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| Introduction

This is the final report of the Ad Hoc Investigatory
Committee on the University of Manitoba Faculty of
Architecture. The CAUT struck this Committee in
March of 2014, with the following terms of reference:





Determine whether there has been interference with
the duties and responsibilities of the heads of the
Department of Architecture;

Charles Reeve, Associate Professor, Faculty of Liberal
Arts & Sciences and School of Interdisciplinary
Studies, OCAD University (Chair);



Pauline M. Pearson, Professor, Department of
Psychology, University of Winnipeg; and



Determine whether there has been interference with
the research activities of faculty;



Grant Wanzel, Professor Emeritus and former Dean,
School of Architecture, Dalhousie University.



Determine whether there have been restrictions of
academic freedom;



Determine whether there has been interference with
the functioning of committees;



Consider other issues that may arise in the course of
its investigation; and



Make any appropriate recommendations.

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

Members of the Committee are:

Our report has three main sections: Method; Findings;
and Recommendations.
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| Method

After having been constituted, the Committee reviewed
documentary materials. It then attempted to set up
meetings with faculty, staff, students and administrators
who may have knowledge of events in the Faculty of
Architecture.
In April 2014, the Committee spent several days
speaking with individuals who agreed to be
interviewed—mostly in person in Winnipeg, but also by
telephone and Skype—to gather information about these
matters. Four things are noteworthy regarding these
interviews. (1) Although participation was voluntary
(the Committee has no authority to compel
participation), more than twenty people came forward,
the majority of whom were current faculty. (2) The
participants came from many ranks, as well as students,
administrators and former staff from all four
departments within the Faculty of Architecture. (The
Faculty comprises the departments of Architecture, City
Planning, Interior Design and Landscape Architecture; it
also houses the Environmental Design program.)
(3) Despite the diversity of participation, the testimony
was remarkably consistent. (4) We were told by a
number of the faculty that they welcomed the CAUT
inquiry because their attempts to resolve the matter
internally had not worked: that they had brought their
concerns to senior university officials, including VicePresident and Provost Joanne Keselman, to no avail.

[I]ndividual faculty members and, in at least one instance, a
group of faculty members have met with a member or
members of the senior administration to share their concerns
and have provided relevant documentation. UMFA has also
met with the senior administration by phone and by email,
and has provided documentation, particularly email
documentation, regarding actions taken by the administration
in the Faculty of Architecture.
In addition, the Committee was provided with
documentation by other individuals in the form of
correspondence and email exchanges, and notes and
chronologies regarding various incidents.
Despite multiple invitations, Dean Ralph Stern, VicePresident (Academic) and Provost Joanne Keselman and
President David Barnard declined to meet with the
Committee.
To ensure fairness to persons potentially affected in a
material adverse way by preliminary findings in the
Committee’s report, each was sent a letter with a
summary of those preliminary findings and with an
invitation to respond to any preliminary findings they
felt were incorrect. We have reviewed the responses and
modified our findings as appropriate.

We also spoke with Linda Guse, Executive Director of
the University of Manitoba Faculty Association (UMFA),
and Sharon Alward, UMFA President at the time. Prof.
Alward reiterated that efforts to resolve issues in the
Faculty of Architecture had been made but were largely
unsuccessful except for the settlement of one grievance.
In correspondence to the Committee she wrote:
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| Findings

Although some of the findings of the Committee are
relevant to multiple issues in the mandate, for
simplicity’s sake we will attempt to group findings
according to the part of the mandate to which each is
most relevant.

Interference with the Duties and
Responsibilities of the Heads of
the Department of Architecture

We found numerous examples of interference by Dean
Ralph Stern with the heads of the Department of
Architecture in their efforts to fulfill their duties and
responsibilities. One of the clearest signs of trouble was
the rapid turnover of personnel. Stern has been Dean of
the Faculty of Architecture since the fall of 2010. In that
time, there have been three Heads of the Department of
Architecture, a rate of churn that clearly indicates trouble
at the top. Not only that, but the two previous Heads,
Nat Chard and Frank Fantauzzi, have both left the
University of Manitoba, Fantauzzi after taking a
grievance-related leave. Chard, having learned of our
investigation, wrote an extensive email, in which he said
about Dean Stern:
I recently visited the University of Manitoba where I worked
between August 2005 and December 2012 (and department
head between 2005 and 2010). I was told that you are making
inquiries into the behaviour of the Dean. I was also told that the
University was denying knowledge of his behaviour.
I would like to register the following:
My sole reason for leaving the University of Manitoba was the
behaviour of the Dean, who established a culture of fear within
the faculty and appeared only to try to find problems with the
department, despite its peer reviewed success. It was clear that it
was not possible to work to one’s capacity in either teaching or
research under the Dean’s regime and therefore a completely
unsatisfying place to work. It had been our intention to stay in
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Winnipeg — we had bought a plot of land on which to build a
house and our two children have settled in Winnipeg with
their partners, so you can imagine how desperate the prospects
were for us to decide to leave. The Dean’s behaviour towards
Frank Fantauzzi, who succeeded me as department head, is
apparent through their e-mail correspondence. Frank asked for
my help in answering these e-mails until he was forbidden to
seek advice in his work by the Dean. I have never seen
anything close to the hostility that Frank was subjected to in
his work by the Dean.
The hopelessness of the Department of Architecture's position
became fully apparent to me when the then director of the
Partners Programme copied an e-mail from the Dean to me
where the Dean made it clear that if the Partners Programme
honoured his commitment to the department the director of the
programme would lose his job. I believe I was sent the e-mail
because the director was an honourable person and wanted me
to understand why he could not honour that agreement.
I was one of a group of tenured professors who met with the
Union for a number of months before finally meeting Joanne
Kesselman on a date I am sure my former colleagues have
provided. During the lead up to this meeting the Union was in
contact with the administration behind the scenes (of course
you can check this with the Union, but I believe this
conversation started in the spring of 2011). Additionally, I had
an exit interview held in the “Big House” (the building the
holds the University’s upper administration) in November or
December of 2012 when I was clear that the Dean was my
reason for leaving and that he was bullying members of staff
in the department. Any attempt to deny knowledge of the
Dean’s behaviour by the University is disingenuous.
Chard’s mention of peer-reviewed success is crucial to this
narrative. The Canadian Architecture Certification
Board (CACB) accredits all Canadian architecture
programs and reviews all accredited programs regularly.
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How regularly, though, depends on the program’s
quality: the CACB has four accreditation cycles, ranging
from six years for a top-ranked program to two years for
a program on the cusp of having their accreditation
revoked. Between these extremes, the CACB has a threeyear cycle for programs with serious deficiencies, and a
six-year term with a Focused Evaluation after three years
for programs that are basically sound but have specific
shortcomings.
Currently, Canada has eleven accredited architecture
programs. Of these, eight, including the program at the
University of Manitoba, are on unqualified six-year
accreditation cycles. Interestingly, the three that are
subject to Focused Evaluations are the University of British
Columbia, the University of Toronto and McGill
University—which is to say that even top programs can
fall short.
We underline this point for two reasons. First, when the
CACB last reviewed the University of Manitoba
program, it flagged two areas of concern for a follow-up
Focused Evaluation. However, the program successfully
dealt with those issues, and the CACB website notes that
the Manitoba program is no longer subject to a Focused
Evaluation.
Yet, rather than congratulate his faculty on a job well
done and help them prepare for their next accreditation
visit (scheduled for 2015), Stern wrote a 10-page memo
to the Dean of Graduate Studies extremely critical of the
acting head of the Department of Architecture, Terri
Fuglem, his colleagues and the graduate program. A full
copy of the memo is attached as Appendix A. Stern
frames his comments as follows:
With regard to full disclosure, I relate that I am both Dean and
a member of the Department of Architecture. I came to the
University from abroad: I had no dealings with or knowledge
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of this department prior to the start of my recruitment. Unlike
the majority of the members of the Department, I am neither
an alumnus of Carleton nor of McGill. I am, however, the first
architect to be Dean of the Faculty of Architecture in close to
twenty years…. Arriving in 2010, I fully expected to find a
functioning department that I could be of assistance to with
regard to "moving from good to great”, as the University
agenda indicated. I expected to find a department interested in
engaging a larger, international context (from which I was
recruited), a department eager to engage the urgent issues of
climate change, social justice, advances in technology and
developments in professional practice. I also expected to find a
department engaged in an ongoing discussion of history and
theory, and their relevance to contemporary issues. In short, I
expected to find a department "typical” in the best sense of the
word: eager, ambitious, engaged and wishing to accomplish the
best for its students. I enquired of Departmental members who
they considered their Peer Institutions to be, and was told that
they were "unique". To date, including the Graduate Program
Review, no Peer Institutions have been forthcoming, thereby
leaving an open question as to how we are serving our students
in relation to our peers and competitors…”.
Subsequently, there was interference with Acting Head
Terri Fuglem’s duties externally, again regarding
accreditation. On June 27, 2014, Vice-provost David
Collins sent a brief letter to CACB President Branko
Kolarevic, in which he writes:
I would ask that communications about the accreditation
process be directed to the Office of the President and copied to
the Dean of Architecture. As Dean of the Faculty of
Architecture, Prof. Ralph Stern is responsible for the
University’s professional and academic architecture, design,
and planning programs, and his office will coordinate
preparation of the Architecture Program Report, ensuring that
it reflects the pedagogical aims of the Faculty and its
professional programs as required by the CACB Procedures
documentation.
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However, the 2012 edition of CACB Procedures for
Accreditation for Professional Degree Programs in
Architecture emphasizes that the Program Head (at
Manitoba that has been the Head of the Department of
Architecture) leads the accreditation on the university
side. For example, the Program Head writes the program
review and liaises with the CACB on logistics (CACB
Procedures p. 5); the Program Head vets the Visiting
Team Report for factual errors (CACB Procedures p. 10);
the Program Head meets with the Visiting Team to
discuss questions as they arise (CACB Procedures p. 14);
and so on.
That the Head of the Department of Architecture should
be the Program Head for CACB accreditations was
confirmed in a July 14, 2014 letter from CACB President
Kolarevic to Vice-Provost Collins, which states that:
the Program Head plays a key role in preparing the
Architecture Program Report and for the subsequent team visit
… Prof. Fuglem as Program Head (or Prof. Stern as Dean) can
communicate directly with the CACB as necessary.
In our view, Vice-Provost Collins’ suggesting otherwise
undermines Fuglem’s coordination of the process
although in correspondence to the Committee, the ViceProvost said:
Given the complexity of our particular institution, and the
Faculty of Architecture, the accreditation process cannot be
managed entirely by the Department of Architecture, and
requires a coordinated approach by the Dean of the Faculty …
In our institution, the “program head” role is largely filled by
the Dean, in consultation with the Department Head, the
Provost’s office, and any other necessary offices.
Fuglem’s role as Head of the Department and Program
Head for the review was also denied her as the Dean,
through a series of emails in late July and early August of
2014, directed that much of the program head’s role was
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to be played by another faculty member, Herb Enns, who
substantially authored the report and hand-delivered it
to the CACB in Ottawa. Meanwhile, Fuglem was given
little opportunity to review the final version of the
document and did not see any changes made subsequent
to her review, even though she is listed as one of the
report’s co-authors.
Along with this kind of major interference with the
program head’s duties, there also is routine interference
in smaller matters. For example, in August 2014, Fuglem
hired a graduate student to teach an introductory-level
design course which Dean Stern alleges is not common
practice at the University of Manitoba. On the morning
of Saturday, August 23, with the course due to start on
Monday, August 25, Stern contacted Fuglem to inform
her that he was overriding her decision, and that she was
to instruct a specific junior faculty member to teach the
course instead of the sessional instructor she’d hired.
These instances exemplify a prominent theme in our
conversations with faculty from City Planning, Interior
Design and Landscape Architecture: a concern about the
usurpation of Terri Fuglem’s role as head, a concern for
her welfare and a desire to show support for her. She
enjoys strong respect and affection from her colleagues,
as is evidenced by them voting by a large majority this
summer to extend her term as head to a third year. They
made clear in our interviews that their concern for her
flows directly from their awareness of, and experience
with, the culture of fear and retribution that Stern has
produced.

Interference with the
Research Activities of Faculty

While our investigations turned up multiple examples of
research interference, we will focus on just a couple in
this report to illustrate the scope of Stern’s interference.
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However, we will discuss closely related issues
subsequently.

I believe that we are now in agreement that you should no
longer hold a title that appears to have been one in “name only.”

One instance of such behaviour that almost every
interviewee mentioned involves Professor Mark West
and his research institute, the Centre for Architectural
Structures & Technology (CAST). The institute resides
in a purpose-built structure that was designed and
constructed at a cost of roughly $1.5 million. Support for
this project came from a wide range of public and private
partners, and subsequent research support has come
from various government and industry partners,
including the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council of Canada and the Natural Science and
Engineering Research Council of Canada.

Citing his duty when a unit is ignoring policy, and
placing the institution at undue risk of liability, Dean
Stern said he was obligated to act. He further said that
West was offered help but chose to resign.

West’s colleagues describe him as an ideal faculty
member: he has big ideas, which he pursues with
determination, drawing in funding from a wide range of
agencies and partners and encouraging cross-pollination
with other departments and faculties (for example, he
works closely with the Department of Civil Engineering).
This has resulted in an international profile for himself
and his institution. He has lectured at such prestigious
institutions as the Eidgenössische Technische
Hochschule and the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, and CAST has collaborated with a host of
internationally recognized architecture firms.
West’s colleagues find it both baffling and concerning
that Dean Stern has attempted to discredit West’s work
and undermine his contributions. For example, Stern
pressed West to resign as director of CAST in 2011.
When West resisted, Stern took the position that West
never had held the position anyway; that, as he wrote to
West in an email of June 29, 2011:
[T]here was only a tacit understanding between yourself and
former Dean Witty that you could call yourself “Director” …
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West came to feel unable to continue in an environment
where the Dean described him as director of CAST in
name only despite the fact that West launched the
program and built the building. The Dean met with
West’s research and industry partners without his
knowledge and stalled his projects until his partners are
forced to back out. In 2014, prompted by these actions,
West took an unpaid leave from the university, and has
recently left the University of Manitoba for a position at
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
His resignation letter, sent to University of Manitoba
President David Barnard on January 15, 2015 is quoted
in full below as it is directly relevant to the matters we
were asked to investigate:
I am writing to inform you of my intention to resign my
position at the University of Manitoba, effective July 1, 2015,
and to briefly explain my reasons for doing so.
My eighteen years at the University of Manitoba have been the
most productive period of my professional life. During the first
14 years here I received extraordinary support from my
Department, Faculty, and the University. For this I will be
forever grateful.
Unfortunately, my recent experience working under the
leadership of Dean Ralph Stern has brought great frustration
and unhappiness. I could cite numerous reasons for my
dissatisfaction, but chief among these is the fact that Dean
Stern has placed certain devastating constrictions on my
research that have made it impossible for me to continue my
work here.
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Beginning in November 2012, Dean Stern placed specific
strictures on my work at the CAST laboratory that made it
impossible for me to transfer, test, and apply my research in
commercial projects. His decision to do this cited “university
policy” and was founded on his definition of my work as
“production” rather than academic “research”. I have repeatedly
asked that the Dean change his decision by adopting the
definitions of “research” vs. “production” given by the
University’s Associate Vice-President (Partnerships), as
established in conversations between myself, the VP
(Partnerships), and my Faculty’s Associate Dean (Research). I
have also endeavored to lift Dean Stern’s prohibitions through
conversations with the Dean, through our Faculty’s Research
Committee, and with the University’s Vice President
(Research). The Provost was also made aware of this problem.
After more than two years of frustration, Dean Stern’s
classification of my work with private sector research partners
as “production” work rather than “research” still stands, along
with his prohibitions on the use of the CAST laboratory for this
work.
My plans now are to accept a new position at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, beginning in the Fall
Term 2015, where such constrictions on research do not exist.
It is with deep regret that I leave the excellent laboratory I
founded at this University. Although the Department of
Architecture at MIT does not have anything even approaching
the facilities we have built at the CAST Lab they are, unlike the
U of M Faculty of Architecture, enthusiastic about supporting
my research and its further development and application in
innovative and experimental construction projects.
While I leave the University of Manitoba with regret, I look
forward to my work at MIT, and other universities abroad,
with great relief. My energies can once again be spent in
positive work rather than fighting the strange and negative
friction I have encountered here in recent years.
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I will always be grateful for the extraordinary support I
received from the University of Manitoba in the past. It has
changed my life, and served many others as well in the process.
Despite my recent frustrations, I will remain forever thankful
to this University for the excellent years I spent here, and for
the contributions I was able to make with its support.
We emphasize the case of CAST only because it was the
most serious and because the vast majority of our
interviewees raised it with us. However, almost
everyone we met also had a story of their research being
interfered with, from minor but dispiriting incidents
involving distinguished visiting lecturers being
uninvited after faculty had worked hard to stitch
together the necessary funding, to the direct interference
with industry partners and research initiatives that West
experienced.
For example, Frank Fantauzzi, when he was chair,
regularly had his decisions overturned regarding
research allocations. Shauna Mallory, a long-time faculty
member, reported she experienced decanal interference
with research funding, when the dean became involved
with the Student Technology Fee Investment
Committee. After she questioned a proposal to move the
Partnership Program office, she suddenly found her
funding frozen pending the submission of an accounting
of how she had spent the funds to date, even though this
requirement was not part of the funding structure.
These activities seemed to run exactly counter to what
deans normally do: when faculty members find ways to
secure outside funding and develop external partnerships
that can support innovation while providing pathways
for students to transition from school to career, they
enhance the school’s reputation and the quality of
education that the school provides, and their dean should
applaud and encourage them.
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Restrictions of Academic Freedom

While issues of academic freedom clearly are in play in
much of the material covered in this report’s other terms
of reference, we address it specifically here to take up a
theme that relates directly to the fundamental principles
of academic freedom but is not covered elsewhere in this
report: the principle that academic freedom protects the
right of faculty members to criticize their institution and
administration.
Of the numerous complaints we heard concerning
Stern’s attempts to restrict academic freedom in this
regard, many alleged Stern used Jackie Gruber, the
University of Manitoba’s Human Rights and Conflict
Management Officer, in what they regarded to be a
campaign to use the University’s Respectful Work and
Learning Environment Policy as a weapon to roll back his
faculty members’ right to freedom from institutional
censorship. We heard numerous stories of faculty
members being instructed to attend meetings with Ms.
Gruber to be advised of their responsibilities under this
policy, or being summoned to attend meetings with
Stern and arriving to find Gruber also in attendance.
Faculty felt these meetings were intended to quell dissent
by positioning all criticism and all critics as disrespectful
and therefore as potentially subject to discipline under
the policy. In correspondence to the Committee, Ms.
Gruber said that such a perception misunderstands her
role:
I have no part whatsoever in investigating complaints, and no
disciplinary role or authority. My job is to educate, help resolve
conflict, and if a formal complaint is filed, ensure that an
investigator is appointed and does a thorough and fair review.
Stern's action encompasses three important violations of
principle. First, academic freedom protects freedom in
carrying out research and in publishing the results
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thereof, freedom in carrying out teaching, and freedom
from institutional censorship. Second, this is an instance
of senior administration using the respectful work and
learning environment policy to silence academic staff.
Finally, this behaviour makes recourse to RWLEP
provisions effectively unavailable to members of the
Faculty of Architecture, by removing their trust in the
process.
Moreover, these violations of principle also violate the
collective agreement, since Article 19.A.1 of the
University of Manitoba’s Collective Agreement with its
faculty underscores the faculty’s right to be free from
institutional censorship.

Interference with the
Functioning of Committees

The protection from institutional censorship guaranteed
by Article 19.A.1 of the Collective Agreement is
complemented by the very next article, Article 19.A.2.1,
which enumerates faculty members’ rights, duties and
responsibilities. Of particular interest is the first
paragraph, which guarantees free expression and
participation in specific, key aspects of committee work:
Faculty members shall have the right to express opinions and
to participate by means of their representatives in procedures
as provided for in the appropriate Article concerning such
matters as: the appointment and promotion of faculty
members; the granting of tenure to faculty members; the
selection and review of heads of departments and academic
administrators (but not their deputies or associate officers);
and the granting of merit awards. (45)
Free, uncoerced participation in such activities as
appointment and promotion of faculty members and
selection and review of department heads is a must for
any institution claiming to promote academic freedom
and to be governed collegially. Conversely, to the extent



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

that any of these aspects of collegial governance are
undermined, so too is that institution’s claim on
academic freedom diminished. Academics have a right to
expect that much of the work they do in committees is a
key aspect of collegial governance. That is, such
committees are mandated to make decisions that
represent the collective will of the colleagues on the
committee—rather than to execute the will of a chair,
dean or other administrator. And yet, it appears that
executing his will is precisely how Stern expects
committees to act.
A number of faculty members reported that Stern finds
it difficult to resist intervening in faculty members’
activities, no matter how large or small, usually with the
effect of making the activity either much more difficult
or impossible. We were told that industry partnerships,
guest lecturer programs, the Department of
Architecture’s centenary—all were subjected to Stern’s
incessant interventions. In communication to our
committee, Dean Stern said he was endeavouring to assist
faculty members in navigating these requirements so that we
can achieve successful programs. He continued, The fact that
some faculty members do not think these rules should apply to
them does not make it interference, because they are simply
wrong.
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Other Issues that May Arise in
the Course of its Investigation

The main additional concern that regularly was reported
in our interviews and that the evidence we saw supports,
is that Ralph Stern is not appropriate to be a dean. He
simply has the wrong personality, and is unable to turn
his hand to encouraging his faculty members and finding
ways to help them realize their projects. He certainly
could not be regarded as the chief academic of his Faculty
in any meaningful way (particularly since the Ph.D. he
was working on when he was hired has failed to
materialize). Dean Stern indicated to the committee that
he did make commitments regarding my continued
academic pursuits, but those were made in the context of
my relationship with my supervisor, the Vice-President
(Academic) and Provost. I am currently working with
Dr. Keselman to fulfil her expectations in this regard.
Far from thinking of him as a mentor or facilitator, his
faculty members (along with the student leaders we met)
think of him as an obstacle.
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| Recommendations

Given the contents of our interviews and the documents
that we have reviewed, we make the following
recommendations:
1. That Ralph Stern be terminated immediately from his
position as Dean and have all administrative and
supervisory authority revoked.
2. That the University begin a search for a new dean,
consistent with its policy and in consultation with
members of the Faculty of Architecture.
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| Appendix A

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



Report // Faculty of Architecture / University of Manitoba

CAUT // Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee

February 



