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● (1830)

[English]
The Chair (Hon. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.)):

Good evening, colleagues. I call this meeting to order.

Before we start, I want to recognize Corey Tochor and thank him
for the work he has done these last few weeks. Could we take a mo‐
ment to recognize Corey?

Some hon. members: Hear, hear!

The Chair: I'd like to welcome you all to meeting number five
of the House of Commons Standing Committee on Science and Re‐
search.

As you know, the Board of Internal Economy requires that the
committee adhere to health protocols, which are in effect until
March 11, 2022. As the chair, I will enforce these measures and I
thank you all for your co-operation.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format pursuant to
the House order of November 24, 2021. There are a few rules. In‐
terpretation services are available for this meeting. You may speak
in the official language of your choice. At the bottom of your
screen is the toolbar and you may choose to hear floor audio, En‐
glish or French. The “raise hand” feature is on the main toolbar
should you wish to speak. I would remind you that all comments
should be addressed through the chair.

When you are not speaking, your microphone should be muted.
The committee clerk and I will maintain a speaking list for all
members.

We're delighted tonight to have from the Canadian Institutes of
Health Research, Dr. Michael Strong, president. From the Natural
Sciences and Engineering Research Council, we have Dr. Alejandro
Adem, president. From the Social Sciences and Humanities Re‐
search Council, we have Dr. Ted Hewitt, president, and Dr. Do‐
minique Bérubé, vice-president of research.

We will begin with our witness testimony, and we'll begin with
Dr. Michael Strong for five minutes.

Dr. Michael Strong (President, Canadian Institutes of Health
Research): [Technical difficulty—Editor]

[Translation]
Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas (Rimouski-Neigette—Témis‐

couata—Les Basques, BQ): Excuse me, Madam Chair, [Technical
difficulty—Editor] currently no interpretation. [Technical difficul‐

ty—Editor] Dr. Strong [Technical difficulty—Editor] French inter‐
pretation.

[English]
The Chair: I'm sorry, Dr. Strong.

We will suspend for a minute to make sure that we have transla‐
tion.

Monsieur Blanchette-Joncas, are you on the French channel?

[Translation]
Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Yes, I am.

[English]
The Chair: Are we good to go now? How is the interpretation

now?

[Translation]
Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: No interpretation is coming

through.

All right. I'm being told that the problem is fixed. We can re‐
sume.

[English]
The Chair: Dr. Strong, could you try again please?
Dr. Michael Strong: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I wish to thank the committee for the invitation to appear here to‐
day. It is a great privilege, both as CIHR's president and as a scien‐
tist, to join my colleagues in addressing the inaugural members of
Canada's parliamentary committee dedicated to science and re‐
search.

In the preamble to the act, which established CIHR in 2000, Par‐
liament recognized that excellence in health research is fundamen‐
tal to improving the health of Canadians. CIHR has since endeav‐
oured to deliver on its mandate by investing in high-calibre, peer-
reviewed research, and its translation into better health for Canadi‐
ans.

As we strive to build on our successes, we see an opportunity to
modernize the concept of research excellence, and address many of
the challenges currently facing the research community and Cana‐
dians. It's an opportunity to firmly position Canada as a global lead‐
er in inclusive and collaborative science focused on real world im‐
pact.
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The challenges of emerging health threats and a rapidly evolving
world only underscore these imperatives. The current state of sci‐
ence and public investment in science is a subject that merits full
attention. This committee's study is timely and extremely important
in this regard.

During the pandemic, [Technical difficulty—Editor] remarkable
drive to develop vaccines against COVID-19. In fact, we know this
achievement was built upon decades of research involving hun‐
dreds of people worldwide, including crucial contributions by
Canadian scientists.

What may have been less evident to many Canadians was how
our research community truly rallied at the very onset of the pan‐
demic, despite its disruptions in our lives. They initiated urgent re‐
search, guided public health responses and supported peer-review
as CIHR mobilized its rapid funding, becoming the first national
agency in the world to launch an open call for COVID-19 research.

CIHR has since invested over [Technical difficulty—Editor] con‐
tinues to fund studies on gaps and emerging priorities. I am also
proud to say that, in parallel, CIHR has continued to deliver its in‐
vestigator-initiated research programs at full funding levels. This
was critical.

It is important to realize that there is no overnight success in sci‐
ence, but rather incremental steps forward, driven by hard work,
collaboration and sustained investment in both fundamental and ap‐
plied research. This means supporting excellence across what we
call the four pillars of health research: biomedical, clinical, [Techni‐
cal difficulty—Editor] and population health. It's targeting research
to help governments and health care partners address a broad range
of priorities, such as the opioids crisis, mental health, climate
change and reduced health costs.

As we emerge from the pandemic, CIHR is poised and uniquely
positioned to contribute to building a healthier, more prosperous
Canada.

In January, we established the Centre for Research on Pandemic
Preparedness and Health Emergencies to support ongoing research
for emergency preparedness, prevention, [Technical difficulty—Edi‐
tor] biomanufacturing and life sciences strategy. CIHR will soon
launch a new clinical trials fund to strengthen Canada's bioinnova‐
tion pipeline.

During the pandemic, CIHR also introduced [Technical difficul‐
ty—Editor] in our history. This plan outlines an ambitious vision
for a healthier society built on research excellence.

Our engagement with the community identified key challenges.
For instance, how do we strengthen fundamental research while
continuing to support strategic priorities? How do we define re‐
search excellence, and how do we ensure that research excellence is
adequately supported in Canada? How do we ensure that the best
scientific evidence is quickly put into the hands of those who can
use it? How do we bridge the so-called valley of death in innova‐
tion, so that discoveries in Canada lead to successful commercial‐
ization and to new solutions for Canadians?

Our strategic plan looks to address these themes and others, for
instance, by better integrating evidence into health decisions,

through knowledge mobilization and learning health systems,
where patients, health professionals, managers and scientists, em‐
bedded in the health system, work together to determine where the
problems lie, and what the solutions should be.

[Technical difficulty—Editor] while strengthening investigator
initiated research, the cornerstone of medical science.

Moving this vision forward will require a vibrant, globally com‐
petitive research community—

● (1835)

[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Pardon me, Dr. Strong.

Madam Chair, there's a problem with the connection. The inter‐
pretation has cut out four times since Dr. Strong began speaking.
Can you tell me whether Dr. Strong's connection was checked be‐
fore the meeting began?

Dr. Michael Strong: Sorry.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you, Monsieur Blanchette-Joncas. We have
validated it. We're not sure where the connection issue is happen‐
ing, and we apologize.

I think it's best to allow Dr. Strong to finish his last 30 seconds.
Is that agreeable to the committee? All right.

Dr. Strong, it's over to you for 30 seconds.

● (1840)

[Translation]

Dr. Michael Strong: Thank you.

[English]

Moving this vision forward will require a vibrant, globally com‐
petitive research community. It will require us to continue to work
hand in hand with our partners. With our tri-agency colleagues, we
will continue to enhance collaboration and harmonization. We will
work in collaboration with organizations in the private, charitable
and public sectors, and we will continue to advance cutting-edge
research and support innovation.

The Chair: Thank you so much, Dr. Strong.

With that, we will go to Dr. Alejandro Adem from the Natural
Sciences and Engineering Research Council.

We hope the interpretation is back.

Dr. Alejandro Adem (President, Natural Sciences and Engi‐
neering Research Council): Thank you very much.

[Translation]

Good evening.

Thank you for inviting me to appear before your committee.
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I’m pleased to join my fellow granting council presidents to ex‐
change with you on the successes, challenges and opportunities for
science in Canada.
[English]

My name is Alejandro Adem. I am the president of the Natural
Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada, NSERC.

I'm a mathematician currently on leave from a faculty position at
the University of British Columbia. Before joining NSERC, I was
CEO of Mitacs, a non-profit organization that builds bridges be‐
tween academia and the private sector through student internships.

I am currently also serving as the chair of the Canada Research
Coordinating Committee. I would be glad to discuss with you today
or at a later date the important work that the CRCC is doing to col‐
laboratively advance federal research priorities.
[Translation]

First, however, allow me to introduce NSERC and share with
you some of the exciting work that we are doing for Canadians.

For more than 40 years, NSERC has played a critical role in sup‐
porting natural sciences and engineering research in Canada.
[English]

The Chair: I'm sorry, Dr. Adem, but we're going to suspend. I
think we have to sort out the interpretation problems.

Can we suspend for a few minutes?
Dr. Alejandro Adem: Okay, stop the clock.
The Chair: Yes, thank you.

● (1840)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1845)

The Chair: Colleagues, I'll resume the meeting.

Dr. Adem, we'll begin with you again, for five minutes.
[Translation]

Dr. Alejandro Adem: Good evening.

Thank you for inviting me to appear before your committee.

I’m pleased to join my fellow granting council presidents to ex‐
change with you on the successes, challenges and opportunities for
science in Canada.
[English]

My name is Alejandro Adem. I am the president of the Natural
Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada or NSERC.
I'm a mathematician currently on leave from a faculty position at
the University of British Columbia. Before joining NSERC, I was
CEO of Mitacs, a non-profit organization that builds bridges be‐
tween academia and the private sector through student internships.

I'm also currently serving as the chair of the Canada Research
Coordinating Committee. I would be glad to discuss with you today
or at a later date the important work the CRCC is doing to collabo‐
ratively advance federal research priorities.

[Translation]

First, however, allow me to introduce NSERC and share with
you some of the exciting work that we are doing for Canadians.

For more than 40 years, NSERC has played a critical role in sup‐
porting natural sciences and engineering research in Canada.

[English]

In addition to being Canada's largest funder of discovery, re‐
search and innovation, we also support creative public outreach ac‐
tivities, promoting the value of science and engineering and in‐
creasing science literacy among young Canadians.

NSERC has two flagship programs. One is discovery grants to
support fundamental research and training. The other is alliance
grants for university researchers partnering with private sector, pub‐
lic sector or not-for-profit organizations.

We also provide support to students and research trainees from
undergraduates all the way through to post-doctoral fellowships.

In addition, NSERC partners with the other councils on impor‐
tant joint programs, such as the Canada research chairs, the Canada
first research excellence fund and the highly interdisciplinary new
frontiers in research fund.

During the past year, NSERC has invested $1.4 billion to support
over 12,000 researchers and over 33,000 trainees at universities and
colleges across Canada. NSERC supports 75% of all natural sci‐
ence and engineering researchers in Canada.

Our partnership programs have connected academics to thou‐
sands of partners in industry, government and the non-profit sector.
We support research at institutions of all sizes across Canada as re‐
search excellence occurs in every corner of our country. Our
trainees go on to positions in academia, government and the private
sector, where a STEM background provides them with critical
skills for today's technologically advanced society.
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Over the years, the support that NSERC has provided for funda‐
mental research has yielded important technologies and solutions
that have benefited Canadians. Areas such as artificial intelligence,
quantum science, clean technology, biomedical engineering, etc.,
have been incubated and then mobilized thanks to the steady sup‐
port of our discovery and applied research programs, which support
ideas and innovation in all the areas of natural sciences and engi‐
neering.
[Translation]

In addition to working very closely with the other granting coun‐
cils, NSERC is proud to collaborate with other government-based
departments and agencies in the advancement of science.
● (1850)

[English]

In recent years, NSERC has partnered with departments like En‐
vironment and Climate Change Canada, Fisheries and Oceans, and
Agriculture Canada to fund collaborative efforts between federal
scientists and the academic community. Examples include research
on forest fires, plastic pollution and food security.

NSERC plays a critical role in understanding and developing so‐
lutions to climate change, spending over $200 million annually to
support research in environmental sciences, renewable energy, sus‐
tainable electric vehicle batteries, carbon capture and storage, and
much more.

We're also helping Canadian researchers push the boundaries of
knowledge through international partnerships. For example,
NSERC and the U.S. National Science Foundation recently an‐
nounced a joint initiative on quantum science and artificial intelli‐
gence.
[Translation]

As we now turn our attention to Canada’s postpandemic econom‐
ic recovery, NSERC is keen to contribute to that effort in a mean‐
ingful way.
[English]

For example, last October we launched the NSERC alliance mis‐
sions grants to address critical science and technology challenges to
create benefits for our economy. The college and community inno‐
vation program, which supports applied research partnerships be‐
tween colleges in all regions of the country and SMEs, is generat‐
ing innovative solutions to local and regional business challenges.

Our agency is committed to the principles of equity, diversity
and inclusion, seeking to address the under-representation of many
groups in STEM fields, so that all Canadians can benefit from sci‐
ence and innovation.
[Translation]

Madam Chair, these are just some examples of how NSERC is
supporting natural sciences research and researchers.

Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much, Dr. Adem.

Now we will go to Dr. Ted Hewitt, president of the Social Sci‐
ences and Humanities Research Council.

Dr. Ted Hewitt (President, Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council): Bonsoir, Madam Chair.

Thank you for your invitation to appear before this committee
and also for your long-standing leadership in science and research.

I'm very proud to appear before you today as president of the So‐
cial Sciences and Humanities Research Council since 2015. I'm al‐
so a career academic, working in Canada and internationally, in‐
cluding for many years as the senior university administrator, prin‐
cipally in the research field.

In these various roles, I've had the privilege to observe from dif‐
ferent perspectives the many changes in the Canadian research sys‐
tem that have occurred over the past three decades.

[Translation]

At the beginning of the century, the major investments that were
made in key national research programs created a solid foundation
to attract talent to Canada and retain it.

This made it possible to build research expertise in Canada and
gave the country's research councils the momentum to endure,
grow and prosper.

Research spending by subsequent governments helped sustain
that healthy growth.

[English]

I believe that Canada's academic research system today is robust.
It's a system that rests on three key pillars, which are critical to its
stability and success. First, of course, is the research itself, the
projects, the formulation, the execution of research plans. Second
are the people, not just the researchers but the new talent that's be‐
ing developed at all levels in the system. Third are the research
tools, the buildings, the infrastructure, and the equipment. Thanks
to investments and a good balance of fundamental and strategic re‐
search over the past several decades and enhanced coordination
within the research enterprise in recent years within the Canada Re‐
search Coordinating Committee, I believe that Canada is increas‐
ingly well served in all three of these pillars.



February 15, 2022 SRSR-05 5

Could the system be strengthened? It could absolutely. The re‐
search enterprise and society have awakened to the critical need to
break down the real barriers that exist to equity, diversity and inclu‐
sion and to advancing reconciliation with indigenous peoples
through strengthening indigenous research capacity and research
training. We must continue to advance multidisciplinary as well as
international collaboration and effective channels to mobilize re‐
search knowledge, because we need the contribution of all Canadi‐
ans to generate, deliver and share research if we're going to avoid
jeopardizing innovation, technologies, commercial products and
sound public policy.
[Translation]

As president of the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council, or SSHRC, I want to underscore the essential role social
sciences and humanities research plays in maximizing the benefits
of science. The social sciences and humanities encompass a wide
range of research fields, all of which are human-centred.

Innovation is about more than just technology and patents. The
development, implementation, commercialization and adoption of
new technologies are human factors that are greatly affected by hu‐
manities and social sciences elements. Science and technology
don't happen on their own. They do not determine the merits of ex‐
ploring a given technological path. People do, and that's where the
crucial role of social sciences and humanities research comes into
play, broadening our understanding of other humans and societies.
● (1855)

[English]

Canadians' social science and social sciences and humanities re‐
search are helping to address some of the most critical challenges
we as a society face domestically and globally, be those pandemic
recovery, economic growth, environmental sustainability, afford‐
able housing or reconciliation. Fundamentally it's about building
and sustaining a just and prosperous society. People are at the heart
of what drives our future. We are well positioned to build and capi‐
talize on Canada's strength across the disciplinary array in the so‐
cial sciences, and in humanities in particular, and to build the
Canada we want and need for today and tomorrow.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Dr. Hewitt.

Thank you, to all of our witnesses, for your time, your expertise
and your effort.

We will now go to questions from members. This is a six-minute
round, and we will begin with Ryan Williams for the Conservative
Party for six minutes.

Mr. Ryan Williams (Bay of Quinte, CPC): Thank you very
much, Madam Chair.

Through you I'm going to go to our first scientist, Dr. Strong.

Thank you very much for your opening statement. In your open‐
ing statement, you talked about funding research to reduce health
care costs. Canada right now has the fifth-highest per capita spend‐
ing on health care in the OECD, yet we're not getting anywhere
near a good bang for our buck. We have the longest wait times in

the OECD and we're dead last in doctors and ICU beds per capita in
the G7. Could you expand a bit on the results from the research that
actually reduced our health care costs?

Dr. Michael Strong: Yes, in fact, CIHR does conduct research,
and one of its pillars specifically supports health outcomes and in‐
vestments, to look at how the health care system has improved, not
just during the period of the pandemic but also prior to that. It's a
matter of looking at the best ways to ensure that the procedures that
are put in place need to be done, can be done efficiently and are
done well within the facilities that are available for them.

An example of that would be research that's been recently re‐
leased looking at the types of processes that need to move forward
for surgical intervention—which ones require in-hospital work, and
which ones can be done in a lower-acuity setting—and that's help‐
ing to drive reduced costs. We do conduct research in that area and
are helping to influence those costs.

Mr. Ryan Williams: Thank you very much.

Through you, Madam Chair, to Dr. Strong again, with publicly
funded research institutions accounting for 80%—I think it may be
closer to 90%—of the intellectual property created in Canada, how
can we drive innovation and downstream commercialization if the
players are so heavily dependent on federal funding?

Dr. Michael Strong: Madam Chair, I thank the member for that
question. It's a crucial one at this moment in time.

It actually speaks to the biomanufacturing and life sciences ini‐
tiative that's being built coming out of the pandemic to strengthen
our ability to create that pipeline and then sustain it in the long term
so that ideas and research that find their initial formulation within
the laboratory are well supported, are moved through the clinical
trials networks and are scaled up appropriately. Then the IP would
be maintained within Canada so that the trials are done here and the
answers are used to benefit Canadians.

It is a fundamental investment that has been done to address ex‐
actly that question of ensuring that we maintain IP in Canada for
innovation's purpose.

Mr. Ryan Williams: Thank you, Doctor.

My next question is again to Dr. Strong.

In your 10-year strategic plan, what were your solutions to bridg‐
ing the commercialization valley of death, as you called it?

● (1900)

Dr. Michael Strong: The valley of death is actually populated
by a number of different issues that need to be addressed. The first
is to ensure that the funding is in place to ensure that the develop‐
ment of the research ideas are there to begin with.
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Also, there is a need to ensure that there is a deeper association
with industry so that, as we're training our next set of graduates, as
we're conducting the research experiments to look at this, we have
a vision or an eye on getting across that valley. What is needed by
industry to ensure that the ideas that are brought forward can be op‐
erationalized and moved forward? To do that, you need to have in‐
dustry involved at the very early stages as well.

Again, returning to the biomanufacturing initiative as an example
of that, this is something that is being tightly interwoven at the very
beginning of research to try and understand how we support this
better. It's incremental change, but it's at multiple different steps.

Mr. Ryan Williams: Thank you, sir.

I'm sorry for ganging up on you, but I have one more question
for you, Dr. Strong.

You mentioned funding to strengthen Canada's bioinitiative
pipeline. I assume that is funding for both university and private
sector research; maybe you can confirm that for me. What is ex‐
pected from a public and private sector split between applicants?

Dr. Michael Strong: Again, I will return to the biomanufactur‐
ing strategy and life sciences strategy that's embedded with that be‐
cause it's a good example of knitting together across multiple dif‐
ferent departments and agencies the capacity to actually see some‐
thing carried all the way through, and the engagement of corporate
entities.

As the CIHR, we are part of that, but so are my colleagues here
at the table, as well as ISED, in terms of helping with commercial‐
ization, and NRC. For us, the role of CIHR is to ensure that the in‐
vestment is there in several different layers. The first is the early
discovery component. We want to encourage working with my col‐
leagues here through the tri-agency fund so that industry is brought
in as a partner very early on, as well as the private sector. Then,
moving into the clinical trials component to support that and to do
the evaluative component, that needs to be done with industry as
well.

The final piece is a rigorous training program to ensure that the
next generation of researchers that we develop understand this
pipeline in the context of working with public partners to make it
successful.

Again, it's a very broad strategy, and each of us owns a piece of
it.

Mr. Ryan Williams: Thank you, sir.
The Chair: We will go to Ms. Diab for six minutes.
Ms. Lena Metlege Diab (Halifax West, Lib.): Thank you very

much, Madam Chair.

Welcome to all of our witnesses to this historic committee. I'm
glad to have you here.

I'm going to direct my first question to Dr. Adem.

You are the current chair of the Canada Research Coordinating
Committee. I think you mentioned in your remarks that you'd like
to expand a bit on that. Can you let us know the importance of in‐
creased coordination for improving research ecosystems in Canada
and whether you think there's progress made on that front? What

else would you like to see happen and what else we can do to have
more of that going on?

We've heard from past witnesses before how crucial it is to have
coordination and partnerships among the government and the dif‐
ferent sectors.

Dr. Alejandro Adem: Thank you.

Madam Chair, let me say that I started in this job in 2019, and
the first day I started, three of us had dinner with the president of
CFI. It's been a remarkable journey, especially given the pandemic.
The councils and CFI work very closely; we have meetings every
week and we work on issues of substance through the Canada Re‐
search Coordinating Committee.

It's extremely important that the different councils and funding
agencies work together. In fact, I think there are significant areas
where we collaborate almost freely and practically as one unit. For
example, with SSHRC, we share the administrative backbone—it's
the same one for both agencies—and the tri-agency programs deliv‐
er a whole slew of programs for the three agencies at the same time.

The Canada Research Coordinating Committee has had the really
wonderful effect of bringing us even closer together and harmoniz‐
ing our activities. We have the three agencies plus CFI, NRC, the
chief science adviser, the deputy minister of ISED and the deputy
minister of health there.

Among our accomplishments, we developed an innovative new
interdisciplinary program called the new frontiers in research fund,
and you will have seen the rollout of some of the recent transforma‐
tion grants. There is fantastic work, work on spinal cords, creative
new materials, environmentrics and all sorts of different things and
amazing programs.

We have action plans that provide a foundation for ongoing inter-
agency collaborations supporting early career researchers. Greater
equity, diversity and inclusion in the research community are key
interests of the science and innovation communities. We imple‐
mented Canada's first strategic plan co-developed with first nations,
Inuit and Métis peoples to guide new models for supporting indige‐
nous research and research streams.

If I may say so, we also developed the Canada research continu‐
ity emergency fund, which helped sustain 32,000 people ineligible
for CERB, ensuring the continuity of 22,000 vital research projects.
We also have a number of international initiatives, particularly one
on climate change, which are going to be truly interdisciplinary.

It's not perfect, but there is huge progress being made and har‐
monious collaboration between the agencies.

● (1905)

Ms. Lena Metlege Diab: Thank you.
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I don't know how much time we have left, but I'll hone in on the
question, which you mentioned. On support for early careers and
graduate students, would you say they're getting their proportion of
the overall research funding in Canada? What can we do to better
support them? Do you think it's different depending on the disci‐
pline or field they're in? Please shed some light on that.

Dr. Alejandro Adem: People ask me about where the funding
for research goes, and primarily it goes to people, to students and
trainees. I think around three quarters of the funding for NSERC
goes to people, so it's important that they be adequately supported.

Obviously, areas such as computer science and electrical engi‐
neering, which are competitive areas where the market has a lot of
demand, require competitive offers. As a professor at UBC, we
struggle to make offers that are competitive when competing with
universities in the U.K., Europe and the U.S. I think it's important
for us to maintain competitive stipends and support for students.
We certainly all agree on that, and Canada has so much to offer as a
country, and our universities are wonderful institutions, centres of
knowledge and innovation, so it is important for us to support these
young people as best as we can.

Ms. Lena Metlege Diab: Perfect. Thank you.

Dr. Hewitt, I will ask you a quick question. I know you were the
inaugural chair of the Canada Research Coordinating Committee.
Do you see differences in terms of particularly from when you
started until now, given COVID? What else can we do to support
our researchers?

Dr. Ted Hewitt: It was an honour and a privilege to take on that
role. Based upon where we started, the measures we have taken and
put into place over these past few years have been remarkable.

We do have a report we published just this year that we can cer‐
tainly pass along to the committee and it lists some of those accom‐
plishments.

In terms of the work we did in equity, diversity and inclusion, for
example, across the agencies, the changes that were made to the
Canada research chairs that went through the CRCC who were in‐
volved all the way, programming we put in place—

The Chair: Dr. Hewitt.
Dr. Ted Hewitt: —to harmonize support for early career re‐

searchers. I could go on and on.
The Chair: Dr. Hewitt, thank you. Sorry to interrupt.

We will now go to—
Ms. Lena Metlege Diab: Madam Chair, can we ask that those

reports be sent to the committee. Thank you.
● (1910)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Diab. Absolutely.

Now we will go to Monsieur Maxime Blanchette-Joncas, for six
minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to begin by thanking the witnesses for joining us this
evening to participate in the committee's study.

My first question flows from something my fellow member just
talked about, the creation of the Canada Research Coordinating
Committee in 2017.

I'll start with you, Dr. Strong.

In 2011, Quebec combined its three research funding agencies
under the umbrella of the Fonds de recherche du Québec. That was
more than 10 years ago.

Have you consulted your Quebec counterparts to learn about the
benefits of bringing research funding agencies together under a sin‐
gle umbrella?

[English]

Dr. Michael Strong: Yes, indeed, we are very close with Rémi
Quirion, a colleague who chairs the FRQ, the funding agency that's
in place. We have had a number of conversations over the course of
the last several years with regard to the successes he has seen by
bringing those entities together under one roof. It has allowed a
number of advantages that he sees in place with regard to the ability
to bring more broadly based policies in, with regard to open science
and so on.

In direct answer to your question, yes, we have had conversa‐
tions with him and work very closely in a number of our program
developments.

[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you.

I'd like the other witnesses to answer that question, if possible.

Mr. Adem, would you like to go next?

[English]

Dr. Alejandro Adem: Yes. Of course.

I think the model of Quebec is certainly a very interesting one.
Coordination I think had some very positive aspects.

On the other hand, the range that our agencies have is quite enor‐
mous. I, myself, as a mathematician and physical scientist would
not feel qualified to make judgements about humanities much less
about medical sciences.

I know that in the day I have to make decisions where my knowl‐
edge of the field, the fact that I am an academic with a certain back‐
ground, allows me to have that view. Also, I may say, Canada is a
very broad country and there are different points of view across all
the provinces in the country. We tend to always go towards a con‐
federation model where we put together the diverse points of view
and work together.
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What I see emerging is the close collaboration that we have
among the agencies creating that sort of role that Dr. Hewitt has in
the sense that we are constantly in touch, we're working together,
and we have a number of joint initiatives, but we also have that di‐
versity when it comes to issues, for example, of technology in the
case of what we talk about in the natural sciences, or these deep
health issues that Dr. Strong talks about, or the social sciences and
humanities. I think we need to have that expertise, and some differ‐
entiation I personally think is valuable.
[Translation]

Thank you for your question.
Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Mr. Adem.

Mr. Hewitt, do you see any benefit in bringing federal research
funding agencies together under a single umbrella?

Dr. Ted Hewitt: Thank you for your question, Mr. Blanchette-
Joncas.

The Fonds de recherche du Québec's structure isn't all that differ‐
ent from the federal structure. The three agencies were combined
into a single agency. In Quebec, the conditions are a bit different
from those in the rest of Canada in terms of community, regional
and language differences. The three disciplinary communities are
different, so their needs and expectations have to be met through
the three agencies. As Mr. Adem mentioned, the model works well.

In addition, the three agencies' programs work quite well and are
administered by SSHRC. I'm referring to the Canada research
chairs program, programming related to the indirect costs of re‐
search and the Canada first research excellence fund, for instance.
Spending on those programs is a lot higher than it is for individual
programming, in order to support the three disciplines here, in
Canada, across all fields.

When all is said and done, our model isn't much different from
Quebec's, but it does have other benefits to better support Canada's
various communities.
● (1915)

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Mr. Hewitt.

My next question is for Dr. Strong and has to do with something
else.

Dr. Strong, you brought up the equity, diversity and inclusion cri‐
teria. I realize that they apply at the individual level, meaning they
are used for individuals.

However, do you have similar criteria or a similar mechanism for
institutions?

I'm referring to inequities having to do with geography—so uni‐
versities or research chairs in urban centres versus regions.

Can you talk more about that? Do you have criteria to ensure
universities are treated equitably, whether they are located in re‐
gions or urban centres?
[English]

The Chair: Keep it a short answer, please.

Dr. Michael Strong: The core of the question is, in fact, a very
good one. As we've begun to look more carefully at bringing for‐
ward EDI—equity, diversity and inclusiveness—anti-racism princi‐
ples into all of our granting processes, we are very much aware that
there are regional differences, urban versus non-urban, that are at
play with all of that.

We are in the process right now of actually reaching out to those
communities, through a very deep consultation process, for those
with lived experiences to help guide us into what our policies
should look like, to guide our grants even further along those lines.

That's actually happening as we speak, through national commit‐
tees, people raising their voices, through webinars to give us that
information.

The Chair: Dr. Strong, it's so interesting. I'm sorry to move on.
Thank you for that answer.

Now we will go to Richard Cannings, for six minutes.

Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,
NDP): Thank you all for being here.

As usual, I have enough questions to spend the entire night here,
but we don't have that time.

I'm going to start by trying to pick up on a point that Ms. Diab
mentioned a few minutes ago. We've heard a lot about how, at the
core of all this, there are people, especially the “new talent”, they
call it. These are students, basically, grad students who are entering
the research field. We really want to help them grow in their knowl‐
edge and we want to keep them here in Canada.

However, what I've been hearing whenever I've talked to re‐
searchers and students is that one of the programs that has fallen
behind over the last few years is the student scholarships program
that the tri-councils administer.

Completely coincidentally, I just came from a meeting with the
Canadian Alliance of Student Associations and they had this ask as
well. They've looked at what that scholarship program provided at
its peak and they said we really should get back to that. They point‐
ed out that it would cost about an additional $120 million each year
to get it back to where it was.

Perhaps I can start with Dr. Adem to comment on that. All the
councils administer it, but could we start with NSERC and just say
where we are with supporting these students? Support for these stu‐
dents is really the basis of all this.

Dr. Alejandro Adem: Indeed, the people are at the core of what
we do, and it's very important to provide adequate support for the
trainees. We're talking about undergraduates, graduates and post-
docs. Keeping the stipends and the rates competitive is certainly
something that is important for us to do. Canada has to invest in its
young people. In keeping track of how things develop over time,
the erosion through cost-of-living increases is something which in‐
deed has been brought to our attention by groups of students, and
some researchers too.



February 15, 2022 SRSR-05 9

It's an issue that we face, but I think every country faces that, be‐
cause there's a worldwide competition for talent. It's not enough to
say that Canada is a great country to live in. We have to put re‐
sources on the table to attract the best students, from India, Pakistan
and Africa. It's very important that we offer competitive stipends to
adequately support our students.

Now, usually it's a combination of resources that are used. It
could be funding from the agencies. There can be teaching assis‐
tantships and other sources. However, I think all of us recognize
that this is a stress point for our system.
● (1920)

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you. As long as the tri-councils
see this as a problem and something that has to be renewed, to get
back to where it was at least....

I want to switch this up and turn to Dr. Strong again.

You touched on IP and innovation and keeping that within
Canada. One big issue we've been hearing about for the last two
years is vaccines. We used to have the government lab that pro‐
duced vaccines in Canada. I think we would have been well served
if we'd had that at the start of this pandemic. However, keeping that
IP in Canada and keeping it preferably within government....

I have a friend, Dr. Tony Holler. He had a company called ID
Biomedical. They developed a flu vaccine, and it was sold to a
multinational, GlaxoSmithKline. I don't know the details of what
that company is doing. I know they used to have labs in Quebec.

That seems to be the path of Canadian companies and Canadian
IP, and I'm wondering if you could provide a bit more detail on
what we can do to keep that valuable and essential IP and produc‐
tion within Canada.

Dr. Michael Strong: The answer to that really stems from what
we've learned in the course of the pandemic about the need to en‐
sure we have the infrastructure in Canada to be able to fully synthe‐
size and be self-sufficient with respect to vaccine production, and,
in reality, a number of other agents that would be required for other
therapeutic interventions over time.

The investments that are in the process of being made at this
time—and, again, I refer back to the biomanufacturing initiative but
also specifically to the CIHR and the tri-agency's role in this—have
been very much to begin to design the programs that will start at
the very early part of this to ensure that, for the actual ideas that are
synthesized here in Canada, the research is done within Canada, the
IT is protected and the partnerships with industry are in place.
However, when it comes to the point of scaling up and being able
to do the actual synthesis, this is an area where our colleagues at
ISED have been doing massive investments in order to ensure we
have the capacity for fill and finish.

The lesson learned from the pandemic has been that Canada
needs to have a steady state of capacity that will allow us to ensure
we can produce vaccines or other therapeutics without having to re‐
ly on other countries to do so. It is the pipeline that needs to be con‐
structed, and the resources have been provided to us to start the
foundations of that.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you so much, Mr. Cannings and Dr. Strong.

This is excellent testimony. The questions are really good from
our members, and we have experts here.

Might I suggest that we do an extra five minutes to make up for
the five minutes we lost and, to be fair, do two and a half minutes
for each party.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: With that, I will go to Mr. Soroka for two and a half
minutes.

Mr. Gerald Soroka (Yellowhead, CPC): Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Mr. Strong, I guess Mr. Cannings and I are sitting too close to
each other, because we have the same kind of question.

I wanted to talk about the research being done on COVID to cre‐
ate a vaccine, and yet it seemed like this government decided not to
fund universities any further and went for the big pharmaceutical
companies.

My question is this: Is it purely because we didn't have the man‐
ufacturing capabilities, or do you feel that they didn't value our re‐
search, or is it because we wouldn't be recognized across the world
by making our own vaccine at home?

Dr. Michael Strong: It actually is a broader combination of is‐
sues than what you've delineated.

In the early days of the pandemic it was important to really
quickly be able to scale up and get vaccines into the arms of Cana‐
dians, and that capacity did not reside within Canada to do that,
hence the partnering with pharmaceuticals to be able to bring that
to the table for Canadians rapidly.

We made a massive investment—at CIHR alone, over $300 mil‐
lion. If you look across all of our agencies, you see there was close
to almost $800 million of funding into research for very ba‐
sic...right from therapies, best interventions, to new nucleotide ther‐
apies, and so on. We made the investments really rapidly into the
basic research to try to pay the dividends, but we needed to bridge
that, and that's where the pharmaceuticals came in.

It was a strong vote of confidence in our academic centres and
the ability for them to turn on a dime to produce that.

● (1925)

Mr. Gerald Soroka: As a follow-up question, it seems like ev‐
eryone wants to say they've had a Pfizer or a Moderna, or whatever
company you want to put in there. Do you think there's still going
to be the same recognition worldwide if it's made in Canada, or
not?

Dr. Michael Strong: This is a worldwide effort to deal with
COVID, SARS-CoV-2, and the next coronavirus that will come
along, and so all countries are working very hard to develop vac‐
cines to understand new ways of therapies to block the receptors.
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I would say that irrespective of what country, and that includes
Canada, it will be celebrated worldwide as we develop these. I
think we're in a very strong position with very good research in
Canada to be amongst that group, and I see it every day through the
results coming across our desks.

The Chair: Thank you.

Now we will go to Mr. McKinnon for two and a half minutes.
Mr. Ron McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam, Lib.):

Thank you, Chair.

I want to switch away from talking about downstream innovation
and commercialization, and turn to the headwaters of research,
which I believe are fundamental research and pure research.

I think one of the characteristics of pure research is that we don't
necessarily know what's going to pan out, whether an idea is a good
one or not until way down the road.

How do we make sure that we adequately support fundamental
research, and how do we decide what off-the-cuff, off-the-wall re‐
search is worth supporting?

I would direct that to start with Dr. Adem, please.
Dr. Alejandro Adem: Indeed, blue skies research is essential to

the health of science and innovation. Everything comes from an
idea, and the ideas are the ones that are then mobilized to produce
well-being for society.

I myself am a mathematician. Everything we do is about ideas,
and very abstract ideas, so the whole point I think about fundamen‐
tal research is that we do not choose the winners. It is the scientific
method that is developed and the participation of peer review, the
scientific community evaluating proposals in an open, intellectual
discussion, that then results in appropriate funding for these
projects.

I'm very proud of the discovery grants program that we have at
NSERC, where we fund thousands of researchers working on blue
skies research. We're really investing in people and their ideas. Af‐
terwards these ideas might be mobilized into an application, into in‐
terdisciplinary activities, but it really is, I think, at the core.

I moved to Canada because of the strength of its funding system
and the discovery grants program, because in an area such as mine
it really is unique in the world.

That point is well taken, and in our consultations with the com‐
munity invariably we hear that that is the bedrock of science and
research in Canada.

Mr. Ron McKinnon: I guess I'm still kind of concerned about
what sort of—

The Chair: Mr. McKinnon, that's two and a half minutes.

Thank you, and thank you to Dr. Adem.

We'll now go to Monsieur Maxime Blanchette-Joncas, for two
and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

My question is for Mr. Hewitt.

I'd like to get a better sense of why the funding for the three
granting agencies is broken down on a 40‑40‑20 basis. SSHRC has
been receiving 15% less for the past 30 years.

Can you explain what the basis for the 40‑40‑20 breakdown is?
Why does SSHRC receive 15% less when it comes to total avail‐
able research funding?

● (1930)

Dr. Ted Hewitt: That's a very good question. I spoke to the pre‐
vious minister about that very issue.

Currently, I think the split is 22‑38, so we're doing a bit better.

We are also active in tri-agency programming to increase the
share of funding available to researchers in the social sciences and
humanities field. That, too, is very important.

I completely agree that what we contribute is worth more than
what we receive under the current breakdown for the three areas. I
will continue engaging the government on the issue in an effort to
increase our share, as well as the amount of funding available for
all three research areas.

Thank you for asking.

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: It's my pleasure, Mr. Hewitt.
We agree that total available funding needs to increase as well.

You said your agency's share of the funding had gone up. Do you
have more recent data on the proportion of research funding allo‐
cated by agency?

Dr. Ted Hewitt: Yes, absolutely.

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: How recent are the data,
Mr. Hewitt?

Dr. Ted Hewitt: Those data are available, and we can share them
with the committee.

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: I would like a written answer,
please, Madam Chair.

Thank you, Mr. Hewitt.

[English]

The Chair: Duly noted, Monsieur Blanchette-Joncas, and thank
you for the questions.

You can really see the interest in the committee in this subject
area, and we're so grateful to our witnesses.

We'll go to Mr. Cannings, for two and a half minutes.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you again, and I'll try to be
quick.
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We heard a lot about the co-operation and collaboration between
the granting councils. How does that work? If I were a researcher
trying to decide which of the councils to apply to...I think of my
friend, Dr. Pieter Cullis, who developed the lipid nanoparticles that
are an essential part of the mRNA vaccines, working at UBC.
That's very basic research, but has some medical applications. I
don't know whether Dr. Cullis applied to CIHR or NSERC, but are
there some issues there, and how do you deal with them in the tri-
councils?

I suppose anybody can answer. Dr. Hewitt has his hand up.
Dr. Ted Hewitt: It's an excellent question. For most researchers,

they already know the answer. They know where they work. They
know where their colleagues are, and they know with which agency
they need to work.

We have developed a couple of mechanisms to assist those folks
whose work tends to fall across the agencies. One is through the
new frontiers in research fund, which has a strong interdisciplinary
bent, and allows for projects to span across the research agencies.
There are also other interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary funds
that people can apply to, and there are programs within those funds.

One important thing I have to mention, though, is an initiative
that was developed by the three agencies just recently to allow for
researchers to apply to their normal agency where they would nor‐
mally apply with highly interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary
projects. These are now managed through a system called TAPER,
which is the tri-agency initiative for merit review or peer review,
where the projects can be assessed with reviewers from across the
three agencies, and we've already received dozens of applications.

We're working hard to make this easier for folks to work across
boundaries and across the three councils in a number of ways.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Cannings.

I'd like to thank all our witnesses. This was tremendous testimo‐
ny. We thank you for your time and your expertise.

I'd also like to thank our members for their work tonight.

We will suspend to move to our second panel. We thank you all.
● (1935)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1935)

The Chair: Good evening, everyone. We'd like to welcome you
to this fifth meeting of the inaugural Standing Committee on Sci‐
ence and Research. We are looking forward to your testimony. We
are grateful for your time, your effort and your expertise.

Tonight, we're pleased to have with us Dr. David Naylor, profes‐
sor at the University of Toronto, who is appearing as an individual;
from Brock University, Dr. Tim Kenyon, vice-president, research;
and, from McMaster University, Dr. Karen Mossman, vice-presi‐
dent, research, and Dr. Gerry Wright, director of the Michael G.
DeGroote Institute for Infectious Disease Research.

With that, we will go to Dr. Naylor.

You will have five minutes, Dr. Naylor.

Mr. Chad Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, Lib.):
Madam Chair, just procedurally, I know that we have a vote later. I
just wanted to find out whether we have unanimous consent to go
through to 8:20 and then adjourn at that point in time.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Collins. I will ask the committee.

Do we have unanimous consent to go through to 8:20?

The Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Leif-Erik Aune): Yes,
Madam Chair. You have unanimous consent in Zoom and on the
floor.

The Chair: That's terrific.

Thank you so much, Mr. Collins and committee.

We'll go over to Dr. Naylor for five minutes.

Dr. David Naylor (Professor, University of Toronto, As an In‐
dividual): Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

I want to start by acknowledging your steadfast support for sci‐
ence and research over the last number of years. The leadership role
you have played is greatly appreciated by the research community,
I know.

I also want to thank all the members present for their public ser‐
vice.

Thank you for giving up yet another evening to the cause of your
work. I feel privileged to be here with you. I hope to contribute use‐
fully.

One of the points I'd like to make off the top, highlighted as well
by my colleagues who are presidents of the granting agencies, is
that science and research, where we focus on discoveries and
downstream patents and the use of the ideas in civil society, is ulti‐
mately about people. It's about the next generation of talent and
equipping subsequent generations of Canadians to lead and to make
a difference in our country and in the world. What they get from
advanced training in research, the discipline of science and scholar‐
ship, is a way of dealing with the world and understanding and
shaping the world. It makes a massive difference to how this coun‐
try unfolds in the decades ahead. It's an investment in the future.

It's also an investment in excellence and equity. It's not a cost
centre. It bears enormous fruit, not just in terms of, if we think
about it, commercialization or application, but because those indi‐
viduals who are shaped by their participation in the research enter‐
prise, whether they stay in the academy or move elsewhere into a
whole variety of roles, make a huge difference to this country. The
blend of competition and collaboration that characterizes cutting-
edge research is I think so important, and in some ways very Cana‐
dian—that confluence of goals, of working together in common
cause, but also seeking to excel, which I think is very important.
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There is a great deal more I could say about where we are in
terms of our funding situation. The competition is simply intense in
ways that it's never been. I simply want to wrap up by sharing some
benchmarks.

We have the huge COMPETES act happening in the great United
States of America to our south. Germany is another peer nation. It's
had 3% annual increases in research funding for a decade, and has
now started a second decade of similar increases. That's 20 years at
3%, compounding at 60%, a roughly 80% increase over that period.
Obviously, the U.K. has also been investing and has provided ex‐
cellent coordination to an oversight mechanism that looks more like
Quebec's current granting council mechanism.

So everyone is in this game. Canada has done extremely well.
We've had great leadership in so many ways, but the bar has been
raised. I think we have to meet it, and ideally surpass it, in the years
ahead.

That's all, Madam Chair. Thank you for your time.
● (1940)

The Chair: Thank you so much, Dr. Naylor, for your testimony
and for being here.

We will now go to Dr. Tim Kenyon, vice-president of research at
Brock University.

You have five minutes, please.
Dr. Tim Kenyon (Vice-President, Research, Brock Universi‐

ty): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thanks for the opportunity to share some thoughts on science
and research in Canada, from my perspective and my role, and on
some successes, challenges and opportunities, all at a very high the‐
matic level.

[Technical difficulty—Editor] Of course, there are many things
that could be mentioned here, but research in Canada under its
granting councils—

The Chair: I'm sorry, Dr. Kenyon—
Dr. Tim Kenyon: —and we've heard from three of them, I think,

just tonight, from SSHRC, NSERC and CIHR....

Yes?
The Chair: Dr. Kenyon, I'm going to stop you for a second and

ask that you begin again. You were frozen and we missed what you
had to say.

Please start again.
Dr. Tim Kenyon: Thank you. That wasn't a technical glitch. I

just personally freeze sometimes. I'll try to keep that from happen‐
ing.

Thank you for allowing me to be here. I'm going to speak about
some successes, challenges and opportunities for Canada in science
and research, but all at a very high, thematic level.

There are many things that could be mentioned here, but I'll be‐
gin by noting something that we do quite well in Canada. Research
in Canada is well served by the four main federal granting councils.
They are SSHRC, NSERC, and CIHR, which I believe you've

heard from tonight, as well as the Canada Foundation for Innova‐
tion, which supports research and innovation infrastructure across
all disciplines.

In my experience, these agencies are well managed. They're
based on sound principles for supporting excellent in inquiry, with
clear mandates and a close engagement with the research communi‐
ty. While historically, no element of the research and science
ecosystem in Canada has done enough to address the exclusion of
researchers who are indigenous, Black or otherwise of under-repre‐
sented groups, these federal granting agencies are now helping to
coordinate and facilitate a more deliberate and outcomes-based ap‐
proach to diversity and research. Their roles and resources can be
expanded with confidence. This is not because the agencies are per‐
fect—I'm going to talk about something they could probably do a
bit better—but because for agencies of their size, they are respon‐
sive to changing research needs and imperatives.

Of the many opportunities that exist for science and research in
Canada, I would mention both big science and small science.

By “big science”, I simply note a key recommendation of the
2017 Fundamental Science Review. It's as compelling today as
when it was written. Some infrastructure of critical importance to
Canadian research is achievable only through committed federal
support over its entire life cycle. Canada boasts a few such major
research facilities that are represented directly in the federal budget,
but we have not capitalized—at least not yet—on the opportunity to
create a strategic system and long-term planning process for deter‐
mining how major research initiatives are selected for that status.
The Fundamental Science Review in recommendation 4.7 proposed
a way of doing so. Whether it's that way or some other way, the op‐
portunity for Canada is to have a carefully considered implementa‐
tion of national science and research facilities that enable extraordi‐
nary discovery and might address some of the generational chal‐
lenges that face humanity.

What about small science? At least half of the publicly funded
university researchers in Canada work at universities that are con‐
sidered medium-sized or smaller. Those outside of the very few
largest cities in Canada tend to be medium-sized or smaller. These
institutions are the sites of research excellence by any measure.
They make good on a mandate that includes contributing to science
and inquiry of universal value and interest. They also play an irre‐
placeable role in enhancing the economic, social and cultural vitali‐
ty of the regions in which they exist. Their partnerships are more
likely to be local, critical to the aspirations of regional industry and
business, and informed by an expert understanding of their commu‐
nity partners. They are also very efficient at generating one of the
most important and reliable forms of research impact, namely the
impact of teaching when conducted by experts actively engaged in
research. As one study's authors put it, “the 'many small' approach
increases the teaching research interface, and it increases total pro‐
ductivity.”
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Another opportunity for research in Canada is to find ways to
leverage the capacity of small- to medium-sized research universi‐
ties, at least in part by ensuring that their virtues are counted as
virtues, and that they are appropriately resourced for that work.

Thanks again. My job is literally better than a dream job, because
I get to facilitate the work of researchers doing things that I could
not have dreamed of as a child. I see Canada delivering on its ambi‐
tions to support great research and scholarship. I think we can
dream bigger still, and we may need to.
● (1945)

The Chair: Thank you so much, Dr. Kenyon.

We will now go to McMaster University.

I don't know if it's Dr. Mossman or Dr. Wright, or if you are
splitting the time, but you will have five minutes. It's over to you,
please.

Dr. Karen Mossman (Vice-President, Research, McMaster
University): Thank you, Madam Chair, and good evening and
thank you, all, so much for the invitation.

My colleague, Dr. Gerry Wright, a renowned infectious disease
expert and lead of Canada's Global Nexus for Pandemics and Bio‐
logical Threats, and I are so very pleased to be here and to talk
about one of our passions, science and research in Canada.

The pandemic has given us pause, a forced opportunity, if you
will, to reassess the science and research ecosystem in Canada. I'm
saying this not only as the head of McMaster's research enterprise
but as a researcher whose lab has never been busier since March
2020.

Canada is home to some of the brightest researchers in the world
and we have the capacity to achieve scientific breakthroughs to
positively impact the world. From medicine to nuclear research,
from combatting climate change to pioneering the next generation
of mobility, Canada has incredible and untapped potential. We need
to ensure we seize and maximize this potential for the benefit of
Canadians and citizens around the world.

You've heard from previous witnesses about the challenges—and
there are many—but we'd like to focus on the solutions and oppor‐
tunities. In particular, we would like to offer a new model of re‐
search and development as a solution to overcome some of the bar‐
riers that we face. As one of Canada's most research-intensive uni‐
versities, McMaster has long been at the forefront of innovation.
Problem-based learning was developed at McMaster's medical
school before being exported around the world. We are home to
Canada's only major nuclear research reactor, opened more than six
decades ago by Prime Minister Diefenbaker in 1959. We were
ahead of our time then and we continue to be forward thinking.

Now we are leading the way with Canada's Global Nexus for
Pandemics and Biological Threats, an ecosystem of its own of pan‐
demic preparedness. We see the nexus model as a path forward for
research in Canada that can unlock our potential across the country.
Canada's global nexus will be transformative for the advancement
of Canada's science and research ecosystem. The research being
undertaken goes beyond the science of vaccines and pandemics. It
brings together the best minds from across the country, from public

health, government departments and relevant industries, and con‐
nects them with our research expertise. This ensures business,
academia and government are aligned and connected, understand
each other's needs, support one another's work, and collectively
mobilize the knowledge needed to benefit Canadians.

Our model removes the barriers and boundaries, co-locating ex‐
perts from all sectors to capitalize on the benefits of collaboration
and coordination.

Canada's global nexus is already yielding results for Canadians
but there is so much more we can do. Previously, this committee
had asked witnesses why Canada was the only G7 country unable
to rapidly produce a vaccine. The simple answer is that Canada was
not prepared at the beginning of the pandemic. Over the last two
years, through partnerships, government support and our vast reser‐
voir of talent, Canadian-based organizations, including Canada's
global nexus, have pivoted their research to begin clinical trials for
COVID vaccines. Not only has Canada been able to catch up to our
allies, but we are poised to surpass them. Indeed, our own inhaled
vaccine, effective against COVID and other variants of concern, is
currently in clinical trials.

While we may indeed have lost the short game, we're by no
means out. It's just the opposite, in fact. We know that with the
right combination of funding and our ability to leverage Canada's
existing expertise, we can win the long game. Through research, we
can keep Canada competitive. As a country, we need to embrace
the kinds of research that are the hallmark of McMaster: interdisci‐
plinary, connected and collaborative. We need to be creative to en‐
sure we attract and retain the brightest thinkers. We have already
been able to repatriate three top researchers back to Canada from
the United States, improve IP development and keep Canadians
safe with made-in-Canada solutions. This will require not only fed‐
eral investment, but new solutions and approaches, such as the
nexus model.
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Future federal investments need to be made with a view to lever‐
aging expertise and partnerships. With that in mind, we are asking
the federal government to partner with us to accelerate this new and
unique platform. Advancing Canada's global nexus now will not
only advance the rapid development of vaccines and other thera‐
peutics, but will allow us to train the much-needed highly qualified
personnel and create numerous jobs and business opportunities for
Canadians.
● (1950)

Importantly, it will provide the evidence upon which our govern‐
ment leaders and agencies can develop policies and informed deci‐
sions. This is a model that Canadians should champion.

The Chair: Dr. Mossman, I'm sorry to interrupt. There's a group
of very eager members of Parliament who I know will want to ask
further questions.

Thank you.
Dr. Karen Mossman: Thank you for your time.
The Chair: With that, we will now go to our round of question‐

ing. This is a six-minute round and we will begin with Tony
Baldinelli.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli (Niagara Falls, CPC): Thank you, Madam
Chair. It is good to have you back in the chair.

To all the witnesses, thank you for being here this evening.

Over the previous meetings, we've heard a number of witnesses
talking about the importance of the ecosystem foundation as being
critical to science, research and innovation. In fact, we've heard
from them of the need for discussions on the greater need for har‐
monization, collaboration and coordination.

Mr. Naylor, in the fall of 2017, the Canada Research Coordinat‐
ing Committee was established with a mandate of greater harmo‐
nization, integration and coordination of research-related programs
and policies to address issues of common concern. At the same
time, in the spring of 2017, there was also the Naylor report, and
one of its recommendations was the creation of a national advisory
council on research and innovation.

I just want to get your opinion. Do you believe the creation of
that CRCC is essentially what you or the Naylor report had been
recommending?
● (1955)

Dr. David Naylor: We did recommend the creation of such a co‐
ordinating committee, and I think we're very grateful that the minis‐
ter, now in the chair, moved quickly to get that established.

The question that really needs some sounding across the country
in the research community is whether the current structure is coor‐
dinating as well as might be hoped. I fully acknowledge that my
colleagues have made progress. Things such as TAIPR, the stream‐
lined peer review for transdisciplinary research, are impressive.

I would note, however, referring to the new frontiers fund, it was
actually part of the budget that the minister and others brought
down that anticipated that fund. It's very important to understand
that some of this is simply executing on that which was put in place
at the transdisciplinary level. That's that side of it.

I would think the coordination function needs a close look, but
part of the reason we recommended a second body, an oversight
body, was for just that reason, to provide that court of sober second
opinion on how things were evolving but also, from the standpoint
of an ecosystem, to make sure that innovation was linked to the sci‐
ence and research.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli: Thank you.

Dr. David Naylor: This was to be a committee focused on re‐
search and innovation, not on research alone. We see a need for
both.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli: Thank you.

I have one quick question to you. I also keyed in on your recom‐
mendation 4.11 about the government undertaking a comprehensive
review to modernize, and where possible, harmonize the legislation
of the four agencies.

Are we aware, maybe even our chair as well, whether that was
ever done?

Dr. David Naylor: I don't think it was ever done, and I think
you'll find that it might be something to be thought about if there
were to be a review of how the coordination has gone.

Obviously the colleagues are collaborating very well. You don't
want structure to supersede just good collaboration and common
sense. However, I still believe that review is appropriate.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli: Thank you for that. I just find that it has
been five years and we continue to hear this notion of the ecosys‐
tem and needs for collaboration and harmonization, so I wonder if
we're failing in some area. We've heard from certain witnesses that
the systems can be cumbersome and bureaucratic. In fact, one wit‐
ness talked about the whole notion of a “one-stop shop” idea.

I'll go to Dr. Mossman now, because unfortunately she didn't
have a chance to finish on that whole notion about the ecosystems.
You talked about new solutions and approaches, and you talked
about the nexus model. Could you quickly expand on that a bit?

After that, I'd like to get to Mr. Kenyon, of Brock University, as
well for one question.

Dr. Karen Mossman: The question is on the Nexus ecosystem.

The idea is to pull together, not just multidisciplinary across mul‐
tiple universities, but across sectors within public health to have
that coordination, so we understand what....

Something like a pandemic is a very complex problem and it re‐
quires complex solutions. It requires coordination not just amongst
academics, but with our industry partners, government partners,
and policy-makers, so we can quickly understand what all the is‐
sues are and rapidly mobilize all of the expertise that we have in all
these sectors across the country.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli: Thank you.
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I'd like to go to Mr. Kenyon now.

I latched on to your comments about medium and smaller re‐
search taking place at some of these universities such as Brock. I
really enjoyed your line about enhancing the cultural and economic
vitality of our communities and the impact it has.

I'll use Niagara as an example. I am wondering if you could ex‐
pand on the establishment of the Cool Climate Oenology and Viti‐
culture Institute and what it has meant to our grape and wine sector.
● (2000)

The Chair: Give a short answer, please.
Dr. Tim Kenyon: Through you, Madam Chair, the Cool Climate

Oenology and Viticulture Institute is a great example of what we're
talking about. A program like Vine Alert, which uses sophisticated
meteorological and real-time monitoring of grapevine bud condi‐
tions, enables grapevine farmers to know when to turn on their
wind machines in the winter. Right now is a great example to re‐
duce losses of grapevine to cold weather. This enables them to
save, on a conservative estimate, a million dollars a year collective‐
ly in propane costs alone by not having to turn the machines on
needlessly.

To put something like that in place you have to be brilliant, you
have to be creative, but you also have to be here.

If you're not here, you don't do it.
The Chair: Dr. Kenyon, that was a short answer.

Mr. Baldinelli, thank you for your questions and thank you to the
witnesses who answered.

We will now go to Mr. Chad Collins for six minutes.
Mr. Chad Collins: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to direct my questions to Dr. Mossman and Dr.
Wright from a parochial perspective.

Through the pandemic, I think we've all learned about the impor‐
tance of making strategic investments in science and research. It's
these past investments that have been made in the field that have
helped us get through the pandemic and get us to where we are to‐
day.

I listened with interest about the nexus project. I thought I heard
the reference to an inhalable vaccine for COVID.

Through you, Madam Chair, could either Dr. Mossman or Dr.
Wright further elaborate on the nexus model and the reference to
the inhalable vaccine?

Dr. Karen Mossman: Sure. I can certainly take that.

The inhaled vaccine really builds on the expertise that we have at
McMaster in adenovirus-based technology. The adenovirus-based
technology is actually McMaster's solution from many years ago.
We also have deep expertise in mucosal immunity. This stems from
past research in tuberculosis.

Putting all that expertise together, we came up with a new in‐
haled type of vaccine that gets directly into the lungs and the mu‐
cosal surfaces where we know it is more efficacious. It also is dif‐
ferent in that it has three different proteins—not just against spike,

but also against two other conserved proteins. This will allow it to
provide immunity against variants of concern or even new coron‐
aviruses. Because of the nature of it being an inhaled vaccine, it on‐
ly requires about 1/100th of the dose. From a manufacturing per‐
spective, this gives a great advantage.

This is all from past investment in our GNP facility and from the
research within our group that we were able to develop this really
new type of technology.

Mr. Chad Collins: Thanks, Dr. Mossman.

You emphasized, Dr. Mossman, about how the nexus project dif‐
fers from the existing research ecosystem in Canada. You refer‐
ence—I specifically wrote it down—that the right amount of fund‐
ing will get us to the next stage with nexus.

Can you elaborate and further explain how nexus differs from the
existing research ecosystem? What amount of funding were you
referencing in your opening statement in that regard?

Dr. Karen Mossman: Our entire nexus project is around $400
million, but I'm actually going to let Gerry, who is the lead of
nexus, talk about the unique ecosystem.

Dr. Gerry Wright (Director, Michael G. DeGroote Institute
for Infectious Disease Research, and Lead, Canada's Global
Nexus for Pandemics and Biological Threats, McMaster Uni‐
versity): Thank you very much.

Thank you for the question. I'm really happy to tell you a bit
more about it.

First, the nexus initiative is really built on our experience in the
Institute for Infectious Disease Research over the last almost 20
years, where the emphasis really has been on interdisciplinary
teamwork and bringing people together across disciplines that don't
normally work together and providing rewards for doing so.

Some of those are obviously financial rewards that are enabled,
frankly, by very generous philanthropic gifts that have pioneered
our ability to do this cross-disciplinary work. As you've heard, it is
very challenging in the Canadian system to foster that, frankly, and
it is in fact very challenging to foster that in the university system,
because the rewards are primarily individual.

The nexus initiative is really built to be able to bridge all of those
gaps through the development of teams and through the develop‐
ment of pre-existing collaborations and, as Dr. Mossman said, both
within the university and with our partners in industry, government
and not-for-profit agencies across the globe. That really provides us
an opportunity to do truly agile interdisciplinary work that is direct‐
ly focused on impacts.



16 SRSR-05 February 15, 2022

● (2005)

Mr. Chad Collins: My final question, through you, Madam
Chair, would be about this. In my time as a councillor in Hamilton,
I had the honour and the privilege of working with McMaster Uni‐
versity and other partners to bring the David Braley Health Sci‐
ences Centre to downtown Hamilton. I believe there were 400 posi‐
tions that came with that new building and with the investment that
the city and the province supported. I believe we had a philan‐
thropic donation from Mr. Braley on that one as well.

That brought many funding sources together. I think one of the
goals and objectives was to retain some of the talent that is making
its way through McMaster and some of our other institutions, not
just in Ontario but across the country.

Dr. Wright, can you expand upon how nexus will help us retain
Canada's top talent, not just with your project here, but maybe in
the city and beyond its borders?

Dr. Gerry Wright: Yes, I'd be delighted to.

We're very excited about the initiative, and we're purposely locat‐
ing it at McMaster Innovation Park, where it is surrounded by op‐
portunities to develop start-up companies and what have you.

Part of our goal is to provide a seamless opportunity to translate
research from the laboratory into application by co-locating it in
such an area. That will be a pretty significant issue. As Dr. Moss‐
man indicated, the idea is picking up steam, and we actually have
been able not only to retain but to repatriate three outstanding
Canadian researchers from the United States, who are coming back
to Canada, back to McMaster, to set up their laboratories to con‐
tribute to our Canadian research—

The Chair: Dr. Wright, I hate to interrupt.
Mr. Chad Collins: Thank you, Dr. Wright.
The Chair: It's so interesting.

Thank you, Mr. Collins.

We will now go to Monsieur Blanchette-Joncas for six minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to start by welcoming our second panel of witnesses this
evening.

My first questions are for Dr. Naylor.

Dr. Naylor, thank you for being here.

In less than two months, it will have been five years since you
chaired the Advisory Panel for the Review of Federal Support for
Fundamental Science. The panel's report, commonly referred to as
the Naylor report, laid the groundwork for a strategy aimed at in‐
creasing research investment, achieving better coordination across
the four granting agencies, and creating a national advisory council
on research and innovation.

The report contained numerous recommendations. Do you think
the measures the government has taken since the report came out
are enough? Will Canada be able to make up for decades of lost
ground in the research and innovation sector?

[English]

Dr. David Naylor: I've had the privilege through the years of do‐
ing a few reports for government. I learned a long time ago that
your batting average is never 100%. There will be some recommen‐
dations that stick and others that don't. I would say that, by the
measure of past experience, I thought that many of the recommen‐
dations were acted on. The funding that flowed was hugely appreci‐
ated by the community. It did not rise to the level we had hoped,
but it was certainly generous, and I think it made a real difference.

I do wish that an oversight body like a council of science and in‐
novation or a national advisory committee on research and innova‐
tion had been created. I think that is a missing piece, a vehicle or
system to knit things together. I also think that, now that we're past
that five-year mark, it really is time for us to reconsider what in‐
vestments we need to make, remembering that the budget that fol‐
lowed that report had a limited lifespan for further investments.

We had a very generous budget in 2021, but it was also very fo‐
cused on specific areas. Now we need to get back to basics and
think about how to support the broad range of disciplines and insti‐
tutions of all types and sizes to lift all boats as best we can.

● (2010)

[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Dr. Naylor.

Do you have any recommendations that weren't in the report but
that you feel are urgently needed?

[English]

Dr. David Naylor: There are elements such as the review of
governance and harmonization that I think are not as urgent but
would be nice to have. That's one thing that's worthy of considera‐
tion.

I take the point raised earlier about the need for a big science
oversight mechanism. We really need to have outstanding facilities
at scale to compete internationally. We need to know how to pick
them and how to invest in them, but we also need to know how to
decommission them and wind them down, if they have to be wound
down. I thought that was a very good point made by my colleague,
and I think that's another one that needs fairly urgent attention, giv‐
en how important big science is to the success of this country on
the international stage.
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By and large, as I said, there was a wide-ranging response that
we appreciated on the panel and a few things that I think merit ur‐
gent attention. The biggest issue is that we need to reinvest now to
keep up with our peer nations, to lift all those boats to help the next
generation of bright, young Canadians across all backgrounds. It re‐
ally is about equity and excellence together so we can succeed in
the years ahead.
[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Dr. Naylor.

One of the report's main recommendations sought a major rein‐
vestment of federal research dollars. The panel recommended that
the reinvestment be undertaken over four years, equivalent to an
additional 0.4% of the government's annual budget. Spending
would have gone from $3.5 billion to $4.8 billion.

This is 2022, nearly five years later. How would you assess the
federal government's investment in research and innovation?
[English]

Dr. David Naylor: I think that we made up a lot of lost ground. I
want to emphasize that. It was very important, but I think we didn't
catch up as far as we needed to. The most recent budget was com‐
pletely understandable; it was a pandemic budget. It was highly fo‐
cused, and it made a lot of important investments.

I think that it would be inappropriate to be critical of a very
strategic set of decisions. Generous investments were made, mostly
on a one-time-only basis. We do, however, need a multi-year plan
to reinvest now, to build on a steady basis and to provide a stable
platform for the next generation of scientists and scholars. I think
that's what's necessary now.
[Translation]

Mr. Maxime Blanchette-Joncas: Thank you, Dr. Naylor.

You referred to a plan or vision. Besides the recommendations in
the panel's report, what would you recommend to the federal gov‐
ernment in the short term? Specifically, I'm talking about a vision
for the future when it comes to science, innovation and research, so
that Canada can compete on the world stage and, of course, make
up for the ground it lost in recent decades.
[English]

The Chair: Dr. Naylor, give a short answer, if you can.
Dr. David Naylor: First, there are many areas of exciting oppor‐

tunity. We're back to that challenge of picking winners. I think the
whole point of having a broad-ranging investment in fundamental
science and scholarship is to let the winners emerge, not only
through the process of peer review but in the broader marketplace
of ideas, inventions and discoveries that determines the flow of sci‐
ence.

I am very optimistic that, if we make broad-ranging support and
the granting council is a priority, those areas will find themselves.
We've picked a few areas already. They're obvious: artificial intelli‐
gence, quantum and so on. We made a big bet on building pandem‐
ic and infectious disease capacity. I think this will unfold well in
the years ahead if we make a sustained, broad investment.

The Chair: Thank you, Dr. Naylor.

Thank you, Monsieur Blanchette-Joncas.

You can see the interest in the committee in this subject area.

We will go now to Mr. Cannings for six minutes, please.

● (2015)

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you.

Thank you, all, for being here before us.

I'm going to continue with Dr. Naylor.

It has been brought up a couple of times, so I don't want to ham‐
mer on too much about this business of your recommendations of a
national advisory council on research and innovation. The Council
on Science and Innovation, CSI, was announced a couple of years
ago. That seemed to have that same role. There was a secretariat
created, but it doesn't seem to exist.

I wonder if you have any insights on where that initiative is, or if
it is off the table now completely.

Dr. David Naylor: No. I have no special insights.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Okay, thanks. We'll move on, then.

I wanted to maybe give you some more time. There was a big
question that Monsieur Blanchette-Joncas asked about where we
stand compared with different countries in the rest of the world.
You mentioned Germany's big, annual increases over the past
decade or more.

Where are those countries putting that money? Is it pure research
money, like NSERC, CIHR or SSHRC, or do those funds include
private investment?

What should the government should be doing? Maybe we are do‐
ing the right thing, but not at the level you think we should. I'm
looking for some international insights.

Dr. David Naylor: Thanks very much.

There has been an interesting mix in how countries have ap‐
proached their reinvestment over the last number of years. The 3%
refers, really, to the core and Germany, but remember that they
structure their research on institute lines, as well as having granting
councils analogous to ours, so it's a blend.

In like fashion, if we were to look at Canada, I think we always
need a blend. We need to support open-ended, discovery-oriented,
blue sky research—however you want to describe it. The free flow
of imagination in all disciplines is so essential to create a better fu‐
ture for the world and for Canada, and also to allow young minds to
flourish. However, some targeted areas are important and you'll un‐
derstand that Canada has to make some bets in particular areas.
We've done that effectively in a few places already. It has to be a
blend.
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The last thing I would say is that we have NRC reinventing it‐
self. There's money that's been set aside for the new CARPA. I
think that is the acronym for it. We have to figure out how to link
entities like NRC and CARPA to the upstream ecosystem to create
a positive flow and interchange between research and development
and innovation. Again, oversight through some type of body would
help, but we need a plan, we need a vision, we need stable, long-
term support and we need to make sense of how that works together
in the broad public interest.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you.

Madam Chair, I'll cede the rest of my time. The bells are ringing
here and I think our minds are turned elsewhere, but I want to thank
the witnesses for their testimony here.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Cannings.

The bells are ringing, and I'm sorry for that.

All of us on the committee would really like to thank our wit‐
nesses. This was tremendous. We're very grateful for your testimo‐
ny tonight.

To our outstanding colleagues, thank you for being so excited
and part of this inaugural committee.

With that, I'm afraid we will have to finish for the evening.

The meeting is adjourned.
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