
UTQAP Cyclical Review: Final Assessment 
Report and Implementation Plan 

1. Review Summary

Programs Reviewed: Computer Engineering, BASc 
Electrical Engineering, BASc 
Electrical and Computer Engineering, MEng 
Electrical and Computer Engineering, MASc 
Electrical and Computer Engineering, PhD  

Unit Reviewed: The Edward S. Rogers Sr. Department of Electrical & 
Computer Engineering 

Commissioning Officer: Dean, Faculty of Applied Science & Engineering 

Reviewers (Name, Affiliation): 1. Professor Ivan Fair, Professor and Chair, Electrical
and Computer Engineering, University of Alberta

2. Professor Sarah Rajala, James L. and Katherine S.
Melsa Dean of Engineering, Iowa State University

3. Professor T.E. (Ed) Schlesinger, Professor and
Benjamin T. Rome Dean, Electrical and Computer
Engineering, Whiting School of Engineering, Johns
Hopkins University

Date of Review Visit: June 18 – 19, 2018 



Previous UTQAP Review 

Date: May 22 – 23, 2013  

Summary of Findings and Recommendations 

Program Strengths 
• Internationally well-recognized academic programs
• Program objectives, admissions process, and degree-level expectations favourably

evaluated by the Canadian Engineering Accreditation Board (CEAB)
• High-impact, high-quality research
• Students’ positive assessment of faculty members’ teaching and research

Opportunities for Program Improvement and Enhancement 
The reviewers recommended that the following be considered: 

• Finding the appropriate balance between teaching and research workload
• Removing barriers to interdisciplinary research and longer-term, high-risk

research endeavours
• Enforcing deadlines and timelines for graduate review committee meetings,

impacting progress in students’ doctoral studies
• Attending to variations in graduate student funding levels
• Strengthening graduate student advising
• Examining the “big jump” between the first and second year in the undergraduate

program and the level of required courses in the second year

Current Review: Documentation and Consultation 

Documentation Provided to Reviewers 
The reviewers were provided with: 

• CVs of Electrical and Computer Engineering Faculty
• FASE Academic Plan, 2017-2022
• FASE Undergraduate Calendar, 2017-2018
• Itinerary
• Review Report Template
• Self-study
• Terms of Reference



• University of Toronto Graduate Calendar, 2017-2018
• University of Toronto Quality Assurance Process (UTQAP)
• University of Toronto Towards 2030 - Synthesis
• University of Toronto Towards 2030 – View from 2012 (Progress Report)

Consultation Process 
The reviewers met with: 

• FASE Dean Cristina Amon
• FASE Vice-Deans of Graduate Studies, First-Year Engineering, and Research
• ECE Chair Farid Najm
• ECE Associate Chair and staff related to undergraduate studies
• ECE Associate Chair and staff related to graduate studies
• ECE Associate Chair and staff related to research
• ECE undergraduate students in the computer engineering and electrical engineering

BASc programs
• ECE graduate students in the computer and electrical engineering MEng, MASc and PhD

programs
• ECE administrative and technical support staff
• ECE professors (pre-tenure and tenure-stream)
• Chairs and Directors of other FASE departments, divisions and institutes, and Chair of

the FAS Computer Science department
• FASE Advisory Search Committee for the Chair of The Edward S. Rogers Sr. Department

of Electrical & Computer Engineering

Current Review: Findings and Recommendations  

1. Undergraduate Program
The reviewers observed the following strengths: 

o Admissions requirements
o High demand for programs and high admission requirements
o Curriculum and program delivery
o Good curricular flexibility
o Innovation
o Impressive investments made to improve undergraduate labs, specifically

robotics and energy systems
o Quality indicators – undergraduate students
o Programs attract the most highly qualified students with strong academic

records



o Most students complete the program in an expected timeframe

The reviewers identified the following areas of concern: 

o Admissions requirements
o Maintaining a high admission requirements, specifically the high GPA

requirement, may exclude other well-rounded students who would excel in
engineering studies

o Curriculum and program delivery
o While the reviewers understood the history of offering two degree programs,

they question whether it makes sense moving forward to offer one program in
electrical and computer engineering, especially given the flexibility within the
undergraduate degree programs

o Last curriculum overhaul was 15 years ago
o Introduction of math and computing science courses within the department

does not seem optimal
o Quality of Teaching Assistants varies largely based on the individual’s initiative
o Innovation
o While improvements to some labs have been made, students still observed some

ongoing equipment failures

The reviewers made the following recommendations: 

o Admissions requirements
o If the high GPA admission standard is maintained, consider promoting program

as focused on producing career researchers
o Curriculum and program delivery
o Consider feasibility of providing academic credit for students who complete a

research project with a faculty member
o Advocate to the Canadian Engineering Accreditation Board (CEAB) to offer one

degree program in electrical and computer engineering
o Review curriculum and consider ways to emphasize “modes of thought” meaning

not just “what we teach” but also “how we teach”
o Consider benefits of students taking courses from outside the department
o Increase investment in systematic training of Teaching Assistants, for both lab

and seminar instruction
o Innovation
o Enhance efforts to secure additional internship opportunities
o Quality indicators – undergraduate students
o Other than CEAB “Graduate Attributes, it is unclear how proficiency is evaluated

in graduating students
o Potential impact on curriculum development due to the collection of Graduate

Attributes



2. Graduate Program
The reviewers observed the following strengths: 

o Student funding
o Financial support is a considerable advantage compared to many other programs

in North America

The reviewers identified the following areas of concern: 

o Curriculum and program delivery
o Requiring all PhD courses to be completed before the qualifying exam seems

“restrictive”; courses that may assist with the dissertation may emerge as
students complete thesis work

o Department practices and expectations seem to vary based on which research
area the student belongs to

o Student engagement, experience and program support services
o Supervisory committee meetings are not always held annually and students

would benefit from additional guidance and program structure
o Quality indicators – graduate students
o PhD time to completion seems “excessive”
o No data on graduate outcomes of master’s students who do not pursue a PhD

The reviewers made the following recommendations: 

o Curriculum and program delivery
o Consider relaxing the timeline for the PhD program requirements to allow

students to complete courses before and after the qualifying exam; reconsider
the number of required courses for the PhD

o Ensure program requirements are clearly articulated on the department website
o Innovation
o Enhance efforts to secure additional internship opportunities
o Student engagement, experience and program support services
o Ensure supervisory committee meetings are held on an annual basis
o Provide a support person, like an ombudsperson, for PhD students to raise their

concerns to
o Quality indicators – graduate students
o Work towards reducing PhD time to completion to closer to 5-years to ensure

international competitiveness
o Track employment and salary outcomes of MASc and MEng graduates who do

not pursue a PhD; evaluate whether there is a difference in the marketplace and
if the department should continue to offer both degrees

o Student funding



o Ensure funding levels are reviewed regularly to ensure they remain sufficient to
cover the cost of living in Toronto

3. Faculty/Research
The reviewers observed the following strengths: 

o Overall quality
o Considerable number of distinguished faculty members
o Research
o High level of research activity
o Researchers are strong in their individual areas of expertise

The reviewers identified the following areas of concern: 

o Overall quality
o Reviewers were not clear what metrics were used to measure faculty

performance
o Research
o Faculty research programs seem “highly individualistic”, and there is unrealized

potential to create focused areas of research strength in the department
o Faculty
o Faculty members seem dismissive about the role of technology in teaching and

education

The reviewers made the following recommendations: 

o Overall quality
o If faculty engage in additional outreach activities, these should contribute to the

evaluation of faculty performance
o Research
o Encourage faculty to pursue common research goals, allowing for greater

research impact
o Seek buy-in among faculty to establish the department as the “go-to” for defined

research areas
o Maintaining position as a leader in the field may require shifting away from

individual research emphasis to a focus on combined research efforts
o Consider strategic new hires that focus on research areas and collaboration,

rather than simply making “replacement” hires for faculty who retire or leave;
consider ways to refresh the faculty complement and balance full professors
with early career faculty

o Faculty



o Empower teaching-stream faculty to introduce innovative teaching methods,
and provide these faculty with time to work on the scholarship of teaching

o Institute formal and informal faculty mentoring programs

4. Administration
The reviewers observed the following strengths: 

o Relationships
o Clear sense of community within the department
o Chair is commended for work to affect change within NSERC, and is encouraged

to continue such efforts
o Organizational and financial structure
o New space in the Myhal Centre presents many new opportunities to benefit

undergraduate and graduate students, such as new learning spaces, additional
support for student clubs, and enhanced use of technology

o Faculty and staff have strong confidence in leadership, and feels well supported
by them and that they also have a voice

o Impressive transparency in departmental resource allocation

The reviewers identified the following areas of concern: 

o Relationships
o Graduate students reported feeling left out of program and policy discussions

and decisions
o Unclear what outreach activities are being undertaken, and materials were not

provided to the reviewers on this topic
o Organizational and financial structure
o Faculty and students are concerned over increasing administrative burdens, and

feel that more services could be streamlined and available online
o Long-range planning and overall assessment
o Unclear Department mission:
o As a top Department internationally, there is untapped potential (and an

“obligation”) to be a leader in education, student experience, and social impact
o Lack of consideration for potential future “threats” to educational costs,

delivery, international competition, research funding, and opportunities, which
are currently being discussed among US peer schools

o Somewhat conservative and comfortable with the traditional notion of
scholarship

o Departmental “areas” may be too dominant and restrict administrative planning
and research expansion



The reviewers made the following recommendations: 

o Relationships
o Strengthen department’s relationships with its graduate students by seeking

regular input from them
o While the department already does a good job of celebrating faculty and staff

accomplishments, it is encouraged to promote accomplishments even more to
further develop the sense of community

o Establish an outreach program, leveraging the learning and successes of others,
and working to form new partnerships

o Organizational and financial structure
o Long-range planning and overall assessment
o Clearly articulate a Department mission, vision and purpose that:
o Considers “calculated risks” in advancing educational delivery, research pursuits,

and maximizing benefits to society
o Identifies areas where Department can become a “world leader” (such as

emerging important technological developments in transportation, healthcare,
energy and autonomous machines) and encourage faculty to work towards these
goals

o Explores opportunities for large-scale collaborations with other U of T units,
including cognate units at the Faculty

o Seizes the opportunity to become a model for other Canadian engineering
departments, and consider how to respond to new online and distance programs
that are entering the marketplace

o Explore further development opportunities within alumni body



2. Administrative Response & Implementation Plan













3. Committee on Academic Policy & Programs (AP&P)
Findings

4. Institutional Executive Summary
The reviewers praised the high quality of students, their strong academic records, and the 
flexibility of the undergraduate curriculum. The reviewers complimented the faculty members’ 
high level of research activity and strong individual areas of expertise. Overall, the reviewers 
were impressed by the sense of community throughout the department. The reviewers 
recommended that the following issues be addressed: refining the department’s mission and 
taking "calculated risks" on how education and research are delivered and conducted; exploring 
untapped potential opportunities for new areas of research collaboration and expansion; 
addressing lengthy time-to-completion for PhD students and the need for supervisory 
committee meetings, which students clearly want; clarifying expectations for faculty 
performance; refreshing faculty complement and balancing full professors with junior faculty; 
engaging in a review of the undergraduate curriculum that emphasizes "modes of thought" 
rather than "information transfer"; and considering whether it still makes sense to offer both 
the MASc and MEng programs, given the programs' flexibility, and tracking employment and 
salary outcomes to help in this determination. The Dean’s Administrative Response describes 
the Faculty, unit and programs’ responses to the reviewers’ recommendations, including an 
implementation plan for any changes necessary as a result. 

5. Monitoring and Date of Next Review
The next review of The Edward S. Rogers Sr. Department of Electrical & Computer Engineering 
and its programs is scheduled for the 2022-23 academic year. In the interim, the chair of the 
department will report to the Dean on progress made toward the implementation of 
recommendations on an annual basis, and the Dean will submit a report to you in the 2020-
2021 academic year, midway between the June 2018 review and the next site visit. 

6. Distribution
On May 17, 2019, the Final Assessment Report and Implementation Plan was posted to the 
Vice-Provost, Academic Programs website and the link provided by email to the Dean of the 
Faculty of Applied Science & Engineering, the Secretaries of AP&P, Academic Board and 
Governing Council, and the Ontario Universities Council on Quality Assurance. The Dean 
provided the link to the Chair of the department. 

At its meeting on April 2, 2019, the Committee on Academic Policy and Programs (AP&P) 
concluded that there were no issues to be drawn to the attention of the Agenda Committee 
but requested a follow up report in one year on recommended changes within the research 
culture to a more cooperative model, suggestions that the department identify areas of 
priority in which it will provide leadership at an international level, and reform of the 
undergraduate programs. 
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