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● (1105)

[English]
The Chair (Mrs. Sherry Romanado (Longueuil—Charles-

LeMoyne, Lib.)): Good morning, everyone. I call this meeting to
order.

Welcome to meeting number 32 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Industry, Science and Technology. Today's
meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to the House
order of January 25, 2021. The proceedings will be made available
via the House of Commons website, and so that you are aware, the
webcast will always show the person speaking rather than the entire
committee. To ensure an orderly meeting, I'd like to outline a few
rules to follow.

Members and witnesses may speak in the official language of
their choice. Interpretation services are available for this meeting.
You have a choice at the bottom of your screen of “floor”, “En‐
glish” or “French”. Please select the language preference now.

I remind you that all comments by members and witnesses
should be addressed through the chair, and please wait until I rec‐
ognize you by name. When you are not speaking, your mike should
be on mute, and when it is your turn to speak, please unmute your
mike. Please do not speak over each other, as this does not allow
for the interpreters to do their important work.

Most importantly, as is my normal practice, I will hold up a yel‐
low card for when you have 30 seconds remaining in your interven‐
tion and a red card for when your time for questions has expired.
Please keep your screen in gallery view so that you can see the
cards when I hold them up. Please respect the time so that all mem‐
bers have a chance to pose their questions.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on February 23, 2021, the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Industry, Science and Technology is meeting today
to continue it's study on competitiveness in Canada.

I'd now like to welcome our witnesses. Today we have Professor
Trevor Tombe, associate professor at the University of Calgary; Mr.
Robert Ulicki; Mr. Robert Donald, executive director of the Cana‐
dian Council for Aviation and Aerospace; Jim Balsillie, chair of the
Council of Canadian Innovators; and Robin Shaban, principal
economist at Vivic Research.

Each witness will present for up to five minutes, to be followed
by rounds of questions.

We will start with Professor Tombe.

You have the floor for five minutes.

Dr. Trevor Tombe (Associate Professor, University of Cal‐
gary, As an Individual): Thank you very much, and it's really my
pleasure to be here.

My brief opening comments will focus on how certain barriers to
interprovincial trade in Canada may represent material drag on our
national productivity, competitiveness and ultimately our economic
prosperity. First, to fix ideas it's necessary to appreciate what inter‐
nal trade costs are, because unlike costs between countries, they are
not tariffs. They're not observable in that way. Instead they're
countless tens of thousands of individually modest but collectively
significant differences in the rules, regulations, standards, certifica‐
tions and so on, that add costs to businesses operating across
provincial boundaries.

Examples abound. In agriculture there are inspection and la‐
belling requirements. For trade in services and a lot of professional
services in particular, provincial standards and certifications can
prevent customers in one province from accessing the services of a
supplier in another. For trade in goods, you have differences in
trucking regulations and so on. These are just a small handful of ex‐
amples, but recent advances in data availability and economic mod‐
elling techniques make it possible to measure costs on a broader
scale.

For example, Statistics Canada researchers Robby Bemrose,
Mark Brown and Jesse Tweedle recently constructed what is per‐
haps the most sophisticated and robust estimate of interprovincial
trade barriers. They found that for manufacturing it adds about 7%
to 8% to the cost of shipping from one province to another. Predat‐
ing their work, Lucas Albrecht,a former University of Calgary
graduate student, and I estimated that when you include services,
the average cost of trade between provinces is between 8% and po‐
tentially as high as 15%.

These may appear modest at first, but they are not. They can in‐
hibit productive producers in one region from expanding and ex‐
porting to another. They inhibit consumers' ability to purchase low‐
er-cost goods and services from elsewhere. This matters for produc‐
tivity, because if you specialize less in areas where you have a com‐
parative advantage, overall productivity can decline. Estimating the
size of that effect is not easy of course. It requires a rich model of
Canada's economy but that work has been done recently. I and oth‐
ers have developed such models.
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In recent work with my University of Calgary colleague, Profes‐
sor Jennifer Winter, which is forthcoming in the Canadian Journal
of Economics this year, we find that internal trade may lower
Canada's overall productivity by between 3% and 7%, depending
on the measure. Work published through the International Monetary
Fund, researchers there and I suggest that liberalizing internal trade
in goods alone, just manufacturing, could increase Canadian pro‐
ductivity by nearly 4%. This is large. This represents an increase in
Canada's economy by nearly $90 billion per year, over $2,000 per
person or $5,000 to $6,000 per household per year.

The results here also suggest that lower-income regions benefit
more than higher-income ones. Among the five provinces with the
lowest average household, for example, we find that gains there av‐
erage more than 5% which is significantly more than the overall av‐
erage.

There's a lot that government can do. A lot of recent reforms
have made some progress on this file, notably the Canadian Free
Trade Agreement from 2017, but there's much left to do. Continued
federal, provincial and territorial co-operation through the various
efforts within the Canadian Free Trade Agreement is critical. There
is funding needed to increase capacity, for example, to bolster the
ability of the CFTA secretariat to work through its growing work
plans. That's something we saw yesterday's budget provide a little
bit on actually. That can be valuable.

The gold standard may involve provinces moving unilaterally,
potentially. Alberta, for example, moved in the summer of 2019 to
drop many of its self-imposed exemptions under the CFTA. I esti‐
mate that roughly two-thirds of the gains from lower internal trade
barriers for a province can be achieved by that province moving
unilaterally and recognizing the regulations and standards that pre‐
vail in another province as automatically compliant with respect to
its own.
● (1110)

I see the 30-second notice. I'll end by saying that of course there
are some valid objectives of regulations that apply in one province
and another, and so the goal, I think, ought to be, to think about
regulations that don't achieve a very specific and well-defined pub‐
lic policy objective and otherwise harmonizing, smoothing out the
differences that prevail.

Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you so much.

Our next presenter is Mr. Ulicki.

You have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Robert Ulicki (As an Individual): My name is Robert Ulic‐

ki, and I will outline the complex morass of regulations, commit‐
tees, expert reports, tribunals and licensing requirements I am navi‐
gating to create a day care.

In July 2016 my wife and I purchased a mixed-use property lo‐
cated in Cabbagetown, a residential neighbourhood in downtown
Toronto that began gentrifying in the 1970s. It is an ideal location
for a day care as it is near families, parks, bicycle infrastructure and
public transit.

In May 2017 we applied for a zoning certificate. The city re‐
sponded four months later telling us that we needed site plan ap‐
proval that would cost around $100,000. Thankfully, the city was
wrong about the application of its own policies but indicated that
variances to the zoning bylaw would be required. We applied to a
committee of five people for the variances to the zoning. They de‐
nied us. We appealed that decision to a municipal tribunal. From
the application to the committee to a final decision from the tri‐
bunal, it took three and a half years and cost $100,000 for variances
to a zoning bylaw.

Why did it take so long? First, we were forced to respond to op‐
position from a handful of wealthy and connected neighbours who
hired a Bay Street law firm, a major engineering firm and a senior
land use planner to argue that day care did not belong in their
midst.

Second, the local councillor at the time sided with the loudest
and the angriest neighbours and asked the city to pay for lawyers
and hire an outside traffic consultant to further oppose us before
this tribunal. Initially, two days were set aside for the hearing which
commenced in August 2018. Well, two days turned into six, then
eight, then 12 and, finally, 14 days over two years. Fortunately, the
decision was in our favour.

When you cut through all the drama and the posturing, the pri‐
mary issue was setting aside parking spaces on a public road to fa‐
cilitate [Technical difficulty—Editor] and picking up their children.
Every home in the vicinity has laneway parking, but some residents
either opt to landscape the rear of their backyard or own two cars
and want a cheap spot to park on the street. They pay a paltry 55¢
per day, or $200 per year, for the privilege to park 24-7 on public
roads in downtown Toronto. Residents tried to fiercely guard this
privilege with the encouragement of the councillor at the time. All
this happened when there's a genuine lack of day care in the city
and a multitude of policies aimed at making Toronto less reliant on
cars.

You would think that it ended there. No. Some residents and the
city did not like the tribunal's decision and asked the appeal body to
review it, so we got back into the queue. We waited another five
months for a hearing and received a decision in January 2021. Once
again, we prevailed on the simple argument that caring for kids
trumps parking cars.
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Where do we stand today? In some ways we are closer, but still
far, as we have several layers to cut through. The appeal body that
approved the application does not have the authority to amend
street parking rules; only city council does. Yes, the same city that
sent the lawyer and the traffic engineer to fight us will decide if we
can operate. In the end, approving our application is a political de‐
cision on parking.

We have hope. The former city councillor who opposed the ap‐
plication lost in the last municipal election. The new councillor,
Kristyn Wong-Tam, is a fierce advocate for families and day cares.
With the benefit of a 32-page decision that unequivocally supports
our application, we remain hopeful that the concerns of our oppo‐
nents will be laid to rest.
● (1115)

Since the decision, the city's transportation department is pre‐
pared to recommend a provision of intermittent parking spaces for
pickup and drop-off. We can now hope that logic, fairness, evi‐
dence and policies that support day cares more than street parking
prevail before city council.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Our next witness is Mr. Robert Donald.

You have the floor, for five minutes.
Mr. Robert Donald (Executive Director, Canadian Council

for Aviation and Aerospace): Thank you very much, Madam
Chair.

Thank you to the committee for inviting me back. Some of you
may recall that in my appearance in March, I spoke about the criti‐
cal shortage of skilled workers and the lack of training capacity in
Canada to produce the graduates we need.

I've been asked today to expand on my comments about compe‐
tency-based training and accreditation, and what the government
can do in the aerospace sector to increase competitiveness and re‐
duce the regulatory burden and eliminate red tape.

As a quick reminder, the pandemic has provided a temporary re‐
prieve from the critical labour shortage for some sectors of our in‐
dustry, but the shortages have already started to return. Canada's
biggest competitive advantage in a global competition is our skilled
workforce, but if we don't have the necessary workforce, the jobs
will go to other jurisdictions and never return.

The pandemic has resulted in a loss of approximately 35% of our
prior workforce due to those being laid off, choosing to retire or to
seek employment in other fields. As the recovery takes hold, there
will be a surge in demand for skilled labour, which cannot be met
from simply trying to rehire those laid off.

We have a lack of training capacity. Canadian colleges do not
have the capacity to meet anywhere near the demand from our in‐
dustry. Even prior to the pandemic, they were only producing 25%
of the needed graduates, despite all of them, except ÉNA in Mon‐
treal, having wait-lists.

The pandemic has delayed graduations and reduced capacity by
approximately 35%. I don't believe it's realistic to expect the gov‐
ernment will fund expansion of capacity at bricks and mortar insti‐
tutions, so we need alternatives, new ways of training and eliminat‐
ing the red tape associated with hiring foreign workers.

We have a lack of training facilities, not just capacity. In Yukon
and the territories, there are no aviation programs. In Quebec, Man‐
itoba, Alberta and Saskatchewan, there's only one college in each
province. In the four Atlantic provinces, there are only two.

Turning to the competency-based accreditation and what govern‐
ment can do to help our sector, new ways of training are needed. I
spoke at length about Transport Canada last time. There are three
issues with Transport Canada regulations for our sector.

First, there's competency-based training versus hours. The bene‐
fits of competency-based training are well documented. Despite
that, Transport Canada only recognizes hours in class. Transport
Canada dictates that colleges must provide 1,800 hours of instruc‐
tion for maintenance and avionics and 1,000 hours for structures. If
students finish a lab assignment in one hour instead of the three al‐
located by Transport Canada, they have to sit there for two hours
anyway and just kill time, because the professor has to certify that
they spent that much time in class. Transport Canada says it's too
hard. We've spoken to them, but they said it was too hard to move
to competency-based. It is not.

The second point is online and blended learning. As I alluded to
last time, prior to the pandemic, Transport Canada did not allow
colleges to use online or blended learning. As a result of the pan‐
demic, it has now allowed that, but only until December 31 of this
year. Like all sectors of society, the air transport sector has experi‐
enced rapid technological advancements. Artificial intelligence,
machine learning, augmented and virtual reality training are all dra‐
matically impacting the way training can be delivered. Colleges
want to use these new ways of training, but TC regulations prevent
that.
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The third point refers to outdated curricula. Transport Canada-
approved colleges are required to follow woefully outdated curricu‐
la. Their curricula hasn't been updated in over 20 years. They still
require colleges to teach students how to fix cloth wings, wood
structures, and insist on repairing components that are no longer in
use in current aircraft. Failure to update the curricula will leave the
Canadian aviation and aerospace workforce at a distinct disadvan‐
tage. Current regulations don't meet the requirements of new and
emerging technologies, such as glass cockpits and composites. If
we don't act quickly, businesses will not choose Canada, and they'll
go where they can to get these essential services for the modern in‐
dustry.
● (1120)

The hours-based programs, together with mandatory content,
prevent colleges from adapting and providing more relevant and ef‐
fective ways of training. Industry needs more accessible, efficient,
effective and targeted ways of training, both from colleges, but also
given the lack of capacity for training in the workplace....

I have run out of time. I will leave it there.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Donald. It's always a

pleasure to see you.

We'll now turn to Mr. Balsillie.

Welcome back to INDU. You have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Jim Balsillie (Chair, Council of Canadian Innovators):

Thank you, Madam Chair.

I congratulate committee members and staff for their excellent
report on the Investment Canada Act and its recommendations for a
needed reorientation of Canada's economic strategies.

My remarks today will build on that direction to improve
Canada's competitiveness. I will comment on three issues: the
meaning of competitiveness in the intangibles economy; measuring
our economy in a way that captures prosperity to promote better
management; and developing institutional capacity in our public
sector to support policy development.

In the traditional economy, competitive was synonymous with
low cost. To attract multinational investors, companies cut red tape,
offered land at concessional rates, provided tax benefits, etc., know‐
ing this economic activity would generate a fair return to the host.
However, as economic returns increasingly shifted to owners of IP,
and more recently data, this strategy amounted to capturing the
low-rent district in the global economy—equivalent to competitive‐
ly priced low-income jobs in an Amazon fulfillment centre, while
the highly profitable data-driven rents accrued to Jeff Bezos.

Competitiveness in the intangibles economy means the ability to
capture economic rents that flow to IP owners and to those who
control data assets that also power rent capture. Canada only had
policies for the traditional production-based economy, which is
shrinking in importance as the digital transformation continues to
transform all industries. For Canada to compete in the 21st century
global economy, we need to develop policy frameworks that enable

our companies to capture their fair share of economic rents in the
intangibles economy.

According to the IMF, Canada's pre-pandemic GDP per capita
was 3% lower than 2010 levels, while the U.S. experienced a 35%
increase over the same period due to the alignment of its economic
policy strategies with contemporary economic realities. GDP per
capita is no longer a sufficient metric for prosperity, because it fails
to capture earnings on assets abroad and the accrual of value in as‐
set holdings. This gap would certainly be even wider if we included
these wealth effects.

Canada's deficit on IP payments and receipts is widening at an
alarming rate. This deficit would be larger if the value of net flows
of data were included.

I offer one recommendation that can foundationally help improve
Canada's competitiveness. Rebuild the Economic Council of
Canada to create in-house capacity for the analysis of the contem‐
porary economy. The nature of today's global economy requires an
unprecedented amount of horizontal integration, analytical depth
and rapid response to deal with the accelerated pace of innovation
and the powerful feedback and spillovers that emerge in our net‐
work society. This is particularly critical for the data-driven market‐
place which features economies of scope and scale alongside infor‐
mation asymmetries that together give rise to monopolies which are
reducing the rate of entrepreneurship, innovation and business dy‐
namism.

Proper regulation of the IP and data-driven economy can restore
competitive market dynamism, which is why IP and data giants are
under investigation for antitrust behaviour by U.S. federal and state
authorities, the EU and others.

A revived economic council would have several core functions:
develop the expertise to measure and manage the intangibles econ‐
omy, including the capacity to develop both intellectual property
and data governance strategies; serve as a centralized resource to
support line department and expertly assess policy decision
spillovers on Canada's intangible assets; provide strategic focus for
Canadian researchers who have deep expertise on many of these is‐
sues, but whose work may not necessarily reflect governance prior‐
ities.

With the federal government budget released yesterday, I submit
that redistribution of a fixed economic pie or prudent fiscal anchors
are insufficient without a strategy to generate new wealth. Canada
urgently needs growth strategies attuned to contemporary realities.
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The charts and statistics included in my presentation are ir‐
refutable. As successful innovation companies and countries turn
their focus to strategically generating valuable IP and, in the last
decade, to controlling valuable data to accrue wealth, Canada
missed these shifts and as a result became a large IP and data ser‐
vices importer.

IP and data have different features than tangible goods. They be‐
have differently in a marketplace and therefore require different
tool kits for both companies and policy-makers. A properly built
economic council would lead in the necessary intellectual revival of
our policy community and help government rebuild critical capaci‐
ty that favours national interests, including advancing our competi‐
tiveness.
● (1125)

I thank you for your time today.
The Chair: That's perfect timing. Thank you so much.

We'll now go to Ms. Shaban.

You have the floor for five minutes.
Ms. Robin Shaban (Principal Economist, Vivic Research):

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to the committee. I'm happy to be here again to testi‐
fy.

My name is Robin Shaban, and I am the principal economist and
co-founder of Vivic Research. I am also a Ph.D. candidate at Car‐
leton University, where I am studying Canadian competition law.

At a previous hearing, Mr. Erskine-Smith asked that I submit a
briefing note to the committee outlining changes that I think should
be made to the Competition Act. I will submit this brief in the com‐
ing days. In my opening remarks, I will outline some reforms in the
brief.

In past meetings the committee has heard about the need for
greater independence for the Competition Bureau. Currently, the
bureau is nested within ISED. Enforcement actions of the bureau
are not subject to ministerial review or approval. However, the
commissioner reports to the deputy minister for non-enforcement
matters, meaning that the bureau does not have the authority to
speak openly about many broad issues of competition policy. This
arrangement undermines transparency and is not consistent with
our international peers. Therefore, my first proposal is to make
changes to the structure of the Competition Bureau so that the com‐
missioner is no longer answerable to the deputy minister of ISED.

Second, the bureau should be given the ability to compel infor‐
mation from corporations to undertake market studies and evaluate
the effectiveness of its enforcement decisions. Currently, the bureau
can only collect information from corporations during an investiga‐
tion. In the U.S., for example, the Federal Trade Commission has
broad powers to compel information outside an investigation, and it
has used these powers to do studies that are available to the public.

Third, as we have discussed before, Parliament should abolish
the efficiencies defence on the grounds that it brings us out of
alignment with major competition laws elsewhere and is inconsis‐
tent with equitable economic growth. Abolishing the efficiencies

defence does not mean that the Competition Act will be ineffective
at promoting efficiency. Rather, it means that it will prioritize effi‐
ciencies that directly benefit all Canadians, not just corporations.

Fourth, some have highlighted that the bureau lacks sufficient re‐
sources. An additional way to resolve the bureau's budgetary pres‐
sures is to revise the act to make enforcement more efficient.

For example, Canada's system for clearing mergers is complex
and more restrictive than that of the U.S. These conditions mean
that officers must do more analysis on mergers that are likely not
going to raise competition issues, because the risk of overlooking a
harmful merger is higher under our system. Aligning our merger
clearance system with that of the U.S. could create efficiencies in
the bureau, making more resources available for high-impact work.

Another area where our competition policy severely lacks is en‐
forcement in labour markets. Based on my own search, there is no
publicly available information that suggests the bureau has ever in‐
vestigated potential anti-competitive behaviour against workers. I
believe there are two reasons for this oversight.

First, our law is inadequate. For example, wage-fixing agree‐
ments do not fall under criminal provisions of the Competition Act,
unlike in the U.S. Instead, these cases must be taken under civil
provisions of the act. This means that the legal test the bureau
needs to meet to build a successful case is significantly higher, and
this reduces the likelihood of success, accounting for differences
between civil and criminal standards of proof. To address this issue,
the 2009 revisions to the act with regard to section 45 need to be
rolled back.

Second, I find no evidence that the bureau has assessed a merg‐
er's potential anti-competitive impact on jobs, even though it could.
In this way, the bureau is not fully enforcing the law. This is a ma‐
jor oversight, given the growing prevalence of gig work and other
types of employment not covered under traditional labour laws. To
address this issue, the bureau should develop specific merger en‐
forcement guidelines that outline how it plans to assess a merger's
impact on wages, job quality and job availability.
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My last proposal is not a change to the act but rather a change to
our approach to competition policy. The logic of our competition
law is based primarily on theoretical economic models developed
between the 1960s and the 1980s. Research methods in economics
have evolved substantially since then, allowing us to create policy
based on empirical evidence rather than theoretical models. As part
of any reform of the Competition Act, analysts should be collecting
and understanding empirical research to inform decision-making.
One way to do this could be to reinstate the Economic Council of
Canada.

In our conversation today, I'm happy to speak about the propos‐
als outlined here and to answer any questions committee members
may have to the best of my ability.

Thank you very much.
● (1130)

The Chair: Thank you so much.

With that, we will start our round of questions.

MP Poilievre, you have the floor for six minutes.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre (Carleton, CPC): Thank you.

Mr. Ulicki, this is good timing, your being here. The government
tells us it wants to charge taxpayers $9 billion for day cares. They
believe that the best way to provide daycare is to take money from
parents and bring it up to the federal government, which will give it
to the provincial government, which will give it to the municipal
government, which will give it to agencies that deliver day care
spaces.

You had another idea, which was just to build a day care and pro‐
vide 80 kids with a place to go and be cared for. Of course, the ob‐
stacles you faced were municipal, but those same municipal leaders
are constantly asking for federal tax dollars. That's why they have
elevated this to the federal level. I note that there were roughly 80
millionaires who stood up and opposed your proposed day care.
You were going to provide 80 day care spaces. So you had one mil‐
lionaire for every child, one millionaire blocking every kid, from
having a day care space. That is quite an interesting ratio.

One of those privileged elites, of course, was Tiff Macklem, the
head of the Bank of Canada. He has been a big rhetorical supporter
of government day cares, and yet he and his family objected, saying
that your day care would have taken away the charm of the neigh‐
bourhood and that it would even have required garbage trucks to
come to pick up the waste that would be produced by the day care.
I don't know who picks up their garbage. Perhaps Mr. Macklem
could testify about how he disposes of his waste.

How much money did you have to spend on government already
in your efforts to provide these 80 kids with a day care space?
● (1135)

Mr. Robert Ulicki: The question is not how much I have spent
on government. The spend on government is with respect to paying
for permits, etc. The primary cost is the carrying cost of having a
building sit vacant for effectively five years now. That includes in‐
terest, heat, light and power, property taxes, utilities, insurance, etc.
Those costs are approximately $100,000 per year.

May I also I point out that because it's a project that you're devel‐
oping, as per our wonderful CRA, I do not have the ability to
deduct those costs. I actually have to capitalize them. I have to
make $200,000 in order to have $100,000, because I pay in after-
tax dollars, and I get to capitalize it. Then, once it's completed, if
it's completed, the deduction is 4% per year. Basically, with all
these carrying costs, etc., I get to deduct at 4% per year into infini‐
ty.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Wow. You've already wasted half a mil‐
lion dollars on delays. You began this process in 2017, so now
we're going on five years of waiting. Do you expect that the day
care will open any time soon?

Mr. Robert Ulicki: I think you'd have to ask the City of Toronto.
It's up to city council to decide whether or not they want to support
what you call PUDO, which is pickup and drop-off. It's not uncom‐
mon in the city of Toronto to allocate public parking spots for the
pickup and drop-off of children. They do it for day cares. They do
it for schools. You have to pass this specific municipal bylaw in or‐
der to authorize that.

That's the primary impediment we've had here. The neighbours
do not want to have those spots given up for pickup and drop-off,
because it would impede their ability to park in front of their house
in downtown Toronto.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Right. So they want the spaces for them‐
selves instead of for the kids.

Mr. Robert Ulicki: Absolutely.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Well, we'll see. Ms. Freeland might be
very concerned about this, because she says she is going to create
all of these new day cares with her $9-billion-a-year taxpayer-fund‐
ed plan. I don't know if she'll be able to get them approved by city
councils if we have the same experience as you've had.

You know, I have a hard time understanding why someone like
you would go through all of this torment. You're obviously a suc‐
cessful businessman. You've devoted almost half a decade of your
life and half a million of your dollars to try to do something good
for 80 kids. All you've had is a bunch of self-serving gatekeepers
protecting their own backyards. One of them actually complained
that the danger was that there would be kids making too much noise
next to her house. She signed her submission to the city with
“Ph.D.”, so I gather she is busy thinking big thoughts in her house
while she doesn't want to be interrupted by little munchkins run‐
ning by, singing songs and skipping their way to the park.

That's how crazy it's gotten in this country. One day I hope peo‐
ple rise up—consumers, workers and entrepreneurs like you—
against this gatekeeper economy. Thank you for telling your story
and for persisting through all of this bureaucracy.

Madam Chair, how much time do I have left?
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● (1140)

The Chair: You have 30 seconds.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Mr. Donald, you told us last time that if

someone who had been working for Lufthansa came here as an im‐
migrant from Germany and had the capacity to maintain Air
Canada planes in Germany, they wouldn't actually be able to do the
same work in Canada because their credentials can't be recognized.
Even if they're capable of doing exactly the same work, they cannot
get a licence to practise.

Is that true? Can you expound upon that gatekeeping in our
labour market?

The Chair: Answer very quickly, Mr. Donald.
Mr. Robert Donald: Yes, it is true, Mr. Poilievre. It's because

Transport Canada doesn't recognize the academic training that the
individual took, regardless of their competency. If Transport
Canada funded the development of a competency-based assessment
system, that problem would go away.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll now go to MP Lambropoulos.

You have the floor for six minutes.
Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos (Saint-Laurent, Lib.): Thank

you, Madam Chair.

I'd like to thank all of our witnesses for being here today. There's
lots of interesting content.

Mr. Tombe, you're the first person I'll be asking questions of.

You spoke a lot about interprovincial trade and the regulations
that create barriers to companies from doing this type of trade. You
mentioned that basically there's an added cost of between 7% and
15% for many of the different industries that do wish to do this
kind of business. Obviously, a lot of these regulations—all of
them—are imposed by provinces.

We are the federal INDU committee, so I'm wondering if you
could give us any suggestions as to what role we can play in help‐
ing provinces move towards this direction in making sure that
Canadian companies have less red tape with regards to interprovin‐
cial trade.

Dr. Trevor Tombe: Thank you for the excellent question.

You're right to note that the source of trade frictions in Canada
between provinces stems from differences between one jurisdiction
and another in terms of the rules, regulations, standards and so on
that a business needs to abide by. Ultimately, that does mean that
provinces need to act to smooth out those differences. That's what
the Canadian Free Trade Agreement is meant to do.

Currently, through the regulatory co-operation table, it is a slow
but important process of identifying barriers, negotiating harmo‐
nization agreements or mutual recognition agreements and then im‐
plementing them. The federal government can play a role there,
first by ensuring that federal regulations that directly affect inter‐
provincial trade are not adding to burdens that businesses face.

A recent example where some progress has been made is agricul‐
tural inspection. If you're shipping food products from one province

to another, it needs to be inspected by the provincial government
agencies and the federal government, potentially adding three dif‐
ferent inspection regimes to a single transaction. Having the feds
step back and at least trust in the provincial inspection agencies
may make sense in some cases.

More broadly, the Canadian government can ensure that the ca‐
pacity exists within the free trade agreement so that working
through the regulatory differences line by line can be done expedi‐
tiously. That does take staff in the secretariat. It does mean provid‐
ing assistance to provinces, especially smaller provinces that might
lack capacity themselves.

The federal government can also play a role in ensuring that this
issue remains at the top of the national agenda in discussions be‐
tween federal, provincial and territorial leaders.

Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos: It would seem it would be
worth it, obviously, for our country to do so, if you think that it
would increase our GDP, I believe, by 4%. Is that what you had...?

Dr. Trevor Tombe: Yes.

Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos: Also, you mentioned recog‐
nizing certificates across provinces. A lot of times that's a barrier in
general with regard to other countries. I understand that being the
case, but within different provinces, I don't see why that is an actual
issue within Canada.

Can you speak a bit more to this issue?

● (1145)

Dr. Trevor Tombe: There are hundreds of professional associa‐
tions and occupational licensing authorities that largely operate at
the provincial level. That means for an individual wanting to pro‐
vide their service to a buyer in a province other than where they re‐
side and are regulated, there may be barriers to doing so. These ex‐
ist in lots of professions. Here in Alberta, we have provincial rules
and exemptions surrounding dental hygienists, nurse practitioners,
podiatrists, radiologists and things where skills, one would think,
are largely portable across the country, yet there is a system im‐
posed on new individuals moving into Alberta to recertify in those
professions.

For others, Manitoba stands out as having an explicit restriction
on the ability to provide legal services with respect to Manitoba
law, if you do not have a physical law office in Manitoba or if you
don't predominantly, actively reside and operate as a lawyer within
Manitoba. That's another explicit barrier that exists there.

Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos: Thank you.
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Mr. Balsillie, you said that we need to rebuild the Economic
Council of Canada “to create in-house capacity for the analysis of
the contemporary economy.” Clearly our economy has changed and
evolved over the last decade.

I believe we've already had this discussion in the past, but I'm
wondering what exactly you think needs to be changed. What needs
to be taken into account with regard to analysis? Why is it that
Canada isn't doing it when other countries around the world seem
to be there?

Mr. Jim Balsillie: The world has changed to a degree and with a
rapidity that is unprecedented in mankind, and we have not
changed our approach to these policies. Whether it's about how we
want to get into electric vehicles—and we give our taxpayer money
to Tesla—or it's about our publicly funded virus research in Win‐
nipeg at the National Microbiology Lab, we haven't aimed at own‐
ing and controlling the outcomes of 91% of the economy. This is
what needs to be fixed. It's a policy reorientation.

Ms. Emmanuella Lambropoulos: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you so much.

[Translation]

We will continue with Mr. Lemire.

You have the floor for six minutes.
Mr. Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ): Thank

you, Madam Chair.

I will start with Mr. Balsillie.

It was a pleasure to hear from you last June, and it's a pleasure to
have you back today. Thank you for your comments.

In the rapidly developing digital economy dominated by large
U.S. technology platforms, what are the strengths and the weak‐
nesses that characterize Quebec and Canadian companies in the
face of U.S. power in the digital world?

[English]
Mr. Jim Balsillie: The thing you need to look at here is that we

have considerable confusion in Canada because we had a set of
policies for the tangible economy, but when the economy changed,
the role of government changed. I'm the only Canadian ever to have
been on the U.S. Business Council. We worked hand in glove in‐
side Washington on standards, FDI, trade agreements, IP considera‐
tions and data strategy. Canada got captured by market fundamen‐
talism, which is all hands off. That's how the tangible economy
works, which I talked about in my comments, whereas the intangi‐
ble economy works in the exact opposite way. Trade agreements, as
an example, spread competition, but in the tangible economy they
spread monopolies. Therefore, as Robin was talking about, you
have to update your competition authority rules; otherwise, you
lose the efficiency, performance and competitiveness of your econ‐
omy.

We need to reorient ourselves and understand that we missed the
changed role of the government in these last 20 or 30 years that the
economy has changed. That's why our competitiveness has eroded.

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Therefore, how can the governments of
Canada, Quebec and the provinces mitigate the weaknesses in our
industries and our businesses, which are affecting our competitive‐
ness in the digital economy?

● (1150)

[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: The first thing we have to do is aim at what
matters, which is growing and controlling the intangible assets of
our intellectual property and data. We talk about becoming an elec‐
trical vehicle superpower, but we use taxpayer funds at, say, Dal‐
housie, where a professor will say, “We get the research papers but
Elon Musk gets the patents,” or we let our vaccines go to China or
the U.S. If we want our companies to do better, they have to be in
the business of accumulating the intangible assets that they can ask
rent for. We can't be doing things like Sidewalk Toronto with
Google so they get richer or courting Amazon or Facebook, be‐
cause we get the low-cost jobs. It's a race to the bottom and they get
the wealth effects.

The key is what you aim at, and that's why I proposed this eco‐
nomic council. These are integrated, crosscutting areas where you
need the expertise. We have to build that capacity in our civil ser‐
vice so that they can create the policies we need hand in glove with
our companies to prosper in this 91% of the economy. We focus a
lot on the 9% piece, but I think we need to focus on the 91% piece
because that's where the money and security are.

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: The last time you testified, I became
keenly interested in the issue of intellectual property. I'd like us to
talk about it.

To make better use of intellectual property and digital opportuni‐
ties, how can the federal government influence Quebec and
Canada's interest in competing in the digital world this way, partic‐
ularly in the face of the U.S. technology giants?

[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Well, the great thing about intellectual proper‐
ty is that it favours smaller countries that are focused, whether
you're pharmaceuticals in Switzerland, micro-electronics in Singa‐
pore or gaming and telecommunications in Finland. The govern‐
ment has a central role in this, because it creates the framework.
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I have a list of things in the digital policy infrastructure. In my
business around the world, in about the 150 countries that I did
business in, the successful countries focused on the right-hand side
of that chart in making sure that they all operate together. If we
don't work in alignment with our companies, our national champi‐
ons, and understand that our companies are going against national
champions in other parts of the world.... It's a central job, whether
it's how we do research funding or how we do foreign direct invest‐
ment. For instance, if you look at the SIF program that got topped
up and at the superclusters, half of that money went to foreign com‐
panies because we think it's a job strategy, which is a race to the
bottom.

Every successful economy focuses on generating those assets for
their domestic economy, where they get the rent wealth effects but
they also get the security effects of that. It's an orientation and it's
an expertise issue.
[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: What could we do to make our indus‐
tries more attractive?
[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Well, I think you make them attractive by re‐
lating to them. Quebec does this very well. They have their champi‐
ons and they focus on growing them. You get all the wealth effects
and the headquarters jobs from them, and all of the positive
spillover. The economy works differently in intangibles than it does
in the traditional production economy.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Our next round of questions goes to MP Masse.

You have the floor for six minutes.
Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Thank you, Madam

Chair.

Thank you to our guests for being here.

My first question is for you, Ms. Shaban.

I don't know if you saw the budget, but there's finally some in‐
crease to the Competition Bureau. That will be my first question. I
know it's super early, but what do you believe might be the focus if
the Competition Bureau has to deal with some priorities but has a
little more resources right now?

I know that you used to work there ages ago, but perhaps you
could give us a bit of a glimmer as to what we can expect with
some of the resources that are coming. What would you say might
be the priorities?
● (1155)

Ms. Robin Shaban: It's hard to say. I'd be speculating.

I think head count is important: having more people to actually
undertake investigations.

I'd be interested to see whether the bureau spends some of that
money on using modern tools for undertaking investigations. Like
the commissioner talked about before, as investigations grow in
these modern times, they're seeing more and more data come to
them as they are compelling information from businesses. Having

tools to enable officers to sift through all of that information and
pick out compelling information that will go into a case I think is
going to be really important.

Mr. Brian Masse: Since your testimony and that of others has
brought this more to light, I'm convinced the Competition Bureau
has no place in the industry portfolio. I've done quite a bit of work
since this has been brought to the forefront of the discussion. Do
you have any suggestions on where it should go? That's the chal‐
lenge.

I definitely agree with the position being presented by you and
others that it is a complete conflict of interest for it to be in this
portfolio. It's not that I don't like dealing with it in my critic respon‐
sibilities, but I definitely can see that this is just not sufficient, espe‐
cially when we don't even have some of the powers the U.S. has
and also less independence. Putting it under this umbrella is just
improper structurally.

Ms. Robin Shaban: Yes, I think that's a really valid question.

My next step for understanding that would be to understand how
the European Commission, for example, fits within the broader EU,
or how the Federal Trade Commission or the Department of Justice
in the United States fits within that bureaucracy. I recognize that
those organizations are hived off from the broader government.
They're not government departments. They are separate agencies.

As to how that would play out within our government structure,
I'm still unclear on that as well. Now that I know you're thinking
about that, I'm going to make a note of it and do my best to address
that in the briefing note.

Mr. Brian Masse: It would be great to get your ideas.

I have a couple of models that we're looking at too. I'm looking
for input and analysis. It's definitely possible. It's just a matter of
how we want to do it.

I'm going to switch over to Mr. Balsillie.

I'm really glad that you brought up the issue of Amazon as an ex‐
ample. People see it as innovation because they call a warehouse a
fulfillment centre. I know they get upset with me when I tell them
it's a fancy....

I come from just-in-time delivery in the auto industry, and we've
been doing these types of logistics for 30 to 40 years. Giving it a
different name isn't necessarily innovation. It's fine. It can move
stuff quicker, can be more autonomous and so forth, but I don't see
that as innovation, quite frankly.
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With regard to your suggestion, what would be the mechanics to
get the national strategy together with regard to the Economic
Council of Canada? What are the mechanics that are necessary to
actually lift it up?

Mr. Jim Balsillie: I think you need to resurrect it and house it
either independently or at the most senior level reporting into the
Prime Minister's Office and then the PCO, or part of that. It's so im‐
portant that we build this expertise.

If I may, I'm hearing a lot of comments on industrial strategy.
We've had industrial strategies for decades in Canada. We spend
lots of money on superclusters, on the strategic innovation fund,
and those have been topped up. We have to understand that this is
not about industrial strategy. This is about appreciating the role of
government in an intangible economy. You need to house a very ex‐
pert zone that makes sure that we actually prevail in this.

I'm not talking about more money or less money. We're first
world in our inputs but third world in our outcomes. Whether this is
for $100 million or $1 billion or $10 billion, this is about changing
our outcome. It has to be a place that guides all of these decisions at
the most senior level, and it has to be experts. It has to interact with
global experts, domestic experts in this, or we will find that we
don't get the returns for the money we spend.

We've invested [Technical difficulty—Editor] for decades, yet we
keep getting shorter and shorter returns, which is Einstein's defini‐
tion of insanity. It's the approach that's our issue.
● (1200)

Mr. Brian Masse: And we have no measurables.

I know my time is up.

Thank you, Madam Chair, and to the witnesses.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll now start our second round of questions.

Our first five-minute round goes to MP Baldinelli.

You have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Tony Baldinelli (Niagara Falls, CPC): Thank you, Madam

Chair, and thank you to the witnesses for being with us today.

My first question is going to be for Ms. Shaban.

Thank you for being here again. I was able to read the opinion
piece that you and Ms. Bednar submitted to the National Post. I
found it an interesting point where you talked about the updating of
our competition laws can prove to be a double-edged sword. It's a
fine kind of balancing act that we're trying to do.

You said that with anything we're trying to do, especially with
our digital economy, you want to allow for growth and scale-up of
our small start-ups but without restricting competition. That's the
fine balancing act.

I look forward to your brief. I am wondering if you had any more
comments on that. You came in previously to talk about efficiencies
and that notion. However, we've had larger operators come in to
talk about the need to scale, and scale is important and size matters.

How do we finally balance that to protect not only these compa‐
nies that we want to engender to grow but also the consumers ulti‐
mately?

Ms. Robin Shaban: There are two facets to what you're getting
at. The first is a knowledge element. We are at a point in economic
research where we are trying to understand and grapple with the
new digital economy and what that actually means.

As Jim talked about before, the digital economy is inherently dif‐
ferent from the commodity economy, so we need to understand
what that actually means for competition, and how to create laws
that best engage in that sphere. That's the first element, and it points
to the fact there are a lot of unknowns.

A second element is revisiting laws that are clearly inequitable.
As I said in my opening remarks, we can have a law that promotes
efficiency, that allows businesses to get big in order to compete in‐
ternationally without creating brutal trade-offs between consumers
and businesses. Having elements like the efficiencies defence in
there clearly undermines that goal.

The core theme is to recognize that competition and policy is in‐
herently political. We're talking about who's going to get what, who
is going to be carrying the responsibility as we are monitoring and
policing competition in Canada.

I don't have a lot of concrete answers, because these questions
are going to require really deep reflection, from a research stand‐
point and from a political and philosophical standpoint.

Mr. Tony Baldinelli: Thank you. We look forward to receiving
your brief when it comes in.

Mr. Donald, I'd like to welcome you back and thank you for your
presentation. I was reviewing my notes. You mentioned the loss of
35% of the workforce. You said that as the surge of demand comes
back post-COVID, we're not going to be able to meet that. You
talked about colleges only being able to fulfill about 25% of the re‐
quirements that industry needs.

My question is based on one of the comments you made about
the outdated curricula. How do we go about having that changed
and updated, so that we can start training those new employees of
the future?

I'll also talk about the credential assessment process. Could you
talk about the curricula process? What's involved with that and get‐
ting that updated?

Mr. Robert Donald: Transport Canada has said numerous times
that they're going to do this, that they recognize the deficiencies,
but they don't have the resources.



April 20, 2021 INDU-32 11

Six months ago they told a group of us, including me and Col‐
leges and Institutes Canada, that they were going to get something
out in the fall, and they haven't done it. It's a question of resources
for them, but they need to speak to industry about what is needed in
that program.

They need to stop micromanaging. They don't need to detail the
entire list of what needs to be taught. They need to assess compe‐
tence when students are coming out, but it's a fallacy for them to
dictate every course and every task that has to be taught at colleges.
They should talk to the industry and simplify the process.

In the U.S., the FAA is getting out of the business of dictating the
curricula. Transport Canada might consider that.
● (1205)

The Chair: We'll now go to MP Ehsassi.

You have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Ali Ehsassi (Willowdale, Lib.): Thank you very much,

Madam Chair, and thank you very much to all the witnesses who
are appearing before us today.

Mr. Ulicki, thank you for your testimony. It's great to hear from
you.

I see you have a parliamentary headphone that was sent to you.
When were you invited to speak to this panel?

Mr. Robert Ulicki: Last week.
Mr. Ali Ehsassi: The reason I ask is that I listened very closely

to your testimony. I've listened to the responses you have provided,
and I share your frustration, but I have yet to hear a single word
that has to do with the federal government and what you expect
federal parliamentarians to take from your testimony today.

Do you have anything to say about the federal government?
Mr. Robert Ulicki: In terms of the federal government, I would

strongly suggest that it's this trickle-down effect. The federal gov‐
ernment helps with the funding of the day cares, but then the
provinces turn around and call them the general guidelines. They're
responsible for the operations, but then it's at the municipal level
where they get tied into all the minutiae of the bylaws.

I would suggest that, since the federal government starts with the
funding, they should just ensure that there's enough...or basically
reduce the friction through the chain—

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: The only experience you've had is with munici‐
pal officials. Am I correct?

Mr. Robert Ulicki: That is correct. I am not here to criticize the
federal government on their policies.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Thank you.

I will go to Mr. Tombe.

Thank you very much for your testimony. I couldn't agree with
you more. For decades we've been talking about the need to elimi‐
nate interprovincial barriers. I'm often frustrated to see that there's
been such little progress.

Who would you say is in the driver's seat insofar as improve‐
ments to the agreement on internal trade are concerned? Is it the
federal government or the provinces, in your opinion?

Dr. Trevor Tombe: That's a great question.

I think what makes this issue particularly difficult to make
progress on is that no one is in the driver's seat. There have been
various court cases, even through the Supreme Court, attempting to
clarify this in different areas. I'd say that it's a collective effort with
no single entity.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: To make those changes and to make those im‐
provements, obviously the provinces are the ones that can either
demonstrate a willingness to tackle those issues or not. Am I cor‐
rect?

Dr. Trevor Tombe: This varies by product and sector. Some are
federally regulated. Some are provincially regulated. When exam‐
ining the magnitude of internal trade costs on a sector-by-sector ba‐
sis, the federally regulated and provincially regulated sectors, on
average, have similar magnitudes of measured trade costs. One will
have more of a direct role in some areas than others.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: I'm just talking about making improvements. I
mean, the federal government can't go in there and impose its will
on the provinces. Am I correct?

Dr. Trevor Tombe: Again, this varies by product. When agricul‐
tural inspections cross provincial borders, they would be directly a
federal issue. In that case, it does require federal action itself.

Yes, the federal government cannot impose its will in areas
where provincial jurisdiction applies, but it is not solely provincial
jurisdiction across all sectors and products.

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: Let me ask you the question another way.

Some of our largest provinces have run on the mantra of cutting
red tape. Have you seen the Government of Ontario really pushing
for change insofar as the agreement on internal trade is concerned?

Dr. Trevor Tombe: I think we have seen, over the past four
years, measured and significantly meaningful improvements, not
just by Ontario—again, they can't act unilaterally here—but all
provinces, territories and the federal government operating through
the CFTA. The progress on work tables has been modest but mean‐
ingful for building codes, trucking regulations, agricultural inspec‐
tions and so on. That requires Ontario. It requires Ottawa. It re‐
quires Alberta and all of the above.

● (1210)

Mr. Ali Ehsassi: I hope that we will see more progress on this,
because this is truly critical, as you have rightly pointed out.

In the interest of time, I will go to Ms. Shaban, please.
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Ms. Shaban, thank you for your testimony. Again, you highlight‐
ed a number of different issues that I think this committee should
consider for the purposes of its final report. One of the things you
spoke of was that very little enforcement was spearheaded by the
Competition Bureau.

You have previously asked for more funding for the Competition
Bureau. This has been an ongoing issue since 2010, when the Com‐
petition Bureau did not have the necessary resources. Could I have
your reaction to yesterday's news in the budget that the Competi‐
tion Bureau will be receiving an additional $96 million over the
span of the next five years? In particular—

The Chair: MP Ehsassi, you're over time, but I will let Ms. Sha‐
ban answer very quickly.

Thank you.
Ms. Robin Shaban: My initial reaction is optimism. I'm looking

forward to watching closely to see what actually comes of this, in
particular how that spending is going to play out in terms of head
count and also better tools for enforcement.

The Chair: Thank you so much.
[Translation]

Mr. Lemire, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.
Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I will continue to talk to Mr. Balsillie.

In the knowledge economy, knowledge and innovative ideas ob‐
viously drive growth. In your opinion, what measures should Que‐
bec and Canada take to grow our industries and businesses so that
they can position themselves smartly in the digital world currently
dominated by the U.S. technology giants?
[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Thank you for your question.

The most important thing is education. We need to teach our pol‐
icy community and our entrepreneurs, and all the people in the or‐
ganizations, how it works so they can take their fantastic ideas and
own them or generate the intellectual property for them so they can
command the rents. Alongside that, make sure all of your other pro‐
grams—your university research funding, your global trade agree‐
ments, and so on—insert the kind of rules that advantage your com‐
panies, because that's exactly what other countries do to us.

When you look at NAFTA, it has a million words but you will
not find the words “free trade” in the agreement. Their companies
simply created the words to advance their profits in intangibles by
foisting them on other countries.

This is the nature of the world. It's very sharp-elbowed, very ri‐
valrous. It's not a very co-operative system anymore. The road is
going to be bumpy for some time on these things, so we have to get
ready to contend in this new way.
[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Absolutely.

What are the regulatory roadblocks to innovation currently faced
by our businesses and entrepreneurs?

[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Well, there are many things.

In a sense, the ideas economy, the intangibles economy, works
opposite to the tangible economy, so it's actually about creating reg‐
ulations that favour you.

When we hear people like Robin Shaban speak, we know we
have to look after the power of our own companies by how we run
our Competition Bureau. We have to look at the power of our own
citizens and companies for how we regulate data in our privacy
economy, how we set standards, how we do trade agreements and
how we do research funding.

It's really about programs that focus on what the gain is, which is
generating the assets that determine our prosperity and our security.
It's a totally different role for government. This is, frankly, what's
been missing in our approach for the last 25-plus years. It's why
we've faded in these regards, but it can be fixed.

● (1215)

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Thank you very much, Mr. Balsillie.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

Our next round of questions goes to MP Masse.

Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'm going to follow up with Mr. Balsillie.

This is with regard to your experience with the U.S. Business
Council and the Business Council of Canada. I'm vice-chair of the
Canada-United States Inter-Parliamentary Group. Some members
here have been part of the delegations where we lobby the U.S.
Congress and Senate. It's a bipartisan thing for Canada. In fact, it
involves members of our Parliament and our Senate. It's been effec‐
tive in many respects.

One of the things that I don't think we quite grasp over here is
that there's always a sense of free trade, as you mentioned, or a free
market economy. I've never seen that in my years of being elected.
All we have right now is buy American, but the buy American act
before that, the Jones Act, is a whole series of trade agreements that
favour the United States.

Is this something that, as well as the Economic Council of
Canada would give advice on how to deal with some of these
things? We just finished our lobby to Congress and Senate a few
weeks back. Even the strong supporters there—being American,
they are elected officials—who have a lot of empathy don't seem to
have any traction whatsoever on giving Canada an exemption from
buy American, which we've had in the past.
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What's your sense of these elements? Does this tie into what
you're proposing as well?

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Yes, it does. The world has changed to one
that's more rivalrous rather than co-operative.

In the tangible economy, when you sign a free trade agreement
and get rid of friction, everybody wins. However, the ideas econo‐
my is based on the principle of friction. They're always creating
ways to extract rents. Yes, it absolutely is one that should help us.

It's much harder to create barriers for a highly value-added econ‐
omy. It's hard to stop a product. It's hard to stop technology prod‐
ucts, value-added automotive products or pharmaceutical products,
but when it's commodities, it's much easier to create trouble.

On your previous question about how to set up this council and
deciding on the kind of roles, if it is of interest to you or the com‐
mittee, I'd be more than happy to create a paper that summarizes
some of the approaches for that.

We have to understand that the world has changed. We're in
much greater need of sovereign approaches than we were 30 years
ago. The world has changed in the last 25 years.

Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you.

I see the yellow flag, Madam Chair, so I'll cede the floor.
The Chair: Thank you so much.

We'll now go to MP Dreeshen.

You have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer—Mountain View, CPC): Thank

you very much, Madam Chair.

It's great to have all the witnesses here this morning.

Mr. Balsillie, some of the things you mentioned earlier were that
we are first world as far as income is concerned, but we are third
world as far as our outcome is concerned. We heard earlier that a
bunch of money is going to be allocated to different potential
projects to help out as far as industry issues are concerned, but you
also indicated lots of money but poor results. The other thing that
you mentioned on our research funding with great fanfare was that
the superclusters are a great idea, but of course, so much of the in‐
tellectual property and the main focus go to other countries.

I know that in the past you've made comments about how we
seem to be losing our place. I'm wondering if you can comment on
some of those issues right away.

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Sure, I'm happy to.

It's really just a set, a patchwork of prior approaches, but with
more money. When you look at the superclusters, they were set up
with no idea, data or strategies, without the governance set up, and
then they started to try to fix that as they were rolling. When we did
our SIF program, half the money went to foreign companies.
Again, if it's a traditional production economy, you count on the
positive spillovers of those partnerships. In the ideas economy, all
we're doing is making other countries rich, impoverishing Canada.

I don't think we have an innovation strategy. These are job strate‐
gies, but they're low-quality jobs. It's a race to the bottom. If we
had a proper lens of expertise, we would recraft these programs.

The government has a central role in this. I do believe in invest‐
ing in these things, but I would like to see us get $10 out of our $1,
not 10¢.

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: Thank you. I think that's an important as‐
pect.

In the past, Canada has designed our energy prosperity and
sovereignty. We created innovative hydroelectric projects. We de‐
veloped transformative technology in nuclear power, oil and gas
extraction, and so on. According to the 2020 Bloomberg innovation
index, Canada fell to 22nd place. This would seem to indicate that
somehow we've abandoned the concept of those nation-building
ideas, which we've been so good at in the past.

Of course Mr. Balsillie, you've given previous testimony that I
think is important for us to look at, as far as protecting intellectual
property and data is concerned. Could you perhaps outline some of
the factors that you feel we could use to correct some of those is‐
sues over the near term and the long term?

● (1220)

Mr. Jim Balsillie: I'm happy to.

For sure we have to fix the Competition Bureau. You've heard
Robin Shaban talk about that. We absolutely need proper privacy
regulations to control data. Bill C-11, I've written, is woefully inad‐
equate in that it's written to favour Silicon Valley, not Canada. I
know that the ISED minister has responded to approach universities
on guidelines for research funding. I don't know why we spend tax‐
payer money to make Huawei and China richer and more secure at
the expense of Canada's security and prosperity.

It's up and down the line. Look at the right-hand side of the chart
I showed you. Countries have been doing each one of these items
for a changed economy for 25 to 30 years. The most important
message I can leave you with today is we need to understand that
the role of the government changed 25 years ago. This is not about
industrial strategy. This is the role of the government. How do we
build that role?
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That's why I talk about this economic council. That's a place
where we can build the expertise. We haven't built the expertise.
You can spend all the money, but if you don't have the expertise to
perform it well—whether it's competition, research funding, the
Privacy Commissioner; whether they're standards; “trade agree‐
ments” which are mega-regulatory agreements—until we under‐
stand the role and the focus and the technocracy of it, we're just go‐
ing to be making foreign countries richer and more secure on Cana‐
dian taxpayer funds. That erosion I showed you in that chart is go‐
ing to continue because this rate of change is accelerating.

I stress that it can be fixed. This is an optimistic story. We have
lots of expertise. We can reverse this course, but we have to under‐
stand it's an issue.

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: In the few seconds that I have left I will just
say that you mentioned to Mr. Masse that perhaps you could
present a paper to us using many of the things that you've been
hearing here. I'm sure it would be appreciated by all of us.

Thank you very much.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
The Chair: Thank you so much.

Mr. Balsillie, it would be very important that you send that docu‐
ment to the clerk so that he could make sure it was translated so we
could circulate it amongst the committee members.

With that, we will now go to MP Erskine-Smith.

You have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith (Beaches—East York, Lib.):

Thanks very much, Chair.

I want to start with Robin.

You spoke about dropping the efficiencies defence and giving the
commissioner the power to compel information with respect to
market studies. I have a few more specific questions in relation to
the act.

We obviously heard from national grocers in a little bit of a
blow-up related to concerns around wage fixing. Would you agree
that we should update that area of the Competition Act as it relates
to wage fixing to keep up with the U.S.?

Ms. Robin Shaban: Yes, and I did mention that in the opening
statements. Hopefully it wasn't too fast.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: That's all good.

We heard testimony previously from a competition lawyer that
we should also ensure that we extend the private right of action to
abuse of dominance. Do you think that's a good idea as well?

Ms. Robin Shaban: Yes. My only thought on that is that it's re‐
ally important for Parliament to think about what the role of the
Competition Bureau is going to be if private right of action is per‐
mitted.

Right now, competition law in Canada is not about advancing
public interests. That isn't a philosophy that's ingrained in the legis‐
lation, and there aren't a lot of aspects of the act that allow the bu‐
reau to take on cases for broader public interest such as we see in

other jurisdictions. This is evidenced by the fact that there's a real
schism between competition policy and consumer protection,
whereas in many places, these two policy areas are intertwined and
actually undertaken by the same agency.

To wrap up quickly, I want to make the point that I think it's im‐
portant that if we're going to open up private access to the tribunal,
the bureau should be committed to still taking on cases and the pri‐
vate—

● (1225)

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: That's right; it's not a substitute
for strong public enforcement.

On that strong public enforcement, do you think the fines should
be increased?

Ms. Robin Shaban: Our fines are really out of line with what's
done internationally.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: I have one last question in rela‐
tion to updating the act, although I know you're going to submit a
brief, and I appreciate that.

When I look at the threshold of $400 million as relates to M and
A and I hear Jim talk about the modern economy, it seems there are
any number of start-ups that we might be concerned about being
taken over and acquired that don't meet that $400-million threshold.
Do you think the thresholds should be adjusted as well?

Ms. Robin Shaban: The bureau has the ability to review merg‐
ers that don't meet the threshold. This comes back to the resources
issue. The threshold is important but it's not the be-all and end-all.
Our thresholds are in line with what America has.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: Jim, you and I have spoken a
number of times on IP strategies. When I read yesterday's budget, I
feel as though maybe your comments are being heeded in some re‐
spects and your advocacy is being listened to.

I read that there's going to be a program to help accelerators, in‐
cubators, provide start-ups with access to expert IP services and
that IRAP will provide high-growth firms with access to expert IP
services. Then there was one line, but it wasn't expounded upon in
a serious way, which said that a strategic IP program review will be
launched which will do a broad assessment of IP “provisions in
Canada's innovation and science programming” to “make sure
Canada and Canadians fully benefit from innovations and intellec‐
tual property.”

I know it was one line relating to strategic IP program review,
but if developed in a fulsome way, it would get at some of the con‐
cerns you're talking about, including that the superclusters program
or other government financing isn't really considering IP in a seri‐
ous way. Do you think there's reason to be optimistic when you
consider these provisions?
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Mr. Jim Balsillie: I do 100%. I give real credit to the acknowl‐
edgement, understanding that this should have been done 30 years
ago, so that's on both parties, but absolutely this is very encourag‐
ing. My principal concern now is how we do it, because if we do it
wrong, it won't work.

I will say—this is an associated thing—that there was talk of a
data commissioner, which I find very, very troubling, because if
they put this into a little box, that would compromise the role of the
Privacy Commissioner, and yet it's not integrated as a crosscutting
thing. It really says to me that this all goes to the expertise and the
implementation, but absolutely, the direction on IP is very, very
positive. Let's make sure that we have the experts implementing it
and that we build the capacity in the civil service to do it in a cross‐
cutting fashion. Yes, it's very positive.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: Thanks, Jim.

Trevor, really quickly, tell me about optimism as it relates to in‐
ternal trade barriers from the budget.

Dr. Trevor Tombe: The budget provides additional funding that
I'm hopeful will be meaningful, but it's too early to know what ef‐
fect that might have.

Mr. Nathaniel Erskine-Smith: Thanks very much.
The Chair: Thank you so much.

We'll now start our third round of questions.

[Translation]

Mr. Généreux, you have five minutes.
Mr. Bernard Généreux (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouras‐

ka—Rivière-du-Loup, CPC): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses.

Ms. Shaban, I hope you go into politics, and hopefully, under the
right colours, not to put too fine a point on it. I find you are very
smart, and your comments are very informative. Madam Chair, as
I'm new to the committee, I don't know if I'm allowed to recruit. In
any event, we need women like you in politics, Ms. Shaban. I find
what you are telling us about this to be very instructive. I will stop
there for now and come back to it if I have time.

Mr. Ehsassi, I take issue with what you said about Mr. Ulicki.
His presence today is just as relevant, if not more so, than any other
witness, if you ask me. It is not because he has a direct relationship
with the federal government, but rather because his relationship
with it is indirect. After all, the provinces and municipalities are
creations of Canadian politics writ large.

Mr. Ulicki, if you spoke French, I would tell you to come to Que‐
bec, because we need people who want to open daycares, and it's
probably much less complicated than in Toronto.

I have a quick question, for you, Mr. Ulicki.

Did you invest any more money, other than the half a million
dollars that you said you lost earlier? Had you started construction
on your daycare centre before you had all those permits?

● (1230)

[English]

Mr. Robert Ulicki: At the end of the day, what's happened here
is that I'm going through this application process, but in the back of
my mind, as a back-up, I would have to then just drop it, and then it
would go to a multi-unit residential building. Whether it's a day
care or multi-unit residential building, I'm going to guesstimate
probably that the total cost will be just under $4 million.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Généreux: In any event, your story really shows
what a crazy world we live in nowadays. It's the same thing with
the tariff barriers between provinces. Judging from what all the wit‐
nesses are saying, I feel we're living in a madhouse. If we really
want to increase Canadian productivity and make it more attractive,
we absolutely need to get rid of all this horrible red tape.

Mr. Balsillie, I found what you said very interesting and I'd like
to get your opinion. You talked about the positive things that might
be in the budget presented to us yesterday, but the fact remains that
who knows how many billions of dollars were invested in the su‐
perclusters. What I take from what you said is that it wasn't done
well or should have been done differently, in a truly effective way.

[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: That is correct, and it's the same for the strate‐
gic innovation fund, yes. We have to focus on what the objective is
of generating these assets. We have to make sure we have the ex‐
pertise and the pieces of infrastructure, which I put in that chart that
I showed you, to ensure that we turn our dollar into $10, not into
10¢. I'm not saying spend more money or spend less money; I'm
saying get more outcomes for the inputs we spend. We've been first
world in inputs for decades, but we're not getting the outcomes. It's
because of a lack of appreciation of the role of the government.
This is not about industrial strategy. Words really matter in this dis‐
cussion. It's about the role of a government and doing what other
governments have been doing for decades.

[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Généreux: Ms. Shaban, let me turn to you again.

It's clear that the Competition Bureau of Canada is a very com‐
plex organization.

In light of what you experienced—I understand you have worked
there—and the new investments in the budget to increase the num‐
ber of staff working there, which will allow them to do more analy‐
sis, don't you think that is actually going to increase the red tape?

If not, should this be seen more as an improvement in the quality
of work done at the Competition Bureau?
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[English]
Ms. Robin Shaban: I think quantity is the big factor here. This

comes back to the nature of competition law in Canada and the ex‐
ceptionally high standards that officers have to meet in order to
make a successful case. This comes back to some of the remarks I
made in the opening statement about reforming the act so that it's
more efficient for the Competition Bureau to actually enforce the
law.

We need greater output. We also need to make reforms to the act
that allow the Competition Bureau to get more bang for its buck.
[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Généreux: Madam Chair, I have a point of order.
We don't have enough time to ask our questions.

The Chair: Ha, ha!

I just want to say that red is a lovely colour too.
[English]

Our next round of questions goes to MP Jaczek.
Ms. Helena Jaczek (Markham—Stouffville, Lib.): Thank you

very much, Madam Chair, and thank you to all the witnesses. It's
certainly been a very wide-ranging discussion this morning.

I'm also on the transport committee, so my first question is for
Mr. Donald, in relation to our thriving aviation and aerospace in‐
dustries, as they certainly were prior to the pandemic and hopefully
will be again.

Mr. Donald, you've made it very clear that you feel that the cur‐
riculum is outdated in terms of training all the workers that we need
in the aviation and aerospace industries. If for a moment you could
assume that finally Transport Canada puts that together for you, and
being aware that in our budget yesterday there was an announce‐
ment of some $721 million over two years for some 100,000 job
opportunities for the workforce of tomorrow, how would you, in a
practical sense, want to see that money allocated specifically to the
aviation and aerospace industries?
● (1235)

Mr. Robert Donald: Thank you for the question.

Of the two programs the government has run in the past through
ESDC, one's ongoing, the student work placement program. Those
have been hugely beneficial for the industry. CCAA alone has put
over 1,000 students into the workforce, and a high number of them
continue to be employed after they graduate.

ESDC used to have a program called career focus, to provide in‐
centives to employers to hire graduates. The work-integrated learn‐
ing is for students. We'd like to see a reintroduction of the career
focus program, to give employers an incentive to hire and train new
workers who, again, are a great asset to the industry.

Does that respond to your question, Ms. Jaczek?
Ms. Helena Jaczek: Yes, it does. I like to hear about practical

examples of programs that have worked.

In Ontario, the former Liberal government did introduce a pro‐
gram for grade 12 students to get involved in the skilled trades, car‐

pentry, for example, just to expose them to that sort of opportunity,
and there was considerable success.

Do you see a role going potentially even earlier into the high
school years?

Mr. Robert Donald: Absolutely. Again, CCAA has a high
school program that is just extraordinary. High schools don't have
the resources. There are only 30 high schools in Canada that are us‐
ing it; there should be 300. Why aren't we doing it? High schools
don't have the resources, but it's something that we definitely need
to be doing more of.

To your first question as well, I'd like to see more money spent
on helping industry train. If we don't have enough students coming
out of colleges, and if we cannot expand the physical bricks and
mortar capacity, as a government, I think we need to—and Trans‐
port Canada needs to recognize it—provide the tools to industry to
train its own people, independently of the college system. Without
that, we'll never have the competitiveness we need.

Ms. Helena Jaczek: Thank you.

I hope that those comments will be clearly picked up by our ana‐
lysts, because I think this is the way to get things done. As the fed‐
eral government, obviously, it is our role to make major commit‐
ments, but if we don't see results on the ground, it might be for
naught.

On that sort of practical topic, Professor Tombe, you alluded to
each province having its own regulatory colleges and so on. I have
a health care background, so when you referred to different regula‐
tions in terms of, say, the scope of practice of dental hygienists or
any other of the health professions, I totally agree with you that it
doesn't seem to make any sense. Why on earth wouldn't we collab‐
orate? Of course, we're dealing with human nature, however. Ev‐
eryone basically wants to keep their own control over their particu‐
lar area.

How do we get beyond that particular barrier?
Dr. Trevor Tombe: I'll note two things.

First, I'll repeat an item I noted earlier. The hard work through
the Canada Free Trade Agreement and the Regulatory Reconcilia‐
tion and Cooperation Table really balances those interests that each
province has where one would potentially be willing to change
something that it views as giving up in exchange for another doing
the same. Continuing the capacity there....

The second point is—and I'll shamelessly steal the Economic
Council of Canada idea—ensuring that good analysis and informa‐
tion is out there around the benefits can inform Canadians and
shape government actions.

Ms. Helena Jaczek: Thank you so much.
The Chair: Thank you.

[Translation]

Mr. Lemire, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.
Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I will turn to Mr. Balsillie again.
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Mr. Balsillie, what programs are offered by Canada Economic
Development for Quebec Regions, or CED, and Canada's regional
development agencies? Do they meet the needs of our innovative
SMEs?

● (1240)

[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: They're beginning. I think it's very important
to hear from the Standards Council of Canada on how they're start‐
ing to work with Canadian companies to proselytize Canadian stan‐
dards abroad, because standards embed power. I think how you're
beginning to look at foreign direct investment with your excellent
report there is starting to attune. I think the minister has now com‐
missioned a committee in his mandate, I believe, on guidelines to
start to look at research funding.

I'm very concerned with data, because I think we're falling be‐
hind every day on data. I was very disappointed in seeing the data
commissioner in the budget yesterday. I think that takes us away
from where we need to go. I'm afraid that 10 years from now we're
going to wake up on data like we woke up 30 years later on IP.

Some parts of the government are making steps forward; some
parts are backwards. That's why we need some place of expertise
that can guide and coordinate these kinds of decisions. It's very
technical, and it has to work together as an integrated whole like a
recipe that you cook. If you miss a step, you can lose the whole
thing on just one little mistake.

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: One of the issues I see with this is that
the financial envelopes for federal programs, particularly CED pro‐
grams, often have a time limit. They are open from November to
May, for example. Obviously, innovation doesn't necessarily hap‐
pen when the program envelope ends.

What are our innovative entrepreneurs frustrated about? How do
our programs adapt, or not, to the fact that innovation and program
funding are not always in sync?

[English]

Mr. Jim Balsillie: That's a very good question.

What places like Germany, South Korea and Singapore have
done is integrate things like their IP expertise and their data gover‐
nance with the research funding, and they stay with the firm for
decades. You don't look at it as a transaction; you look at it as a par‐
ent-child relationship. You stay with these firms in the complete‐
ness, not as a transaction that is hot and cold, hot and cold.

I think we could get guidance from how the Fraunhofer Institute
does it in Germany. They stay with it forever. That's research fund‐
ing, commercialization and other things like that. That would guide
us.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Our next round of questions goes to MP Masse.

Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Donald, I'll get you to expand with regard to the suggestion
of having industry train the skilled trades, as you mentioned earlier.
I want you to highlight a little bit more about that.

The one thing I worry about is it devalues the training that took
place for other people who went through the accreditation. Also,
where I'm from, we've been fighting to get a new border crossing,
and part of the border crossing was a P3 where they brought in for‐
eign workers, and they didn't do the welding properly. They had to
dig up over 200 girders for a highway system after it was exposed.
In fact, we only found out about it because a guy in my gym was
telling me about it and was able to break the news on it. They had
to dig these things out of the ground.

How do we deal with that? Are there ways that we have the sys‐
tem to get people more supports and more accreditation but not lose
our standards or be hoodwinked by bad actors?

Mr. Robert Donald: Thank you, Mr. Masse.

In terms of your first question about training in the workforce, as
I say, we have such limited capacity in our country and so few fa‐
cilities. People from northern Quebec, for example, have to move
for three years to Quebec City to do their training, and they don't do
it.

AAR is a company in Windsor. It has to hire people off the
street. It's the largest private maintenance, repair and overhaul com‐
pany in North America. It has to hire people off the street because
there are no colleges locally.

They need help and, bluntly, we're working with them.
Mr. Brian Masse: Just so you know, we do have a college just

two kilometres from there, St. Clair College. They were supposed
to be part of the original group to actually create a training pro‐
gram, but it fell apart with the Harper administration and other
things happening. So, there was that. It, literally, is two kilometres
from that site.

Mr. Robert Donald: However, it's not teaching aviation pro‐
grams.

Mr. Brian Masse: No, but it was announced with the Harper ad‐
ministration that it would do those things. It never followed
through. It wanted the government to pay for all of it. The govern‐
ment paid for part of it, and then it fell apart.
● (1245)

Mr. Robert Donald: It remains that they are hiring people off
the street because they can't convince people to move from Missis‐
sauga, and they can't hire locally with the skills coming out of local
colleges.

Those types of programs need to be supported. There is no
equivalent today, other than a paper-based, distant correspondence
course. Those are the types of programs we need to put in place.

Mr. Brian Masse: Thank you, Mr. Donald.
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Our next round of questions goes to MP Poilievre.

You have five minutes.
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Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Mr. Donald, we bring 300,000 immi‐
grants to Canada every year. On average, they tend to be more edu‐
cated than the Canadian-born population. They're more likely to
have masters and Ph.D. degrees. However, they're less likely to
work in the fields for which they were trained.

We also have veterans who leave the armed forces with immense
skills but not licensed qualifications. They do all kinds of trades
work on military equipment, and then they don't have, for example,
licensing to do work as mechanics or other tradespeople.

Finally, we have other people who pick up skills throughout their
lives that are very real. Farm kids are the best possible example.
They learn how to work on all kinds of equipment. They're obvi‐
ously qualified. They use these extremely complicated mechanical
apparatuses on their farms. However, if they ever leave the farm
and try to get into these trades, they're not licensed.

The licensing in this country is based on, as you say, hours and
hoop-jumping rather than on what people can actually do.

I'll give you the example of a constituent of mine. He came here
to work as a heart surgeon. He'd been doing heart surgeries in Sin‐
gapore, a country that's more advanced than Canada. He got li‐
censed by the college of physicians, but guess what? Immigration,
Refugees and Citizenship Canada wouldn't give him a work permit
because they had not independently done a forensic analysis of his
life. The college of physicians thought he was qualified. The Singa‐
poreans thought he was qualified. I might add that the human heart
in Singapore is biologically the same as the heart here in Canada.
They almost stripped him of his work permit, and he was ready to
go home because, frankly, he can get a job anywhere in the world.
Thank God we intervened and got him his practice back. There are
probably hundreds of Ottawa residents whose lives have been
saved by him since.

What do you suggest we do across the entire system to remove
this bureaucratic gatekeeping that prevents people who can demon‐
strate they have the skill set to do the job from getting licensed to
do it?

Mr. Robert Donald: Thank you, Mr. Poilievre.

I agree with you. It is a travesty that we have these dramatic skill
shortages that are preventing Canadian companies from being com‐
petitive, causing them to turn away work because we don't have the
workforce to do it.

All of those examples that you gave of foreign workers who are
licensed in their home jurisdictions in our industry and come
here.... Ninety-nine per cent of those requests are refused by Trans‐
port Canada, as I alluded to earlier. It's not because of lack of com‐
petence but because they didn't study the same academic program.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: They can do all the same things.
Mr. Robert Donald: Absolutely. They've been doing it for 20

years on Air Canada aircraft.
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I'm sorry to interrupt. Let me be clear

here. They've been working on Air Canada aircraft in other places,
at landing stations in, for example, Germany, but then they come
here and can't work on the very same aircraft that they were work‐
ing on abroad. Do I understand you correctly?

Mr. Robert Donald: That's correct.

[Translation]

You've got it exactly.

[English]

That's exactly right, and because they didn't study, for example,
cloth wings back in Berlin, now they have to do a gap training on
cloth wings, but they can't do that, just that little piece, at a Canadi‐
an college. Colleges aren't set up for that, so they have to go back
for two years to study, and they can't afford to do that: to quit their
job and go back to school for two years.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: They come here with this extremely
valuable brain—

Mr. Robert Donald: Yes, sir.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: —that is worth probably millions of dol‐
lars to our economy, but they're banned from using it.

Mr. Robert Donald: That's correct.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Wow. That is again an example of this
gatekeeper economy we've built in this country, where we prevent
people from contributing and succeeding. Think of all the tax rev‐
enues they could be paying if their incomes were what they are
worth, what they should be paid. Think of all of the jobs we would
have, and think of all the services our economy could enjoy if we
did what you're suggesting, which is to judge people based on what
they can do.

● (1250)

Mr. Robert Donald: It's competency assessment, not following
a checklist in a book. Those tools exist for competency assessment
in our industry. The University of Waterloo is doing some great
things. We have some competency assessment tools, but we need to
move to that and move away from hours-based training in our col‐
leges to providing industry with the tools, and if they have the for‐
eign workforce and the military, as you alluded to—

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: We know how to do it.

Mr. Robert Donald: Yes. It will increase our competitiveness.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: British Columbia's top trade school did
an attempt at this, where they gave course credits to soldiers based
on the skill sets those soldiers had already developed.

I'll wrap up on that point, Madam Chair. Our trade schools know
how to do this. Let's get busy, recognize skills, get people to work
and get the gatekeepers out of the way.

The Chair: Thank you very much, MP Poilievre.

We'll go now to MP Jowhari.

You have five minutes.
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Mr. Majid Jowhari (Richmond Hill, Lib.): Thank you, Madam
Chair, and thank you, witnesses, for your testimony today.

Mr. Balsillie, it's good to have you back at our committee, sir.

You've mentioned a number of times that Canada is first world in
its input but third world in its outcome. If I understood you correct‐
ly, you said that the role of government needs to change and that
there are other governments that have been ahead of us over the last
25 years, yet you've said that it's not too late. It can be fixed and it
can be changed. Can you expand on what needs to change and how
we can fix it, if indeed that's the issue?

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Sure.

We had an orthodoxy of extreme market fundamentalism in
Canada that everything's hands off, and the ideas economy, by defi‐
nition, is hands on, all day and every day—full contact. Once we
understand that's the role of government—and not cutting red tape
or bringing incentives to foreign companies, etc., but in fact shrewd
red tape, if you want to call it that—then that's what you need to do.

It's technical. These countries do it in a very coordinated fashion.
I could go into considerable depth, but I obviously don't have time,
about how they do it. Each country is attuned to its own approach‐
es. That's why there is the idea of an economic council that is a cen‐
tralized place for managing these crosscutting complex issues, so
that we don't invent the ebola vaccine and transfer it to the U.S.
for $200,000, where a company promptly sells it four days later
for $50 million, which is a building block for a vaccine for COVID
and so.... That wouldn't happen if you had the expertise and an inte‐
grated approach. Now this—

Mr. Majid Jowhari: How would the expertise help in this case?
You've talked about an IP for a vaccine that has gone to the U.S.
and has come back to us at $50 million. Can you expand? What
would change in that case look like? How would we be able to gen‐
erate wealth as a result of that IP? You call it collecting rent on that
IP.

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Yes, sure. I'll give you an example in Ger‐
many. They have 72 research institutes for the Fraunhofer, with
29,000 employees. They have one centralized vendor for all com‐
mercialization, IP generation and licensing. The nature of the ideas
economy is that it has to be very centralized. Look at the biggest
tech companies in the world, which are worth $1 trillion to $2 tril‐
lion. It all goes through a core group of half a dozen people. It's not
a distributed structure anymore. It's very centralized, because with a
small half-sentence in an agreement, you can lose the whole thing.
It requires very expert, very centralized oversight for these kinds of
issues.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Is that centralized body that you are sug‐
gesting to be the Economic Council of Canada?

Mr. Jim Balsillie: Yes, and I'm prepared to put together a paper
on how that could be resuscitated.

Mr. Majid Jowhari: I look forward to reading that.

In your opening remarks, you talked about our GDP per capita
no longer being a sufficient metric for prosperity, because it ex‐
cludes the deficit of IP payments as well as the rent we could col‐
lect on data.

Can you elaborate on that?
Mr. Jim Balsillie: When people build a company, they call it

market capitalization. It used to be that your wealth came from the
income you earned every month, or every week, and the money you
put in the bank. Now it's much more the assets you build in your
business, and it's much more those assets abroad, so GDP per capita
doesn't capture where many of the people are making their money,
whether it's real estate abroad or whether it's a company you have
built.

You have heard people say, “I just raised $10 million on my
company with a market cap of $100 million.” That person has made
that money, but that doesn't flow through income, so if you only
look at income, then you miss the part that Mr. Lemire was talking
about. How do we help our companies, because you're not looking
at where you have to build.
● (1255)

Mr. Majid Jowhari: Thank you.

I have about 20 seconds, but the question I have is a long one, so
I'll give the rest of my time to the chair.

The Chair: Thank you.

I just want to make sure that the analysts have that. In the previ‐
ous question from MP Poilievre, we were discussing what is called
prior learning assessment and recognition, which is something that
actually came out of the GI Bill. It was generated after the Canadi‐
an soldiers came back from war in order to help them get those
competencies assessed and help them move into another job stream.
It is something that is actually being done. In Quebec, it is called
[Translation]

the recognition of acquired competencies.
[English]

This is something that could absolutely be leveraged in this re‐
gard. The Canadian Association on Prior Learning and Assessment,
CAPLA, is doing extraordinary work in this regard.

Before we adjourn, I know that MP Poilievre wanted to speak, so
I will turn the floor to MP Poilievre.

Hon. Pierre Poilievre: Thank you for that very interesting point
you closed with, Madam Chair. I'm going to have to read up more
on that. It's a very interesting addition to the conversation on cre‐
dentials.

The motion I proposed at the last meeting but which had not
been distributed is now ready.

I move:
That in relation to the study of the proposed acquisition of Shaw by Rogers a
call for briefs of a maximum of five pages be issued and that the deadline for the
receipt of these briefs be no later than Friday, April 30, 2021 at 4 p.m.

The Chair: Thank you very much, MP Poilievre.

Is there any debate on the motion?

Seeing no debate, Mr. Poilievre, would you like to elaborate on
your motion?
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Hon. Pierre Poilievre: We only had four hearings on that pro‐
posed merger. I'm sure there are many more witnesses that would
like to contribute, and others who never got a chance to appear at
all. If they could all submit their briefs in writing, then we could
have the analysts collect the findings and put them into the draft re‐
port.

The Chair: Perfect.
[Translation]

Mr. Lemire, you have the floor.
Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Madam Chair, the dates are different.

The motion that was emailed to us says May 7, whereas this one
says April 30. I just want to make sure that we put in the right date,
because there is a one-week difference between the two. That can
make a difference in terms of receiving the briefs and, consequent‐
ly, the processing by the analysts and the time when we can adopt
the report.

The Chair: Mr. Lemire, the change to the document we received
does indicate five pages rather than 10. The date is also changed to
April 30.
[English]

Mr. Poilievre, was it April 30 or April 29?
Hon. Pierre Poilievre: I had April 30 in the motion I just read,

but I'm flexible if anyone wants to amend it. That gives 10 days for
submissions.

The Chair: Okay.

We have the motion before us. Is there any further debate on the
motion?

Before we go to the vote, I'll read it one more time:

That in relation to the study of the proposed acquisition of Shaw by Rogers a
call for briefs of a maximum of five pages be issued and that the deadline for the
receipt of these briefs be no later than Friday, April 30, 2021 at 4 p.m.

I don't see that we need a recorded division.

(Motion agreed to)

Thank you very much, MP Poilievre.

That wraps up our time for today. I'd like to thank the witnesses
for being with us. That was extremely helpful testimony.

For those who will be submitting briefs, please submit them to
the clerk directly. If they are not translated in both official lan‐
guages, he will make sure that is done so that they can be circulated
to the committee. All documentation for the committee must be cir‐
culated in both official languages.

With that, I will gently remind you, colleagues, that if you have
not had a chance to get your witnesses in for the green recovery
study, that is beginning next week. Please get those to the clerk so
that we can make sure to invite folks and send them headsets in ad‐
vance of the meeting.
● (1300)

[Translation]

Once again, I'd like to thank the interpretation services staff for
their hard work.

[English]

To our analysts, our clerk, and all the folks in the room who
make this all possible, thank you so much for your help.

The meeting is adjourned.
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