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1. Statistical Summary

1.1 Overview

Number of Number of Number of
3 - 38 22
Break-outs Participants Observers
Participants 2 5 1 0 1 0 3 0 oo 6
by Category Producers | Processors | Distributor Retailers Trade | Consumers | Academics Biotech Rer;)\?erzgnmtgtri]és Others

1.2 Break-out Session Attendance Summaries

Break-out #1 16 participants 12 observers

1. Business Risk Management 8 producers 9 federal

2. Renewal 3 processors 2 provincial

3. Food Safety and Food Quality 1 academic 1 portfolio agency
4. Environment 4 other stakeholders

5. Science and Innovation

Break-out # 2 10 participants 5 observers

1. Renewal 8 producers 2 federa

2. Business Risk Management 1 trade 2 provincial

3. Environment 1 other stakeholder 1 portfolio agency
4. Food Safety and Food Quality

5. Science and Innovation

Break-out # 3 12 participants 5 observers

1. Food Safety and Food Quality 6 producers 3 federa

2. Environment 2 processors 2 provincia

3. Business Risk Management 1 distributor

4. Renewal 2 academics

5. Science and Innovation 1 other stakeholder
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2. Participants’ Evaluation

2.1 Views on the Consultation Process

Participants were pleased to see some of their input from Wave One clearly reflected in the
subsequent work on the policy, but continue to express concern that the Agricultural Policy
Framework (APF) does not adequately address trade and international marketplace issues.

There was generally positive, but qualified support for the goals and principles. Many participants
felt that the proposals — especially regarding Business Risk Management — were insufficiently
developed for them to provide useful comments. They wanted governments to clearly understand
that participants are not yet in a position to either agree or disagree with the implementation
approaches suggested, and that general approval of direction and measures proposed does not yet
constitute buy-in.

Industry is eager to continue to work with governments in the articulation of a policy framework and
itsimplementation. Participants highlighted the need for ongoing consultation — before, during and
after implementation of the APF.

2.2 Views on the Consultative Meeting

Participants were asked to complete an Exit Survey at the end of the day, with the following results:

When asked to rate the value of the meeting:
0 84% rated the event GOOD or EXCELLENT as an effective forum for providing them with
an opportunity to express their views;
0 88% rated the event GOOD or EXCELLENT as an effective forum for bringing together
diverse stakeholder interests; and
0 80% rated the event GOOD or EXCELLENT as an effective forum for raising issues of

Good
38%

importance to them.
Opportunity to Express Diversity of Stakeholder Raising Issues of
Views Interest Importance

Excellent
38%

Fair Excellent Fair Excellent Fair

16% 46% 12% 42%

Good
46% 42%

2.3 Changing Views on the APF

Participants were asked to indicate to what degree their views on the APF had changed as aresult of
the consultation. Thirty-three percent indicated that their views changed “ somewhat or agreat deal”,
with 54% indicating “not very much or not at all.” Thirteen percent of respondents did not answer
the question.
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3. Discussion Summary

3.1 Synthesis from the Chair

Among participants, there is widespread recognition of the need for change. There
was a strong sense from participants that it is time to stop talking about WHY
change is needed, and instead to focus on HOW to implement change.

Participants strongly expressed a view that imported products must be subject to
the same standards as Canadian products in the areas of food safety and food
quality and the environment. Canadian farmers can work toward a higher standard
but it won’t do any good if consumers migrate toward lower priced products
coming from foreign markets. The overall program hasto reflect all redlities of the
marketplace.

Conclusions
and
Consensus

“If itain’'t broke, don't fix it.” Many participants felt that Canadaisaleader in
many areas of agriculture and that farmers are taking the lead in key elements of
the APF such as environment and food safety. Farmers deserve credit for the work
that they have already done and consumers need to be educated about the work that
farmers are doing.

3.2 Business Risk Management

Participants cautioned that Supply Management is an important risk management tool, and want it
recognized as such in the APF and its documentation. Those in supply-managed industries wanted to
ensure that the system is not altered.

Participants believe that thereis still alot of work to do on the risk management element, and views
differ on how this element should be implemented and on what the core programs and implementation
measures should be.

Participants al so expressed the belief that better education on crop insurance and other risk management
toolsisrequired. They don't believe that producers know what they need to know to take advantage of
the programs offered.

In light of next year’s expiry date on certain safety net agreements, there was concern expressed that
timelines are too tight to allow effective changes to be made, or to allow changes to be made effectively.

In this area, perhaps more than in any other, participants wish to ensure they continue to have
opportunities to provide input. They are very leery of what government might produce without them.

Principles and Goals

Participants were generally supportive of the goals outlined in the APF and did not request any changes,
although there was some concern about who would bear the costs.
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That being said, human resource issues were raised by several of the participantsin discussions around a
number of the elements, and some expressed the view that these need to be factored into the risk
management element — particularly with respect to support for farmers suffering injury or illness.
Examplesincluded insurance to pay for replacement workers when afarmer is unable to manage.

Targets and Indicators
Participants did not comment on the targets and indicators in any of the three breakouts.
Implementation Measures

It would be difficult to say that there was consensus among participants as to the implementation
measures proposed.

Participants in one session suggested that self-directed risk management tools should be an option.

Farmers need more access to capital to expand farms and provisions for this should be considered,
although there was no agreement that Net Income Stabilization Account (NISA) should be used for
investment purposes.

Participants cited the need for an analysis of the impact on Canadian farmers of the US Farm Bill.

Participants believe that an issue strongly linked to this element is the trend toward concentration and
globalization of food retailers. They are looking to governments to provide thorough analysis of the
long-term impact of thistrend.

Key Questions — Insurance

Participants wanted to ensure that programs cover losses due to both real and perceived food saf ety
concerns. For example, decreasesin sales due to unfounded consumer scares are just as costly to
farmers as are decreases related to a problem involving the recall of product.

Participants indicated that a major overhaul is needed in crop insurance programs, which they note is not
useful for major commercial farmers. They suggested that programs should be national and expanded to
include livestock, new crops and forage.

They believed that insurance should be * segregated’ to appeal to awider variety of producers, and that
insurance programs must remain flexible enough to tie them to specific perils or situations.

Participants proposed that general business insurance should be available as well.
Opinions differed on whole farm insurance. Some believeit is necessary and good, while others had
reservations. Better understanding is needed of what is meant and what the trade-offs might be. There

was afeeling among some that it is necessary to be crop-specific in order to have broad participation.

Participants believed that the cost of crop insurance istoo high, and that more efficient administration is
required.
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Business interruption insurance is seen as a necessity, although some concern was expressed that loans
might ultimately be tied to arequirement to have business interruption insurance.

Key Questions — Stabilization and Investment

Participants expressed concern regarding outside factors such as foreign market subsidies. There
continues to be general concern about profitability, and concern that external forces make stabilization a
goal that is difficult to achieve using only risk management tools.

There were awide range of views regarding aredesign of NISA. Most significantly, therewas a
difference of opinion regarding the use of NISA as an investment tool. Some believed that it would be
appropriate for farmers to have accessto NISA fundsto reinvest in their business. Othersfelt that it
should be used for income stabilization only, with the concern being that funds might not be there when
needed in hard times.

Canadian Farm Income Program (CFIP) remains a concern for many. Participants are concerned about
continuity and about having to make difficult or complex adjustments to accommodate replacement
programs when they are in the midst of a crisis now.

Participants expressed concern in the current structure of NISA. Specifically, that NISA account
balances are not always at a level where they can be useful as stabilization tools. Some also felt that
NISA alows financial institutions to make money on the large balances in some instances, while smaller
farmers need help now.

Participants want government to maintain an advance payment program, and to expand NISA to include
livestock producers. They also suggested that spring credit advance payment program should be
expanded to include crops that aren’t storage crops.

Participants called for linkages between companion programs and NISA.
Caps on funding levels and Eligible Net Sales (ENS) percentages should be reviewed and raised.
Consideration should be given to keeping things equitable between commodities. The investment ratio

should be changed to two-to-one.

Participants suggested that programs or igibility for farmers who are new entrants must be
contemplated as well.
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3.3 Renewal

Participants felt that “renewal” isamoot point if the APF does not focus on profitability as a key
objective. If farms achieve profitability, renewal will happen automatically.

Many participants expressed concerns that the renewal portion of the APF isin fact designed to be an
exit strategy to get farmers out of the business, and were not generally supportive of this perceived
stance. They want to ensure that the investment stays within the sector.

Participants suggested that the Farm Credit system should be maintained and enhanced. They pointed
out that big banks are withdrawing their support to agriculture, and proposed that government could play
arole herein terms of guaranteeing loans from both Farm Credit Canada (FCC) and the other financial
institutions in order to leverage private sector investment. They also proposed that |abour-sponsored
investment funds could be made applicable to agricultural operations.

Participants wanted to see stronger support and incentives for beginning farmers, including interest
forgiveness for the first several years of operation and mentoring programs that leverage the expertise of
retiring farmers or those exiting the industry.

Participants resisted the notion of access to consultants to help in their business planning, etc. and
expressed a strong preference for working with provincia or federal agencies. They felt that such
support programs could be run by producers who have retired from the business.

Participants also called on government to provide more infrastructure and infostructure support.
Principles and Goals

Participants were generally supportive of the goals outlined in the APF.

They recommended the addition of some principles related to urban encroachment, and the notion of
providing support for rural communities.

Implementation Measures

Participants found the measures to be generally useful and realistic, although they were not certain that
measures cited would be sufficient.

Participants are looking for programs that will help farmers diversify, but in general do not believe that
limited agricultural funding should be targeted for spending on those wishing to leave the industry.

They believe that measures are missing that would help ease inter-generational farm transfers. For
example, participants proposed increasing capital gains exemptions.

Participants called for a pension plan for farmers, and also discussed Employment Insurance challenges.
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3.4 Food Safety and Food Quality

All participants recognized the importance of this element of the APF, but most felt that Canadais
already aleader in food safety and food quality and that the emphasis should be placed on educating
consumers rather than restricting farmers through new rules and processes. Participants overwhelmingly
believed that consumers must bear the cost of implementing new measures to ensure the quality of their
food.

Principles and Goals

Participants were generally supportive of the goals, although they did not agree on atimeline for
implementation. Some believed that 2008 is not soon enough; others that it istoo soon. Several
participants proposed a rolling timetable with phased-in implementation.

They recommended that programs ensure that Canadian producers are not placed at a disadvantage
relative to producers in foreign markets -- imported goods must be subject to the same rules as Canadian
goods.

Participants cautioned against over-regulation in this area, and talked about the need to ensure that the
regulatory burden does not become too great, particularly for smaller producers who are at a
disadvantage to larger producers in terms of ability to respond to regulatory requirements.

Some felt that there is an overemphasis on this element — to the effect of implying that our food is not
safe or of high quality. Some suggested that an emphasis on healthfulness rather than on quality might
be more beneficial to both the industry and to consumers.

Participants talked about shared responsibility across the chain for safety and security, and agreed that
producers alone could not be held responsible for the costs.

Targets and Indicators

Participants were generally supportive of the targets and indicators outlined in the APF under food
safety and food quality, although the groups did not focus much of their discussions on this aspect.

Participants called for government to provide both baseline data and targets for enhancing awareness of
food safety and food quality.

Participants also called for a cost-benefit analysis of some of the measures discussed. Thiswas
reflective of the belief that many measures may not be required to enhance the safety and improve the
quality of food.

Many suggested that retailers must be held to the same standards as are producers.
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Implementation Measures

Participants found the measures to be generally useful, however stressed the need to ensure that the
reputation of our food is enhanced in Canada and abroad.

Participants indicated that this must be an industry-led process.

In general, many agreed that for the implementation measures to be successful, a phased timetable
would be necessary.

There was no discussion on whether or not industry could take certain steps to help implement these
measures and meet the goal's, although participants expressed a desire for continued consultation.

In response to questions about the role of industry, participants agreed that, particularly in the area of
food safety, athird party is required to manage regulation. Self-regulation is not an option if the
program is to have credibility.

Most agreed that in order for these measures to be successful, traceability must be from farm to fork.
Participants felt that there must be a balance between branding attributes and recognizing trade realities.

Border inspection issues were also discussed. Participants cited reports that the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will be undertaking destination examinations at the border. Greater
pre-shipment inspections will be required, or proper facilities (e.g., refrigeration) will be required at the
border crossings.

3.5 Environment

Participants uniformly believed that the agricultural community is already performing very well on all
measures related to environmental stewardship, and object to the implication they believeis contained in
the document that they need government oversight to ensure that their practices are environmentally
sound.

On the other hand, there was discussion about the liberal use of the concept of voluntary compliance
with respect to environmental practices, and in general no strong support for having these measures as
voluntary over the long term. There was support for atransition from voluntary to mandatory, with
incentives being offered to early adopters of |eading-edge environmental practices.

Participants again expressed the position that the rules must be the same for food coming into Canada as
for food being produced in Canada.
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Principles and Goals

Participants were generally supportive of the goals outlined in the APF, with the emphasis on soil, in
particular, being viewed positively.

Some participants suggested that goals need to be established with respect to the positive environmental
and sociological impacts of rural living vs. urban growth.

Targets and Indicators

Participants were generally supportive of the targets and indicators outlined in the APF under the
environment el ement.

Many felt, however, that the bar was being set too high, and that industry must be responsible for
establishing the standards.

Participants believed that, even if compliance starts as voluntary and ends as mandatory, targets should
be set (e.g., 20% of farms using environmental farm plans by the end of year one, 40% by the end of
year two, €etc.).

Participants also believed that best practices can and should be found within industry, and that these
could serve as the benchmark for planning.

Participants also suggested that if environmental best practices are to be implemented, then arating
system might be required to ensure consumers better understand the origins of their food.

Implementation Measures

Similar to positions expressed in relation to other elements, there is a concern about who will pay for
these measures. It was proposed that costs should be shared by provincial and federal governments.

As outlined above, there was much discussion and little agreement on the notion of making compliance
mandatory. Some proposed that the onus should be on industry associations to champion compliance
among their members.

It was proposed that compliance would be encouraged by both financial incentives and recognition in
other forms.

Skepticism was expressed about the market’ s willingness or ability to pay for “green” products.
Participants were also interested to learn how agricultural jurisdictions will fare managing issues that are
traditionally within the purview of different departments. On this point, some suggested that funding to

support these initiatives should come from outside the agricultural envelope (e.g., Environment Canada).

There was also considerable debate on the role and expectation of consumers. Participants agreed that
consumers do not fully understand the issues, and believed that education and dialogue are required.

Participants believe that national standards and enforcement are necessary for thisto be successful.

GPC - Event Report Halifax - June 14, 2002 9



APF — Wave Two Consultations

3.6 Science and Innovation

While the participants did not spend much time discussing either goals or targets and indicators, this
nevertheless was clearly an area of interest to them. Lack of detail in the points outlined below should
not be interpreted as lack of interest in or commitment to this element. Participants very clearly had a
view as to the direction this element should take, and some very specific points related to applied
research and intellectual property.

Participants felt that, in order to achieve the stated goal of being number one, thiselement is
fundamental.

Principles and Goals

There was general agreement for the goals outlined in the document. Technology transfer and accessto
research results from publicly-funded research were priorities.

Participants stressed the need for industry to be involved in setting direction for research (e.g., through
establishing research chairs or granting bodies similar to some in existence today in other fields).

Targets and Indicators

Some participants stated that a better understanding of where Canada is today in comparison with the
rest of theworld isneeded. Thisisreflected in the APF s proposed benchmarking analysis.

Implementation Measures

Severa commented on the amount of money that has been taken out of the system, and stated that there
is arequirement to return these funds.

Participants believe that tax incentives and credits must be re-aligned to facilitate research and
development. They believe the current system to be cumbersome and not widely understood, and does
not provide either the incentives or benefits that it should.

Some participants felt that this was the |east well-devel oped of the five elements, and that much work
needs to be done before government and industry can lay afoundation for next steps.

Participants indicated strong support for investment in research, with the proviso that the benefits of the
research accrue to them. Concern was expressed that research spin-off benefits would fall into the hands
of large multi-nationals, and would never reach the producers.

It was al so suggested that some existing research is not accessible. Government needs to facilitate the
sharing and dissemination of such research. This applies to research conducted in the environmental
arenaaswell asin agriculture.

Participants underscored that bio-tech research is not al that isrequired. Production or applied research
isjust as, if not more important.
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