by teaching evaluations, awards and pedagogical 

workshops), research and publication profiles which inform and support their teaching, and professional and 

University service in support of programming.' 

The report notes that the 'department continues to offer an array of thematically, methodologically, temporally 

and geographically varied undergraduate courses, with a faculty to student ratio conducive to cohort formation 

and mentoring'. As well, that the UM undergraduate program 'compares favourably with similarly sized programs 

elsewhere in terms of the range, depth, temporal scope and progression of courses offered from the first through 

fourth year levels'. The reviewers commend the Department; noting that one of its greatest strengths lies in a 

'deep and self-conscious practice and awareness of collegial, democratic, inclusive governance', which combined 

with a commitment to quality teaching and courses 'point[s] to a highly functioning and successful Department of 

History'. 

Further to the above, the reviewers assess the Department's programs at Category Two; Adequate/ with minor 

revision. 
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In regard to the Medieval and Early Modern Studies program, the reviewers felt that despite its small size, it 

should continue as is. They suggest that it is resource neutral, fosters intra-departmental bonds, and is meaningful 

to those students enrolled in the program. 

5. Recommendations and Responses 

The review report documents fifteen (15) recommendations, as outlined below. These are addressed in more 

detail in the responses by Department and the Dean's Office. 

i) The department conducting a self-study be required to engage in a curriculum mapping exercise. 

ii) That the department articulate clearer language to describe how the program's current scaffolding 

develops depth of knowledge, skills and competencies from level to level 

While recognizing that their visit focused more on graduate, rather than undergraduate programing, the 

reviewers, reported a general lack of clarity about 'how the department articulates the relationship of its courses 

to a curricular vision applicable to the undergraduate program as a whole.' The reviewers suggest that future 

reviews should include a curriculum mapping exercise to facilitate clarity in the 'description of skills, 

competencies, and capabilities learned by students at each level and upon graduation in each distinct plan in 

History.' They note that this would benefit 'a department moving forward as it defines itself within a University 

and wider socio-cultural context not always familiar with the intellectual and skill-based rigour of History 

programs.' 

Upon review, the Department concluded that a curriculum mapping exercise would have been too time 

consuming for a unit where the 'majority of UG teaching is to non-majors/non-minors, nor would it be time well 

spent for UG programs at the University of Manitoba where the large majority of students complete a 3-year 

general degree, often declaring majors late in the process.' 

The Faculty response took the view 'that a curriculum mapping exercise could yield additional information and, in 

turn, counter-measures such that, in an increasingly competitive educational environment, tighter linkages and 

therefore better "scaffolding" between the introductory and upper-level courses might be achieved.' In addition, 

this exercise might also explain why, despite relatively stable introductory enrollments (as depicted by 1000 and 

2000 level credit hours) since 2015, see Figure 1, graduation rates from the general degree appear to be rapidly 

declining as are course enrolments at the upper level (see also Figure 3 and Section 5.viii.). 

In this regard, I would also support the utility of curriculum mapping, for the same reasons that the Departmental 

response challenges the value-added proposition-the variable nature of the teaching mission and number of 

program streams. However, I would not recommend curriculum mapping as a required element, solely for the 

purposes of the undergraduate program review process. 
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Figure 1: Department of History 
Undergraduate Credit Hours, 2009 to 2018 
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iii) That UM revisit its position with regard to tutorials in the History undergraduate program. 

This recommendation remains under discussion in the Department. The Faculty notes that 'many departments 

across the Faculty mirror the Canada-wide practice of relying upon tutorials for a range of pedagogical and 

student-experience based objectives, and they do so by implementing a range of different tutorial models.' The 

Dean's Office encourages the Department 'to solicit input from some of these other departments as to the 

strengths and limitations of tutorial instruction to see whether, in the Department of History's estimation, such a 

strategy might be usefully deployed here as well.' 

iv) That a solution be found at the software/IT level to enable the department to identify (and therefore 

communicate with) its Majors - the vast majority of its students. That is, that systems support be 

provided to create an appropriate query to identify and therefore communicate with History majors, 

or other forms of system support to enable this department to function more cohesively as an 

academic unit. 

The Department supports this recommendation 'as a means to improve communication with those students with 

declared majors and minors in History.' The Department also recognizes that many students delay declaring 

majors and, that a broad 'multi-faceted communication strategy' is required to communicate to their students. 

Part of the solution to this issue may entail a review of and, changes to, the Faculty's academic regulations 

addressing time to program declaration. Currently, students in the General program, while encouraged to declare 

a major following their completion of 30 credit hours, are not required to do so until they have completed 60 

credit hours (3.1.3 Requirements for Continuing in the B.A. General Degree Program1). Further, once admitted to 

the Faculty, it is possible for a student to enter the Advanced degree program at any point up to one month prior 

to graduation (3.2.2.a Entrance to the B.A. Advanced Degree Program2
). Without timely declaration no IT solution 

1 2018-2019 Undergraduate Academic Calendar, pg 171 (http://umanitoba .ca/student/records/med ia/Undergrad Final V7 .pdf) 
2 2018-2019 Undergraduate Academic Calendar, pg 172 (http://umanitoba .ca/student/records/media/Undergrad Final V7 .pdf) 

4 
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will provide the requested solution. 

v) That academic advising arrangements in general be revisited and reconsidered. 

vi) That in particular, the department, once it can identify its majors, provide academic counseling to 
them by a faculty member 

Neither the Department, nor the Faculty supports the need for changes to existing advising procedures. 

vii) Oecanal and/or Faculty of Arts level support for History in its relationship with central administration 
in light of the increasing resource pressures, and Academic Integrity issues the department faces as a 
result of increasing enrollments of international students. 

The reviewers raise concerns about increased enrolments by international students in History service courses, 

most problematic being the associated academic integrity issues. They also suggest that while 'UM has been 

targeting international students in its recruitment initiatives, individual units - such as History - have to apply for 

and justify the need for money for supplemental supports'. 

Consistent with other Canadian U15 universities the UM has been attracting more international students over 

recent years; the university recognizes the needs for additional supports for international students and has 

dedicated resources accordingly. 

With respect to issues of academic integrity, it also needs to be appreciated that academic integrity concerns are 

not limited to those students of international origin. The Department and Faculty responses both acknowledge 

that academic integrity issues do present serious concerns; the Faculty response notes that the faculty 'continues 

to be actively involved in various University-wide committees and working groups to better understand how 

recruitment, admissions processes, language assessments, pedagogy, student supports, technologies, corporate 

culture, and university integrity policies, to mention but a few, either support or threaten academic integrity.' 

I would encourage the continuation of the above activities and would note that as we continue to move forward 

under the new budget model that the Faculty will be better able to target revenue to these types of supports 

where a need has been identified. International students are assessed both tuition and an additional differential 

fee. In the case of the Faculty of Arts, for 2018/19, tuition for domestic students was assessed at $118. 75 per 

credit hour. By contrast, for the same period, international students were also assessed a differential fee for a 

total of $453.85 per credit hour. Therefore, international students in the Faculty of Arts generate approximately 

four times the tuition income of domestic students, and under the new budget process, these revenues are 

directed to the Faculty of instruction to address any additional supports for these students. 

viii) That the department take seriously UG students' complaints about increased time to completion and 
respond as appropriate. 

The external reviewers note that there is 'strong anecdotal evidence' that students have to delay graduations, 

'because I need one more 3xxx to graduate.' They suggest that this may be attributed to a reduction in funding for 

sessional faculty that obliges regular faculty to assume more teaching in large, first year, generalist courses, rather 

than 'in their areas of deep expertise'-presumably level 3000 and 4000 courses. The reviewers recommend 

investing in an additional, permanent, faculty appointment and, the possibility of leveraging a closer relationship 

with UW 'to reduce barriers to students to access undergraduate courses at each institution.' Neither the 

Department, nor the Dean's Office supports the latter recommendation. 
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The Department's response notes 'that during the fall and winter terms an adequate number and range of courses 

is available for students to complete degree requirements without delays.' However, their response does support 

the recommendation for a new permanent appointment. 

It is not clear what evidence was provided to fuel the above time-to-completion concern; however, this is 

something that deserves more attention. The Department does state that it is unable 'to offer a number of 

important courses in specific areas on a regular basis because of shortage of full-time faculty members 

(particularly in the histories of Asia and Eastern Europe), and that the regularity of other course offerings has been 

reduced with the decline in number of Department members.' 

An evaluation of 3000 and 4000-level departmental course offerings does show that only 23 percent of the 39, 

3000 level courses listed by the Department have been delivered in more than 5 of any of the last 10 years from 

2009 to 2018. Similarly, over the same period, only 18 percent of the 22, 4000 level courses have been so offered. 

In addition, Figure 2 demonstrates that since 2014/15, there have been reductions in the annual number of course 

sections offered. It is not evident from the data that the selection of courses offered reflects choices by students, 

or availability of faculty; however, together with the overall number of History courses listed, this is worth further 

exploration. 
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Figure 2: Department of History 
Course Section Counts, 2009 to 2018 
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Of note, graduations from the B.A.(Adv.) and B.A.(Hons.) programs do not reflect reductions, which might be 

indicative of the time-to completion concerns in the major programs; they have remained relatively consistent 

over the last 10 years (see Figure 3). Regardless, the response from the Faculty notes that 'up to two new full time 

positions have been allocated for July, 2019: a confirmed tenure-track position in Asian History; and, subject to 

ongoing discussions, a cross-appointed Metis History position between the Departments of History and Native 

Studies.' 

Note that Figure 3 also reveals a noteworthy decline in graduates of the 3-year General program. This is addressed 

further in Section 5.xi below. 
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Figure 3: Department of History 
Undergraduate Graduation by Degree, 2008 to 2018 
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ix) That the Faculty Administration/ Central Administration reconsider the current approach to 
classroom renovation and recommend as part of this, a consultative approach with teachers and 
learners about their classroom space needs. 

While supporting the recommendation that classroom renovation should be informed by input from faculty and 

students, the Department reported general satisfaction with their classrooms. The response from the Faculty 

notes that the 'Faculty is constantly engaged in open dialogue with faculty and students in Arts so that our shared 

spaces are devised and maintained in ways that are maximally and mutually beneficial, given the constraints we 

face.' 

x) The initiation of a conversation about inter-university (UM/UW) co-operation in terms of 
undergraduate Library resources. 

The review report observes that '[f]or the purposes of supporting the undergraduate program, library resources 

appear adequate, if the Interlibrary Loan Service is included.' Notwithstanding, the reviewers also expressed 

surprise that given 'climate of budgetary constraint' there is not more resource sharing between UM and UW and 

recommend a conversation about inter-university cooperation with respect to undergraduate library resources. 

The Department response correctly notes that this is not a Departmental issue and does not see strong benefits to 

the recommendation. 

While this recommendation is outside of the scope of the review, I would recommend sharing this 

recommendation with the University Librarian. 

xi) That the department consider changes in its General degrees to require a greater breadth and 

diversity of academic content within it. 

The reviewers observed, on a number of occasions, how little time was spent during the site visit discussing the 

UG program relative to the graduate program. While acknowledging discussions about UG teaching and pedagogy 
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with faculty and students to gain their perspectives, they noted that the primary source of information for their 

remarks about breadth and diversity, particularly for the general program, were the SER and the UM website. 

In their response the Department rejected both the assertion that their discussions were dominated by graduate 

program issues and the current recommendation. With respect to the latter, consistent with the Faculty response, 

I would also defer to the Department in this regard. 

The Dean's Office response also notes 'that the adoption of more stringent program requirements sits rather 

uneasily with another one of the External Review team's recommendations, namely, that History do everything it 

can to reverse declining enrollments.' However, it's not clear that, rather than more stringent requirements, the 

reviewers aren't suggesting a clearer pathway to graduation. 

Over the 10 years from 2008 to 2018, 81% of students graduating from UG History programs graduated from the 

B.A. General program. Over the same period, graduations from this program declined by 45% (see Figure 3 above). 

Given this trend, a need to review the B.A. General program to understand why students appear not to be 

selecting this pathway is called for. It is apparent that students are becoming increasingly concerned with the 

need to gain the necessary knowledge and skills that will lead to future employment, and demonstrating that the 

general program provides these skills needs to be made more apparent. As the reviewers observe that '[i]n an era 

of declining History enrolments, the department may find it worthwhile to consider articulating the core 

competencies with which it provides its graduates in terms of a strong value proposition' and emphasizing 'the 

applicability of History-taught skill-sets vis a vis graduates' future workplaces, and, in fact, the skill-based content 

of a History undergraduate degree as translated into workplace specific language.' Engaging frankly with students' 

(and parents') conceptions of post-degree success and the role of a History BA within that success may widen the 

gateway into historical studies and is one means to address enrolment issues. 

xii) Department acknowledges and seeks to address by multiple means the fact of declining enrollment. 

In response to this recommendation, the Department states that it 'does not accept the statement that it has not 

been sufficiently attentive to enrolment issues and that it has not been engaged in considering recruitment 

strategies.' The Faculty response similarly notes that the Department is 'already actively engaged in trying to 

manage declining enrollments and, as the review team points out, the observed decline is consistent with general 

trends in history, but also other liberal arts/humanities, across comparable Canadian universities.' 

xiii) That the University of Manitoba and Faculty of Arts senior administration engage in an open and 
responsive dialogue with the Department of History about priorities for at least one tenure-line hire. 

See Section 5.viii, above. 

xiv) That UM together with the Department of History, work with the University of Winnipeg to reduce 
barriers for students to access undergraduate courses for Transfer Credit at each institution 

As noted in Sections 5.viii and 5.x, above, neither the Department, nor the Faculty supports this recommendation. 

As the Department notes, students can apply for transfer credit for courses completed at other institutions. 
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xv) Rejuvenate the departmental website with recruitment and outreach in mind. 

The review report notes that the 'first point of call for prospective students and their parents' is the Department's 

website, which 'in its current form does not do enough to present the vibrancy, commitment to equity and 

inclusivity, and excellent teaching that to us are the hallmarks of this department.' The Department has already 

made improvements and will continue to update its website. As well, the Department is working with Donor 

Relations to broaden the circulation of its newsletter to its various constituencies. 

Further to comments under recommendation Section 5.xii (above), enhancements to the website, Facebook, and 

Twitter feeds might also be leveraged to make more apparent the link between the skills achieved through the 

study of history, and post-graduation career prospects. At the same time, the lack, or perceived lack of coherence 

or a logical path through the general program (in particular) might also be considered. 

6. Perspective of the Office of the Provost 

Consistent with the UM policy on Academic Program Reviews3, regular reviews are conducted 'to maintain the 

academic integrity of academic programs at the University of Manitoba' and to ensure, through an exercise of self

reflection and external observation, that our 'academic programs maintain academic excellence.' For the current 

review the external reviewers have undertaken a comprehensive and thoughtful evaluation of the undergraduate 

programs in the Department of History that will inform productive and ongoing debate in both the Department 

and in the Faculty of Arts. 

On behalf of the University I would like to acknowledge the reviewers, and their efforts on our behalf. I would also 

like to acknowledge the faculty, staff and students of the Department of History for their enthusiastic engagement 

with this process and openness to participating in the pilot evaluation of a combined undergraduate and graduate 

program review process, with all of its associated challenges. 

7. Recommendations for Follow-up 

Subsequent to the review, on April 12, 2019, Cassandra Davidson, Academic Programs Specialist, and I met with 

Dr. Tina Chen, Head of the Department of History, to discuss the Department's overall experience of the review 

process and ensuing progress with the above recommendations. Dr. Chen noted that previous concerns 

associated with budgetary constraint, international students and tenure-track replacements had, in large part, 

been addressed in discussion with the Faculty. As well, Dr. Chen indicated conversation were ongoing about the 

possibility of offering more upper-level courses in the Summer Term to address student concerns of course 

availability and offerings. Course offerings, as listed in the calendar were also discussed, and a recommendation 

made that any courses that are no longer being delivered on a regular schedule, be considered for removal. 

In response to the review, I recommend that the Senate Committee of Academic Review request a follow-up 

report on progress toward those recommendations supported by the Faculty. The report should specifically 

address the following: 

• The review report recommended consideration of a curriculum-mapping exercise to better 

understand and identify outcomes and to assist with the mapping of clear program progression 

pathways. The Faculty response acknowledged the potential utility of this exercise, albeit 
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independent of the external review process. Please provide a follow-up on any further discussions in 

this regard. 

• The review report noted possible time-to-completion concerns associated with difficulties in 

scheduling some upper level courses on a regular basis. Please provide a follow-up on any further 

evaluations of this concern and resulting actions. 

• The review report noted deficiencies in current approaches to marketing the strengths of History 

programs to potential students and made a number of suggestions for improvement. Please provide 

a follow-up on any further discussions in this regard and resulting actions. 

• The review report recommended no changes to the Medieval and Early Modern Studies programs; 

however, there was no response to this recommendation by the Department or the Faculty. Please 

provide an update to any plans in regard to this program. 

• The review report indicated that several faculty members had raised concerns about workload, 

equity, and transparency. The Faculty response noted they would be hosting a workshop for Heads 

in August 2018, at which this issue (more broadly) would be discussed. Please provide an update to 

these discussions. 

• Provide a follow-up to the recommendation that the Department review course offerings, as listed in 

the calendar, with a view to removing any courses that are no longer being delivered on a regular 

schedule. 

Cc: Janice Ristock, Provost and Vice-President (Academic) 

Cassandra Davidson, Academic Programs Specialist. 
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Date:!! ! May!8,!2019! !

To:!! ! J.!Leclerc,!University!Secretary!

From:!! ! Brandy!Usick,!Executive!Director,!Student!Engagement!and!Success!

Subject:! Revised!Transit!Guidelines!and!proposed!University!1!Academic!Performance!Standards!

! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

Background!

For!the!past!two!years,!and!in!part!prompted!by!ViceQProvost!(Students)!Susan!Gottheil,!administrators!

in!the!Faculty!of!Arts,!the!Faculty!of!Science,!and!University!1!have!undertaken!a!review!of!the!University!

of!Manitoba!transit!regulations.!This!review!took!place!to!address!concerns!that!the!current!transit!

regulations!are!not!designed!to!set!students!up!for!success!in!subsequent!years.!The!proposals!that!have!

been!developed!aim!to!address!these!concerns!by!requiring!U1!students!to!meet!a!minimum!Adjusted!

Grade!Point!Average!(AGPA)!requirement!in!order!to!transit!to!either!Arts!or!Science.!

!

Observations!

In!2013!the!transit!regulations!were!modified.!At!the!time,!one!material!change!included!the!elimination!

of!the!standard!that!required!a!minimum!GPA!of!2.00!to!establish!eligibility!to!transit.!Currently,!

students!are!permitted!to!transit!from!University!1!to!the!Faculty!of!Arts!or!the!Faculty!of!Science!upon!

completion!of!24!credit!hours!and!must!transit!upon!completion!of!30!credit!hours.!The!current!

regulations!do!not!stipulate!a!minimum!GPA!requirement!for!transit.!

Since!2013!approximately!20%!of!U1!students!who!transit!to!the!Faculties!of!Arts!or!Science!do!so!with!a!

cumulative!grade!point!average!(CGPA)!of!less!than!2.00.!Many!of!these!students!do!not!continue!with!

their!studies,!and!those!who!do!tend!to!continue!to!struggle.!

In!concert!with!the!proposed!transit!regulations,!University!1!is!also!proposing!a!modification!to!the!U1!

academic!assessment!regulations.!Under!the!proposed!University!1!progression!rules,!students!who!do!

not!meet!the!minimum!AGPA!requirement!to!transit!will!be!required!to!complete!a!program!of!

remediation,!designed!and!administered!by!University!1.!
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! 2!

Rationale!

Data!from!the!Office!of!Institutional!Analysis!(OIA)!outlines!the!correlation!between!performance!and!

persistence!rates!for!those!students!who!transit!to!the!Faculties!of!Arts!and!Science!with!GPAs!of!2.00!or!

less.!These!numbers!suggest!that!requiring!students!to!meet!a!minimum!AGPA,!and!positively!

intervening!with!those!students!who!do!not!meet!the!minimum!transit!requirement,!will!lead!to!greater!

success,!persistence,!and!ultimately!graduation.!

!

Reports!

Confirmation!that!the!change!to!the!proposal!to!revise!transit!regulations!that!was!reviewed!and!

endorses!by!the!Senate!Committee!on!Admissions!on!April!10,!2019!was!subsequently!endorsed!the!

Faculty!of!Arts!and!the!Faculty!of!Science!(attached).!

At!its!meeting!on!February!7,!2019!the!Faculty!of!Arts!Council!approved!the!report!of!the!Faculty!of!Arts!

Policy!Committee.!A!change!to!report!was!ratified!by!the!Faculty!of!Arts!Executive!Committee!(Appendix!

a).!

At!its!meeting!on!February!7,!2019!the!Faculty!of!Science!Council!approved!the!report!of!the!Faculty!of!

Science!Executive.!A!change!to!report!was!ratified!by!the!Faculty!of!Science!Executive!Committee!

(Appendix!b).!

University!1!prepared!the!attached!report!for!the!Vice!Provost!(Students)!and!sought!feedback!from!the!

Faculty!of!Arts!and!the!Faculty!of!Science!(Appendix!c).!

The!approval!of!these!regulations!essentially!maintains!the!harmony!between!the!Faculties!of!Arts!and!

Science!and!U1!with!respect!to!how!students!transit!from!U1.!!

Further,!U1!proposes!an!enhanced!set!of!academic!assessment!categories!and!interventions!to!ensure!

students!who!do!not!meet!the!minimum!transit!threshold!will!receive!support!and!guidance!as!required!

(Appendix!d).!

!

Summary!of!Proposed!Transit!Regulations!

•! Transit!from!University!1!to!the!Faculty!of!Arts!and!to!the!Faculty!of!Science!is!permitted!prior!to!

Fall!Term!registration!only.!

•! To!be!eligible!to!transit!a!student!must!have!achieved!a!minimum!cumulative!grade!point!
average!(CGPA)!of!2.00!on!24!credit!hours.!!

•! Students!who!have!completed!more!than!24!credit!hours!at!the!point!of!transit!must!have!
achieved!a!minimum!Adjusted!Grade!Point!Average!(AGPA)!of!2.00.!!

o! The!AGPA!calculation!will!be!based!on!the!best!graded!24!credit!hours!at!the!point!of!
transit.!!

!

!

226



! 3!

Summary!of!University!1!Academic!Performance!Standards!

•! At!the!end!of!each!academic!term!(Fall,!Winter,!and!Summer)!students!will!be!assessed!based!

on!the!number!of!credit!hours!completed!and!GPA!earned.!

•! Based!on!number!of!credit!hours!that!have!been!completed,!students!will!receive!an!unofficial!

or!an!official!assessment.!The!official!assessment!will!fall!into!one!of!four!categories:!Minimum!

Met,!Academic!Warning,!Probation,!and!Academic!Suspension.!

•! Interventions!to!support!students!will!include!but!not!limited!to!required!followQup!meeting/s!

with!an!advisor!in!the!First!Year!Centre;!referrals!to!students!support!resource!units;!and!

participation!in!skill!building!workshops/s!as!determined!by!the!academic!advisor.!!

!

We!ask!that!the!reports!from!the!respective!units!be!considered!by!the!appropriate!Senate!
Committees.!

227

coystons
New Stamp



Current Calendar Wording (from section 2 of the Faculty of Arts section of the undergraduate calendar) 

2.2 Transit from University 1 

a) Students who have completed 30 credit hours or more of coursework and who are not admissible to

other faculties or schools will be required to transit to the Faculty of Arts or the Faculty of Science.

b) Students who have completed either 24 or 27 credit hours of coursework may choose to transit to the

Faculty of Arts or Faculty of Science.

Proposed Faculty of Arts Calendar Wording 

2.2 Transit from University 1 

Transit from University 1 to the Faculty of Arts is permitted prior to Fall Term registration only. 

To be eligible to transit to the Faculty of Arts, a student must have achieved a minimum cumulative grade point 

average (CGPA) of 2.00 on 24 credit hours. Students who have completed more than 24 credit hours at the 

point of transit must have achieved a minimum Adjusted Grade Point Average (AGPA) of 2.00. The AGPA 

calculation will be based on the best graded 24 credit hours at the point of transit. If a student has repeated 

course work, only the highest grade will be used in the AGPA calculation. 

Students who do not meet the minimum transit eligibility requirements should refer to section 4.3 in the 

University 1 section of the undergraduate calendar for information regarding how to establish their eligibility. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
In this report, 17,381 students1 who transited from University 1 into either the Faculty of Arts or 
the Faculty of Science between the 2007/08 and 2016/17 academic years are analyzed. The 
objective is to summarize trends between students transiting with varying pre-transit cumulative 
grade point averages (pre-transit CGPA). 

The tables and charts presented in the following pages will illustrate the following points: 

1. The number of students transiting in to the Faculty of Arts or Faculty of Science with a pre- 
transit CGPA below 2.0 is on the rise, though this may be primarily due to a policy change 
that occurred in Fall 2013. 

a. In 2012/13, 58 students transited to Arts and 17 students transited to Science with a 
pre-transit CGPA below 2.0; similar numbers are seen in previous years 

b. In 2013/14, 263 students transited to Arts and 118 students transited to Science with 
a pre-transit CGPA below 2.0; similar numbers are seen in years following 

2. When looking at students with a pre-transit CGPA of less than 2.0 and students with a pre- 
transit CGPA of 2.0 or greater from 2013/14 and on, there are demographic differences 
between the two groups: 

a. Students entering with a pre-transit CGPA of less than 2.0 were made up of: 
i. 69.7% Domestic Non-Indigenous 
ii. 20.3% International 
iii. 10.0% Indigenous 

b. Students entering with a pre-transit CGPA of 2.0 or greater were made up of: 
i. 83.4% Domestic Non-Indigenous 
ii. 10.2% International 
iii. 6.5% Indigenous 

3. There is a strong correlation between a student’s pre-transit CGPA and their Sessional 
Grade Point Average (SGPA) after their first year of studies in their transit faculty. 

4. Persistence rates from the year in which they transit (first) to the subsequent year (second) 
are much lower for students with a pre-transit CGPA that is less than 2.0. First to second 
year persistence rates are as follows: 

a. For students in the Faculty of Arts: 
i. Below 2.0 pre-transit CGPA: 66% 
ii. 2.0 or above pre-transit CGPA: 84% 

b. For students in the Faculty of Science: 
i. Below 2.0 pre-transit CGPA Persistence Rate: 59% 
ii. 2.0 or Above pre-transit CGPA: 86% 

 
 
 
 
 

1 This report is limited to students whose meet the following criteria: their previous faculty prior to transit was University 1; their first term after 
their transit was in the fall semester; their pre-transit CGPA information is available; they were active in their transit faculty in the year in which 
they transited into Arts or Science. This includes students who voluntarily withdrew from all their courses in their first year in their transit 
faculty, but does not include students who received authorized withdrawals from all courses in their first year in their transit faculty. 
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INTRODUCTION 
As discussions regarding transit regulations continue to progress, it is important that a common 
understanding of the current regulations exists. Detailed information on transit and academic 
assessment regulations can be found by accessing the University of Manitoba’s Academic 
Calendar. The points below highlight some sections of the regulations that are particularly 
relevant to the transit discussion. 

In 2013, University 1, the Faculty of Arts, and the Faculty of Science adopted common 
performance requirements; this included removing the minimum GPA requirement for transit. 

The current Senate-approved regulations on transit state the following: 

 Students who have completed 30 credit hours or more of coursework and who are not 
admissible to other faculties or schools will be required to transit to the Faculty of Arts or 
the Faculty of Science. 

 Students who have completed either 24 or 27 credit hours of coursework may choose to 
transit to the Faculty of Arts or Faculty of Science. 

Note: Students who have exceeded 36 credit hours of "F" grades will not normally be 
admissible until a suspension has been served. Students may contact the Faculty of Arts or the 
Faculty of Science for further information and advice. 

The current Senate-approved academic assessment regulations state the following: 

 The Faculty of Science and the Faculty of Arts academic assessment regulations state 
that each student in the respective faculty will be placed on academic suspension for 
one year, regardless if there has been evidence of improved performance, if they have 
more than 36 credit hours of "F" grades. There is no requirement that requires students 
to maintain a minimum 2.0 GPA in order to progress. 

The data that follows in this document provides some analysis of academic performance of 
students that transited to the Faculty of Arts and the Faculty of Science from University 1. 

PRE-TRANSIT GPA ANALYSIS 

Transit Students by Faculty, Year, and Pre-Transit CGPA 
Table 1 below shows the total number of students transiting into the Faculty of Arts or Faculty of 
Science, by year and by their Cumulative Grade Point Average at the time of transit (pre-transit 
CGPA). 

The influx of transit students observed in both faculties in the 2013/14 and 2014/15 academic 
years may be partly attributed to the change in transit requirements as noted in the introduction 
section above. 

It is also important to note that direct entry programs began in Fall 2012 for the Faculty of 
Science and in Fall 2013 for the Faculty of Arts. With students now being able to apply and 
enter in to either faculty directly out of high school, the supply of transit students coming out of 
University 1 in recent years may have been diminished. 
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Table 1: Number of Transit Students, by Transit Faculty, Transit Year, and Pre-transit CGPA 
 

Cohort Transit Year Transit 
Students 

Less than 
1.75 CGPA 

1.75 to 
1.99 CGPA 

2.00 to 
2.49 CGPA 

2.5 CGPA 
and 

greater 
Faculty of Arts 

2007/08 718 0 2 165 551 
2008/09 809 5 12 214 578 
2009/10 862 17 28 226 591 
2010/11 944 19 33 237 655 
2011/12 962 19 34 252 657 
2012/13 991 31 27 244 689 
2013/14* 1,231 176 87 256 712 
2014/15 1,044 139 70 173 662 
2015/16 881 135 62 184 500 
2016/17† 893 185 53 174 481 
Faculty of Arts Total 9,335 726 408 2,125 6,076 

Faculty of Science 
2007/08 648 0 0 71 577 
2008/09 756 0 1 100 655 
2009/10 778 4 10 96 668 
2010/11 832 4 10 120 698 
2011/12 870 3 3 114 750 
2012/13 817 4 13 104 696 
2013/14* 942 92 26 141 683 
2014/15 793 60 34 120 579 
2015/16 770 86 26 127 531 
2016/17† 840 142 45 141 512 
Faculty of Science Total 8,046 395 168 1,134 6,349 

Overall Total 17,381 1,121 576 3,259 12,425 
 

* It is important to note that beginning in September 2013, the academic requirements for 
students transiting from University 1 into either the Faculty of Arts or the Faculty of Science 
were amended such that students no longer required to have a minimum 2.0 CGPA when 
transiting. 
† The dataset developed for this report relied on verifying a student’s registration status in their 
transit faculty at the end of April of the academic year. Given that this data is not available for 
the most recent 2016/17 cohort of transit students, it is assumed that all students who declared 
a transit have been active. However, if certain groups of students are more likely to declare a 
transit but never enrol in courses (i.e. students with lower transit CGPA’s) then these students 
may be slightly over-represented in the 2016/17 cohort until further data becomes available. 
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Transit Students by Pre-Transit CGPA and Demographics 
The distribution of pre-transit CGPA’s by student demographic group is shown in figures 2a and 
2b, while the distribution by gender is shown in figures 3a and 3b. The data labels show the 
number of students in the given category.2 
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Figure 2a: Faculty of Arts Pre-Transit CGPA Distribution by Student Groups 
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Figure 2b: Faculty of Science Pre-Transit CGPA Distribution by Student Groups 
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2 The First Nations & Other Indigenous category includes the following groups: First Nations, First Nations (status unknown), First Nations: non-
status, First Nations: status, Aboriginal, American Indian, Canadian Indigenous, and Inuit. 
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Figure 3a: Faculty of Arts Pre-Transit 
CGPA Distribution by Gender 
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Figure 3b: Faculty of Science Pre-Transit 
CGPA Distribution by Gender 
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For both the Faculty of Arts and the Faculty of Science combined, tables 2a and 2b below 
shows the proportion of students, by demographic group, who have transited with a pre-transit 
CGPA that is below 2.0 and those that transited with 2.0 or above. 

 
Table 2a: Proportion of Pre-Transit CGPA’s above and below 2.0, by Student Group 

Student Group Students Less than 2.0 CGPA 2.0 CGPA or Above 
Domestic Non-Indigenous 14,255 8% 92% 
International 1,939 18% 82% 
Métis 728 8% 92% 
First Nations & Other Indig. 459 24% 76% 
Overall 17,381 10% 90% 

 
 
 

Table 2b: Proportion of Pre-Transit CGPA’s above and below 2.0, by Gender 
Student Group Students Less than 2.0 CGPA 2.0 CGPA or Above 

Female 9,708 9% 91% 
Male 7,673 11% 89% 
Overall 17,381 10% 90% 

92 

3,281 3,068 

549 585 

188 76 207 

  
 
 
 
 

3,827 

   
 
 
 

2,249 

 
                                                            

947 
 

      
1,178 

   
            
   182   226   343  
 383    
 

243



Metis 

International 5% 

Domestic 

Non- 
Indigenous 

 

International 

25% 

Metis 

4% 

O 

Domestic 

Non- 
Indigenous 

 

 
Demographics of Students, by Pre-Transit CGPA, between 
2013/14 and 2016/17 
The demographic breakdown of students who transited with a pre-transit CGPA that is less than 
2.0 and those that transited with a pre-transit CGPA of 2.0 or greater, within the 2013/14 to 
2016/17 academic years, by faculty, is shown below in figures 4a and 4b. 

 

Figure 4a: Faculty of Arts Transit Student Demographics 
 

Arts: Less than 2.0 Pre-Transit CGPA Arts: 2.0 or Higher Pre-Transit CGPA 
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Figure 4b: Faculty of Science Transit Student Demographics 

 

Science: Less than 2.0 Pre-Transit CGPA Science: 2.0 or Higher Pre-Transit CGPA 
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PRE-TRANSIT CGPA AND OUTCOMES 

Pre-Transit CGPA vs. 1st Year in Transit Faculty SGPA3 
The relationship between a student’s pre-transit CGPA and their Sessional GPA after their first 
year (fall and winter semesters) in the faculty they transited in to is shown in figures 5a and 5b. 

 

 
 
 

3 This section excludes the latest cohort of transit students (2016/17) as their 1st year in transit faculty SGPA information is not yet available. 
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The above two graphs show that the correlation between a student’s pre-transit CGPA 
and the SGPA they achieve in their transit year is strong for both the Faculty of Arts (r = 
0.63)4 and the Faculty of Science (r = 0.68)5. 

Pre-Transit CGPA vs. 1st to 2nd Year Persistence Rates6 
Figure 6 shows the number of students within their pre-transit CGPA category 
who continued on, or did not continue on, from the year in which they transited 
to the subsequent year. The data labels in the chart show the overall percent of 
students, in that pre-transit CGPA category, who continued. 

 
 
 

Figure 6: Number of Students who Continued and Did Not Continue from 
Year of Transit to Subsequent Year 
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6 This section excludes the two latest cohorts of transit students (2015/16 and 2016/17) as their persistence 
information is not yet available.  

88% 
86% 

77% 
 

 

 

 

 

 

71% 
63% 70% 

54% 

St
ud

en
ts

 

246


