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Executive Summary

| Background

The Canadian Institute for Advanced Research wablkeshed in 1982 as a private non-

profit organization to create and manage reseagthiartks among eminent researchers in
Canada and internationally. Its resources are tsetbvelop interdisciplinary research

programs addressing fundamental questions, and sh@port the interactions among its

members through meetings and related initiativeswer these questions.

The research that is supported by CIFAR is neithbasic nor applied, but rather
fundamental in nature. The questions that are iiieshtand developed into programs
address critical gaps in understanding in areastiiter as being fundamentally relevant
to society, and where CIFAR’s engagement can palBnmake a large impact - be it
through new technology, changes in policy, or irpiaving how we understand the
world.

As a research institute, CIFAR is unique in both @anadian and international research
world in its focus on fundamental questions whicte addressed in a highly
interdisciplinary manner. CIFAR programs cover @dd range of subjects, some
explicitly aligned with potentially disruptive tecblogy such as nanotechnology,
quantum computing, and superconductivity, and &thelike the Institutions,
Organizations and Growth program, more closelynaldywith policy and economics.
And while a few of CIFAR programs do concern thelwse with life sciences, the
institute has not historically supported medicdigused programs in the area of human
health, choosing to leave this well funded areatb@r funding organizations.

In 2007, CIFAR created a new five-year strategangb position the organization for the
next stage of its evolution. The plan identifiacefmain goals:

» Research: Expand and enhance CIFAR research —pgroidplams, extend and expand
global reach, develop the methods used to supptetdisciplinary research, and
expand knowledge transfer.

* Young Researchers: Support, celebrate and buigdisciplinary capacity in gifted
young researchers, particularly in Canada.

» Positioning: Position CIFAR to benefit Canada witthe global research community.

= Organization: Develop the 2012 CIFAR organizati@apabilities, capacity, and
international reach.
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

» Financial: Establish stable and balanced fundingbke of sustaining growth.

In its funding agreement with Industry Canada, (R-Aas committed to meeting
objectives that are aligned with these strategalsyo

IStudy Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this evaluation and performancet asit:

* Provide CIFAR with a mid-point assessment of thegpess towards meeting the
strategic goals established in the 2007-2012 Sjiaian.

» Provide CIFAR with a formal evaluation of operagbrand management strengths
and areas for improvement in advance of the negtyear strategic planning period.

= Comply with the agreement between the Governmer@asfada and CIFAR which
requires the Institute to submit a completed indépat third-party evaluation report
by June 3, 2010.

This study reviewed CIFAR’s activities from 2007 ©@ March £' 2010 with the
exception of CIFAR’s supported research that isverad every five years by expert peer
review panels. The results of those reviews hiaweever, been taken into account.

| Approach and Methodologies

As a small organization, CIFAR decided to have ¢kaluation and performance audit
requirements fulfilled simultaneously so as to mmizie cost and lessen stakeholder
fatigue that would result by having to interviewethame individuals twice for similar

information. To this end, HAL undertook an appto#itat preserved the integrity of both
the evaluation and performance audit.

Performance audits and evaluations are both sysitenpurposeful, organized and
objective examinations of an organization’s adigt Where they differ is in their
emphasis. Evaluations are focused primarily orrdéienale for the activities undertaken
and their success in achieving objectives whereafomnance audits are concerned
primarily with cost-effectiveness and efficiency wsll as the processes and structures
that ensure effectiveness and accountability. &serhowever, overlap between the two.
By Treasury Board guidelines, evaluations are &dsaddress design and delivery and
cost effectiveness and efficiency. To avoid rdmetj design and delivery issues are
addressed in depth in the performance audit alatigasst-effectiveness.

The evaluation matrix in CIFAR’s performance awaht evaluation framework 2009 laid
out the methodologies that were used. They indudecument, file and literature
review; interviews (60); survey of research prognaembers (181 — 67% return rate);
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

and benchmarking against three other comparahti¢uites (covering operating costs and
cost-effectiveness.

| Findings and Conclusions

Evaluation
Relevance

CIFAR fills a niche in Canada’s research systemaasorganization committed to
supporting fundamental research at the highest tee¢ is interdisciplinary in scope. In
so doing, it has maintained its relevancy among rtiey research institutions and
programs in Canada, none of which have duplicdtedrole that CIFAR carries out in
supporting interactions among some of the very bestarchers in Canada and from
around the world. Moreover, with a focus on resedramed by research questions that
address fundamental problems and issues, be tlwgsl 0 technological or biological,
CIFAR has also maintained alignment with Canadargér term economic and social
interests, as well as to the goals related dirdotlgcience and innovation. We, therefore,
find that there is a continued need for CIFAR inn@@a and, indeed, in the wider
research community which has no equivalent orgénizasimilarly committed to
interdisciplinary research.

Success

Corporate Governance and Planning

In assessing the success of CIFAR, the evaluatonsked on whether expected outputs
and outcomes were achieved in three areas: gowsgnahe research programs and
related activity; and advancement and communicatamtivities. In the area of
governance, we found that CIFAR is on track to exnig related outcomes, a finding
that is confirmed in the performance audit. Weendtowever, that there are ongoing
challenges in working towards financial stability the current economic conditions,
challenges that are fully recognized by CIFAR mamagnt.

In terms of planning, CIFAR is entering year foR010-11) of its five year strategic plan
and has made notable progress towards achievingedstabjectives and fully
implementing the plan. Reviews of the plan’s impbetation are undertaken by CIFAR
staff on a quarterly basis and are reported eaghigehe annual corporate plan.

Research Program

As for the research programs, CIFAR has shown m®iccess in achieving outcomes.
From all sources of data analyzed for this studg, clear that CIFAR’s research model is
very effective in supporting cutting edge reseanstin the goal of answering complex
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

questions. Evidence indicates CIFAR has increasedearch interactions and
collaboration, increased research excellence ina@anhelped attract and retain highly
gualified researchers, and supported young resei@.clCIFAR’s new initiatives, notably
its Junior Fellow Academy which involves young @shers in CIFAR’s programs, and
its knowledge transfer activities which are des@yt® enhance research, while new, are
also on track to achieving objectives. In additieve found support among Junior
Fellows for the February 2010 decision of the CIFBBard to revise the selection
process for Junior Fellows to ensure transparemelye process and, at the same time, to
enhance CIFAR’s profile.

Advancement and Communications

With regard to CIFAR’'s advancement and communicatactivities, these are well

established with a strong track record for profasai delivery and meeting goals and
objectives. The annual campaigns are proceedinglasied although the results are
being affected by the economic climate and changerporate donation policies and
practices. The capital campaign is now in placioalgh delayed in execution by about
one year. A communications strategy is neededrawigle a necessary framework for
positioning and branding directions and activiassvell as advancement activities.

Efficiency

The CIFAR model is a very efficient approach to adacting research. CIFAR engages
top scientists and scholars from around the warlidsi programs at low incremental cost,
an approach that receives a very positive respfynse research program members. |If
CIFAR were to have fewer resources and therefoableno support the same number of
programs and researchers, its level of successdwamibliminished in terms of achieving
objectives such as advancing Canada’s researckitapad better positioning Canada in
the international research community. Thus thd@we presented in the report suggests
that the productivity and efficiency of CIFAR’s ezgch program would be difficult to
improve upon.

Performance Audit

Corporate Governance and Planning

We found that CIFAR is a well-governed organizatidth good corporate structures and
processes in place for planning and setting sti@tdgection. A strong Board of

Directors and senior management has been benefwi&®IFAR as it adjusts to its

expanding set of activities as set out in its egat plan. We note that there is an
opportunity to strengthen governance further bkitig the Board with the Research
Council, thereby enhancing the information basthefBoard’s decision-making.
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

With regard to CIFAR’s overall strategic directiome feel that having a more concise
vision statement could better help guide the omgion’s strategic planning. We also
find a need to simplify two components of the ResBlased Management Accountability
Framework (RMAF) - the logic model and data coi@ttmatrix — so as to make them
more useful for decision making and a more effecttommunication tool for
demonstrating what CIFAR is, and what it does,deegnment stakeholders.

In terms of planning, CIFAR is in year four (2010} Dof its five year strategic plan and
has made notable progress towards achieving stdfyedtives and fully implementing
the plan. Reviews of the plan’s implementation anelertaken by CIFAR staff on a
quarterly basis and are reported each year inrthead corporate plan.

Program Design and Delivery

In adapting to the growth for CIFAR set out in thieategic Plan, CIFAR has built up its
organizational capacity through formalizing its adistrative and management
processes. In evolving to a more formalized institution, CIFARs been in a learning
phase, preparing strategic plans, developing altsestanagement and accountability
framework, and adjusting internal processes to esfdmew needs. In examining
program design and delivery, we identified a numloérissues related to these
developments that deserve attention.

Two aspects of CIFAR’s operations that are centrats growth plans are advancement
and communications. Advancement objectives in ttnat&ic Plan are clearly set out,
with operational plans for both the annual and rile& capital campaigns being well
executed. However, fund raising is challengingaa®sult of the economic downturn
over the last two years that has kept private sedtmations flat and the funding
environment in the federal and provincial governtaafifficult. In terms of the capital
campaign, the target was amended in 2009 from $4®illion by 2012 to $100 million
over time.

On communications, we found a need for CIFAR toellgy a communications strategy
that extends beyond advancement, which CIFAR’s comaoations approach has
traditionally supported, to address the broadegeasf communication needs related to
the Strategic Plan. There is also an opportunitmake better use of the CIFAR website
and web based tools to increase the impact of Clipddgram research within the
broader research community by making the websiteresource for CIFAR’s
interdisciplinary research. We note that our figdiron communications are very similar
to those of the CIFAR commissioned communicati@vsemw.

CIFAR’s management of research programs is to bentended. We found that CIFAR

has been adept at adapting to an ever changingrobskandscape while maintaining a
flexible and effective approach to managing a dspe network of eminent researchers
in Canada and from around the world. CIFAR shoutdchreful to ensure that as it
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

becomes a more institutionally based organizatignflexible and tailored approach to
managing its research programs is not lost.

Cost-Effectiveness

With regard to cost-effectiveness, our comparisaith three other advanced research
organizations all indicate that CIFAR is a coseefive organization. Its advantage rests
with being a virtual institute that leverages cdesable resources from across a large
number of research organizations around the wanlehtds achieving its goals. While
there are, in principle, shortcomings to this mpdaimely loyalty and commitment from
members who receive salaries from their home utgiits, this does not appear to be an
issue for CIFAR members. An issue that does ahewever, is a lack of appropriate
attribution being accorded CIFAR in members’ pudtticns due in part to publications
being limited to the acknowledgement of only onstitation and that tends to be the
members’ home institution.

I Recommendations

Corporate Governance and Planning

Recommendation 1. The Board of Directors should meet with the Rede&ouncil
at least once a year to deepen its knowledge akrurand
planned CIFAR research thereby strengthening tleés b its
corporate decision-making.

Reference: Section 7.1.1, page 47

Recommendation 2. CIFAR should develop a more concise vision statdrtieat can
provide stronger direction for CIFAR’s strategiesl aperations
and set out measurable expectations.

Reference: Section 7.2.2, page 49

Recommendation 3. As decisions are taken to modify its StrategimP@IFAR staff
should periodically consolidate these changes kowafor a
clearer status of implementation and help suppextisibn-
making.

Reference: Section 7.2.2, page 50

Recommendation 4. CIFAR should simplify its logic model and correspling Data
Collection Matrix so as to link to its vision anal give greater
clarity and focus to its core functions, making tbgic model
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Communications

Recommendation 5.

Recommendation 6.

Recommendation 7.

Recommendation 8.

Research Program

Recommendation 9.

more useful for decision-making and for communiogti
CIFAR,s outcomes to stakeholders.

Reference: Section 7.5.2, pages 59 and 60

A strategic plan for communications is needed th&es into
account all of CIFAR’s communication needs, clanifythe role
of communications across the corporations functions

Reference: Section 7.2.3, page 51

The implementation of a proposed knowledge tran($f€) plan
should establish priority activities for KT, expéorways to
support CIFAR members in their KT activities andklito the
communications strategy.

Reference: Section 5.2.2, page 35

As part of its KT efforts, CIFAR should further \adop its
website to list and, or, make available CIFAR rdhtesearch
publications by program, thereby making the webaiteseful
reference for leading research and potentially echng its
profile among the broader research community.

Reference: Section 7.2.3, page 52

CIFAR should consider establishing a major prizethw
appropriate sponsorship for outstanding interdistpy
research.

Reference: Section 5.3.2, page 41

CIFAR should review its approach to developingatiehships
with international institutions in emerging sciengations to
ensure that top researchers in these nations arg ibentified.

Reference: Section 5.2.2, page 34
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I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Recommendation 10. CIFAR should ensure that its current flexible ammh to
managing its research programs is maintained tegnisitions to
a larger organization.

Reference: Section 7.3.3, page 54

Recommendation 11. To improve the visibility of CIFAR, Program Direcs should
reinforce the attribution of program research otgpa CIFAR,
and recognize CIFAR as an institution, as opposeedl funding
program.

Reference: Section 5.3.2, page 41

Recommendation 12. To improve the Junior Academy, (i) CIFAR shoulceopup the
competition for junior fellows to ensure greateangparency
within research programs and enhance CIFAR’s m@pfili)
CIFAR should involve junior members in planning idun
Academy events to ensure they are of value toqigatits.

Reference: Section 5.2.2, page 35
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1. Introduction

The Canadian Institute for Advanced Research (CIFARSs established in 1982 to foster
advanced research at a world class level acrossaa Ispectrum of human knowledge through a
cooperative, interdisciplinary approach that atsaand retains outstanding researchers to
Canada, and strengthens Canada’s research baskerlyilmy this approach is a research model
that involves CIFAR playing a central role in détfig the major questions to be addressed by the
researchers, selecting the initial advisors andarehers to be involved in the programs, and
undertaking five-year reviews. This model of op@rahas brought CIFAR considerable success
from some 19 research programs conducted overdbedY years. Currently CIFAR has 12
active programs.

In 2007, CIFAR created a new five-year strateganpio position the organization for the next
stage of its evolution. The plan identified fivaim goals:

» Research: Expand and enhance CIFAR research —groiglams, extend and
expand global reach, develop the methods usedpmostuinterdisciplinary
research, and expand knowledge transfer.

» Young Researchers: Support, celebrate and bugddisciplinary capacity in gifted
young researchers, particularly in Canada.

» Positioning: Position CIFAR to benefit Canada witthe global research
community.

= Organization: Develop the 2012 CIFAR organizaticepabilities, capacity, and
international reach.

* Financial: Establish stable and balanced fundinmgbke of sustaining growth.

In its funding agreement with Industry Canada, GR+#as committed to meeting objectives that
are aligned with these strategic goals.

J11 Purpose

The purpose of this performance audit and evalnasido:

» Provide CIFAR with a mid-point assessment of thegpess towards meeting the
strategic goals established in the 2007-2012 Sfiatan.

= To provide CIFAR with a formal evaluation of opeoatal and management
strengths and areas for improvement in advandeeohéxt five-year strategic
planning period.
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l INTRODUCTION

= To comply with the agreement between the Governmi@anada and CIFAR
which requires the Institute to submit a completettpendent third-party
evaluation report by June 302010.

I 1.2  Report Structure

The report is in five parts: Introduction; Backgnoly Evaluation; Performance Audit;
Conclusions and Recommendations. The terms oferefe of the study call for the evaluation
and performance audit functions to be carried o combined manner but to be reported on
separately within the same document.

I HICKLING ARTHURS Low 2



BACKGROUND




2. CIFAR Profile

§2.1  Overview

The Canadian Institute for Advanced Research wesbkeshed in 1982 as a private non-profit
organization to create and manage research netvaonkeig eminent researchers in Canada and
internationally. Its resources are used to deveitgrdisciplinary research programs addressing
fundamental questions, and then, support the ictieres among its members through meetings
and related initiatives to answer these questions.

The research that is supported by CIFAR is neitiasic nor applied, but rather fundamental in
nature. The questions that are identified and agesl into programs address critical gaps in
understanding in areas identified as being fundaafigirelevant to society, and where CIFAR’s
engagement can potentially make a large impact # blerough new technology, changes in
policy, or in improving how we understand the world

CIFAR programs cover a broad range of subjects,esexplicitly aligned with potentially
disruptive technology such as nanotechnology, qumardomputing, and superconductivity, and
others, like the Institutions, Organizations andw&h program, more closely aligned with
policy and economics. And while a few of CIFAR grams do concern themselves with life
sciences, the institute has not historically supggbmedically focused programs in the area of
human health, choosing to leave this well funded &o other funding organizations.

As a research institute, CIFAR is unique in both @anadian and international research world in
three main respects. First, the research that CIBARports is focused around fundamental
guestions which are addressed in a highly inteiglisary manner. This requires that CIFAR
identify researchers that are not only leadershairtrespective disciplines but also willing to
learn new methods and knowledge from other diswgli Second, it provides an intimate and
productive research environment for Canada’s vest besearchers to learn, share knowledge
and collaborate with some of the world’s most emirgeientists. And third, it is an institution
‘without walls’, leveraging resources from acrosd-AR member universities and institutes
towards goals that are in the long term interesCahadian society and international science
more generally. This reach now spans some 25 Gamaohd 110 research institutions in 15
countries around the world. CIFAR therefore playsahne role in Canada’s research system and
internationally that has not been replicated elsseh
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| CIFAR PROFILE

|2.2 Vision and Mission

CIFAR'’s Strategic Plan 2007/08 — 2011/12 sets oMision and Mission as well as Guiding
Principles that are intended to guide the actisibéthe organization over this period.

Vision: to create knowledge that enriches human lifepd@leople understand their world, and
advances Canada’s research community.

Mission: to lead the world in framing and answering comptpiestions at the frontiers of
understanding.

Guiding Principles
» Value knowledge for its own sake. CIFAR'’s reseagknda is independent and

unbounded by geography or academic discipline.

= Embrace intellectual curiosity and support reseanshs they take whatever
academic risks are necessary to pursue advancealchof global importance.

= Know that deep collaboration requires respectt tnd the freedom to be inspired.

= Create environments that celebrate excellenceirenbpldness of ideas and foster a
unique spirit of collaboration for teams of elithslars from around the world.

= Strive to extend the impact of CIFAR’s researchlmworld to inform and
improve the quality of human life.

= A perspective that is both intensely Canadian antkusiastically global as CIFAR
connects Canada’s leading researchers with thensggound the world.

|2.3 Governance

The Board of Directors is responsible for the governance of CIFAR. Thmam can have
between 15 and 24 members according to CIFAR’sws/land currently has 21 members.
Directors are distinguished individuals drawn fratme Canadian business, research and
professional communities. There are four commitigfethe Board: Governance; Advancement
and Communications; Audit and Finance; and, Investm

The Board’s principal functions include:

= Direction of CIFAR’s financial affairs
= Appointment of CIFAR’s President

= Appointment of Fellows of the Institute on the recoendation of the President
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| CIFAR PROFILE

= Approval of the Institute’s research programs amdkinmg agreements with
universities and other institutions in Canada amernationally.

The Research Councilis responsible for monitoring the overall directiamd quality of
CIFAR'’s research, advising the President on thea@b and renewal of research programs and
providing insight into the Canadian and internagsioresearch environment. The Council is
appointed by and chaired by the President. lteruly has 12 members drawn mainly from the
senior ranks of Canadian and more recently non-@anainiversities.

The principal functions of the Research Counciltare

= Identify high priority areas of advanced reseamhekisting and potential
programs, taking into account CIFAR’s objectived agsources;

= |dentify existing, emerging, and latent researcérgjths in Canada;

» |dentify individuals to form task forces to explgretential new research areas for
support by CIFAR;

» Evaluate findings of task forces regarding the tioeaof new Institute programs;

» Evaluate findings of external program reviews arakerecommendations for
Board approval on the renewal/termination of lgéitprograms;

= Act as one channel of communication between CIFA&the Canadian and
international research communities by informing Rmesident of opportunities,
issues, and problems related to research, andsgriiog an understanding within
the research community of the CIFAR’s aims andrprés.

The Council of Advisors assists the Board of Directors and the Presideptrtwyiding advice as
requested. The Council is composed of former mesnbérthe Board of Directors and the
Research Council, and past participants in CIFABS®arch programs, each of whom has shown
a commitment to the mission, goals, and valuesIBAR. Currently, there are 24 members of
the Council.

[2.4 CIFAR Research Model

The CIFAR research model is virtual in nature. €ssence of CIFAR’s approach is to develop a
network of eminent researchers from different maloand international institutions and to
facilitate and support interaction among the regess on research questions of broad interest at
the interface of disciplines. In other programsadanced research, the approach is different -
researchers come to an institute and conduct @seaitlaboratively on research questions of
their choice. There are four components to CIFARiIgjue model — the search for a research
guestion, the approval process, the research pmgnad program review.

Search for research questionsResearch questions may originate from any sourdée
guestions are reviewed by the President and sstadfr of CIFAR with advice from Research
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Council members and questions of interest are thersubject of a series of workshops that

refine the questions. A task force is struck tdi¢he initiative. Potential researchers, Program
Director and senior advisors are identified in tlheirse of the search process that usually takes
two to four years.

Approval process Following a successful search process, a propesétveloped by the task
force for the proposed program that outlines aaneteplan for the first five years, and proposes
the identified researchers, Program Director andigady Committee members for the program..
The Research Council assesses the program adarfsilbwing criteria:

» Adds significant value to its research area angvarsbig questions;
= Does not duplicate an already well understood area;

= Addresses a research question that cannot be st single researcher or any
one discipline or by researchers at a single unstit; and

» Leads to advances that would positively impact @arend the world, involve a
significant number of Canadian researchers, andlilplgdraw researchers back to
Canada.

Research program CIFAR establishes research programs for a fivea-yerm and a research
plan for the term. CIFAR provides program membeith five year, individually arranged,
discretionary funds designed to facilitate theisea&rch as related to the program and
complement any other funding they may receive. ARIFarranges and supports meetings of
program members, usually two or three meetingsaa fge each program. Currently, CIFAR has
12 programs.

Figure 1. CIFAR Research Programs, 2010

2009-10*
t .

Research Program Paid Unpaid e Junior A%

Established Members  Members Fellows Com.
Cosmology and Gravity 1986 17 23 40 2 6
Quantum Materials 1987 28 34 62 2 6
Earth System Evolution 1992 12 13 25 2 5
Nanoelectronics 1999 27 3 30 1 5
Quantum Information 2002 22 3 o5 2 5
Processing .
Successful Societies 2002 13 0 13 6
Experience-based Brain & 2003 13 4 17 2 6
Biological Development
Institutions, Organizations 1 3
and Growth 2004 18 2 20
Neural Computation & 2004 12 21 33 1 4
Adaptive Perception
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2009-10*
t :

Research Program Paid Unpaid ot Junior

Established  Members  Members Fellows
Genetic Networks 2005 14 0 14 1 4
Social Interactions, Identity, . 3 6
and Well-Being 2005 15 0 15 |
Integrated Microbial 2006 14 6 20 2 5
Biodiversity

Totals 205 109 314 21 61

* Member counts at May 10, 2010.

"Note: Nine members are cross-appointed to two programs; and one member is cross-appointed to three
programs, so the actual number of program members (Fellows, Scholars and Associates) is 303.

Program review. Programs are reviewed after four years into ikie-year term through a
formal peer-review process by a panel of emines¢aschers selected by CIFAR. The review
considers the results of the program and the planthe next five years as presented by the
Program Director. In addition to assessing theggmms against criteria of excellence and
relevance, the peer-review also evaluates the qmeaiace of individual program members both
in terms of the excellence of their work but alsotérms of their overall contribution to the
success of the program. The reviews can leadp@m@ram’s continuance or to its termination
and the continuation or termination of the involwmof individual members.

CIFAR’s Strategic Plan notes that the growth of @iograms in the social sciences and
humanities has not kept pace with growth in theumrstsciences. CIFAR is, consequently,
examining how its research model might be adaptedesearch in these disciplines with a
specific focus in this five-year period on the hunitias.

[25 Logic Model

CIFAR developed a logic model as part of its Penfmnce Audit and Evaluation Strategy
(PAES) approved by the Board of Directors in 20081e logic model (Figure 2) ties together
resources and activities with outcomes and is #sskfor the evaluation and performance issues
addressed in this study. The logic model is beinglifred by CIFAR with the assistance of HAL
to be used in the fall of 2010 as part of the sihithe 2012-2017 Strategic Planning process.
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Figure 2: CIFAR Logic Model
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126 Financial Profile

Projected Budget

CIFAR research programs are approved for periodsvefyears and thus long-term support is
required to maintain the CIFAR model. CIFAR seaKksalance in this funding between private
and public sources, a task that has been diffinuthe current economic environment. In 2010,
the ratio stands at 18% private funding that CIR&Rtent on raising to 30% by 2012.

Revenue

CIFAR’s expects revenues of $14.45 million for 20&0which 19% is expected to come from
private sources and 73% from public sources (Figlre
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Figure 3: Revenue, 2010

Source Amount

Private donors $2.5 million
Federal Government $5 million in arrears, third year of five year agreement
Provincial $5 million

Ontario  $2 million, operating grant
British Columbia  $2 million, 3" year of $10 million, five year agreement
Alberta $500,000, 3" year of three year, $2 million funding agreement
Quebec  $500,000, 3" year of three year, $1.5 million agreement
Other Sources
Sponsorship  $200,000
Investment $750,000

Expenses

CIFAR's operating budget for 2010 is $16.9 milliamith program expenditures accounting for
79% of the budget, followed by advancement and comcation at 13%. More detailed

expenditures are presented in Figure 4. CIFARcEnaties an operating deficit of $2.45 millfon

for 2010 which will be funded from its accumulatedrplus. Figure 5 breaks down existing
program expenditures by CIFAR sector and program

Figure 4: Expenses, 2010

Expense Expenditure

Research programs Total cost $13.3 million
Existing programs $9.6 million
New programs $1.2 million including knowledge transfer ($100Kk), international

reach ($80k), junior academy ($1 million), and study of CIFAR’s
research model ($60k final payment).

Program support $2.5 million
Advancement and $2.2 million
Communications

Governance and $788k
Administration

Special events $400k
Performance Audit and $150k
Evaluation

! While the 2009-10 operating deficit was forecasé $2.45 million, the actual figure is expectede $1 million.
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Figure 5: 2008/09 Budget by Research Program

2008-09 Budget Expenditures / paid

Research Program ($'000) program member
Cosmology and Gravity 1139 $56,950
Earth System Evolution 849 $53,063
Experience-based Brain & Biological

Development 524 $37,429
Genetic Networks 502 $38,615
Institutions, Organizations and Growth 729 $36,450
Integrated Microbial Biodiversity 696 $53,538
Nanoelectronics 1078 $41,462
Neural Computation & Adaptive Perception 517 $39,769
Quantum Information Processing 821 $37,318
Quantum Materials 1169 $37,710
Social Interactions, Identity, and Well-Being 676 $52,000
Successful Societies 840 $60,000

Total $9540 N/A

2.6.1  Trendsin CIFAR Budgets

The current fiscal climate in which CIFAR operateschallenging. The changes in CIFAR’s
financial profile over time are illustrated in tf@lowing figures:
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Figure 6: Financial Trends

CIFAR Revenue - Expenses - Surplus
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3. Approach and Methods

I3.1 Overall Approach

Though similar in their focus on performance, eatibns and performance audits are normally
carried out separately, each with their own acckeptethodologies, analytical approaches and
standards. Evaluations are conducted in accordaithethe guidelines set out by the Treasury
Board Secretariat, and often with the involvemehtth® organization and program being
evaluated, whereas performance audits are conduotextcordance with the policies and
guidelines of the Office of the Auditor General Ganada and the standards for assurance
engagements set by the Canadian Institute of Gldrtdccountants, and with stronger
independence from the organization and programgbesiidlited.

It is, however, in the interest of small organiaas such as CIFAR to have these requirements
fulfilled simultaneously so as to minimize cost dadsen stakeholder fatigue that would result
by having to interview the same individuals twicg &imilar information. To this end, HAL
devised an approach that preserves the integrityotf the evaluation and performance audit.
This approach is presented in the Figure below.

Figure 7: Integration of Performance Audit and Evaliation

S

. Document Review Document Review
Data Collection — Phase 1

Preli minary Interviews

Methodology Adjustment Examination Plan Evaluation
Audit Objectives Framework
Audit Criteria Evaluation Issues
Data Collection — Phase 2 Suryey
Interviews

Benchmarking

Analysis Examination Analysis

Reporting Audit Evaluation

Performance Audit & Evaluation Report
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Overlap between the Performance Audit and Evaluatio

Performance audits and evaluations are both ‘sy#tenpurposeful, organized and objective
examinations of government activities’. Where tlfger is in their emphasis. Performance
audits are concerned primarily with cost-effectesmand efficiency as well as the processes and
structures that ensure effectiveness and accolityabihereas evaluations are focused primarily
on the rationale for the activities undertaken #redr success in achieving objectives. There is,
however, overlap between the two. By Treasury 8oguwidelines, evaluations are also to
address design and delivery and cost effectiveardsefficiency. To avoid repetition, design
and delivery issues are addressed in depth indifermance audit along with cost-effectiveness.

|32 Study Scope

This study was concerned with CIFAR’s internal ties from 2007 up to March®12010. Our
study did not include a review of the quality ofFBR supported research. Such reviews are
arranged by CIFAR and conducted every five yearexXpert peer review panels. The results of
those reviews undertaken in the period examinedhisraudit have, however, been taken into
account.

|3.3 Evaluation

The evaluation was guided by the evaluation frammkveet out in the CIFAR’s performance
audit and evaluation strategy (PAES) 2009. Prelary interviews were carried out to identify
particular issues in CIFAR operations, and validhgescope and evaluation issues and areas for
in-depth review.

The evaluation objectives were as follows:

= To determine whether CIFAR is likely to achieve ffszzernance, finance and risk
management outputs and measurable outcomes sat datStrategic Plan
(2007/08-2011/12); and

» To assess whether CIFAR is likely to meet the dpmral objectives of its
Strategic Plan (2007/08-2011/12) and the objectféts funding agreement with
Industry Canada.

Evaluation criteria were based on the evaluatidicp@and standards set by the Treasury Board
of Canada Secretariat. These include evidence that
» Objectives of the Strategic Plan were clearly stated understood by CIFAR
stakeholders; and

= Progress was being made toward meeting the obgsctizithe Strategic Plan and
Industry Canada as stated in the funding agreement.
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|3.4 Performance Audit

The performance audit has been carried out in decae with the Performance Audit Policies of
the Office of the Auditor General of Canada (20@4d informed by CIFAR’s Performance
Audit and Evaluation Strategy. It involved a brdaased appraisal of CIFAR operations (i.e.
audit survey) through preliminary interviews ofesgbed CIFAR executives and Board members.
Information from the preliminary interviews was dge fine tune initial decisions with respect
to scope, audit objectives, areas for in-depthemgyviaudit criteria and the examination stage.
The audit was also enabled by the document revwewdéantifying the management structures,
practices and procedures that were expected to place that could then be verified.

Our audit objectives were as follows:

= To assess whether CIFAR’s corporate structuregpesabsses for governance,
planning, and setting strategic direction are adegjand are well suited to its
expanding organizational capacity now underwayctoeve its growth objectives;

= To assess whether CIFAR practices and processaslageiate and managing its
research programs

= To assess the cost-effectiveness of CIFAR acts/itand

= To verify that its performance monitoring procesaresworking as intended.

|3.5 Methodologies

The evaluation matrix in CIFAR’s performance awatitl evaluation framework 2009 laid out the
methodologies that were used. They are describkavb

35.1 Document, File and Literature Review

Our study was informed by an extensive documerigbdse and literature review. CIFAR
provided us with a website containing requestecenas relevant to the performance audit and
evaluation. These documents, which included mgetimutes, program reviews, performance
indicators and reports, provided a thorough basisaksessing CIFAR’s ongoing operations
including the administration of its research progsaadvancement and communication activities
and of its financing. It also provided evidence amdlerstanding for CIFAR’s decision-making
processes and the impact of its programs. In quéati, previous evaluations, bibliometric
studies and peer reviews of CIFAR’s research prograssisted our assessment of outcomes of
CIFAR’s activities. The document review also examinndicators of CIFAR’s performance as
outlined in the logic model and CIFAR’s data cdliec matrix (DCM), and compiled in
progress and performance reports.

2 Efficiency of CIFAR activities is addressed in thealuation Section
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3.5.2 Interviews

The interviews provided an opportunity for in-degibcussions with key informants focusing on
key evaluation and performance audit issues. tsegueinterviews were held in Toronto with
CIFAR senior staff and CIFAR Directors while otheterviews listed by category in the figure
below were by telephone. Figure 8 shows the nurabgrterviews completed, and declined, by
interview group. As indicated in the figure, aaladf 60 interviews were completed.

Figure 8: Interviews

Interview Group Completed Declined
Board of Directors, Research Council, CIFAR Executives and Staff 22
Program Directors, Junior Fellows, Advisory Committees, Task Forces 17
Donors: Government, Private Sector, Foundations, Individuals 11

Granting Councils, Research Advisors, Universities
Comparable Research Institutes
Grand Total 60 3

3.5.3 Survey of CIFAR Program Members

The study draws on data from a web-based surv&iFAR program members. Figure 9 shows
the size of the population, survey population, namdf completed responses and the response
rate. A total of 181 completed responses wereivedeout of a survey of 270, for a response
rate of 67%.

Figure 9: Survey response rate

Total returns

Population 270
Responses [n] 181
Return Rate 67%
Cosmology & Gravity 22 | 12%
Earth System Evolution 14 8%
Experience-based Brain & Biological Devt. 9 5%
Genetic Networks 5 3%
Institutions, Organizations & Growth 15 8%
Integrated Microbial Biodiversity 10 6%
Nanoelectronics 18 | 10%
Neural Computation & Adaptive Perception 14 8%
Quantum Information Processing 15 8%
Quantum Materials 32| 18%
Social Interactions, Identity & Well-Being 11 6%
Successful Societies 11 6%
Member of more than one program 5 3%

Returns by member status
Associate 41 | 23%
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Fellow 97 | 54%
Scholar 43 | 24%
| Retumsbylocaton .
In Canada 120 | 66%
Outside of Canada 59 | 33%
#N/A 2 1%
Less than a year 13 7%
1-3 years 35| 19%
Over 3 years 132 | 73%
#N/A 1 1%

3.5.4 Benchmarking

CIFAR has an interest in comparing the cost-efieciess of its operations with other institutes
of advanced research and other programs that hearaateristics similar to CIFAR. Within the
performance audit and evaluation framework, cdstei’eness questions that needed a
benchmarking approach to determining their respordeded:

= How do CIFAR’s operating costs compare to thatarhparable
initiatives/organizations (accounting and finarfaedraising, program
management)?

= How cost-effective is CIFAR in generating outputsl @chieving outcomes when
compared to alternative approaches (e.g., thoskehyssimilar organizations)?

Three institutes were identified as being comparalpld suitable for the benchmarking exercise.
They included: the Perimeter Institute for TheaatiPhysics (PI), Waterloo, Ontario, Canada;
the Sante Fe Institute (SFI), Sante Fe, New Mexi®A; and the International Institute for
Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA), Laxenburg, Auatri

Information for the benchmarking exercise was otgdifrom a review of documents available
on the institute’s web site (e.g., financial statets), financial and other information obtained by
CIFAR, interviews with a senior representative §mlent, vice president, director of

communications), and any additional documents plexviby the senior representative of the
institute. The exercise compared each institdtea@ncial performance in the years from 2002-
2004 and in the years 2008-2009. Information olthithrough the interviews provided a
gualitative context to the quantitative (financidgta.

A limitation of the benchmarking exercise is thaicle institute’s fiscal year is different,

definitions varied between institutes (e.g., breatw of operating costs into fundraising,
program management), and comparable financialfdatach institute was not always available
for the same year. The study did manage, how¢verbtain data for at least two years (early
2000s and the most recent data) for each instiehiesh served as a proxy for a trend.
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|36 Study Challenges

Combined Evaluation and Audit

The project faced a number of challenges. A fitshllenge was to manage the study as a
combination of an evaluation and a performance taudlihile our approach, as mentioned,
involved collecting data on both components joiritlyough the interviews and the surveys, in
the analysis and reporting phases the components tneated separately. This separation in
these latter phases of the study was necessargen t fully respond to the evaluation objective
of “measuring the overall performance of CIFAR ialidery of its activities in relation to
CIFAR'’s objectives”, and the audit objective of &wining how CIFAR’s outputs and outcomes
were achieved considering the resources used ignjesiplement and manage its activities”.
In order to address this challenge, we assignedgneops to conduct the analysis phase; these
groups provided separate analyses of the two mRas.

Linking Program Outcomes to Longer-Term Objectives

A second challenge concerned making the links betwibe outputs of CIFAR’s activities and
the short, medium, and long-term outcomes as egpdes CIFAR’s logic model. An aspect of
this challenge, for example, was how the collectaidnseparate, individual CIFAR research
programs contribute to these higher-level CIFAReobtlyes. The five-year strategic plan has
identified the long-term outcomes as a vision, tlsata statement of the desired, perhaps
somewhat idealistic, outcome intended as an insmiraand focused on specific goals to be
achieved in the five-year period. Our respons¢his challenge, therefore, was to adopt the
reasoning behind the Strategic Plan and determimdirtkages of CIFAR activities to the short
and medium term objectives in the context of thalg@nd the annual objectives set to reach
these goals.

Results Attribution

Attribution of the “successes” to the provision@FAR funding can be difficult because (i) the
CIFAR Research Programs span broad topic areastivigise teams affiliated with a number of
universities, both inside and outside Canada,tfi@se world class researchers usually have
multiple sources of funding, and (iii) knowledgesisared among and beyond the team members.
Attempts were made during the interview and surdeya collection stage to address the
attribution issue to the extent possible.
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Relevance

4.1.1 Evaluation Question

Longer-term Economic and Social Interests

How relevant are CIFAR’s research programs and actiities to Canada’s longer-term
economic and social interests? How relevant are ¢ly to longer-term global economic and
social interests?

From its beginning in 1982, CIFAR has supportedrage of programs (see Figure 10) concerned
with understanding the sources of economic andaka@velopment not only with respect to
Canada’s interests but also to the interests @raothtions globally.

Figure 10: CIFAR Research Programs

Current

Search | Initial Term

Started | Year End
1. Atrtificial Intelligence and Robotics ? 1983 1995 13
2. Cosmology and Gravity 1983 1986 2012 27
3. Evolutionary Biology 1983 1986 2007 22
4. Law and the Determinants of Social Order ? 1986 1996 11
5. Population Health 1983 1987 2003 17
6. Quantum Materials 1987 1987 2012 26
7. Economic Growth and Policy 1989 1991 2002 12
8. Earth System Evolution 1987 1992 2014 23
9. Human Development 1991 1993 2003 11
10. Science of Soft Surfaces and Interfaces 1990 1993 2000 8
11. Nanoelectronics 1998 1999 2014 16
12. Quantum Information Processing 2000 2002 2012 11
13. Successful Societies 2000 2002 2012 11
14. Experience-based Brain and Biological Development 2002 2003 2013 11
15. Institutions, Organizations and Growth 2002 2004 2014 11
16. Neural Computation and Adaptive Perception 2002 2004 2014 11
17. Genetic Networks 2005 2006 2011
18. Social Interactions, Identity and Well-Being 2002 2006 2011
19. Integrated Microbial Biodiversity 2005 2007 2012
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The report highlights two examples to illustrate ttelevance of the programs. The CIFAR
Institutions, Organizations and Growth (IOG) Pragravas launched in 2004 to explore the
impact of institutions such as governments, legslesns, and corporations on economic growth.
The program has made fundamental contributionsutoumderstanding of which features of
societies create environments that are conducivevgstment in physical and human capital and
R&D, and what explains the remaining variation rowth rates across countries and tinTee
IOG Program developed from an earlier CIFAR progr&mnonomic Growth and Policy (EGP)
which provided important insights into the role tethnological progress in explaining the large
variation among nations in levels and growth rafaacome per capita.

The Successful Societies (SS) Program, started@2,2seeks a better understanding of how
social relations influence the capacities of indiddls and communities for effective action

underpinning collective development at both theéomal and local levels. This program was

inspired by the accomplishments of CIFAR’s program$’opulation Health (1987-2003) and

Human Development (1993-2003). These research gmogrproduced major advances in
understanding the significance of early childho@Vvedlopment and how it affects health and
developmental outcomes throughout a person’s lifee next generation of research questions
related to these areas continue in the Successitiet®es and Experience-based Brain and
Biological Development programs.

Interviewees with a deep understanding of the Ganagovernment considered the impact of
CIFAR'’s research on government thinking and actionsoth the economic and social arenas to
be impressive. In their view, the most telling argant in favour of CIFAR is that its model and
its performance have been the best at the leadigg ef research where the research has been
testing the limits. One interviewee commented timthe case of the economic growth
programs, while it was difficult to attribute pofichanges to the CIFAR work, the programs
were clearly on the leading edge in a difficultareln the case of the Population Health
Program, the comment was definitive that the pnoghad changed the way not only Canadian
but other governments have dealt with the subjé&bie-impact paid for CIFAR’s entire research
program’.

CIFAR'’s programs on economic growth and social tgweent, as well as its natural science
programs as indicated in response to the next ignestave been very relevant to advancing
Canada’s and, more generally, global economic actlsinterests. For Canada, the impact has
not only been in terms of improved policies andgoams by governments but, also, in the
opportunities the programs have afforded univesito strengthen the quality and capacity of
their research across the disciplines involvedhé@IFAR programs.
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|4.2 Goals in Science and Innovation

4.2.1 Evaluation question

Are CIFAR’s research programs and activities relevat to Canada’s goals in science and
innovation and, if so, in what way?

CIFAR'’s activities supporting advanced researchrallosely with the Federal government's
2007 S&T StrategyMobilizing Science and Technology to Canada’s Athga In addition to
being given explicit recognition as part of the gounent’s efforts to create a ‘Knowledge
Advantage’, CIFAR is central to creating a ‘Peopldvantage’, enhancing opportunities for
graduates and attracting and retaining highly effilindividuals in Canadian universities.
Furthermore, CIFAR’s model of engaging eminent reitéts through networks exemplifies one
of the four principles outlined in the Strategygtaide the federal government’s S&T investment
decisions, that of promoting world class excellence

CIFAR is also relevant to provincial programs irpgart of science and innovation including

Alberta’s Ingenuity Accelerator initiative designea attract outstanding researchers to work in
areas important to Alberta’s economic futuaedOntario’s Innovation Agenda whose goal is to
invest in, generate and attract a workforce withktfiate skills in science, engineering, creative
arts, business and entrepreneurship, and stimutateeased private-sector investment in
knowledge-based companies and capital that boostsigtivity.

CIFAR'’s focus on advanced interdisciplinary reshgponeers the bringing together of world-
recognized scientists and scholars from differeistiglines to consider complex questions
concerned with nature and society. Though ‘advdndbe research addresses questions that,
while fundamental, have a potentially very impottapplied context that is of interest to a range
of stakeholders. Research programs on, for exan@igntum Materials, Nanoelectronics,
Quantum Information Processing, and Institutionsga@izations and Growth, all hold the
prospect of having very significant socio-economgpacts.

The following charts (Figures 11 and 12) providemsoinsight into the interest from the
stakeholder community in CIFAR research, and thee tgf socio-economic impacts that the
researchers themselves recognize from their rdseéndeed as Figure 11 indicates, half the
members surveyed interact a few times a year withviduals and groups interested in the
application of their research, a figure that is enpronounced in the social sciences than in the
natural sciences.

I HICKLING ARTHURS Low 22



l RELEVANCE

Figure 11: Interest in CIFAR fundamental research Figure 12: Socio-economic impacts of CIFAR reserach
How frequently do you interact with individuals or What kind of socio-economic impact, if any, has come
groups interested in potential applications of your from your CIFAR related research work?

research?
1001 B - .
90% - - Significant advances in fundamental...
80% - M | have not interacted with Contribution to public policy
70% - audiences of potential
users Training of highly qualified personnel

60% -
’ M Seldom [Once every few

50% - years] New teaching & learning material

40% - New technology (incl. patents /...
30% Occasionally [Once a year]

? My research has no potential for...
20%

10% - B Regularly [A few times a No impact as of yet

ear]
0% v Other
Natural Social Sciences Overall
Sciences 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Percent of Respondents

|4.3 Positioning Canada in Global Research

4.3.1 Evaluation Question

Are they relevant to positioning Canada in the glohl research picture and, if so, in what
way?

Through a few of CIFAR’s programs, notably the mesablished ones such as Quantum
Materials and Cosmology and Gravity, Canada haseaeti international standing as being
among the best, if not the best, in their prograrespective fields. This has given CIFAR an
international profile, though one that varies immpmence by research area. The CIFAR model
itself, by engaging some of the most eminent resess both as part of research programs and
through the Research Council and peer review psesgsensures CIFAR a degree of
international status among the scientific elite-AR also positions itself internationally through
regular meetings and workshops of its programs inettifferent countries.

The extent of CIFAR’s international reach is eviddrom the number of countries and
institutions where program members and advisorynittee members are based. As the figure
below indicates, this international leveraging hasreased since 2007 both in terms of the
number of countries and number of institutions espnted.

Figure 13: Interational Reach of CIFAR members andadvisory committee members

Countries and institutions affiliated o
with CIFAR members 2007 2008 2009 % Change
13 14 15

Number of Countries 15%
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| Number of Institutions | 103 | 101 | 110 | 7% |

CIFAR has recently strengthened its internatiomach objective to increase its international
relationships through systematic engagement wikareh communities outside of Canada, in
particular in India and China. According to surv@gults from this study, CIFAR program
members consider CIFAR research in both the nasasiehces and social sciences to have high
recognition in other countries. CIFAR, as an orgation, is considered to be somewhat less well
known as shown in Figure 14 and Figure 15. Froterimal CIFAR documents, it is noted that
this build-up of its international profile is beirgplanced by a continuing focus on improving
public recognition in Canada, a balance that CIFAIR intends to maintain.

Figure 14: International recognition of research poogram Figure 15: International recognition of CIFAR
Isyour CIFAR research program recognized by othersin Does CIFAR as an organization have international
your global research field? recognition among researchersin your field?
90% - 359
80% T
30% o
70% A
60% A 25% -
50% A 20% -
40% A
15% -
30% T
20% | 10% -
10% 7 5% _J
0% 0% .
Natural Science Social Science Overall 1 2 3 4 5
Programs Programs
No Recognition [1] Strong Recognition [5]
HYes M No Idon't know the extent of its recognition

J44 Upcoming Changes and Challenges

4.4.1 Evaluation Question

What are the current and upcoming changes and chahges that may affect CIFAR’s
relevance? How can CIFAR adapt to these changes@&meet these challenges?

In the last decade, the Canadian research landdwapechanged significantly. Along with
increases in funding to the three granting counoilee programs, Canadian researchers have
witnessed a myriad of new types of programs emeagging from endowed chair programs
such as the Canada Research Chairs (CRC) and CBreeltence Research Chairs (CERC), to
new high profile scholarships such as the Vanieng@a Graduate Scholarship, to strategic
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programs aimed at commercialization. CIFAR hasptath well to the introduction of these
programs by demonstrating to universities how CIBARitiatives complement rather than
compete with the programs.

In the case of CERC, two of the four identifiedopity research areas, specifically health and
related life sciences technologies and informatod communication technologies, map onto
content pursued within the CIFAR portfolio, that Genetic Networks, Quantum Materials and
Quantum Information Processing. CIFAR has collatem with universities in support of the
CERC nominees based on ongoing and future involuewfehe nominees in CIFAR programs.
We understand that 3/20 CERC positions awardedrsio the competition are directly involved
in CIFAR programs and two of these researcherscargently international members of the
programs who have now chosen to come to Canadasmall part because of their participation
in CIFAR. This reflects the standards of exceleeaad quality of researchers that are attracted
to CIFAR programs.

CIFAR faces major shifts in public perceptions @earch on major issues from, as stated by one
interviewee, a dependence on ‘expert wisdom’ tova wisdom’ with an emphasis on speed
rather than content (i.e. deep, considered ansbpnaf). The interviewee considered this change
to have institutional repercussions presenting alehge to ‘an elite organization like CIFAR
whose programs do not lend themselves to quickoresgs’. CIFAR’s adaptation to the change
will have to involve improved communications to {hblic, reaching out to a broader audience,
and maintaining its image as a highly respectecarorgtion associated with world-class
excellence in research. CIFAR’s knowledge transfdivities have been a key element of its
public outreach through the CIFAR researcher intéyas in public events such as the Next Big
Question series of meetings across Canada. Whale is a cost to such activities that has to be
weighed against the benefits, public outreach dschim the Communications Review Report
creates a public profile that can be influentiaimaintaining and possibly increasing support to
CIFAR from government and the private sector.

Other observations from interviews were that thblipuisector in Canada is less focused than it
used to be on the policy and paradigm shifts thmtraber of CIFAR’s programs in the economic
and social domain have been concerned with sutheaBopulation Health, Economic Growth,
Human Development, Successful Societies and Ifistits, Organizations and Growth
programs. There is, therefore, some loss of relevaf CIFAR to the public sector. At the same
time, some interviewees commented on an enlightertecest shown by the corporate world in
Canada supporting the kind of long run thinkingrapéfied by CIFAR. The answer for some to
this challenge is for CIFAR to maintain a balangaattfolio such that its programs have
relevance to a broad spectrum of public and prieatdiences. The challenge for CIFAR s,
given a perceived decline in its public policy udghce, how to boost its relevance and appeal to
the business sector. Some believe that the infiesf all CIFAR programs needs to be
measurable to ensure CIFAR’s continuing relevance.

3 Communications Review Report, Sherry McPhail, Kata Canada Inc., January 2010
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Finally, a key challenge to CIFAR'’s relevance is tturrent and future economic environment.
The global recession has had a major impact onfittencial situations of governments,
corporations, foundations and individuals. Thigyrhave an impact on their ability to contribute
to organizations like CIFAR. Governments have mdalge expenditures on “stimulus”
investments and, in efforts to reduce governmefficite some budget tightening has been
evident. Many corporations have encountered dowstand this may have an impact on their
corporate donations in the short to medium ternoun@ations and individuals have recorded
major declines in their investment portfolios whiake only now beginning to recover. The
ongoing relevance of CIFAR will be affected if & unable to continue to raise the funding
necessary for its programs.

CIFAR is well aware of the financial challengeshioth the public and private sectors and is
strategically shifting its advancement campaigramfrpast approaches, for example in its
ongoing stewardship of past and current donorsimadithding innovative ways to keep lapsing

or potentially lapsing donors engaged until theiligy to contribute returns. Reducing or

holding the line on costs wherever possible is alsarly important.

l 4.5 Continued need for CIFAR

45.1 Evaluation Question

Is there a continued need for CIFAR and, if so, why Has the need for CIFAR changed
since the organization was launched in 1982 and,sb, how?

For program members, arguably the biggest benéfi€I6BAR is having the opportunity to
engage on a regular basis with some of the very s$mentists and scholars world-wide in
intimate and informal settings that are conducivantdepth discussions and mutual learning.
Indeed, many members commented in the survey anawe surprise at what they have learned
from these interactions over the years, suppotiwegoften observed point that science is very
much a conversation with other scientists. Typg@entific conferences, as several of those
interviewed noted, are too large for these kindstdractions and do not allow for substantive
debate or much learning. CIFAR’s five-year termfcbtrust and relationships, not possible to
do in the one-off nature of conferences. In Can#luere is no other research program that is
dedicated to supporting interactions among sciente the purpose of addressing fundamental
guestions. CIFAR is, thus, very much unique ndy @am Canada but internationally and fills a
very important gap in the research system.

Results of the interviews and survey are unaninayughe continuing need for CIFAR but also
recognize that the need has changed. In factnéleel is more pronounced for a number of
reasons: (i) CIFAR, today, is having an increasmgact on the growth of Canada’s research
capacity through the researchers attracted to GabgdCIFAR and researchers retained in
Canadian universities, increasing in number duéh&increasing number of CIFAR research
programs over the years (see Figure in Sectiod)].@) CIFAR, through the introduction of the
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Junior Fellows program, is also having a greatguaich within that expanding research capacity
on the number of young Canadian researchers ofpéroal quality doing interdisciplinary
research; (iii) CIFAR’s expanding international cka particularly into India and China, has
made CIFAR an important factor in raising Canagaidile globally as a science and technology
nation; and (iv) the increasing breadth of CIFARIsearch programs is attracting attention from
a wide range of countries with shared interesth@results.

Common to these points is the fact that CIFAR'seaesh model with its longer-term,
collaborative approach is increasingly suited te gneater complexity of key research issues
made possible through scientific breakthroughs sethnological advances. For example,
CIFAR has increased the number of programs witloladpy theme as a result of these advances
such as Integrated Microbial Biodiversity and Genitetworks that follow-on from the research
findings of the Evolutionary Biology program. @R has evolved since its founding in 1982
and continues to demonstrate an ability to respondew challenges commensurate with its
special place in the Canadian and global researginoement.

Despite the change, CIFAR'’s continuing focus onitgrexcellent researchers in all its programs
is seen by respondents as the future of sciennhfiestigation and certainly the best way to
conduct advanced research. Furthermore, respontiehéve that as a world-class institution,
CIFAR brings recognition to Canada as a supporferesearch at the frontiers of human
knowledge.
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|5.1 Governance, Finance and Risk Management

5.1.1 Evaluation Question

To what extent have the governance, finance and kismanagement activities produced
their intended outputs and achieved measurable oubenes?

Summary Findings: Based on evidence from CIFARIsuah progress reports and corporate
plans, and on interview results, CIFAR is on akrtx achieving its planned outcomes|in
terms of governance and stewardship, financialilgialand managing organizational risk.
In particular, CIFAR is addressing the requiremerita balanced budget in the future in the
context of a difficult economic environment.

Governance Outcomes

The main planned outcomes of CIFAR’s activitiestle areas of governance, finance and
management over the period of the Strategic Plagrding to its logic model, are to (i) achieve
greater financial stability and balanced fundinggd gii) implement succession and strategic
plans. Other planned outcomes include:

» Ensured governance and stewardship
= Greater capacity/expertise in public sector retetio

» Integrated new stafffmanagers

= Ensure quality, accuracy, timeliness and compliaridaancial
functions/reporting

= Availability of funds for future needs/operations
» Organizational risk managed

The evidence on the extent that CIFAR is on a ttackchieving these outcomes is based on
annual progress reports and corporate plans prpgr€IFAR, and on the interviews conducted
as part of this evaluation.

Financial Stability/Balanced Funding

The financial profile given in Chapter 2 indicatdst revenues have been dropping since
2007/2008 and in 2009/2010 are expected to be bexpenses leading to an operating deficit of
$2.45 million (see footnote on page 10). The declmrevenues over the period is largely the
result of a bulge in the Ontario government graweived in 2006/2007 and 2007/2008 with
some decrease also experienced in private seawtrilmations. CIFAR had anticipated deficits
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in 2010 and beyond and will be covering the 201ficde¢hrough an unrestricted surplus and the
internally restricted See Far Fund, drawn fromtalteurplus of $27 million at June 2009.

In working towards financial stability and balancieehding, efforts are underway to maintain
existing donors through Board contacts and CIFABn&v including presentations by program
members, and to attract new donors through the BextQuestion series of events in 2010.
Funding proposals to the provinces of Ontario, @oednd Alberta were submitted in late 2009.
A first approach for funding to the government ad Scotia is planned for 2010.

The CIFAR Board of Directors and management redheerisks and uncertainties in trying to
achieve a balanced budget into the future and aelguéxplore the subject at meetings of the
Board and through ongoing consultations of the iBee$ and senior CIFAR management with
government, private industry and foundations. &tleancement and communications activities
including the endowment/capital campaign to beiatetl in 2010 are focused on at least
maintaining the current level of revenues and fbgsin increasing them. These activities are
reviewed in a later evaluation question.

Implement Succession and Strategic Plans

CIFAR has implemented the human resources and iaajamal strategies set out in the

Strategic Plan including the restructuring and ngriof key staff, the development of

standardized CIFAR job descriptions and an anneafopmance management process, and
established a Human Resources Committee to mddlfEAR’s capacity to meet its needs. For

2009/2010, CIFAR is working with its Board on arplar succession and renewal of the Board
and senior management. The CIFAR Human Resouie BF 2009/2010 indicates that the

following organizational changes have taken placEIFAR departments:

= The Advancement & Communications Department dewslop new staffing strategy,
reviewed and updated all job descriptions and himed staff in events management &
coordination and advancement coordination.

= The Programs & Research Department reviewed andtegdll job descriptions and hired a
Senior Vice-President Research, a Research O#Hin@iPrograms Department Coordinator.

= The Finance & Administration Department developatew staffing strategy, reviewed and
updated all job descriptions and hired a new Cdietro Junior Accountant and
Administrative Coordinator and restructured othemctions and reporting relationships in
the Department.

= Reviews of key processes in each department ankicatipns for staff are ongoing. Changes
have been made in response to the new hires arniibadtreviews will take place in 2009-
10.

I HICKLING ARTHURS Law 29



J success

|52 Research Programs

52.1 Framing and answering complex questions
Evaluation Question

To what extent has CIFAR supported research contribted to CIFAR’s ongoing mission of
identifying, framing and answering complex question at the frontiers of understanding?

Summary Findings: CIFAR’s research program has lseesessful in answering complex
guestions at the frontiers of understanding. The feview panel reports conducted since
2006 and examined for this study each find thegetsge programs to have been successful
in achieving their objectives and are all very fiesiabout the direction and quality of the
research. Many of CIFAR’s research programs haveributed to the identification and
framing of new programs, for example the Economimv@h program lead to the
Institutions, Organizations and Growth program.

Identifying/Framing Complex Questions

There is no set process at CIFAR for identifyingvnguestion opportunities. They can arise
from internal conversations among CIFAR staff, Reske Council and Advisory Council
members, external input from research program menlesearchers at large, the public or
private sector or from the public itself. The eneece gained from current and past programs
both in terms of the content and structure of thesgrams has also been important in the
identification and framing of new programs. For mpde the Economic Growth program lead to
the creation of the Institutions, Organizations &uwbwth program; similarly, the Successful
Societies program was an outcome of the very safidd2opulation Health program.

Answering Complex Questions

For each program, CIFAR convenes a peer-review| ey five years comprising of leading
researchers from in and outside of Canada who skedato assess both the quality of the
program and the quality of individual program mensbeThis review process, which provides
the best evidence for whether CIFAR supported rekelaas contributed to answering complex
guestions at the frontier of understanding, istibsis for determining whether programs are to
be continued.

Each program is assessed on its own merits andniparison with other initiatives in the field,
and is evaluated against the following criteria:

= Accomplishments of the program in relation to itgectives as stated at the outset
of the five-year term;
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= Evolution of the program’s intellectual focus;

» Impact of the program in relation to the field asteole (i.e. did the group change
or lead the field);

= Effectiveness of the interaction of the Fellowsh&ars and Associates;
» Impact on undergraduate/graduate/post-doctoraitrgi
» Value-added of CIFAR’s role in supporting the pragt

The panel is also asked to reflect on future dimest of the program, including the program’s
plans for future research in relation to the ovepabspects for the field, and to comment on
whether the future focus requires (a) additiondhimuals to the current group or (b) a new mix
of individuals.

The four review panel reports conducted since 28@® examined for this study each find the
respective programs to have been successful irevaalyi objectives and are all very positive
about the direction and quality of the researchvi®es of the Institutions, Organizations &
Growth (IOG) Program (2008), the Experience-BaseirB& Biological Development (EBBD)
Program (2007), the Quantum Materials Program (RGOW Successful Societies Program
(2006) all recommend a continuation of the prograwith minor changes to program
membership or advisory panels.

52.2 Achievement of Outputs and Outcomes

Evaluation Question

Have the research programs and activities producetheir intended outputs and achieved
measurable outcomes? Have CIFAR’s new initiative§i.e., international outreach, young
researchers and KT) met the objectives stated in ehStrategic plan and RMAF?

Summary Findings: Evidence from the survey of rese@arogram members clearly shows
that CIFAR has achieved measurable outcomes inam&secollaboration, research
excellence, attraction and retention of highly dieal people, and increased involvement] of
young researchers.

Increased research interactions & collaboration

The essence of CIFAR’s model is to support intépast among eminent scientists both from
Canada and internationally so as to foster joiatrrieng through discussions and undertake
collaborative research which together allow forvesrs to fundamental questions. The main
mechanism for supporting such interactions is tlegfam meetings, organized by CIFAR, and
held two or three times a year, depending on tbgram. In addition to holding annual program
meetings, some programs choose to support smallesetss coming together more frequent
frequently throughout the year. Figure 16 summarittee number of main interactions events
from 2007-20009.
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Figure 16: Program related interactions, 2007-2009

No. of Program Meetings 27 27 27
# of special topic workshops or

1 4 3
focus Groups
# of interstitial workshops 1 1 2

From the feedback from the survey, we find thesetmgs to be very strongly supported and
well attended among members. A typical comment wality of meetings was as follows: “I
always get some precious nuggets out of each ngedihrs is a smart group of people, who |
would otherwise have little opportunity to interagtth and learn from. Several of us are
beginning collaborations that simply wouldn’t hagecurred without CIFAR.” The survey
results also highlight the impact that researchggms have on achieving interactions and
collaboration beyond the two or three annual mestisee Figure 17). As indicated, over 60%
of CIFAR members are interacting with one anothéree frequently or regularly outside of
CIFAR meetings.

Figure 18 shows the impact of CIFAR membership olleboration, and in particular on co-

authored publications, of which there were 236002 Co-authorship among CIFAR members
jumped on average by over 90% since the researdierame members, which gives an
indication of the effectiveness of the CIFAR modeith respect to promoting research
collaborationd. This finding is supported by many comments framvey respondents that note

the opportunity for collaboration that CIFAR mendd@p has brought.

Because each program comprises both Canadian aechational researchers, CIFAR has
therefore been remarkably effective at encouragioger links between the research activities of
Canadian and international researchers, a key thigeander the funding agreement with the
federal government.

4 Baseline: as compared to co-authorship publicatfive years prior to becoming a member.
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Figure 17: Frequency of member interactions

Outside of CIFAR Meeting s how frequently do you
interact with CIFAR program members for research
related matters?

100% 1
90% A
80% 1 W Only at CIFAR
70% - meetings
60% 1 M Occasionally (Once
50% A every few months)
40% | Regularly (One or
more times per
30% imes p
month)
20% A

10% A

0% -

Associate Fellow Scholar

Increased research excellence

Figue 18: Impact of CIFAR membership on research
collaboration

Change in co-authored publications since becoming
CIFAR member

With Non-CIFAR Members, Non-
Canadian

With Non-CIFAR Members, Canadian

With CIFAR members, Non-Canadian

With CIFAR Members - Canadian _

-20% 0%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Figure 19 presents another indicator showing CIBARipact on learning among members.

Asked whether their involvement with CIFAR has emded or changed the direction of their

research, some 92% responded yes and over hatf tietethe change was significant (4 or 5 on
a scale of 1-5). Asked what aspects of CIFAR nrd&ienced this enhancement or change, the
majority cited the quality of interactions at megs followed by the calibre of CIFAR

collaborators (Figure 20).

Figure 19: Impact of CIFAR on member research

Has your involvement with CIFAR enhanced or change
the direction of your research?
YES:92%
If yes, how significant has been this change?

60% -
M Associate

% -
50% H Fellow

40% 1 Scholar
30% A+
20% A

10%

1 2 3 4 5

1-Some Change 5-Major Change

Figue 20: Role of CIFAR in influencing research

What aspects of CIFAR most influenced this
enhancement or change?

Quality of interactions at meetings

Caliber of CIFAR collaborators

Interdisciplinary nature of CIFAR
programs

SubjectMatter of CIFAR program

Interaction among CIFAR colleagues
outside of meetings

Other

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
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CIFAR'’s focus on excellence is also reflected ia titation rates of members and advisors and
in the number of Canadian and International awardshonours. In 2009, 41% of members and
53% of advisory committee members were in the top mercent of the worlds most highly cited
researcherd. And in 2008/09, CIFAR members received 16 irdéional and 22 Canadian
awards and honours in addition to two new Canadse&eh Chairs (CRC) and 13 CRC
renewals.

It was noted in interviews with Research Councid gorogram members that CIFAR’s
exploration of new institutional relationships imerging science nations might be reviewed to
ensure that the approach is the most appropriaidéatifying top researchers in these nations.

Attraction and retention of highly qualified people

One of the main objectives of CIFAR, as outlineditsr funding agreement with the federal
government, is to attract and retain highly quadifpeople in Canada. The benefit of interacting
on a regular basis with eminent colleagues in iaterand informal scientific forums can be very
attractive for researchers, and is often a faatotheir decisions to take up a position at a
Canadian institution or turn down offers from odesinstitutions and stay in Canada. Figure 21
and Figure 22 show the percentage of program menifmen the survey citing CIFAR as having
influenced their decision to accept or stay inrtlearrent position.

And while CIFAR membership in and of itself suppotiie attraction and retention of leading

researchers, CIFAR staff often work actively tovgattiese objectives by collaborating with

universities and funding bodies, to address indi@icheeds of current or prospective members
and broker hiring opportunities.

® Data provided by CIFAR.
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Figure 21: Talent attraction Figure 22: Talent reention
Was CIFAR a factor in your decision to accept your For members at Canadian institutions, was CIFAR a
current academic or research position? factor in your decision to stay in Canada?

45% - 66% 1
40% 4 64% 1
35% A 62% 1

30% 60%

25% A _ 58%
20% A 56% 1
15% < 54% 4
10% 4 509 -
5% 1 50% -
0% = T . . 48% +

Associate Fellow Scholar Overall Associate Fellow Scholar Overall

% responding 'Yes'
% responding 'Yes'

Young researchers

One of the objectives of CIFAR is to involve yourggearchers in its programs with the goal of
supporting, celebrating and building capacity iftegi young researchers. To this end, CIFAR
established its Junior Fellow Academy in 2008 thatv comprises 22 junior researchers. As
Junior Fellows, these 22 individuals, mostly in @dian universities, have similar expectations
to CIFAR members including attendance at meetirigeesr research program as well as special
events organized for the Junior Fellow Academy, iatelacting and collaborating with program

members. Though in its infancy, this new initiatikas thus far been viewed favourably by
CIFAR members.

Some Junior Fellow interviewees suggested the agemp of the competition to ensure greater
transparency in the selection process and as asmafaenhancing CIFAR’s profile. This
suggestion parallels the decision of the Board afeddors in February concerning the
appointment of Junior Fellows. In terms of Juritetlow Academy events, another suggestion
from the Junior Fellow interviews was that the tsplior discussion be chosen to add value to the
research of the Fellows in a multi-disciplinary taxi. An example of a possible topic was the
analysis of complex data, an issue of interestutuad Fellows in both the natural and social
sciences.

CIFAR is also having an impact on young researchtreugh the traditional graduate
supervisory role that CIFAR members have at trespective institutions. According to CIFAR
statistics, program members supervised close t0 fiedduate students, some 400 post-docs and
helped graduate another 209 Ph.D. students in @90&igure 23 gives an indication of the
impact that CIFAR affiliation has on graduate tragn Over 65% rated CIFAR as having a
notable positive influence on the quality of traigithey provide to their graduate students and
postdocs (4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5).

I HICKLING ARTHURS Low 35



J success

Knowledge transfer

Previous evaluations of CIFAR and CIFAR’s StrateBian have stressed the importance of
knowledge transfer to CIFAR in informing industrydagovernment of the results of its research.
The Plan also points out that while CIFAR researcirave engaged in KT, the activity has not
been systematic and has not always brought adetp@ignition to CIFAR. To create a greater
focus on KT, CIFAR commissioned a study that hasulted in the acceptance by CIFAR
management of a more strategic approach basece@remise that researchers and stakeholders
should be engaged in KT activities with clarity expected outcomes. Interviews conducted for
this study lead to suggestions for a KT plan thatild establish KT priorities, make use of web-
based tools to support KT and link KT to the praggbsommunications strategy. A further step
in giving more emphasis to KT is the recent hirioiga Director of Programs and KT, an
initiative that was deferred until the needs of &ivities were understood.

Figure 23: The impact of CIFAR membership on graduée training

Please rate the influence of your CIFAR affiliation on the quality of training you
provide to graduate students and postdocs thatyou supervise.

40% -

35%

30%
25% -+
20% H Overall
15% - Natural
Sciences
10% S ocial Sciences
-
N J I
0% - \ \
1 2 3 4 5

No Influence [1] Large Positive Influence [5]

|5.3 Advancement and Communications

5.3.1 Advancement: Achievement of Outputs and Outcomes
Evaluation Question

Have the advancement activities produced their inteded outputs and achieved measurable
outcomes? And, has CIFAR’s new fundraising endowmaeiftapital initiative met the
objectives stated in the Strategic Plan and RMAF?
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Overall Findings: CIFAR’s advancement activities arell established with a strong track
record for professional delivery and meeting geaid objectives. The annual campaigns|are
proceeding as planned although the results argyladfacted by the economic climate and
changes to corporate donation policies and practitiee capital campaign is now in place,
although delayed in execution by about one year.

Advancement objectives

The Board of Directors establishes the financianpfor the organization. The five-year
Strategic Plan establishes the overall objectivesativancement and the Annual Operational
Plan sets the specific plans and targets for thietyaof campaigns and activities within the
advancement function of CIFAR.

There are two major aspects to the advancementtokge as contained in the Strategic Plan:
the annual campaigns (ongoing for over two decaded)the relatively new capital campaign.

The annual campaigns are directed at essentiallydets of donors: individuals, corporations,

foundations and governments, with each categorynganternally planned targets. The capital

campaign had, in 2007, a target of $40-50 milligr2B12, a target that was amended in 2009 to
$100 million over time.

The objectives are clearly stated and the operatiplans are fully developed. The plans have
been well executed, even if the capital campaigh been somewhat delayed. The success to
date can be described as narrow and deep: CIFARyb@roximately 250 private sector donors
each of which gives, on average, about $10,000y Hoatribute about 20% of the funding.
However, there is some evidence that over theblastl0 years, corporate donations have fallen
by as much as 50%. This situation means that ggedbonly a few donors (or the gain of a few)
can have a major effect on the level of privateadioms to CIFAR. And, the economic climate
over the last two years has exacerbated the r&gicaged with this portion of the donation base.

The Strategic Plan contains a number of specifieatives for the advancement function of
CIFAR.

Change public-private ratio from 80-20 to 70-30 by2011-12

This objective has not been met. The current @&®9-10) is about 83-17. However, this is a
function of two items: first, private sector daoat have remained reasonably flat or decreased
somewhat over the past few years and, second,nqmial/igovernments made significantly larger
short term contributions. Private donations haveaieed at or near $2.6 million over the past
three years.

Plan for government funding renewals

Both federal and provincial governments are fadarge deficits for several years. The federal
government Budget 2010 has no new funding ovenéx few years and calls for the strategic
review of all program expenditures over the nexrydhis funding environment is, therefore,
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extremely difficult. Planning for Alberta and Ontarenewals has proceeded well. In February
2010, the agreement with Alberta was renewed a0 880 per year or $1.8 million over three
years. Planning for the federal renewal campaidregnning.

It is noted that experience in government relatisrspread throughout CIFAR’s organization, a
distinct asset to CIFAR as it faces tight circumst&s in public funding. The President of
CIFAR has government relations and advancementram@ her primary responsibilities. In
addition, CIFAR has a Government Relations Committemprised of Advancement, Programs
and Finance staff that meets quarterly. The Boésd eecruits members who have extensive
government experience, currently including DaviddBe (former Governor of the Bank of
Canada and federal Deputy Minister of Finance) @atble Taylor (former Minister of Finance
in BC).

Capital campaign targets

As noted above, the campaign is delayed by aboatyear. This may be beneficial given the
serious economic downturn that occurred in 2008 a6d9. Some philanthropic umbrella
organizations predict that 2010 could also be a gear for corporate and foundation donations
as they recover from the recession and the magmkstarket losses. In the meantime, the
campaign is proceeding to plan. Potential donoke Hzeen identified, the principal messages
have been crafted, the Chair for the campaign baa bppointed and the first donation has been
obtained. While the specific targets for 2008-06 2009-10 will not be met, it is not possible to
say at this time if the overall target will be amred.

Funding from capital to deliver 10% of revenue by D12

The current revenue from investment sources is talbuof total revenue. Because the Capital
Campaign was itself delayed, it is likely that theget of 10% will also be delayed. However,
given that the ultimate success of the campaiggtilisnot possible to determine, it is therefore
not possible to determine if this target will betpsence it flows directly from the first.

Possible new revenue opportunities
International

International revenue opportunities are being itgated initially within the context of the
capital campaign.

Corporate Memberships

Corporate memberships may present a future fundgagpportunity for CIFAR. The Sante Fe
Institute (SFI) provides an example in its AnnuakBiess Network where companies are offered
memberships in the Network for an annual fee 0f#48,000. In 2008, membership fees in the
Network accounted for US $1.6 million of revenuppiximately one-third of private sector
contributions or 17% of total revenues (see Fignr8ection 7.4.1). Some of the benefits of
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membership include: hard copies / DVDs and onliceeas to SFI Working Papers, videos, and
selected articles and publications; attendancenetAnnual Business Network and Board of
Trustee’s Symposium held each November; and aBtlstness Network Topical Meetings on

subjects of interest suggested by membefhese latter meetings that are held throughaeit th
year and at a variety of locations are seen by neesnéis the main benefit of belonging to the
Business Network. Topics cover research conducteitithted by SFI and / or other issues
selected by members.

5.3.2 Communications: Achievement of Outputs and Outcomes
Evaluation Question

Have the communication activities produced their itended outputs and achieved
measurable outcomes? What are the strengths and alaesses in the way CIFAR’s
communication activities are implemented and managl¥ Has CIFAR’s new positioning
strategy and communication activities met the objdo/es stated in the Strategic Plan and
RMAF?

Summary Findings: While CIFAR’s communications eities support all aspects of the
work of the organization, from the programs thewselto advancement and from public
outreach to international positioning, historicalthe focus has been on advancement.
Given that the communications function does noehadistinct strategy, it is not possible|to
describe the outputs and outcomes of its activitigainst a predefined set of objectives.
However, communications has created excellent gt materials (for example, the
Reach Magazine) and supported successful publieach events (for example, “The Next
Big Question” series). The new website is a sigaifit improvement; however, web-baged
tools including the website could be used morecgffely for interaction within and among
the programs and for links to the external academismunity.

Communications outputs and outcomes

CIFAR commissioned a review of its communicatiomsction which was completed in January
2010. That review studied the capacity and strectof the communications function and

interviewed the CIFAR Board and staff. Its purpoases to assist CIFAR in the improvement of
the function. For this report, the communicationaction was examined from an audit and
evaluation viewpoint. This review also looked a thaterials and other outputs and interviewed
others, including donors, about the communicatfomnstion. The conclusions of this report are

very similar to those of the communications review.

CIFAR communications are directed at three audi&nce

5 A complete list of SFI Business Network membershanefits is available ahttp://www.santafe.edu/network/business-
network-membership-benefits/
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Academics and researchers both within and outsidth® programs There are a number of
purposes for these communications, from keepingrara members up-to-date on program and
CIFAR events, meetings and announcements, to monmaf knowledge transfer within
programs, between programs and to the externalionat and international academic
community.

The program survey respondents are satisfied wiéh drganizational communications they
receive from CIFAR. They are happy with the natamd quality of the publications produced by
CIFAR to which they contribute. On the other hafat, the most part, they continue to use
traditional methods for academic knowledge transféhile not strictly a “communications”
vehicle, the program meetings are highly praisedplses where valuable learning and
exchanges take place.

Media and the general publi@&s noted above, the quality of the public matsriancluding the
website, and the public events are seen as vely Tigere is a general sense that CIFAR could
do more media and public relations, although thestjan then is raised as to the cost-benefit of
the activity. This question is related to the agsumom that the CIFAR model and research
activity are not necessarily something that wouéeh appeal or interest to a general, mass
audience. In addition, it is not clear or nece$gsagreed as to what the appropriate messages
would be for this audience. Finally, the use of V2ebtools continues to be debated as a tool for
reaching this group.

Activities related to this audience would benefinh further strategic planning as to specific
objectives, messages and any necessary refinerhin® scope of this audience.

Donors and potential donardraditionally the major role of the communicasofunction has
been to support the fundraising activities of CIFAR this function, the Communications group
has delivered promotional materials and eventsufipart fundraising. In addition, the group
supplies or contributes to the “Case for Suppodtuiment, generalized materials in support of
the specific donor campaigns, and specialized maddein support of approaches to specific
existing or potential donors.

The position of Director, Communications reportsthe Vice-President, Advancement and
Communications even though this function providesall services to both the program function
and corporate management. Given increasing demamdse communications function related
to maintaining or increasing CIFAR’s profile natadly and internationally, some have suggested
CIFAR consider adjusting its organizational struetso that the communications function is
separate from the advancement function. In the tdbon, a clarification of roles and
responsibilities and the creation of a strategimwmnications plan are more urgent.
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Positioning strategy

CIFAR has clarified the positioning goal in thedgic Plan — to benefit Canada within the
global research community — to address how CIFA&nhgRs its relationships with the broader
international community through pursuing the follogobjectives:

1. Determine the base-year position and then tracfgrpss in 2010 and 2012.

2. Strengthen outreach by supporting programs andtevbat reinforce CIFAR’s
reputation for excellence.

3. Strengthen national and international relationships

4. Achieve more mentions in scientific publicationglahe popular press per year
than in previous years.

Limited evidence suggests it is too early in thstatement process to assess whether all the
objectives are being achieved. While good progiegs been made against some of the
objectives, notably expansion of CIFAR’s internatb relationships (see section 3.3.1) and
increased mention in the general press, the lackttabution accorded to CIFAR in scientific
publications by program members is a concern. eams CIFAR is not gaining the visibility it
might have as sponsor of the research and beinwgediesolely as a funding source and not an
institution. Interviews with program members indecdhis lack is in part a result of Program
Directors not pressing program members on the miattealso limitation placed by journals on
the number of affiliations given in submitted pap&y one institution only, usually the author’s
university.

Branding

CIFAR’s successful new website and corporate logs seen by respondents as an important
step in updating and unifying the image that CIFpRRsents to the outside world. A better
understanding of the CIFAR brand would, howeveignm the future upgrading of the website
and promotional materials. Consultations with Boand Research Council members and
donors pointed to the value of a clearer perceptibmvhat CIFAR is and represents as an
institution particularly in the context of enhancati/ancement activities.

Branding is most directly related to the vision dhd mission statements of an organization in
that they are designed to capture how the orgaaizates itself and what it intends to do to get
there. If and as the vision and mission of CIFAd&Rdime realized, the brand of CIFAR as it is
experienced externally should merge with the irgeperception. The communications strategy
could be a means of clarifying the respective dbjes of positioning and branding in furthering
CIFAR’s image nationally and internationally.

Annual Prize

It was suggested by a number of interviewees thatmeans to give CIFAR a broader profile in
the public domain and among researchers natiomalty internationally would be to create a
special prize that might be awarded annually. gimpose of the prize would be to recognize an
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outstanding achievement by a researcher from Camadbroad whose work has contributed to
significant advances in an interdisciplinary reshaarea. The prize, to be known as the CIFAR
award but might also be sponsored by a donor oomorwould be modeled on the Gairdner
Awards that over a period of 50 years have becogtdyhprestigious internationally leading in
a number of instances to the Gairdner award holitaring a Noble prize as well.

5.3.3 Unexpected Outcomes
Evaluation Question

Have there been any unexpected outcomes or impa@sCIFAR activities?

Summary Findings: Other than the risks and varisnegpected in CIFAR’s types of
activities, especially given the current econonlimate, there have been no unexpected
outcomes associated with the advancement and coizations functions.

|5.4 Efficiency

Evaluation Questions

Could CIFAR achieve the same level of success witawer resources? If so, how? Could
CIFAR achieve greater success with the same reso@x and approach/initiatives? If so,
how? Could CIFAR deliver greater value-for-money ad, if so, how?

Summary Findings: The CIFAR model is a very efiitiapproach to conducting research.

CIFAR’s success in supporting the highest levedxafellence in its research programs oyver
more than 25 years is a testament to the abilitthefmodel to generate success. Having
fewer resources would diminish the level of success operating with the same resources
would not increase its success because it is nowtibining very efficiently. If CIFAR’s
mission, ‘to lead the world in framing and answgroomplex questions at the frontiers|of

understanding’, is, in essence, a statement ofitge, the evidence presented in this report
suggests that CIFAR'’s value-for-money could noinyeroved upon.

These three evaluation questions are all concemgdthe efficiency of CIFAR’s operations.
The starting point for considering CIFAR’s effic@nis CIFAR’s research model. In Chapter 2
in presenting a profile of CIFAR, it is pointed dimat CIFAR is a virtual institute in that its
researchers are located in other institutions inada and abroad and under its model CIFAR
contributes to the cost of research on issuestseldryy CIFAR and funds the interaction among
the researchers on these issues. This approdelhsdiiom other programs of advanced research
where researchers come to an institute and concesgarch collaboratively on research
guestions of their choice.

The efficiency of the model is evident. CIFAR iggaging top scientists and scholars from
around the world in its programs (see Figure 1 lnmagler 2 for a list) at low incremental cost,
both those involved as program members (they recaimodest stipend) and as non-program
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members (they receive no stipend). The surveyltrasuFigure 23 below indicates the very
positive response of program members to the CIFgiraach.

Figure 23: The adequacy of the CIFAR stipend to prgram members

Isthe amount of support paid directly to you as well as the interaction
support from CIFAR adequate to achieve what is expected of CIFAR
members?

Scholar
Fellow
Associate
Over 3years

HYes

Lessthan ayear
y No

Member Status

1-3years

Outside of Canada

In Canada

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Advancement and communications is an area of sameecn in terms of efficiency. This
function currently has about 14% of the total CIFBiRIget and 10 of the 30 CIFAR staff. From
the benchmarking exercise, it is noted that thee&ke Institute spends about 6% of its budget
on fundraising. While the two figures are not dilg comparable because CIFAR’s figure
includes an allocation for overhead and the Presgl¢ime and Sante Fe’s does not, they do
lead to a question on whether CIFAR has achieveapanopriate balance in its budgetary outlay
on fundraising.

CIFAR'’s concentration of limited resources on adenent is understandable because of the
increased difficulties in obtaining donations ahd tesponse of CIFAR in running not only its
regular annual fundraising campaigns but also iggomcapital campaign. The focus may be
short term if the economic environment continuesnprove and the impact of the increased
staffing level takes effect (seven were hired i ldst three years — four were new positions and
three were replacements) but it does bear mongdorsee that the cost is commensurate with
the financial returns.

If CIFAR were to have fewer resources, its levelsatcess would be diminished in terms of
achieving objectives such as advancing Canadasarels capacity and better positioning
Canada in the international research communityseca would not be able to support the same
number of programs and researchers. Given thermuefficiency of its approach, it is difficult

to see how greater success could be achieved sathe level of resources. The third evaluation
guestion on value-for-money is more difficult tepend to because the answer depends on how
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value is defined. If CIFAR’s mission, ‘to lead tweorld in framing and answering complex

guestions at the frontiers of understanding’,nsessence, a statement of its ultimate value, the

evidence presented in this report suggests thaptbeuctivity and efficiency of its research
program would be difficult to improve upon.
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0. Audit Focus

§6.1 Audit Objectives

This performance audit has been prepared to f@iifAR’s obligations under Article IX of its
funding agreement with Industry Canada and is oidednas a standalone section from the
evaluation. The observations and recommendatiogsepted below are therefore independent
from those of the evaluation, in keeping with thangards of independence and objectivity
maintained in carrying out this performance audit.

The audit objectives are set out in Section 3./oufh the combined audit and evaluation
responsibilities have necessitated common dataatah methodologies, the audit itself has
been carried out in accordance with the performaucht policies of the Office of the Auditor

General of Canada (2004) and informed by CIFARKd?Pmance Audit and Evaluation Strategy.

§6.2 Scope

The focus of this audit was on CIFAR’s internalivties from 2007 up to March®12010.
CIFAR undergoes a financial audit on an annual shdkat attests to CIFAR’s financial
statements and internal financial control systeftse performance audit reported on here differs
from the financial audit in that it is concernedwWCIFAR’s performance. In this context, four
lines of enquiry were identified for examinatiororgorate governance; corporate planning,
management of research; and performance monitoring.

Our audit did not include a review of the qualifyGIFAR supported research. Such reviews are
arranged by CIFAR and conducted every five yearsxXpert peer review panels. The results of
those reviews undertaken in the period examinedhisraudit have, however, been taken into
account.
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7. Observations

§7.1 Corporate Governance

7.1.1 Audit Criterion

Governance structures and processes should be clgadefined and working as intended to
ensure that CIFAR is being managed efficiently ana@ost-effectively.

CIFAR in transition

Through implementation of the Strategic Plan, CIFARs been working to enhance its
institutional capacity by formalizing in documents management and governance processes
and procedures. In building this capacity, CIFARevolving into a more formalized institution
established on the basis of a vision, broad goalsfige-year objectives that position CIFAR for
the longer-term. A key document in this respecitss Performance Audit and Evaluation
Strategy (PAES) that was developed as part of0@82unding agreement with Industry Canada.
In addition to setting out CIFAR’s activities andganizational structures for the period 2007-
2012, the PAES outlines its governance, finance r@skd management processes, its search
process for new questions, and its external pegeweprocess. The PAES has been an important
step in bringing greater transparency to CIFAR ngan@ent practices that, from interviews with
CIFAR researchers, appear not to be widely undedsto

CIFAR is well governed

We found the governance of CIFAR, as set out inFAES and structured through the Board of
Directors and Board Committees, to be well defiaed working smoothly. The current CIFAR
Board comprises 21 directors in keeping with it®£2@onsolidated and Revised By-Laws of
between 15 and 24 directors. These include 13 septatives from the private sector, 5 from the
public sector including universities and anotheo twom the community. Interviews with board
members and senior CIFAR staff indicate that thera strong commitment to the success of
CIFAR. The Board is of high quality, and togethathwmanagement, provides CIFAR with a
good corporate culture, and strong experience apdility to draw upon.

We note that board membership continues to begitrened with broad national and recently
international representation and, with now six warappointed, an improved gender balance.

While Board members have a good awareness of CE&Rities, we find that their knowledge
base for decision-making on matters pertaininget®earch appointments and future research
guestions could be deepened through at least arntenjeeting a year with the Research Council.
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There is also interest in having Board meetingsidatof Toronto to reflect national reach and
address concerns that CIFAR is Toronto-centric.

There are four committees that report to the Boar@overnance Committee that meets at least
twice a year to advise the Board on matters of g@arece and ensure the other committees are
carrying out their duties; an Audit and Finance @uattee which meets at least four times a year
to review budgets and financial statements for menendations to the Board; an Advancement
and Communications Committee that meets two toetliraes a year or as required; and, an

Investment Committee that meets at least twiceaa t@ oversee the management of CIFAR

investments and approve related policy. Minutemegétings indicate that that these bodies are
functioning as intended.

§7.2 Corporate Planning

7.2.1 Audit criterion

Planning processes and documents should be wellstgned and implemented.

7.2.2 Strategic Planning

In fall of 2007, CIFAR finalized its five-year stegic plan after wide consultation. This

document represented its first comprehensive, teng; strategic planning effort since its
founding in 1982. The plan sets out the longanteision and mission for CIFAR along with

five goals and corresponding objectives to be aghiein the period 2007-2012. These are
related to research, young researchers, positipronganization, and financial growth and
stability.

We note that these new goals differ from the previobjectives that currently make up the
funding agreement with Industry Canada and whichew&FAR'’s original objectives prior to
the development of the Strategic Plan. Given thiglyss obligations to ensuring that the
objectives set out in the funding agreement are metconsider both sets of priorities as being
relevant. A concordance table showing how theathjes relate to the goals is provided below.

Figure 24: CIFAR Goals and Industry Canada AgreemehObjectives

Current Goals Objectives from Industry Canada Agreement
1. Research: Expand and enhance CIFAR research — Attract and retain highly qualified people in Canada
build programs, extend and expand global reach, (CIFAR Goals 1, 2)

develop the methods used to support interdisciplinary
research, expand knowledge transfer

2. Young Researchers: Support, celebrate and build Encourage greater private sector and provincial
interdisciplinary capacity in gifted young researchers, government investment in basic research and
particularly in Canada development activities in Canada (CIFAR Goal 5);
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3. Positioning: Position CIFAR to benefit Canada Build interdisciplinary research strengths in areas of
within the global research community importance to the long-term scientific, economic and
social development of Canada (CIFAR Goals 1, 2, 3);

4. Organization: Develop the 2012 CIFAR Encourage closer links between the research activities
organization: capabilities, capacity, and international of Canadian and international researchers (CIFAR
reach Goals 1, 2, 3);

5. Financial: Establish stable and balanced funding Involve young researchers in CIFAR’s programs
capable of sustaining growth (CIFAR Goal 1, 2, 3)

Need for clarifying Strategic Plan

We expected that the Strategic Plan would idersifgitegic priorities, or goals, that are derived
from a thorough analysis of its operating environmeptions, risk and future impact. It was
also expected that the strategic goals would barlglealigned with its vision and mission
statements.

One of the five goals deserves comment. For CIFARa of expanding and enhancing CIFAR
research, achieved primarily by establishing twthtee new programs, we found that there was
no clear rationale set out in the strategic plan goch growth. Given the importance of
maintaining quality, organizational flexibility anfiscal stability, these growth plans could
benefit from a more strongly substantiated ratieribht assesses associated risks.

As for the vision statement, we note that it doesprovide sufficient direction for the goals. In
its current formulation, CIFAR’s vision is “to cteaknowledge that enriches human life, helps
people understand their world, and advances Casa@search community”. For a vision
statement to guide strategic development, it ndedbe a concise statement that sets out
CIFAR’s mid- to long-term goals. In its current fioy the vision statement is too general to
differentiate CIFAR from other research supportamigations, and does not provide for
measurable expectations within which the strategyle framed.

Implementation

CIFAR is entering year four (2010-11) of its fivear Strategic Plan and has made notable
progress towards achieving stated objectives altgifaplementing the Plan, reviews of which
are undertaken by CIFAR staff on a quarterly basid are reported each year in the annual
corporate plan.

In the area of research, three new programs ardeuelopment, peer reviews of existing
programs are on track, and a commitment to knovdedansfer (KT) has been made with the
recent hire of a new Director of Programs and KUnder the goal of supporting young
researchers, CIFAR has launched its Junior Fellamad&my, a new initiative that currently

" See R. Kaplan, D. Norton and E. Barrows. 2008.dlmping the Strategy: Vision, Value Gaps, and AsialyBalanced
Scorecard Report. Harvard Business School PubtisBorp.
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supports 22 young researchers and which is wideywed among those interviewed as a
success. Towards the positioning goal, CIFAR haderttaken a number of public outreach
initiatives and is now exploring the viability ofstablishing relationships with international
institutions. On branding, CIFAR has created a fego and website.

As for the organization goal, CIFAR has made imgairtstrides to strengthening its
organizational capacity, having made several dalititres over the last few years including the
appointment of a Senior Vice-President, Researaid fnally, towards the financial goal of
stable and balanced funding, CIFAR has recentlndhad its capital campaign to enhance its
donor base.

Thus while good progress has been made towardemgpiting the strategy, it should be noted
that not all supporting objectives have been met.d& not feel, however, that the gaps are due
to a management shortcoming. CIFAR managementdeasonstrated a healthy degree of
flexibility in implementing its strategy throughvallingness to critically re-evaluate and adapt
objectives as it seeks to achieve its goals. Famgke, its objective of establishing new
international institutional relationships so asrtgrove its positioning is new to CIFAR and is
being pursued with caution to ensure that ben&it€IFAR outweigh the costs of this new
endeavour. Within this context, CIFAR has explor possibility of two institutional
relationships, coming short of its goal of havieg such relationships established by 2009/10.

These and other changes, which have been recordeshriual corporate plans and senior
management memoranda, could benefit from being oliolased periodically in a revised
strategic plan. Such consolidation would allow #&oclearer status of implementation and help
support strategic decision-making.

7.2.3 Advancement & Communication

Advancement and communication activities are grdupgether within the CIFAR organization
in recognition of the role that communications glas a supporting function of advancement.
Interviews with CIFAR staff indicate, however, thiiere is a growing need for functional
separation as the communications group is callezh up support a greater range of CIFAR
communication needs. Currently each of the graglop their own plans; the advancement
group maintains both strategic and operational plahile the communications group currently
maintains only operational plans. Given this grayiunctional separation and differentiated
planning, this audit addresses advancement selydir@i@ communications.

Advancement group has well defined documents and pcesses

We found that the senior advancement staff is alhigrofessional and dedicated group. They
have clear strategic and operational plans witlkefadly elaborated objectives and targets. The
group is adaptable and flexible and has demonsitrtdte ability to adjust quickly and as

necessary to changing circumstances. For examplenwlanned fundraising events did not
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show the expected results, planning was adjustegivio greater consideration to the types of
people invited.

Two observations are warranted with respect toplaes and related documents supporting
CIFAR’s advancement activities. First, CIFAR mains an internal discussion document
outlining the rationale for a capital/endowment pamgn. We feel this document, which is 15
pages in length, is too diffuse to be fully effgetias a guide in communicating a case for support
that is the basis for the promotional pieces irdially designed to match the interests of
specific prospects.

Second, the advancement group has recognized dnabrate donations are nhow made in a
different way than in the recent past with greatention on the part of the donor to advancing
their corporate interests through their contribmtto CIFAR. In this respect, the group has
made good progress in developing and providing dppities for the recognition of donors
within the CIFAR publications and internal eventividence gained in this study, however,
suggests that corporate donors see recognitiohedf support being publicized more broadly
through public communication channels, perhapsguaipart of the donated funds to do so. This
suggestion might be explored in the context ofrategic communications plan as discussed in
the next section.

Each year, CIFAR embarks on its annual campaig€fBAR which comprises six components:
Ongoing Pledges Campaign, Board of Directors CagmpaiExpired Pledges from 2007-08,
Annual Gift Campaign, Major Lapsed Donors Campaagmg the Acquisitions Campaign. Each
component has a separate fundraising strategy@prdaches are tailored for each segment.

A key initiative for 2010 is a new Capital Campaigrhich will work towards raising long-term
capital and endowment funds for the Institute. dgiothere have been delays in establishing the
Capital Campaign, owing in part to the current ecoit climate, we found that the initiative is
based on a sound plan and solid fundraising phie€ipand techniques. The necessary
preparations have been taken including appointikgavn and respected Chair, establishing a
committed and knowledgeable Cabinet, and develo@ingolid intelligence in respect of
potential donors.

Communications group lacks a strategic communicatio plan

We found that the communications group providesused, high-quality support to the
programs, advancement and corporate functionseobtganization. The group produces high-
guality publications and manages a website thaieaar, easily navigable and focused on the
programs and current and upcoming events. The g\ydimners, the “Next Big Question, etc.)
are well organized and valuable as profile raisiehicles.

There lacks, however, a strategic communicatioas por all of its activities which include
support to the programs, support to advancement raedia and public relations, and to
strategies on positioning and branding. From inésve with staff and with a consultant hired to
address communications issues for CIFAR, we helhad this lack of a strategic plan for
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communications has led to a reactive approachstessrather than a proactive approach in both
its advancement and broader roles of branding asdipning CIFAR.

And while we note that the CIFAR website is easdyigable and clear, we feel that the website
is underutilized as a tool for knowledge transfed ateraction, especially within the academic
community. The CIFAR website could be made a mamkable resource to the research
community beyond just CIFAR members by listing eesh papers and books stemming from
CIFAR research by program, and having any relevaotures and scientific presentations
available as podcasts or video streams. CIFAR reisaaflects the frontier of knowledge and

being able to identify, reference, and, or, acaedsvant publications would be of value to

students and researchers alike and potentially reiiiga CIFAR’s national and international

profile.

|7.3 Research Management

7.3.1 Audit Criterion

Appropriate systems and practices for management ah decision-making should be in
place for selecting, monitoring and terminating resarch programs.

7.3.2 Program Management

Management practices related to research programsre very effective

CIFAR’s approach to managing their research progianthe product of many years of
experience and one which continues to respond dagtdo new challenges. Indeed, CIFAR’s
running of their programs stands out as exemplarytie wide majority of CIFAR members
interviewed and surveyed. Two factors figure proenitly in its success to date in managing its
12 networks of close to 300 eminent scholars. Fostinas been its flexibility in attending to the
particular resource and support requirements af e&t¢he research programs as well as of the
individual researchers, and, secondarily, the mgstihemselves.

At the program level, this flexibility is evidentdm a tailored management approach that has
been effective in accommodating the disciplinaryd amterdisciplinary differences that
differentiate each of the research programs. Hovehmresources are required, how best to
allocate them and how often to meet, for exampte, determined in consultation with the
Program Directors of each research program wha#ylgi consult themselves with their own
members. This has resulted in programs that arergky well adapted to the preferences and
requirements of program members, despite differentéhe number of meetings each year, the
number of members, and respective status of membéegibility at the researcher level,
particularly with respect to financial support fmembers, allows CIFAR to accommodate the
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demands and arrangements at the institutional lewel the preferences of each of the
researchers. This approach is supported furtheCIBAR’s efforts to maintain one-on-one
relationships with each of its members.

Survey results indicate that CIFAR members aresfsadi with this approach (See Figure 25) and
indeed are often highly complimentary of CIFAR adisiration. Administrative support,
together with communications from CIFAR to its mard) is deemed to be very good to strong
by over three quarters of members.

The second factor that has underpinned the CIFARefis the organization’s responsibility for
organizing the scientific meetings themselves. €hasetings represent the main experience that
researchers have of being CIFAR members and arbéabis of the organization’s success to
date. According to the survey results, membersvalvelmingly find the quality and organization
of these meetings to be very good to strong (4) avith a large majority (95%) content with the
number of meetings held each year.

Figure 25: CIFAR member ratings of research managmet functions

Please rate and comment on the following aspects of CIFAR

Quality of

Organization of Proaram Administrative Communications
Program Meetings Meegtings Support from CIFAR

1 [Weak] 1% 0% 1% 1%

2 2% 2% 1% 2%

3 13% 4% 6% 18%

4 31% 28% 24% 41%

5 [Strong] 51% 66% 52% 34%

Not Applicable 1% 1% 17% 4%

Reporting Requirements Frequency of Program Meetings
Insufficient 0% 3%
Appropriate 93% 95%
Onerous 2% 2%
Not Applicable 5% 0%

Internal monitoring of program excellence

Each of the 12 research programs maintains annetienal program advisory committee
comprising highly accomplished senior researcheth expertise related to the program. In
addition to attending meetings, and contributindooh the scientific and business discussions,
advisory committee members monitor the progress direttion of the program, providing
advice to the director as needed, working with director to identify new potential program
members, and supporting the five year peer reviewgss.
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From interviews with program directors and advisamgmmittee members, we found this
monitoring process to be working well. The comagtmembers are typically as enthusiastic of,
and committed to, CIFAR as are the members themsgeldespite receiving no stipend, and
provide an effective support mechanism for the mog as well as strong international
perspective. Of the 58 committee members, some @@t based at institutions outside of
Canada, from the US, Germany, Japan, the Netherkamd the UK.

Need to maintain flexibility while transitioning to more formal operational processes

Given the importance of flexibility to the managerhsuccess of its research programs, we feel
that CIFAR needs to be careful to maintain thisibdity as it proceeds with formalizing its
institutional processes and meeting its growth go@lrganizational changes stemming from
expansion of programs, new initiatives and new o can potentially put at risk a
management approach that we find to be at theafdZéFAR’s overall success.

7.3.3 |dentification and Development of New Questions

A central element to CIFAR’s model is the framinf fandamental research questions.
Considerable effort and time - upwards of four geargoes into identifying an opportunity,
forming a task force to develop the concept, hgdiworkshops with prospective
interdisciplinary program members, developing gpsal, and finally approving and developing
the program. At any stage prior to final approwaliee Board, the new question opportunity can
be dismissed if found to be unable to meet CIFARals and standards. As for identifying new
guestion opportunities, they can in principle afisen any manner of sources — from internal
conversations among CIFAR staff to external inpabf research members, researchers at large,
the Research Council, the public or private seatdrom the public itself.

We found this process, as set out in the PAES etavbrking well and benefiting from long
experience in shaping new research programs. dtpeocess that, over the years, has become
more formalized and come to rely more on internetdation than on external counsel. The
Research Council continues to play an importarg nolestablishing new programs, through its
involvement in taskforces, reviewing of proposatsl anaking recommendations on whether
proposed programs should be established, but ieteswith Council members suggest its role
is evolving. It should be noted, however, that wltlie selection approach has now been codified
as part of the PAES, awareness as to how this ggomerks is very low among those that have
not been involved in establishing new programsr thRose with knowledge of the process, it is
credited with being open to ideas for new questiom® all sources as noted above.

7.3.4 Termination of Programs

Since CIFAR was established in 1982, seven progtaang been terminated or have evolved
with a new program mandate and a new name (seae~if)). The decision to terminate a
program rests with the CIFAR President who reliestlre five-year peer review process for
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advice on whether a program should be renewedraniriated. We found that the use of peer
review panels, which have a mandate to make recowatens on program renewal and
program appointees, has been an effective mechafosnensuring that programs remain
relevant. Reports stemming from these reviews peomprehensive and frank assessments of
the accomplishments and potential for future cbaotions by top scientists who are generally
accustomed to peer reviews of research programs.

I7.4 Cost Effectiveness

7.4.1 Audit Criterion

CIFAR should be a cost-effective organization in aoparison to organizations with similar
objectives and level of achievement.

Comparable cost-effectiveness

While CIFAR is unique both nationally and interoaally in the way in which it supports
advanced research, comparisons with other advareszhrch organizations are nonetheless
instructive for assessing cost-effectiveness. Wémtified, in consultation with CIFAR, three
advanced research organizations for comparisonsf @hich support leading edge research and
depend on non-government sponsors to a degreenmcing their operations: the Sante Fe
Institute (SFI - New Mexico), the Perimeter Inditufor Theoretical Physics (Pl - Waterloo),
International Institute for Applied Systems Anal/§ASA — Vienna).

We found that CIFAR’s operating costs are indeethgarable. In absolute terms, CIFAR’S
operating costs are similar to the SFI and PI, alntbst half of those of IIASA. In relative
terms, all four institutes are comparable with poogram (accounting and finance, fundraising,
program management) costs accounting for roughy 8Dprogram expenses.

CIFAR is cost-effective against comparable organizeons

The financial performance of CIFAR and the thremparable institutes is provided in Figure 26
below. We first compare income trends and theirses, and then compare operating costs for
these four institutions.
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Figure 26: Financial Performance of CIFAR, SFI, Pland IIASA, early 2000s and most recent year data
available (000s)

CIFAR Santa Fe Institute The Perimeter Institute IIASA
June 2009  June 2004 July 2008  Dec. 2002 July 2008 (1) July 2003 2008 (2) 2004 (2)
(CAD $) (CAD $) (US$) (US$) (CAD $) (CAD$) € €
Income
Unrestricted Contributions
Private Sector * 2,612 2,714 3,200 7,297 50,005 3,070
Government 11,700 7,090 3,931 1,952 21,290 11,676 7,998 3,367
Member organizations 1,554 1,432 6,980 7,408
Other 22 195 91 2,284 1,788
Investment Income 1,049 721 366 (575) (2,036) 1,103 442 125
Total income 15,383 10,720 9,142 12,390 69,259 17,637 15,420 10,900
Expenses
Program
Active programs 9,601 5,322 8,933 4,961 8,778 3,731 10,727 5,941
New programs & program searches 117 401
Program support and projects 1,992 1,836 2,078 1,754 1,309
Education/Outreach 597 2,001
Total program expenses 11,711 7,559 8,933 5,558 12,857 3,731 12,481 7,250
Non-program
Advancement & Communications 2,098 1,083 766 165 65
Governance & Administration 690 420 3,063 1,783 1,277 345 2,985 2,304
Other, including Depreciation 25 501 1,728 128
Total non-program expense 2,813 1,503 3,829 2,449 3,005 538 2,985 2,304
Total expenses 14,524 9,062 12,762 8,007 15,862 4,269 15,466 9,554
Excess/(shortfall) of income over expenses 859 1,658 (3,620) 4,383 53,397 13,368 (46) 1,346

Notes:
1)  $50 million of PI's $50,005,000 private sector contribution is from one donor: Lazaridis
2) IIASA data groups grants, donations and contracts. Most of the agencies listed under grants were government agencies,
however, we don't know how large the various donations and grants were.

As indicated in Figure 26, CIFAR'’s income is congide to SFI and to PI, and roughly half of
[IASA income, when accounting for the exchangesatethe time, and taking into account PI's
$50 million contribution from one donor in 2008.

Income from government sources for all four insétuhas increased in absolute and relative
terms. Both institutes outside Canada (SFI andSAAindicated that government funding is
accounting for a larger proportion of their inconend there is increasing pressure from
government to conduct more applied research. Forgeernment funding increased from 16%
of total income in 2002 to 43% in 2008, and for3Afrom 31% in 2004 to 52% in 2008. In the
US, it appears that the National Science FounddNSF) will be discontinuing or significantly
cutting back on institutional grants in favour abgct/contract grants. This, according to SFI,
may push the institute towards more applied researc

[IASA has a similar concern, as its proportion afr@ean Union (EU) grants has increased
significantly over the 2004-2008 period. AccordingIASA, EU grants have more deliverables
associated with them and tend to focus on appésdarch. By comparison, government funding
accounted for 76% of CIFAR’s income in 2009, upniré6% in 2004. Figure 27 shows the
proportion of funding from government and privatendrs, and from investment income. It
should be noted that in 2008, without the $50 wmnillicontribution from Mike Lazaridis
cofounder of RIM, government contributions wouldvéaaccounted for nearly 100% of Pl's
income.
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In 2008, private sector donations to SFI which udeld fees from Business Network
Memberships fell by nearly half compared to 2002 tb the economic downturn affecting the
US. SFI had anticipated this drop in private sedmnations and used contingency funds to
cover expenses.

Figure 27: Proportion of Funding from Government ard Private Sources, and from Investment

CIFAR Santa Fe Institute The Perimeter Institute IIASA
June 2009  June 2004 July 2008  Dec. 2002 July 2008 July 2003 2008 2004
Government Support as % total revenue 76% 66% 43% 16% 31% 66% 52% 31%
Private donor support as % total revenue 17% 25% 52% 70% 2% 17% 45% 68%
Investment Income as % total revenue 7% 7% 4% -5% -3% 6% 3% 1%
Percent Change in Government Contributions 65.0 101.4 82.3 137.5
Percent Change in Private Sector Contributions -3.8 -45.5 (1) -99.8 (2 -5.8 (3)

Notes:
(1) Includes member organizations, as most of SFI's business network members are private firms
(2) Excludes $50 million contribution from Lazaridis
(3) Used "member organizations" as a proxy for private sector contributions

Comparisons of program spending (e.g., scientistg)on-program spending are presented in
Figure 28. CIFAR’s expenses are comparable to $8I R, and roughly half of IIASAS in
absolute terms. In relative terms, non-progranmeasps for the four institutes are comparable at
just under 20% of total expenses in 2008 and 200%e exception is SFI, where non-program
expenses accounted for 30% of total expenses. t@demands of member countries, [IASA is
spending proportionately more on scientists (pnogexpenses) and reduced its budget for non-
program expenses. In 2000, IASA supported 5 ssigsnand 4 support staff, whereas in 2007-
08, the ratio had increased to 12 scientists asdpport staff. This, according to IIASA, has
placed a considerable strain on non-program aesvihcluding support staff.

Figure 28: Proportion of Program and Non-Program Expenses

CIFAR Santa Fe Institute The Perimeter Institute IIASA
June 2009  June 2004 July 2008  Dec. 2002 July 2008 July 2003 2008 2004
Direct program spending as % total expenses 67% 63% 70% 62% 55% 87% 69% 62%
Total program spending as % total expenses 81% 83% 70% 69% 81% 87% 81% 76%
Non-program as % total expenses 19.4% 16.6% 30.0% 30.6% 18.9% 12.6% 19.3% 24.1%
Advancement as % total expenses 14.4% 12.0% 6.0% 2.1% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Administration as % total expenses 4.8% 4.6% 24.0% 22.3% 8.1% 8.1% 19.3% 24.1%

In summary, taking into account income and expenS#sAR’s financial situation compares
well against the three institutes. In the earl9@) all four institutes showed a surplus, but due
to the economic downturn by the late 2000s thenfired situation had deteriorated. SFI, which
experienced a dramatic decline in private sectaratdons, had a deficit in 2008 in spite of
relying on contingency funds. 1IASA and CIFAR ests&ly broke even in 2008 and 2009
respectively, with [IASA showing a small deficit drCIFAR a small surplus. Pl was the
exception; even without a $50 million donation frame donor, Pl would have shown a small
surplus in 2008.
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CIFAR is cost-effective on a per researcher basis

When assessed in terms of the amount of total esgseijprogram and non-program) per
researcher, CIFAR stands out as being very cost@fe® Figure 29 below compares expenses
per researcher by institute. This comparison shihats CIFAR spends the least amount per
researcher at roughly $48,000 compared to SFI (889, IIASA ($121,000), and Perimeter

($158,000). CIFAR has a strong comparative adggntan this indicator due to the fact that
CIFAR supports only non-resident researchers, wlié and IIASA support a mix of resident

and non-resident researchers, and Pl only suppesigent researchets.

Figure 29: Estimated Amount of Expenses Per Resedrer by Institute

CIFAR Santa Fe Institute The Perimeter Institute IIASA
June 2009  June 2004 July 2008  Dec. 2002 July 2008 July 2003 2008 2004

Total expenses (original currency, thousands) 14,524 9,062 12,762 8,007 15,862 4,269 15,466 9,554
Exchange Rate* 1 1 1.0131 1.5594 1 1 1.5603 1.6169
Total expenses (Canadian $000) $14,524 $9,062 $12,929 $12,486 $15,862 $4,269 $24,132 $15,448
Approximate Number of Researchers (Resident & Non) 300 150 100 200
Expenses per Researcher $48,413 $86,195 $158,620 $120,658
Approximate Non-Resident Researchers 300 100
Approximate Resident Researchers 50 100 200
(Equivalent Non-Resident Researchers) 0 150 300 600
Total Equivalent Non-Resident Researchers 300 250 300 600
Expenses per Equivalent Non-Resident Researcher $48,413 $51,717 $52,873 $40,219

* Average exchange rate for the period, Bank of Canada Exchange Rate, web: http://www.bankofcanada.ca/en/rates/exchange-look.html

|7.5 Performance Monitoring

751 Audit Criterion

CIFAR’s performance management framework should bewvell designed and supportive of
on-going performance monitoring and reporting and ke useful for corporate decision-
making.

8 To determine cost effectiveness per researcheysed the number of researchers supported as g fmosesults (outputs and
outcomes) as performance data was not availabledmparable institutions. In converting total expesito Canadian
dollars we used the average exchange rate fordhedy e.g., the 2008 exchange rate was basedeoavitrage over the
period from January 1 to December 31, 2008, oddity 2008 from July 1 to 31.

® To arrive at a comparable figure, it was assunied supporting three non-resident researcherstghty equivalent to
supporting one resident researcher. When resigsrtrchers are converted to ‘non-resident equivValessuming that “1
resident” is more or less equal to “3 non-residen®FAR spends approximately the same amount mer-nesident
equivalent researcher as the other institutionshduld be noted this is still a rough approximatie SFI and IIASA use a
sliding scale of resident to non-resident researcis shown in Figure 7, when resident researcasrsonverted to ‘non-
resident equivalents”, CIFAR spends approximatetysame amount per ‘equivalent researcher’ asthiee mstitutions. It
does, however, indicate that the CIFAR researchefigdmore cost-effective as it can support moseaechers than other
approaches.
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7.5.2 Performance Management Framework

A component of the PAES is a Results-Based Managemed Accountability Framework
(RMAF) which serves to: describe clear roles argpoasibilities in governance; ensure clear
and logical design that ties resources to expedwttomes; and determine appropriate
performance measures and a sound performance ragssur strategy. To support these
objectives, the RMAF includes both a logic modedl andata collection matrix (DCM) both of
which deserve comment.

CIFAR logic model is unclear

A logic model is a simplified systematic and visugpresentation of CIFAR that establishes the
relationships between resources, organizationalites and their outputs and impacts. Its
purpose is as a learning and management tool timggsbfocus to how an organization is to work
and what it is to achieve. In its current forne feel that the CIFAR logic model compromises
the usefulness of the PAES as a decision-makinly bogarticular the following issues have
been identified as problematic:

= Itis overly complexThe purpose of a logic model is to bring clatayhow funded
activities support intended outcomes, while balagt¢he need for simplification
with the need for comprehensiveness. In its curdesign, these basic relationships
are not readily apparent due in part to excesstaildvithin the model itself, and
to unclear relationships between activities and@ues. For example, it is not
clear from the diagram how international links teleo outcomes, nor is it clear
why review activities relate to expanded CIFAR esh as opposed to ‘relevance
and continued need'.

* Flow of model is inconsistent with bringing clarity CIFAR core objectivesThe
logic model is not organized in way that gives ®¢twnithe core CIFAR activities,
namely identifying fundamental and complex questiand supporting interactions
of eminent researchers committed to these questiGnsrently more space is
given to supporting activities than to these catévdies.

= Qutcomes do not correspond to the Strategic Pl@arrently the activities and
outcomes of the logic model are not fully aligneithvihe goals, mission and vision
outlined in CIFAR'’s strategic plan. One would exjpiat the new activities and
goals of the strategic plan to be more clearlyesented in the logic model so as to
bring greater clarity as to how the two documealate to one another.

» |tems are misclassifiedin a number of areas, items typically associati one
category appear in another. For example, ‘prograatings and events’, which is
currently classified as an output, would in the &Rcontext be more
appropriately be identified as an activity. Sinlijathe ‘young researcher academy’
is a CIFAR activity whose output or outcome is totare young research talent.
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Data collection matrix is over-designed

The data collection matrix (DCM) is a sophisticaggaeadsheet document that allows for some
300 indicators to be collected on all aspects dFAR activity, outputs and outcomes. One
reason for such a high number of indicators in@D@M is that it is simply a reflection of an
overly complex logic model to which it correspondA. simplified logic model that included
only core activities, outputs and outcomes wousditein a fewer number of indicators. Another
reason is the matrix was designed to capture ahefdata that CIFAR staff collect in order to
respond to the needs of different audiences, remt lthe federal and provincial government
Sponsors.

A review of the reporting requirements outlinedhe current Funding Agreements with federal
and provincial governments, and shown below in FE(®0, indicates that only one-third of the

indicators in the DCM need to be collected for mipg purposes. It is recognized that many of
the indicators arise in the advancement functianplanning and decision-making purposes
related to the depth of their donor categories iYiddals, foundations, corporate, and

government, both renewals and new prospects). WBIFAR does roll up its indicators to a

higher level in its performance and annual repartgovernments, it is conscious that more work
could usefully be done to identify and create alnaumber of key indicators.

Figure 30: Number of Indicators in the DCM and Requred for Reporting Purposes by Current Federal and
Provincial Funding Agreements

Total Federal

Indicator & Provincial British

Type Governments Columbia | Ontario Quebec
Activity 31 11 3 9 9 9 3
(process)

Output 131 50 15 7 3 5 46
Outcome 141 42 39 32 0 8 8
Total 303 103 57 48 12 22 57
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8. Conclusions

I8.1 Evaluation

Relevance

CIFAR fills a niche in Canada’s research systemamsrganization committed to supporting
fundamental research at the highest level thanterdisciplinary in scope. The goal of this
research is to address complex questions in oadexpand the boundaries of knowledge and
transform fields of research. In so doing CIFAR haaintained its relevancy among the many
research institutions and programs in Canada, abnéich have duplicated the role that CIFAR
carries out in supporting a broad range of resequelstions and interactions among the some of
the very best researchers in Canada and from arthenavorld. Moreover, with a focus on
research framed by research questions that adflradamental problems and issues be they
social or technological or biological, CIFAR has@amaintained alignment with Canada’s longer
term economic and social interests, as well aBéaybals related to science and innovation. We
therefore find that there is there is a continueddnfor CIFAR in Canada and indeed, in the
wider research community which has no equivalergawization similarly committed to
interdisciplinary research.

Success

Corporate Governance and Planning

In assessing the success of CIFAR, the evaluatonskd on whether expected outputs and
outcomes were achieved in three areas: govern#imeeesearch programs and related activity;
and advancement and communication activities. ératfea of governance, we found that CIFAR
is on track to achieving related outcomes, a figdimat is confirmed in the performance audit.
We note however that there are ongoing challengegorking towards financial stability in the
current economic conditions, challenges that dig fecognized by CIFAR management.

Research Program

As for the research programs, CIFAR has shown t®tsiiccess in achieving outcomes. From
all sources of data analyzed for this study, itlsar that CIFAR’s research model is very
effective in supporting cutting edge research with goal of answering complex questions.
Evidence indicates CIFAR has increased researdatraictions and collaboration, increased
research excellence in Canada, helped attract atainrhighly qualified researchers, and
supported young researchers. CIFAR’s new initegjvnotably its Junior Fellow Academy
which involves young researchers in CIFAR’s progsamnd its knowledge transfer activities
which are designed to enhance research, while am@nalso on track to achieving objectives. In
addition, we found support among Junior Fellowsth& February 2010 decision of the CIFAR
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Board to revise the selection process for Junidlowe to ensure transparency in the process
and, at the same time, to enhance CIFAR'’s profile.

Advancement

CIFAR'’s advancement activities are well establishatth a strong track record for professional

delivery and meeting goals and objectives. The ahnampaigns are proceeding as planned
although the results are being affected by the @wmam climate and changes to corporate
donation policies and practices. The capital cagrpas now in place, although delayed in

execution by about one year.

Communications

While CIFAR’s communications activities support aipects of the work of the organization
including the research programs, advancement, @uhitreach, and international positioning,
historically, the focus has been on advancemenverzhat the communications function does
not have a distinct strategy, it is not possiblééscribe the outputs and outcomes of its actsvitie
against a predefined set of objectives. Howevanroanications has created excellent published
materials (for example, the Reach Magazine) anghaipd successful public outreach events
(for example, “The Next Big Question” series). Timwv website is a significant improvement;
web-based tools including the website could be umsetk effectively for interaction within and
among the programs and for links to the externatlamic community.

Efficiency

The CIFAR model is a very efficient approach to aweting research. CIFAR engages top
scientists and scholars from around the world g ptograms at low incremental cost, an
approach that receives a very positive response fesearch program members. If CIFAR were
to have fewer resources and therefore unable tpastphe same number of programs and
researchers, its level of success would be dima&uish terms of achieving objectives such as
advancing Canada’s research capacity and bettérgnisg Canada in the international research
community. Thus the evidence presented in thertepaggests that the productivity and
efficiency of CIFAR’s research program would bdidiflt to improve upon.

I8.2 Performance Audit

Corporate Governance and Planning

We found that CIFAR is a well-governed organizatwith good corporate structures and
processes in place for planning and setting sti@utigection. A strong Board of Directors and
senior management has been beneficial to CIFARajusts to its expanding set of activities as
set out in its Strategic Plan. While Board memlberge a good awareness of CIFAR activities,
we find that their knowledge base for decision-mgkion matters pertaining to research
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appointments and future research questions couttbbpened through at least one joint meeting
a year with the Research Council.

With regard to CIFAR’s overall strategic directiomng feel that having a more concise vision
statement could better help guide the organizaistrategic planning. We also find a need to
simplify two components of the Results-Based Managyg Accountability Framework (RMAF)

- the logic model and data collection matrix — sota make them more useful for decision
making and a more effective communication tooldemonstrating what CIFAR is, and what it
does, to government stakeholders.

In terms of planning, CIFAR is entering year fo@0{0-11) of its five-year strategic plan and
has made notable progress towards achieving stéjedtives and fully implementing the plan.
Reviews of the plan’s implementation are undertakgrCIFAR staff on a quarterly basis and
are reported each year in the annual corporate plan

Program Design and Delivery

In adapting to the growth for CIFAR set out in tB&ategic Plan, CIFAR has built up its
organizational capacity through formalizing its adistrative and management processes. In
evolving to a more formalized institution, CIFAR shdeen in a learning phase, preparing
strategic plans, developing a results managemehtaaoountability framework, and adjusting
internal processes to address new needs. In exsgmprogram design and delivery, we
identified a number of issues related to these ldpweents that deserve attention.

Two aspects of CIFAR’s operations that are certaits growth plans are advancement and
communications. Advancement objectives in the &giat Plan are clearly set out, with

operational plans for both the annual and the napital campaigns being well executed.
However, fund raising is challenging as a resulth&f economic downturn over the last two
years that has kept private sector donations fidttae funding environment in the federal and
provincial governments difficult. In terms of thepital campaign, the target was amended in
2009 from $40-50 million by 2012 to $100 millionentime.

On communications, we found a need for CIFAR toellgy a communications strategy that
extends beyond advancement, which CIFAR’s commtioims approach has traditionally

supported, to address the broader range of comuationcneeds related to the Strategic Plan.
There is also an opportunity to make better usth@fCIFAR website and web based tools to
increase the impact of CIFAR program research wittie broader research community by
making the website a resource for CIFAR'’s intengikscary research. We note that our findings
on communications are very similar to those of GQIEAR commissioned communications

review.

CIFAR’s management of research programs is to menuended. We found that CIFAR has
been adept at adapting to an ever changing reskardhcape while maintaining a flexible and
effective approach to managing a dispersed netwbdminent researchers in Canada and from
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around the world. CIFAR should be careful to endhia as it becomes a more institutionally
based organization, its flexible and tailored apploto managing its research programs is not
lost.

Cost-Effectiveness

With regard to cost-effectiveness, our comparisovith three other advanced research
organizations all indicate that CIFAR is a coskefive organization. Its advantage rests with
being a virtual institute that leverages considieralbsources from across a large number of
research organizations around the world towardsewicty its goals. While there are, in
principle, shortcomings to this model, namely loyahnd commitment from members who
receive salaries from their home institutions, ttiges not appear to be an issue for CIFAR
members. An issue that does arise, however, aslkadf appropriate attribution being accorded
CIFAR in members’ publications due in part to paoétions being limited to the
acknowledgement of only one institution and thatigeto be the members’ home institution.
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0. Recommendations

Corporate Governance and Planning

Recommendation 1.

Recommendation 2.

Recommendation 3.

Recommendation 4.

Communications

Recommendation 5.

Recommendation 6.

The Board of Directors should meet with the Regde&ouncil at least
once a year to deepen its knowledge of current @adned CIFAR
research thereby strengthening the basis of itpocate decision-
making.

Reference: Section 7.1.1, page 47

CIFAR should develop a more concise vision statdrtieat can provide
stronger direction for CIFAR’s strategies and opiers and set out
measurable expectations.

Reference: Section 7.2.2, page 49

As decisions are taken to modify its StrategimP{alFAR staff should
periodically consolidate these changes to allowdarlearer status of
implementation and help support decision-making.

Reference: Section 7.2.2, page 50

CIFAR should simplify its logic model and corresping Data
Collection Matrix so as to link to its vision ana give greater clarity
and focus to its core functions, making the logmdel more useful for
decision-making and for communicating CIFAR,s outes to
stakeholders.

Reference: Section 7.5.2, pages 59 and 60

A strategic plan for communications is needed thkés into account
all of CIFAR’s communication needs, clarifying theole of
communications across the corporations functions.

Reference: Section 7.2.3, page 51

The implementation of a proposed knowledge trar(f€) plan should
establish priority activities for KT, explore waye support CIFAR
members in their KT activities and link to the coomtations strategy.
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I RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 7.

Recommendation 8.

Research Program

Recommendation 9.

Recommendation 10.

Recommendation 11.

Recommendation 12.

Reference: Section 5.2.2, page 35

As part of its KT efforts, CIFAR should further\agop its website to
list and, or, make available CIFAR related resegoablications by
program, thereby making the website a useful referefor leading
research and potentially enhancing its profile agndahe broader
research community.

Reference: Section 7.2.3, page 52

CIFAR should consider establishing a major prizghwappropriate
sponsorship for outstanding interdisciplinary reska

Reference: Section 5.3.2, page 41

CIFAR should review its approach to developingatiehships with
international institutions in emerging science orgi to ensure that top
researchers in these nations are being identified.

Reference: Section 5.2.2, page 34

CIFAR should ensure that its current flexible aggmh to managing its
research programs is maintained as it transitioas at larger
organization.

Reference: Section 7.3.3, page 54

To improve the visibility of CIFAR, Program Dirext should reinforce
the attribution of program research outputs to GRFANnd recognize
CIFAR as an institution, as opposed to a fundiragpam.

Reference: Section 5.3.2, page 41

To improve the Junior Academy, (i) CIFAR shouldeopup the
competition for junior fellows to ensure greateangparency within
research programs and enhance CIFAR'’s profile; QiifAR should
involve junior members in planning Junior Acadenwer@s to ensure
they are of value to participants.

Reference: Section 5.2.2, page 35
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A. CIFAR References

Governance & Management Documents
1.1 Letters Patent, Objectives & By-laws
1.2 Strategic Plan
1.3 Annual Corporate Plan
1.4 Progress Reports on the Implementation oSthegegic Plan
1.5 Annual Results Report - Board of Directors
1.6.1 Annual Reports to Federal Governments
1.6.2 Annual Reports to Provincial Governmentd\- @-08
1.7 Risk Management Policies
1.8 HR Plan & Succession Plans
1.9.1 HR & Administrative Policies - HR
1.10 Board of Directors Minutes
1.11 Audit and Finance Committee Minutes
1.12 Investment Committee Minutes
1.13 Research Council Minutes

1.14 Data from 2005 Evaluation (report, web surdata, benchmarking report, case
study report)

Financial Documents
2.1  Annual budget
2.2 Annual statements
2.3  Audited Reports
2.4 Fundraising Targets & Statements

2.5 Investment Performance Reports
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§ CIFARReFERENCES

Operational Performance Data And Other Performancendicators
3.1 Logic Model
3.2  Data Collection Matrix
3.3 Benchmarking 2005 - 2007update

Research & Program Management Documents
4.1.1 Task force & Workshop reports & ProposaiBl
4.1.2 Task Force and Workshop Reports and Prop@3il
4.1.3 Task force & Workshop Reports - Oceans
4.3.1 Program Meeting Details & Reports - EBBD
4.3.2 Program Meeting Details & Reports - I0G
4.3.3 Program Meeting Details & Reports - IMB
4.3.4 Program Meeting Details & Reports - QM
4.3.5 Program Meeting Details & Reports - SS
4.6.1 Annual Program Director Report - EBBD
4.6.10 Annual Program Director Report - NANO
4.6.11 Annual Program Director Report - QIP
4.6.12 Annual Program Director Report - SIIWB
4.6.13 Annual Program Directors Report - EVO BIO
4.6.2 Annual Program Director Report - I0G
4.6.3 Annual Program Director Report - IMB
4.6.4 Annual Program Director Report - QM
4.6.5 Annual Program Director Report - SS
4.6.6 Annual Program Director Report - COS
4.6.7 Annual Program Director Report - ESE
4.6.8 Annual Program Director Report - GN

4.6.9 Annual Program Director Report - NCAP
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§ CIFARReFERENCES

4.8.1 Appointments - Program Advisors & Members
4.8.2 Appointments - Reporters
4.9 Knowledge Transfer
Program Review Documents
5.1 5-year external review "Process & Timelineldglines
5.2.1 Program Review - EBBD
5.2.2 Program Review - 10G
5.2.4 Program Review - QM
5.2.5 Program review - SS
Harvard Comparative Study Results And CIFAR Assessmant Of These Results
6.1 Harvard comparative study
Junior Fellow Academy
7.1 Project Plan
7.2  JF Recruitment
7.3  JF Appointments
7.4  JF Academy Meetings
7.6 JF Steering Committee
Advancement Related Documents
8.1 Operational Plans
8.2 Donor Benefits Chart
8.3 Donors Lists & Giving Levels
8.4.1 Donor Profiles and Research Material -Irdirails
8.4.2 Donor Profiles and Research Material - Fatiod
8.4.3 Donor Profiles and Research Material - Cafion
8.5.1 Briefing Notes - Individual

8.5.2 Briefing Notes - Foundation
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§ CIFARReFERENCES

8.5.3 Briefing Notes - Corporation
8.6.1 Proposals - Foundation

8.6.2 Proposals - Corporation

8.7  Annual Fund Solicitations

8.8.1 Donor Agreements - Individual
8.8.2 Donor Agreements - Foundation
8.8.3 Donor Agreements - Corporation

8.9 Researcher Thank You Letter

8.10.1 Annual Results report - Federal Gov.

8.10.2 Annual Results Report - Ontario
8.10.3 Annual Results Report - Alberta
8.10.4 Annual Results report - Quebec
8.11 Results Reports - Donors
8.12 Ketchum Canada Report
8.13 Capital Campaign
Events
9.1.1 Next Big Question 2007
9.1.2 Next Big Question 2009
9.2.1 Events General
Communications Documents
10.1 Press Releases
10.2 Infomart media monitoring report
10.3.1 Results of surveys
10.4 Branding Plans & Documents
10.5 CIFAR Annual Report

10.6 Reach
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