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Introduction
The Provincial Agricultural Service Board Committee is pleased to provide Agricultural
Service Board (ASB) members and staff with the 2018 Report Card on the Resolutions.
This report contains the government and non-government responses to the resolutions
passed at the 2018 Provincial ASB Conference. This document includes the Whereas
and Therefore Be It Resolved sections, response, response grade, and comments from
the Committee for each resolution from the 2018 Provincial ASB Conference. The
resolutions and responses are also posted on the Agriculture and Forestry ASB webpage
at: www.agriculture.alberta.ca/asb. Actions taken by the Committee on current and
prior resolutions are also included in this report.
There are four grades that can be assigned to a resolution response: Accept the
Response; Accept in Principle; Incomplete and Unsatisfactory. The quality of the
response determines the grade that is assigned to each resolution. A definition of each
grade is included in the Report Card. The grades assigned by the Committee are
intended to provide further direction and advocacy efforts for each resolution. Please
contact your Regional Representative if you have questions or comments on the grade
assigned to a resolution or advocacy efforts.

2018 ASB Provincial Committee Members
Members
Corey Beck, Peace, Chair
Steve Upham, Northeast, Vice-Chair
Sebastien Dutrisac, Secretary, Association of Alberta
Agricultural Fieldmen (AAAF)
Merrill Harris, South
Wayne Nixon, Central
Lloyd Giebelhaus, Northwest
Randy Taylor, Rural Municipalities of Alberta (RMA)
Elden Kozak, AAAF
Doug Macaulay, Agriculture and Forestry
Pam Retzloff, Recording Secretary, Agriculture and Forestry
Maureen Vadnais-Sloan, Executive Assistant, Provincial ASB
Committee
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Alternate
Dale Smith
Marc Jubinville

Morgan Rockenbach
Brenda Knight
Dale Kluin

Definition of Terms
The Provincial ASB Committee has chosen four indicators to grade resolution responses
from government and non-government organizations.

Accept the Response
A response that has been graded as Accept the Response addresses the resolution as
presented or meets the expectations of the Provincial ASB Committee.

Accept in Principle
A response that is graded Accept in Principle addresses the resolution in part or
contains information that indicates that further action is being considered.

Incomplete
A response that is graded as Incomplete does not provide enough information or does
not completely address the resolution. Follow up is required to solicit information for the
Provincial ASB Committee to make an informed decision on how to proceed.

Unsatisfactory
A response that is graded as Unsatisfactory does not address the resolution as
presented or does not meet the expectations of the Provincial ASB Committee.
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Executive Summary
Grading given by the Provincial ASB Committee to responses by government and nongovernment organizations to resolutions passed at the 2018 Provincial ASB Conference.

Resolution
Number
1-18
2-18
3-18
4-18
5-18
6-18
7-18
8-18

Title

Grade

Environmental Stream Funding of the Agricultural
Service Board Grant
Appeals to the Minister under the Weed Control
Act and Agricultural Pests Act
Requirement to Report Certain Pests to the Local
Authority
Weed Control on Alberta Vacant Public Lands
Within Green Areas
Wildlife Predator Compensation Program
Enhancement
Review of Agriculture Financial Services
Corporation (AFSC) Crop Insurance Program
Crop Insurance for Alberta Fruit Producers

Accept in
Principle
Unsatisfactory

10-18

Increasing Limits for Farm Direct Marketing of
Chickens for All Farm Direct Producers
Farm Direct Marketing of Eggs and Products
Using Eggs
Proposed Federal Tax Changes

11-18

Organic Food Testing and Labeling

12-18

Chemical Control of Wireworms

9-18
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DEFEATED
Incomplete
Accept in
Principle
Unsatisfactory
Accept the
Response
DEFEATED
Accept in
Principle
Accept the
Response
Accept in
Principle
DEFEATED

2018 Activities
The Committee met five times in person and via conference call as of September. The
Committee has additional meetings planned for November and December to do strategic
planning, develop a communication plan and prepare for the 2019 ASB Provincial
Conference.
The Committee has been developing more connections with government over the past
year. One connection is the Rural Development Committee that the Minister
recommended the Committee meet with last year. The Rural Development Committee
consists of MLAs in the rural ridings of Alberta for the New Democrat Party (NDP). The
Committee initially met with their chair, Colin Piquette, in March and started discussions
about how ASBs and the Rural Development Committee could work together. The two
groups met in July and started developing a “To Do” list for the Rural Development
Committee of issues that ASBs are working on and have received assurances from Rural
Development Committee that they will try to assist ASBs in getting answers to some of the
issues that were presented.
The Committee met once with the Minister in 2018. The Committee met with the Minister in
March and discussed 2018 resolutions and other current issues. The Committee met with
senior staff with Agriculture and Forestry in August due to restructuring that occurred in 2018.
The Committee feels the ASB Program benefitted from the re-organization and hopes the
program will grow under the new leadership. The Committee feels the new Deputy Minister
and other senior staff have a better understanding of ASBs and value ASBs provide to
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry and the province.
The Committee was invited to participate in a conference call in June regarding the
discovery of glyphosate tolerant wheat in Alberta. The Committee feels this discovery
highlights the importance of the ASB Program in Alberta. The ASB involved was able to
involve the appropriate agencies quickly and efficiently to make sure that the discovery of
the glyphosate resistant wheat remained isolated and did not impact Alberta’s wheat
market to Japan and other countries. The Committee thanks those involved in the
investigation. The Committee appreciated Alberta Agriculture and Forestry and CFIA
involving them with the conference call prior to the announcement of the discovery and
hopes that Agriculture and Forestry and CFIA continue to involve and cooperate with the
Committee and Association of Alberta Agricultural Fieldmen (AAAF) on issues such as this.
The Committee continues to develop relationships with other organizations too. The
Committee met with Alberta Seed Growers Association (ASGA) in August to discuss issues
related to Fusarium graminearum and to see if the two groups could find common ground.
The Committee felt that there was good discussion and that progress was made and will
continue to meet with ASGA to resolve some of the concerns that were raised during the
discussion.
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2018 Resolutions

RESOLUTION 1-18
ENVIRONMENTAL STREAM FUNDING OF THE AGRICULTURAL SERVICE
BOARD GRANT
WHEREAS

Rural Municipalities receive grant funding from Alberta Agriculture and
Forestry through the Environmental Stream of the Agricultural Service Board
Grant;

WHEREAS

the funding is used by Rural Municipalities to provide Extension and Education
to Producers for Best Management Practices of Sustainable Agriculture
activities at the grass roots level;

WHEREAS

the Environmental Stream of the Agricultural Service Board Grant provides
funding to Rural Municipalities for three years;

WHEREAS

Municipalities rely on this funding to hire staff to provide Extension and
Education to Producers at a Grass Roots Level but have a three to four month
period when the funding is complete (December 31) and the new Grant
application is confirmed (March 31) based on the Provincial Budget;

WHEREAS

Municipalities with Extension and Education Programs would like to ensure
that their programs continue to benefit Producers and that professional staff
hired to manage the programs are retained;

WHEREAS

the Municipal Government Act Section 269 states that the Financial Year of a
Municipality is the calendar year and the Agricultural Service Board Grant
Program Agreement states that the term means the time period for the
Program, being January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2019 and not the Provincial
Government fiscal year of April 1 until March 31;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that the funding provided by Alberta Agriculture and Forestry align with the Provincial
Government’s fiscal year of April 1 until March 31 to ensure that Rural Municipalities are able
to maintain their Extension and Education Programs while retaining professional staff.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
The 2017/2019 Agricultural Service Board Grant Program is composed of two funding
streams: the Legislative Funding Stream, which supports legislative activities, and the
Environmental Funding Stream, which supports environmental activities. The
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payment terms for both funding streams are the same, as outlined in the program
Terms and Conditions and grant agreements. The term of the current three-year
agreements are January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2019. Consequently, no changes
are being considered until the next agreement.
Agriculture and Forestry understands that grant program funding is important to
each municipality, and that a delay puts a strain on the municipality and their staff
who rely on these funds. The Department is willing to work with the Agricultural
Service Board Provincial Committee and their representatives to determine if moving
from a calendar year to a government fiscal year will prevent future funding delays.
Grade: Accept in Principle
Comments: The Committee will put this request forward when the terms of the next grant
agreement are negotiated. Funding can’t be released until after April 1st so the Committee
feels there is a need for further discussion as to whether it will make a difference to switch to
using a government fiscal year for the program. There is also concern about how the
Municipal Government Act (MGA) might influence how the grant agreements must be set
up as the MGA states that the Financial Year of a Municipality is the calendar year in
Section 269. The Committee feels that including this resolution as part of the discussion for
the 2020-2022 grant program details makes the most sense as there is opportunity to review
all aspects of the grant program to improve it at that time. The Committee appreciates this
resolution being brought forward at this time.
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RESOLUTION 2-18
APPEALS TO THE MINISTER UNDER THE WEED CONTROL ACT AND
AGRICULTURAL PESTS ACT
WHEREAS

Agricultural Fieldmen must be qualified persons, and Agricultural Appeal
Committees are appointed by each municipality and consist of individuals
with local agricultural knowledge;

WHEREAS

Pest and Weed issues need to be dealt with in a timely manner to prevent
their establishment and spread;

WHEREAS

Considering that current technology offers near instantaneous
communication, determining an appeal should be possible within a
reasonable time frame;

WHEREAS

The local appeal committee has a specific deadline of 5 days to hear and
determine appeals under the Weed Control Act and the Agricultural Pests
Act;

WHEREAS

The local municipality, as well as the landowner/occupant needs to know if
an appeal is to be confirmed, varied or rescinded to allow for proper control
decisions regarding agronomic and environmental factors;

WHEREAS

There are examples from around the Province where the Minister has taken
from 6 months to an excess of a year to hear and determine an appeal;

WHEREAS

The Minister of Agriculture and Forestry has no specific deadline to hear and
determine appeals under the Weed Control Act or Agricultural Pests Act;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry amend the Weed Control Act and the Agricultural Pests
Act and applicable Regulations to give the Minister of Agriculture and Forestry 30 days to
hear and determine appeals.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry recognizes that weeds and agricultural pests are an
important issue to the economy and environment of Alberta. The Government of
Alberta is committed to the control of weeds listed on the Alberta Weed Control
Regulation and pests listed on the Pest and Nuisance Control Regulation. Agriculture
3|Page

and Forestry supports the efforts of local municipalities in the control of regulated
weeds and agricultural pests.
Both the appeal process and the Ministerial review process are important elements
of legislative schemes of the Alberta Weed Control Act and the Alberta Agricultural
Pests Act. As such, these processes must be transparent, objective, robust and
evidence-based. Careful consideration must be given to all appeals under the
Weed Control Act and the Agricultural Pests Act due to the potential for setting
precedents that may impact the province.
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry also recognizes timing can be an important
consideration in the hearing and determination of appeals under the Weed Control
Act and the Agricultural Pests Act. We are committed to a review process that is as
timely and effective as possible, given the specific context. Consideration of appeal
timelines must be balanced with the overall purpose and structure of the legislation,
the issues at hand in any given review, and the overall priorities and timing of the
Department.
Grade: Unsatisfactory
Comments: The Committee graded this resolution as Unsatisfactory as they felt that the
response answered the resolution, but it did not meet their expectations. The Committee
discussed this issue with the Deputy Minister of Agriculture and Forestry in August and were
told that Agriculture and Forestry is currently looking at the process for the Minister to review
appeals under the Weed Control Act and Agricultural Pests Act and looking for ways to
simplify the process. The Deputy Minister requested that the Committee follow up with
department staff in two months on this issue. The Committee will continue to advocate for
this change to be made to the Acts.
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RESOLUTION 3-18
REQUIREMENT TO REPORT CERTAIN PESTS TO THE LOCAL AUTHORITY
DEFEATED AT THE 2018 ASB PROVINCIAL CONFERENCE
WHEREAS

There are examples, historically and currently where organisms designated as
Pests under the Agricultural Pests Act and Regulation have been found by
individual landowners and occupants, as well as by agronomists and private
Pest Control companies which were not reported to the local authority;

WHEREAS

It would greatly assist the local authority in being able to (per Section 6 of the
Agricultural Pests Act) “take active measures to prevent the establishment of,
or to control or destroy, pests in the municipality” if a requirement to report
the pests when found existed;

WHEREAS

There is no provision in the current Agricultural Pests Act requiring the
reporting of pests to the local authority;

WHEREAS

If not reporting a pest when found was listed as an offence it could be dealt
with per Section 23 under “Offences and Penalties”;

WHEREAS

It would be advisable to also amend Schedule 1 Part 1 of the Pest and
Nuisance Control Regulation identifying the specific pests which require
notification to the local authority;

WHEREAS

Notifying the local authority of the pests Norway Rat and any other rat
species derived from the Genus Rattus, Wild boar when at large as well as
Clubroot would improve the local authority’s ability to deal with these, and
benefit the people, agricultural industry and enhance environmental
protection of the province;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry amend the Agricultural Pests Act and applicable
Regulations to require all persons to report any instances of Norway rat, Wild boar when at
large as well as Clubroot to the local authority.
FURTHER THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry amend the Agricultural Pest Acts and applicable
Regulations making it an offence to not report the aforementioned specific pests to the
local authority.
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RESOLUTION 4-18
WEED CONTROL ON ALBERTA VACANT PUBLIC LANDS WITHIN GREEN
AREAS
WHEREAS

Weeds cause significant changes to ecosystems resulting in economic harm
to our agricultural and recreational industries;

WHEREAS

Weeds are legislated under Alberta’s Weed Control Act and seriously
threaten the viability of lands if not properly managed;

WHEREAS

Weeds are known to disrupt and potentially destroy natural habitats, putting
wildlife habitat at risk;

WHEREAS

While some invasive plant monitoring and control is occurring within Alberta
Environment and Parks managed land, it should be extended to all lands
held within ownership of the Ministry;

WHEREAS

Alberta Environment and Parks Business Plan 2017-2020 Outcome One,
commits to “work with strategic partners to conserve landscapes
representative of Alberta’s natural regions and ecosystems that protect
biodiversity and provide habitat for common, vulnerable and endangered
species”1;

WHEREAS

Alberta Environment and Parks Business Plan 2017-2020, Outcome Four, Key
Strategies 4.14 states “Develop and implement plans and programs to
anticipate and minimize impacts of catastrophic events and to protect
communities, including: a framework to address invasive species in Alberta” 2;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
Alberta Environment and Parks immediately implement a permanent program, with
adequate allocation of staff and funds for weed control on vacant public lands within
green areas as part of a comprehensive framework to address invasive species in Alberta.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Environment and Parks
I am pleased to report that Environment and Parks is looking to provide additional
resources in support of weed control efforts in the Green Area for 2018-19. We are

Business Plan 2017-2020. Alberta Environment and Parks. Page 66
http://finance.alberta.ca/publications/budget/budget2017/environment-and-parks.pdf
22 Business Plan 2017-2020. Alberta Environment and Parks. Page 71
http://finance.alberta.ca/publications/budget/budget2017/environment-and-parks.pdf
1
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very aware that weeds can cause significant impacts to both the environment and
the economy if they are not adequately controlled.
In the interim, Environment and Parks will continue to work in partnership with
municipalities in the White Area to fund high-priority weed control projects on vacant
public lands, as well as the bed and shore of water bodies. These projects include
monitoring, spraying, biocontrol and hand-picking activities designed to eradicate
or control site-specific infestations on public land. If the municipality is not willing the
partner with Environment and Parks, the department contracts third-party licensed
contractors, which generally results in higher weed control costs and involved
additional department staff time, ultimately reducing the size of area the
department can complete weed control on.
Grade: Incomplete
Comments: The Committee graded this resolution Incomplete as the response did not
address the development of a comprehensive framework for weed control in green areas
or allocation of staff. A letter has been sent to Environment and Parks requesting additional
information regarding staff and how a new framework would work. No response has been
received to date.
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RESOLUTION 5-18
WILDLIFE PREDATOR COMPENSATION PROGRAM ENHANCEMENT
WHEREAS

Predation by carnivores and birds of prey continues to be a problem for
ranchers and agriculture producers;

WHEREAS

Many Municipalities have submitted multiple resolutions in this regard for
these same problems;

WHEREAS

To maintain the credibility of the program, livestock losses must be confirmed
by Fish and Wildlife Officers, as killed or injured by predators;

WHEREAS

The protection of life and property is a priority for the provincial government,
which means providing a response to reports of problem wildlife, may
sometimes shift the efforts of Fish and Wildlife Officers away from the predator
control mandate;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that the Ministers of Environment and Parks, Justice and Solicitor General, and all other
relevant government ministries implement an enhanced Predator Compensation Program
that could utilize trained Municipal Problem Wildlife staff to assist in the confirmation of
livestock loss, both livestock death and livestock injury in a timely and prompt manner.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
To maintain the credibility of the program, livestock losses must be confirmed by Fish
and Wildlife Officers as killed or injured by predators. The protection of life and
property is a priority for our government, which means providing a response to
reports of problem wildlife may sometimes shift the efforts of Fish and Wildlife Officers
away from the predator control mandate.
Alberta Environment and Parks
I am also pleased to report that additional resources and tools to assist ranchers in
reporting suspected predation cases will be rolled out in 2018. Currently,
Environment and Parks, and Justice and Solicitor General are reviewing public
services related to nuisance wildlife, including the delivery elements of the Wildlife
Predator Compensation Program. Any significant changes to the services will involve
stakeholder engagement and consultation.
On an annual basis, department staff evaluate the field investigative response times
for the Wildlife Predator Compensation Program. Only on rare occasions do
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response times exceed the operating protocols, and measures are taken to ensure
that the livestock owner is not denied compensation due to any delay in response.
To maintain the credibility of the program, livestock losses must be confirmed by Fish
and Wildlife as killed or injured by predators.
Ultimately, most municipalities in Alberta do not experience a significant number of
cases of predation on livestock by eligible predators (the annual provincial total is
around 300-400 investigations). Supplemental investigative staff, such as seasonal
problem wildlife technicians, are stationed in those municipalities which receive the
highest number of predation occurrences on an annual basis.
Alberta Justice and Solicitor General
Alberta Justice and Solicitor General’s response was included with the response from
Alberta Environment and Parks.
Grade: Accept in Principle
Comments: The Committee graded this response as Accept in Principle as they will
continue to follow this resolution to see what additional resources and tools Alberta
Environment provides to farmers and ranchers in 2018 regarding predation investigations.
The response indicated that the program is under review and that there will be stakeholder
engagement and consultation. The Committee is preparing to be part of the consultation
process and will notify all ASBs when the consultation starts.
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RESOLUTION 6-18
REVIEW OF AGRICULTURE FINANCIAL SERVICES CORPORATION (AFSC)
CROP INSURANCE PROGRAM
WHEREAS

Drought conditions in 2015 resulted in many farmers needing to harvest crops
for feed, but AFSC was unable to complete adjustments in time to salvage
quality feed;

WHEREAS

2016 and 2017 had severe weather events which prevented Alberta crop
producers from being able to harvest and seed their crops;

WHEREAS

Agriculture Financial Services Corporation (AFSC) reported that 960,000 acres
of cropland were snowed under and unharvested in 2016 and further
excessive precipitation in spring left 618,000 acres of cropland unseeded in
2017;

WHEREAS

Assessments of crop harvest of 2015 and 2016 demonstrated that the current
AFSC Crop Insurance process of harvest inspections is not working effectively;

WHEREAS

AFSC Crop insurance payments are not covering producer costs of
production;

WHEREAS

AFSC Crop insurance premiums are unaffordable relative to the returns
available through insurance;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that Alberta Agriculture and Forestry (AF) and AFSC work collaboratively to review and
revamp AFSC’s Annual Crop Production Insurance products and processes.
FURTHER THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that AF and AFSC review procedures for conducting assessments for severe weather events
to expedite claims processing.
FURTHER THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that AF and AFSC annually review production costs and unseeded acreage benefits to
align with current production costs.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
The crop insurance program delivered by AFSC is reviewed internally through
producer consultations on an annual basis to ensure the program design and
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delivery remain relevant to both producers and government. Crop insurance is a
production guarantee where the yield coverage is based on an individual’s yield
history. This yield coverage is then multiplied by a spring insurance price to establish
“dollar coverage”. This amount will vary depending on commodity prices and input
costs.
Premium rates are based on actuarially sound methods designed to ensure that the
program breaks even over a 25-year time horizon. Premium rates are cost shared
between producers, the federal government, and the Government of Alberta. It is
also important to recognize that both levels of government pay for all the
administrative costs of delivering crop insurance.
Crop insurance should not be evaluated on the basis of a return on investments, but
rather a way to transfer some of the risk associated with crop production in Alberta.
Agriculture Financial Services Corporation
The crop insurance program delivered by AFSC is reviewed internally through producer
consultations on an annual basis to ensure the program design and delivery remain
relevant to both producers and government. In addition, every five years the program is
also reviewed nationally as part of the discussions leading up to the
Federal/Provincial/Territorial Agriculture Policy Framework. The most recent framework,
the Canadian Agricultural Partnership (CAP) takes effect on April 1, 2018. In the
preamble to your resolution you refer to some situations that you feel warrant review,
specifically:
• The ability to conduct claims in a timely manner;
• The programs response to the extreme moisture conditions in parts of the
province in 2016 and 2017;
• The relationship between costs of production and insurance coverage; and
• The cost of crop insurance relative to expected returns.
I will address these concerns in the order they were raised:
Firstly, AFSC has processes in place to ensure that insured producers are able to do
whatever they feel is appropriate with their crops. Producers who would like to put their
crop up for feed, or any other alternate use, are required to contact their local AFSC
office. Once they have contacted the office an Adjuster will be assigned to conduct a
pre-harvest inspection to assess the yield of the crop. Once this has occurred, the crop
is released and the producer is free to put the crop to an alternate use. If the volume of
claims is high and AFSC is not able to get an adjuster to the farm within a reasonable
amount of time, producers can leave representative strips which can be used to assess
the yield.
In the fall of 2016 and the winter of 2017, there was a concern expressed by producers
that AFSC would delay producers from being able to conduct their spring harvest and
subsequent seeding operations. AFSC responded by developing expedited adjusting
procedures and communicating with producers through public meetings, media and
regular conference calls with representatives of all the primary commodity groups.
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These expedited procedures were effective in working through claims quickly without
unduly delaying harvest and seeding operations.
There was also a concern that the coverage available under crop insurance does not
cover the costs of production. As you are aware, crop insurance is a production
guarantee where the yield coverage is based on an individual’s yield history. This yield
coverage is then multiplied by a spring insurance price to establish “dollar coverage”.
When we compare the 2015 AF AgriProfit$ direct expenses for the four major crops to
the average coverage on dryland, we find that in crop insurance coverage exceeded
direct expenses by 11 percent. This amount will vary depending on commodity prices
and input costs.
The last concern mentioned was crop insurance premiums are unaffordable relative to
returns. Alberta has experienced generally good growing conditions recently and as a
result premiums have been coming down with a further provincial reduction coming in
2018. Premium rates are based on actuarially sound methods designed to ensure that
the program breaks even over a 25 year time horizon. Also, premium rates are cost
shared between producers, the federal government and the Government of Alberta
with producers paying between 35 percent and 50 per cent of the cost depending on
the coverage level elected. It is also important to recognize that both levels of
government pay for all the administrative costs of delivering crop insurance. Crop
insurance should not be evaluated on the basis of a return on investment but rather a
way to transfer some of the risk associated with crop production in Alberta.
AFSC believes the programs are relevant and effective based on input from producers;
however, there are always opportunities for improvement and we would welcome an
opportunity to sit down and discuss these opportunities with your organization.
Grade: Unsatisfactory
Comments: The Committee graded this resolution as Unsatisfactory as they felt the
responses technically answered the resolution, but it did not meet their expectations. The
Committee feels that there are still problems with the current system and is working on
arranging a meeting with AFSC to discuss this resolution in more detail and advocate for
additional changes to how claims are assessed and processed.
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RESOLUTION 7-18
CROP INSURANCE FOR ALBERTA FRUIT PRODUCERS
WHEREAS

The local food movement is growing in Alberta and local producers are
marketing fruit directly to consumers through u-pick operations, farmers
markets and community supported agriculture;

WHEREAS

The Agriculture Financial Services Corporation (AFSC) does not at this time
provide crop insurance for fruit production (multiple year crops in Alberta);

WHEREAS

Fruit production in Alberta is subject to the same climate issues as annual
crops;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that Agriculture Financial Services Corporation (AFSC) review its AgriInsurance Products list
and consider providing crop insurance coverage for fruit producers in Alberta including
saskatoons, haskap, strawberries, raspberries, sour cherries, currants and other fruit and
change their AgriInsurance Products listing to include multi-year or long-term crops.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
AFSC is willing to work with any producer organization to develop risk management
products for any commodity, including fruit. There are, however, some data
requirements that need to be met to allow AFSC to establish coverages and
premium rates.
AFSC is willing to meet with the group representing fruit growers to assess the
feasibility of developing an insurance program for the fruit sector.
Agriculture Financial Services Corporation
AFSC is willing to work with any producer organization to develop risk management
products for any commodity including fruit. There are, however, some data
requirements that need to be met to allow us to establish coverages and premium
rates. We would suggest that a meeting be arranged between the group
representing fruit growers and AFSC to assess the feasibility of developing an
insurance program for the fruit sector.

Grade: Accept the Response
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Comments: The Committee is pleased that AFSC has indicated that they will work with Fruit
Growers to create a program to meet their needs. The Committee will assist Fruit Growers to
arrange a meeting with AFSC to start development of an insurance program to meet the
needs of the fruit sector.
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RESOLUTION 8-18
INCREASING LIMITS FOR FARM DIRECT MARKETING OF CHICKENS FOR
ALL FARM DIRECT PRODUCERS
DEFEATED AT THE 2018 ASB PROVINCIAL CONFERENCE
WHEREAS

The local food movement is growing in Alberta and local producers are
marketing directly to consumers through famers’ markets, on-farm stores,
community supported agriculture programs, etc. with locally grown fruits,
vegetables, and proteins;

WHEREAS

There needs to be fairness for all farm direct marketers for selling local food
directly to consumers;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that the Alberta Chicken Producers allow non-communal groups to produce, market, and
consume up to 6,000 chickens in a calendar year.
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RESOLUTION 9-18
FARM DIRECT MARKETING OF EGGS AND PRODUCTS USING EGGS

WHEREAS

The local food movement is growing in Alberta and local producers are
marketing protein and baked goods directly to consumers through u-pick
operations, farmers’ markets and community supported agriculture;

WHEREAS

Uninspected eggs cannot be used to produce processed products such as
pickled eggs or baked goods that will be sold at any marketing venue
including farmers markets’ but uninspected, whole eggs can be sold directly
to consumers for their own personal use as long as it is the farmer selling their
own eggs;

WHEREAS

Egg Farmers of Alberta Marketing Regulation allows only the ownership of
300 hens for farm direct marketers;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that the Egg Farmers of Alberta review its Poultry and Poultry Products Regulations to allow
farm direct marketers to use their own uninspected eggs in their processed products
provided these products are sold direct to the end consumer and that the farm direct
marketer follow standard food safety handling procedures.
FURTHER THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
that Egg Farmers of Alberta review its Poultry and Poultry Products Regulations to allow farm
direct marketers to increase the ownership from 300 hens to 600 hens.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
The Purchase and Sale of Eggs and Processed Egg Regulation states that
uninspected eggs can be sold direct from the producer to the end consumer for
their own or household consumption. The sale of uninspected eggs can occur in
any location and not just through Alberta approved farmers’ markets.
All commercial food establishments, with the exception of Alberta approved
farmers’ markets, must obtain their food from approved sources that are subject to
inspection as per Part 2, Section 23, of the Alberta Food Regulation. Uninspected
eggs are not expressly prohibited as an ingredient at Alberta approved farmers’
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markets as per Part 3 of the Alberta Food Regulation. The Alberta Food Regulation is
under review by Alberta Health.
If the Purchase and Sale of Eggs and Processed Egg Regulation were amended to
allow producers to use their own uninspected eggs in their processed food products
destined for sale to end consumers, these products would only be allowed to be
offered for sale at Alberta approved farmers’ markets.
Explore Local, the Department’s New Venture Specialists, and the Alberta Approved
Farmers’ Market Program can assist with communication if changes are
implemented.
Egg Farmers of Alberta
The Egg Farmers of Alberta Board of Directors (EFA) has reviewed the Agricultural
Service Board (ASB) Resolution 9: Farm Direct Marketing of Eggs and Products Using
Eggs, and has reached the following conclusions.
With regards to the first point, concerning the use of uninspected eggs for
processing, the ASB will need to consult with the Government of Alberta, since this
item falls under the Purchase and Sale of Eggs and Processed Egg Regulation. EFA
does not have jurisdiction over this regulation.
With regards to the second point, concerning the number of laying hens allowed to
be owned by unregulated producers, EFA has decided to maintain the current limit
of 300 hens. Alberta is proud to provide the broadest access for unregulated
producers anywhere in Canada, having the highest allowance (less than 300 laying
hens) without any caps or other special rules. Other provinces have limits as low as
99 hens, while some provinces allow up to 500 hens for a very limited number of
people drawn at random each year.
The intention of the regulation is to balance the management of the provincial egg
industry with the ability for individuals to produce food for personal consumption.
The regulations were not designed to provide an opportunity to commercialize
hobby farming. If an individual wants to raise more hens for commercial purposes,
then they are encouraged to take the necessary steps to become a registered egg
farmer and join the Alberta egg industry, which includes: holding quota, adhering to
mandatory guidelines such as the national Animal Care Program and the national
food safety program Start Clean – Stay Clean TM.
Our staff would be happy to answer any questions regarding joining Egg Farmers of
Alberta.
Grade: Accept the Response
Comments: The Committee felt that the responses answered the resolution and no further
follow up is needed.
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RESOLUTION 10-18
PROPOSED FEDERAL TAX CHANGES
WHEREAS

On July 18, 2017, the Department of Finance Canada began consultation with
Canadians on “Tax Planning Using Private Corporations”;

WHEREAS

The “Tax Planning Using Private Corporations” consultation period was only
from July 18, 2017 to October 2, 2017 which did not allow farmers an adequate
opportunity to consult with financial professionals and provide informed input
into the consultation;

WHEREAS

In October 2017, Honourable Minister Morneau announced certain changes to
the initial proposal but no details of changes have been released;

WHEREAS

The “Tax Planning Using Private Corporations” document proposes significant
changes to Lifetime Capital Gains Deduction, Income Sprinkling and other
rules related to corporations and trusts that will have significant impact on
family farms and other rural businesses;

WHEREAS

The proposed changes threaten the viability of farmers and their family farms
and have potential implications for the amount of tax farmers pay and could
penalize farmers for trying to keep family farms within the family by establishing
farm corporations;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARD REQUEST
That Alberta Agriculture and Forestry and the Premier of Alberta advocate for the Family Farm
and small businesses of Alberta to revoke the proposed tax changes in the “Tax Planning
Using Private Corporations” document released by Department of Finance Canada on July
18, 2017.
STATUS: Provincial
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
The Department of Finance Canada released the “Proposed Tax Changes for
Private Corporations”, which address three tax practices, including Income
Sprinkling, Passive Investment Income, and Capital Gains. These changes were
released to the public on July 18, 2017, with a 75-day consultation period. The
federal Department of Finance has primary jurisdiction over implementing tax policy
changes, as it is responsible for the administration and enforcement of the Canadian
Income Tax Act.
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With respect to the proposed federal tax changes, Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
shares concerns similar to those expressed by the Agriculture Service Board and
other industry stakeholders. To date, over 21,000 individual responses from across
Canada have been submitted to the federal Department of Finance on their impact
to Canadian Businesses.
Specifically for farm families, a series of announcements were made from October
16 to 19, 2017, indicating that the federal government would not proceed with the
measures that restricted the lifetime capital gains exemption on the sale of business
shares by non-active shareholder, not on the measure that would restrict the use of
the lifetime capital gains exemption when selling shares to a family members. The
federal Department of Finance also stated that they will decrease the Small Business
Tax Rate to ten per cent in 2018 and nine percent in 2019.
As of December 13, 2017, the federal Department of Finance released an updated
provision to the Tax on Split Income proposals to lessen the impact to Canadian
businesses. The other proposed changes are expected to be released in the federal
budget on February 27, 2018.
Many individual farms, farm advisors, and producer organizations have submitted
responses directly to the federal Department of Finance on the impact to their
businesses. We encourage farms and farm organizations to stay involved in the
release of future proposed legislation, and to actively seek professional advice on
the impact to their farm businesses.
Premier of Alberta
Response is included in the response from Alberta Agriculture and Forestry.
Grade: Accept the Response
Comments: The Department of Finance Canada announced that they would not be
making several of the changes proposed in the “Proposed Tax Changes for Private
Corporations” document. Many of the proposed changes were reversed based on the
input from the consultation. The Committee encourages all ASBs to continue to be aware
and involved with this issue.

19 | P a g e

RESOLUTION 11-18
ORGANIC FOOD TESTING AND LABELING
WHEREAS

The organic food industry food stuffs are generally sold at a significant
premium to conventional food stuffs;

WHEREAS

Consumers rely on the labeling and testing of products to make their
purchasing decisions and some labeling is inadequate or misleading to the
consumer;

WHEREAS

Consumers, Organic Producers, and Conventional Producers are being
cheated by false advertising of products and sales gimmicks;

WHEREAS

Canada Organic has established standards, certification and verification
processes to ensure that products labelled with the Canada Organic product
comply with current Canadian legislation for organic products and the
Canada Organic Regime;

WHEREAS

Many organic products are not labelled with the Canada Organic label,
therefore, there is no oversight to determine if these products meet the
requirements of current Canadian legislation for organic standards;

WHEREAS

Organic Standards allowing a product to be labeled organic when the
product is 95% organic, and less than 95% naming it “organic ingredients” is
misleading to the consumer;

WHEREAS

Produce at Farmers Markets has been sold as organic that do not meet
organic standards;

WHEREAS

The organic industry, true organic producers and conventional producers
need to be protected from the misleading labeling and false organic claims;

WHEREAS

Testing by CFIA needs to be increased, available and concise to inform
consumers throughout Canada as to what they are receiving when they
purchase a product labeled Organic;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARD REQUEST
That Alberta Agriculture and Forestry advocate for clear and concise labeling and testing
of products claiming organic authenticity.
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FURTHER THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
That testing by CFIA is increased to assure all products sold in Canada with organic claims
are relevant.
Status: Provincial, Federal
RESPONSE
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry
The federal Organic Product Regulation (OPR) is referred to as the Canadian
Organic Standard. Organic certification is now mandatory and federally regulated.
It regulates all food and feed products that move across a provincial or federal
border. Certification is the best guarantee for consumers to verify the organic
integrity of a product from field to fork, even for those who know the farmer and
farmer’s production practices.
The Canadian Organic Regime (COR) applies to all organic products that cross a
border and/or carry the Canadian Organic Logo. This applies to international and
interprovincial trade, but it does not apply to intra-provincial trade (products made
and sold in Alberta). The COR certifies that products making the organic claim have
met the Canadian Organic Standard, and followed the certification process,
including the third party audit by an accredited certifying body. The COR does not
require product testing. The assurance that products sold with organic claims comes
from the certification process.
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry is currently working on the intra-provincial gap
through the development of a Local Food Act. This act intends to endorse the
national standard into the province, and stop the selling of mislabeled organic
products.
Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA)
As you know, the Organic Products Regulations apply to intra-provincially sold
products bearing the Canada organic logo, as well as all products sold interprovincially and internationally.
The CFIA investigates all allegations of false and misleading labelling and takes
enforcement action if evidence of deception is found. This includes false organic
claims. It also follows up on complaints receives from consumers—by inspecting the
product and/or label—using a risk based approach. Random inspections are
conducted for monitoring purposes, while targeted inspections focus on areas
where non-compliance is suspected. This would include verifying that a product is
certified when it should be.
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The CFIA routinely tests products with organic claims for potential contamination.
Industry adherence to regulations has generally tested at better than 95%. CFIA
local offices receive complaints about food products that are believed to violate
regulatory requirements. Inspectors investigate these complaints based on
inspection and compliance principles. Local CFIA offices can be found at
www.inspection.gc.ca/about-the-cfia/offices/eng/1313255382836/1313256130232.
The CFIA understands that some provinces are in the process of establishing
provincial organic regulations that would apply intra-provincially and we encourage
you to work with the provinces to establish these regulations.
Grade: Accept in Principle
Comments: This response was graded as Accept in Principle as Agriculture and Forestry
indicated that a new Act was being developed to address this issue. The Committee will
continue to work with Agriculture and Forestry to be part of the consultation process and
will notify ASBs when the consultation starts. The Committee will use this process to
advocate for changes to be made to improve certification for organic products.
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RESOLUTION 12-18
CHEMICAL CONTROL OF WIREWORMS
DEFEATED AT 2018 ASB PROVINCIAL CONFERENCE
WHEREAS

The immitigable destruction of crops by wireworms in southern Alberta has
increasingly become an unmanageable issue;

WHEREAS

The Government of Canada ended the use of LINDANE as a pesticide in
December of 2004;

WHEREAS

There currently does not exist an effective chemical application to mitigate
the crop damage induced by wireworms;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED
THAT ALBERTA’S AGRICULTURAL SERVICE BOARDS REQUEST
That the previously registered pesticide known as LINDANE be again allowed for controlled
treatment by certified Seed Cleaning Plants regarding seed which they have actually
cleaned for specified cereal grains and which may only be planted for the restricted use of
livestock feed, with sufficient oversight and accountability of the grower to prevent any
crops produced from such LINDANE treated seed to be directly consumed by humans or to
be sown year after year on the same field.
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Update on Previous
Years’ Resolutions

Vegetation Management on Alberta Provincial Highways
Related Resolutions:
• 1-17: Vegetation Management on Alberta Provincial Highways
o Grade: Accept in Principle
• 1-16: Proactive Vegetation Management on Alberta Provincial Highways
o Grade: Unsatisfactory
Resolutions 1-17 and 1-16 updates are provided together as these two resolutions are similar.
The Committee has no further updates to provide as it is waiting for a response from Alberta
Transportation. Additional information will be reported at the 2019 ASB Provincial
Conference as it become available.

2-17: Ensuring Competition for Seed and Crop Protection Products
Grade: Incomplete
This resolution asked for the proposed merger of Bayer and Monsanto to be prevented due
to concerns over loss of competition. The original response recommended the resolution be
sent to the Competition Bureau of Canada so the resolution in its’ entirety was forwarded to
the Competition Bureau. The Committee did not receive a reply to this resolution from the
Competition Bureau. The Committee monitored the progress of the merger as it went
through the European Union, United States and Canadian organizations tasked with
reviewing the merger for competition. The merger was approved by all organizations
involved with conditions that Bayer divest assets.
The Competition Bureau of Canada announced their decision in May 2018 shortly after the
United States decision to allow the merger to proceed. The Competition Bureau
announced that they had entered into a consent agreement with Bayer to acquire
Monsanto. The agreement required Bayer to divest several of its’ assets to complete the
merger of the two companies as the Competition Bureau found “that the proposed
transaction was likely to substantially lessen and prevent competition in Canada with
respect to the supply of canola seeds and traits, soybean seeds and traits, nematicidal
seed treatments and carrot seeds.” (Competition Bureau Position Statement). Details of the
divestiture may be found in the Competition Bureau Position Statement found in the
Appendix. Bayer’s proposal that BASF purchase the divestiture assets is still under review by
the Competition Bureau and is required to be approved by the Competition Bureau
Commissioner before the merger is finalized.
The Committee recommends that the grade on this resolution be changed to “Accept the
Response” to acknowledge the Competition Bureau’s decision on the merger.
Additional information on the Bayer-Monsanto merger may be found at:
•
•
•
•
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http://www.competitionbureau.gc.ca/eic/site/cb-bc.nsf/eng/04374.html
https://www.realagriculture.com/2018/05/bayer-monsanto-deal-receivesgreen-light-from-canadas-competition-bureau/
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/business/article-competition-bureauasks-bayer-to-divest-some-canadian-assets-to-win/
https://www.ctvnews.ca/business/competition-bureau-asks-bayer-to-divestassets-to-win-monsanto-deal-approval-1.3951780

•

http://www.mondaq.com/canada/x/718052/Antitrust+Competition/Bayer+Su
ccessfully+Obtains+Approval+From+Canadian+Competition+Bureau+For+Hig
hly+Anticipated+Acquisition+Of+Monsanto

3-17: Incorporating Agriculture and Agri-Food Education in the Classroom
Grade: Incomplete
The Committee recommends maintaining the grade as Incomplete for this resolution as
they have not had an opportunity to discuss it directly with the Minister of Education. The
Committee has reviewed the draft version of the K-4 Curriculum posted on the Alberta
Education website and sees linkages where teachers could use agriculture examples with
their students but there is no defined requirement that the curriculum include agriculture as
a component.
The Committee is pleased to see that there have been more tools made available to
teachers to assist them with incorporating agricultural information into their classes through
organizations such as Ag for Life and Agriculture in the Classroom Canada. The Committee
hopes that more teachers will use these resources to incorporate agriculture education into
the classroom. The Committee also appreciates Alberta Agriculture and Forestry and
Alberta Education’s support of the Green Certificate program through funding and
creation of new programs. Alberta Agriculture and Forestry has committed $400,000
annually to cover course fees for students enrolled in the program and Alberta Education
has been working on new courses, such as poultry technician, for students to explore career
options in agriculture.
More information about the resources available to teachers can be found at:
•
•

http://agricultureforlife.ca/
https://aitc-canada.ca/en-ca/

The Committee is continuing to seek a meeting with the Minister of Education to discuss this
resolution.

E3-17: Eradication of Bovine Tuberculosis and Brucellosis Prevalent in Bison
Within and Surrounding Wood Buffalo National Park
Grade: Unsatisfactory
This resolution requested that all bison infected with bovine tuberculosis and brucellosis be
eradicated from within and surrounding Wood Buffalo National Park. The response
indicated that the federal government was working on a strategy for managing wood bison
in Wood Buffalo National Park. This strategy has been completed and was posted on the
Species at Risk Public Registry on August 28, 2018. The strategy primarily focuses on how to
increase the population of Wood Bison, which are listed as a species of “Special Concern”
under the Species at Risk Act (SARA). A species of “Special Concern” is one that may
become threatened or endangered due to a combination of biological characteristics and
identified threats. Bovine tuberculosis and brucellosis are identified as a threat to the
recovery of this species and are addressed as part of the recovery strategy. Actions
outlined in the recovery strategy are to be implemented by 2022.
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The section of the recovery plan focusing on the diseased population of wood bison is
included in the appendix for review. The recovery strategy is posted online at:
http://www.registrelep.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/plans/Rs-WoodBison-v00-2018Aug-Eng.pdf.
Alberta Environment and Parks works with Parks Canada and recognizes the threat that
diseased wood bison pose to domestic livestock. Alberta Environment and Parks, under the
scope of the National Recovery Strategy for Wood Bison in Canada, has a monitoring
program for diseased bison in Wood Buffalo National Park. The 2015-2016 Progress report
was released in June 2017 and is available online at:
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/7647529e-0291-4343-ad2bd4264e110d57/resource/dc78e55f-6ccb-4d49-9cbba63229d07131/download/managingbisondiseasewoodbuffalo-jul-2017.pdf

2-16: Reinstate Provincial Funding for the Canada and Alberta Bovine
Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) Surveillance Program
Grade: Unsatisfactory
The Committee has discussed this resolution with the Minister on several occasions. There is
currently no intent to reinstate provincial funding for the BSE Surveillance Program.
Producers may be reimbursed up to $75 from Canada Food Inspection Agency if certain
program conditions are met.
More information about the Canada-Alberta BSE Surveillance Program can be found on
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry’s website at:
https://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/cpv8104

3-16: Agricultural Plastics Recycling
Grade: Accept in Principle
The Committee is pleased with progress that has been made since the establishment of the
Agricultural Plastics Recycling Group (APRG) in 2016. Consultation with stakeholders has
been completed and discussions have started to form policy recommendations to present
to the Government of Alberta. APRG is advocating for development of an agricultural
plastics recycling program similar to the Province of Saskatchewan’s and is using the
resolutions passed in 2016 from ASBs and Rural Municipalities of Alberta to show there is
support for this type of program. The 2018 Whitepaper outlining their activities and
proposals is found in the appendix. More information may also be found on their website
at: http://albertaplasticsrecycling.com/resources-education/agricultural-plastics/

5-16: Climate Stations
Grade: Accept in Principle
There are no additional updates for this resolution.
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6-16: Compensation for Coyote Depredation
Grade: Accept in Principle
The Committee has not had an opportunity to discuss this resolution with the Minister of
Environment and Parks and has no additional information to provide ASB members with at
this time. The Committee continues to seek a meeting with the Minister to discuss this
resolution.

8-16: Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Grade: Accept in Principle
The Committee has had preliminary discussions with AAAF and RMA about initiating a series
of round table discussions with Agriculture and Forestry, Environment and Parks and federal
ministries regarding SARA. The Committee will discuss this further with RMA at their next
meeting.

E1-16: Bill 6: Enhanced Protection of Farm and Ranch Workers
Grade: Accept in Principle
Consultation on Bill 6 has been completed and the Committee was selected to participate
in the discussions regarding regulations for Bill 6. The Committee feels that no further action
is required for this resolution.
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2018 Expiring Resolutions
The Provincial Rules of Procedure state in section 3(10) that the Provincial ASB Committee
will actively advocate for resolutions for a period of five years. Any expiring resolutions that
an ASB wishes to remain active must be brought forward for approval at the next Provincial
ASB Conference.
The following resolutions are set to expire in 2018:
Resolution
Number
2-14
E1-14

Resolution Name
Wildlife Damage Compensation Program
Licensing of Glyphosate Tolerant Wheat in
Canada

Grade
Accept in
Principle
Unsatisfactory

Updates on Expiring Resolutions
Resolution 2-14
Wildlife damage continues to be an ongoing issue for ASBs. New resolutions have been
passed that relate to resolution 2-14 and the Committee will continue to advocate for
changes to be made to the Wildlife Damage Compensation Program

Resolution E1-14
Glyphosate tolerant wheat is currently not registered in Canada or any other country for
commercial production and no company has sought commercialization for this product to
date.
Glyphosate tolerant wheat was discovered in Alberta in 2017 and reported to CFIA in
January 2018. CFIA investigated and confirmed that the wheat was genetically modified
(GM) to be herbicide tolerant and worked to determine the origin and extent of the GM
wheat plants. CFIA concluded that the GM wheat plants are isolated and not present
other than where it was discovered.
Information regarding CFIA’s investigation is found in the Appendix.
The complete report can be found online at: http://www.inspection.gc.ca/plants/plantswith-novel-traits/general-public/wheat-detection-2018/incidentreport/eng/1528490127607/1528490159708
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Current Advocacy Efforts
Resolution
Number

Resolution Name

1-15

Adapt Crop Insurance to Protect Clubroot Tolerant Varieties

2-15

Pest Control Act - Clubroot

3-15

5-15

Standardized Clubroot Inspection Procedure
Additional Funding for Municipalities dealing with Prohibited
Noxious Weeds that come from Outside the Province of
Alberta
Maintaining Canada Thistle (Cirsium arvense) as a Noxious
Weed under the Alberta Weed Control Act and Regulation

8-15

Monitor Ergot Levels in Livestock Feeds

9-15

Elk Quota Hunt

10-15
12-15

Alberta Fish and Wildlife Officer availability
Agriculture Plastics Recycling

14-15

Management of Farm and Agricultural Leases

15-15

Farm Property Assessment

E1-15

2-16

Fusarium Graminearum Management Plan
Proactive Vegetation Management on Alberta Provincial
Highways
Reinstate Provincial Funding for the Canada and Alberta
Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) Surveillance
Program

3-16

Agricultural Plastics Recycling

5-16

Climate Stations

6-16

Compensation for Coyote Depredation

8-16

Species at Risk Act (SARA)

E1-16

Bill 6: Enhanced Protection for Farm and Ranch Workers

1-17
2-17

Vegetation Management on Alberta Provincial Highways
Ensuring Competition for Seed and Crop Protection Products

4-15

1-16
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Grade
Unsatisfactory
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Unsatisfactory
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Unsatisfactory

Unsatisfactory
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle
Incomplete

3-17
E3-17
1-18
2-18
4-18
5-18

Incorporating Agriculture and Agri-Food Education in the
Classroom
Eradication of Bovine Tuberculosis and Brucellosis Prevalent in
Bison Within and Surrounding Wood Buffalo National Park
Environmental Stream Funding of the Agricultural Service
Board Grant
Appeals to the Minister Under the Weed Control Act and
Agricultural Pests Act
Weed Control on Alberta Vacant Public Lands Within Green
Areas

6-18

Wildlife Predator Compensation Program Enhancement
Review of Agriculture Financial Services Corporation (AFSC)
Crop Insurance Program

9-18

Farm Direct Marketing of Eggs and Products Using Eggs

11-18

Organic Food Testing and Labeling
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Incomplete
Unsatisfactory
Accept in
Principle
Unsatisfactory
Incomplete
Accept in
Principle
Unsatisfactory
Accept in
Principle
Accept in
Principle

APPENDIX

Resolution 2-17
Competition Bureau statement regarding Bayer AG’s acquisition of
Monsanto Company
On May 30, 2018, the Commissioner of Competition (the Commissioner) entered into a consent
agreement with Bayer AG (Bayer) related to Bayer's proposed acquisition of Monsanto Company
(Monsanto). This consent agreement is necessary to remedy the likely substantial lessening and
prevention of competition that would have resulted from the transaction. The agreement represents the
conclusion of an extensive review by the Bureau that assessed the likely impact of Bayer's proposed
acquisition of Monsanto across a range of inputs to agricultural production including: canola, corn,
soybean and wheat seeds and traits; seed treatments and agricultural biologicals; vegetable seeds; and
digital agriculture products. Furthermore, the Bureau also closely analyzed the likely conglomerate effects
of the proposed transaction resulting from the combination of the broad product portfolios and
sophisticated R&D capabilities of the merging parties.
The consent agreement entered into with Bayer addresses the Commissioner's finding that the proposed
transaction was likely to substantially lessen and prevent competition in Canada with respect to the
supply of canola seeds and traits, soybean seeds and traits, nematicidal seed treatments, and carrot
seeds. The Bureau is also satisfied that the scope of the remedy package is sufficiently broad in terms of
both products and R&D assets to address the concerns of certain stakeholders that Bayer and Monsanto
would have been able to leverage the combined strength of their organizations to the detriment of
competition.
In carrying out its investigation the Bureau consulted extensively with, and obtained information from, a
wide range of stakeholders including growers, grower organizations, competitors and government
departments. It also relied heavily on the analysis of documents and data obtained from the parties and
third parties. The Bureau worked in cooperation with its international enforcement partners including the
United States Department of Justice and the European Commission Directorate General for Competition.
Given the expansive nature of the Bureau's investigations this position statement will not cover all aspects
of the Bureau's analysis but will rather focus on the market that was the Bureau's primary area of
attention: the supply of canola seeds and traits.

The Parties and the Proposed Transaction
Bayer is a publicly-traded global pharmaceutical, consumer health, animal health and crop science
company headquartered in Leverkusen, Germany. Monsanto is a publicly-traded global provider of
agricultural products headquartered in St. Louis, Missouri.
On September 14, 2016, Bayer and Monsanto signed a definitive agreement under which Bayer
proposed to acquire Monsanto for $128 USD per share. The offer price valued Monsanto at $66 billion
USD.

Canola in Canada
Canola is a crop of strategic importance to the Canadian economy and is grown on over 20 million acres
of Canadian land. Due to increasing demand as a vegetable oil, high-protein animal feed and biofuel
feedstock, canola has, since 2015, surpassed wheat as Canada's highest acreage crop, and according to
a 2016 report commissioned by the Canola Council of Canada contributes $26.7 billion to the Canadian
economy. It is an export to key trading partners such as the United States, Mexico, China, Japan, India
and the European Union.
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Canola seeds are supplied by seed companies that invest heavily in modern breeding techniques to
develop varieties that are able to deliver higher yields, improved drought and disease resistance, and
better structural properties to facilitate harvesting. Bayer, Monsanto and Corteva Agriscience are the
three leading firms in the supply of canola seeds in Canada. Other firms supplying canola seeds include
Brett Young, Canterra, Cargill and Nutrien.
In the pursuit of increased yields, certain agricultural companies have also developed herbicide tolerance
traits for canola—specific modifications to the genetic structure of the canola plant that render it tolerant
to the application of a particular herbicide. The fundamental design principle behind such traits is to
provide the canola plant with resistance to a herbicide that will kill all vegetation but for the canola plant
itself. These herbicide tolerance traits are introduced into canola through either genetic modification or
mutation and allow growers to spray their canola crop with a particular herbicide for systematic weed
control throughout the growing season.
Since 1995, nearly all canola varieties sold in Canada have contained one of three herbicide
tolerance traits:
1. Bayer's LibertyLink trait which is contained in all canola varieties sold by Bayer and which confers
tolerance to the active ingredient glufosinate ammonium;

2. Monsanto's Roundup Ready trait which confers tolerance to the active ingredient glyphosate and
which Monsanto uses in all its own canola varieties but also broadly licenses to competitors
including Corteva Agriscience, Brett Young, Canterra and Nutrien; and
3. BASF's Clearfield trait which is contained in certain canola varieties of Brett Young, Canterra,
Corteva Agriscience, and Nutrien and which confers tolerance to a family of chemicals known as
imidazolinones.
Approximately 55% of canola seeds sold in Canada contain Bayer's LibertyLink trait, approximately 40%
contain Monsanto's Roundup Ready trait, while approximately 5% contain BASF's Clearfield trait. Bayer
and BASF are the only firms selling a herbicide compatible with their respective traits while Monsanto is
the leading seller of glyphosate in Canada.

Competitive Harm
Based on its analysis, the Bureau concluded that Bayer's proposed acquisition of Monsanto would likely
substantially lessen and prevent competition in the supply of canola seeds and traits because:
1. Direct competition and innovation rivalry between Bayer and Monsanto in the supply of canola
seeds would be eliminated. The effects of this lost rivalry would likely result in a combination of
increased prices for growers for both canola seeds and their compatible herbicides, as well as a
reduction in the scope and rate of innovative activity directed towards the development of specific
canola varieties with better yields and improved drought and disease resistance; and

2. The merged entity would likely have an incentive to significantly increase royalty rates to
competing seed companies for use of the Roundup Ready trait with a view to raising competitors'
costs and reducing their competitive vigor.

Quantification
In coming to the conclusions above, and consistent with its ongoing commitment to the advancement of
modern analytical techniques, the Bureau relied heavily on merger simulation techniques not only to
measure the likely competitive effects of the proposed transaction but also in designing the resulting
remedies. In particular, the Bureau relied on an economic model of the canola seed market that
incorporated key institutional details from the market including:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

growers maximizing their profits through the choice of canola seed and compatible herbicide;
canola seed and herbicide companies maximizing their profits through the choice of prices for
their respective canola varieties and canola herbicides;
herbicide tolerance trait owners maximizing their profits by bargaining with seed companies over
trait access;
quality differences among canola varieties and canola herbicides;
complementarity between canola seeds and canola herbicides, including restrictions on which
herbicides are chemically compatible with a particular herbicide tolerance trait;
potential entry by generic herbicide manufacturers; and
crop rotation options for growers.

Drawing on data from market participants and data available publicly, the Bureau used the model to
simulate the price and welfare effects of the proposed transaction as well as various potential remedy
configurations.

Remedy
Given the complexity of the parties' canola businesses and the extent to which the commercial viability of
those businesses was tied to a broader set of assets than those used exclusively for canola, it was
particularly important to the Bureau that the remedy preserve, to a very high degree, the integrity of those
businesses including their broader infrastructures. To that end the consent agreement requires Bayer to
divest to a purchaser acceptable to the Commissioner the company's canola seeds and traits business
including its:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

existing and pipeline canola seed products;
library of canola germplasm (including its brassica rapa, brassica napus and canola-quality
brassica juncea germplasm outside of India);
canola traits (including the LibertyLink herbicide tolerance trait and Bayer's pod shatter trait
technology) in addition to its canola trait development programmes;
canola breeding and research facility in Saskatoon, Saskatchewan;
canola seed production and processing complex in Lethbridge, Alberta;
seed trait research facilities in Morrisville, North Carolina, Astene, Belgium and Ghent, Belgium;
contra-season canola seed production, processing and breeding facilities located in Australia;
all research and development activities related to canola and canola-quality brassica juncea
carried on outside of India;
glufosinate-ammonium business encompassing the Liberty herbicide, five global production
facilities, and all glufosinate-ammonium research and development activities;
business related to the Centurion and Select herbicides and the Amigo adjuvant in Canada; and
digital farming business in Canada which develops and commercializes data-based decision
making tools for growers.

Furthermore, in order to address the Bureau's finding that the proposed transaction was likely to
substantially lessen and prevent competition in the supply of soybean seeds and traits, nematicidal seed
treatments, and carrot seeds Bayer has also agreed under the consent agreement to divest its:
•
•
•
•

soybean seeds and traits business including its interest in the Balance GT Soybean
Performance System;
carrot seeds business; and
seed treatment business related to the nematicidal products VOTiVO and ILeVO.

Bayer has proposed BASF SE (BASF) as the purchaser of the divestiture assets under the consent
agreement. The Bureau continues to review the suitability of BASF as proposed purchaser.
The Commissioner is satisfied that the consent agreement with Bayer addresses the competitive
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issues arising from the transaction.
This publication is not a legal document. The Bureau's findings, as reflected in this Position Statement,
are not findings of fact or law that have been tested before a tribunal or court. Further, the contents of this
Position Statement do not indicate findings of unlawful conduct by any party.
However, in an effort to further enhance its communication and transparency with stakeholders, the
Bureau may publicly communicate the results of certain investigations, inquiries and merger reviews by
way of a Position Statement. In the case of a merger review, Position Statements briefly describe the
Bureau's analysis of a particular proposed transaction and summarize its main findings. The Bureau also
publishes Position Statements summarizing the results of certain investigations, inquiries and reviews
conducted under the Competition Act. Readers should exercise caution in interpreting the Bureau's
assessment. Enforcement decisions are made on a case‑by‑case basis and the conclusions discussed in
the Position Statement are specific to the present matter and are not binding on the Commissioner of
Competition.
For media enquiries, please contact:
Media Relations
Telephone: 819‑994‑5945
Email: ic.media‑cb‑bc.ic@canada.ca
For general enquiries, please contact:
Information Centre
Competition Bureau
Telephone: 819‑997‑4282
Toll free: 1‑800‑348‑5358
TTY (hearing impaired): 1‑866‑694‑8389
www.competitionbureau.gc.ca
Enquiries/Complaints
Stay connected
The Bureau, as an independent law enforcement agency, ensures that Canadian businesses and
consumers prosper in a competitive and innovative marketplace.
Date modified:
2018-06-08
Source: http://www.competitionbureau.gc.ca/eic/site/cb-bc.nsf/eng/04374.html
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Resolution 3-16
Agricultural Plastics Recycling in Alberta – Whitepaper
April 27, 2018
Executive Summary
This document intends to provide an update on the state of agricultural plastics management in the
Province of Alberta. It provides a history of the recycling pilot programs, surveys and research that have
been done in the past decade and the current need for a provincial agricultural recycling program. It also
explores the programs in other provinces as positive examples of environmental stewardship. It is the
Agricultural Plastics Recycling Group’s (made up of 15 stakeholder associations and connected members
and partners) recommendation for the Government of Alberta to put in place recycling legislation for
grain bags and twine as soon as possible.
This whitepaper will be reviewed and updated at each APRG meeting with current information. This
draft is dated April 25, 2018.
Introduction: The Agricultural Plastics Recycling Group (APRG)
In December 2016, a working group formed to advance the discussion and action on the topic of
agricultural plastics recycling. The APRG gathered stakeholders for further discussion about a provincial
solution for ag plastics recycling because of concerns over the lack of options for the waste material,
combined with the absence of policy for a provincial agricultural plastics diversion program. From
January to June 2017, the group met with over half a dozen producer groups and communicated to over
30 producer groups in the province (representing dairy, beef and crop agricultural producers among
others) to update them on the topics and issues of ag plastics waste and recycling.
In August of 2017, a group of 70 representatives from municipalities and producer groups gathered for
discussions about challenges and opportunities around agricultural plastics recycling. This was the start
of discussions to form policy recommendations to present to the Government of Alberta.
To include a wide group of stakeholders, the APRG extended invitations to join to agricultural producer
groups, retailers, manufacturers and others in November 2017 and now, in early 2018, is proceeding to
discuss policy recommendations.
Managing Ag Plastics Waste – Background
Agricultural plastics, in the form of baler twine, grain bags, bale wrap, silage plastic and feed bags of
various sizes and materials are a problematic waste for agricultural producers and agricultural
businesses and pose an environmental threat. Anecdotal evidence, as well as data from surveys (see
links throughout the document), suggest plastics use is increasing with limited options for safe disposal.
In 2013, CleanFARMS Inc., in partnership with Alberta Agriculture & Rural Development (ARD), initiated
an Alberta Agricultural Waste Characterization Study, to identify and quantify significant sources of
paper and plastic waste on Alberta farms. The study showed that the total agricultural film waste,
including grain bags and silage plastic, is an estimated 3300 to 6400 tonnes per year in Alberta. At the
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same time, estimates for waste twine were 2000 to 6000 tonnes per year. These volumes represent a
significant waste of resources, as well as pose a logistical waste management challenge. Landfills may
prohibit or limit the disposal of some agricultural plastics, more specifically twine, because of the
handling challenges it presents such as potential damage to equipment. Burning on farms was listed as
one of the top disposal options for four out of five agricultural plastics categories in a 2012 Agricultural
Plastics Recycling Agricultural Producers Survey (pg.20). Research shows that harmful compounds are
released from burning plastic at low temperatures such as open burning, and emissions such as dioxins
and furans accumulate in soil and bio-accumulate in fat as they move up the food chain.
“Overall, 82% of agricultural plastics users say they are concerned about how they deal with
agricultural plastics, while 87% say it is important to them to be able to recycle agricultural
plastics – in fact, just under half (44%) say it is very important. The majority, however, do not feel
that they can do so – 74% say it is difficult for them to recycle agricultural plastics, with half
(48%) saying it is very difficult, and 63% are dissatisfied with their current access to recycling
agricultural plastics.” 2012 Agricultural Plastics Recycling Agricultural Producers Survey (pg.20)
Prior to these surveys, in 2007, the Recycling Council of Alberta (RCA) established a working group with
representatives from the Alberta Plastics Recycling Association (APRA), the plastic manufacturing sector,
retailers, recycling project operators, Alberta Agriculture, Alberta Environment, and recyclers to look at
options for agricultural plastic waste. This working group established a number of initiatives, including a
series of pilot projects, to assess the viability of recycling agricultural plastics in this province. One of the
conclusions of the group’s work was the need for a provincial environmental stewardship program to
provide sustainability for agricultural plastics recycling. As evidence from the pilot program shows, a
provincial program would create equal access to recycling in all parts of the province, as well as
guarantee volumes of waste to create economies of scale for plastics recycling.
Since the conclusion of the pilot projects, pockets of recycling have been established, and an increasing
number of communities are interested in developing recycling programs. For example, Mountain View
Regional Waste Management Commission has funded agricultural plastics recycling for a number of
years. At the same time, counties, including Rocky View, Yellowhead, and Wheatland are collecting film
materials such as grain bags and silage plastic, for recycling into products like garbage bags. The only
challenge is, these programs only supply a recycling option to a very small percentage of the population.
Agricultural plastics management practices have been researched by the Alberta Government in a
number of studies that point for the need for proper management including: Market-Based Solutions for
Used Agricultural Plastics: Survey of Municipalities, Market-Based Solutions for Used Agricultural Plastics
Part 2: Survey of Municipal Waste Authorities, Agricultural Plastics Recycling – Agricultural Producers
Survey, Agricultural Plastics Recycling – Municipal Waste Authorities Survey.
The Solution
The largest challenge to expand recycling opportunities to all areas of the province remains the lack of a
provincially-regulated ag plastics recycling program. With a provincial program, accessibility to recycling
would increase, and agricultural producers in all agricultural-intensive regions of the province would
have access to a well-resourced and environmentally beneficial recycling program. Environmental
stewardship programs also ensure financial fairness, as those benefiting from the use of the product are
the ones who contribute funding to have the material recycled.
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This assertion has been supported by a number of organizations, including the recent resolutions passed
by Alberta’s Agricultural Service Boards in 2016, that the Ministry of Environment and Parks and the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry research, develop, and implement an agricultural plastics recycling
program modelled after the pilot program in the Province of Saskatchewan. See appendix for the full
resolution.
Who will oppose?
ARPG’s participants include organizations representing industry, agriculture, municipalities and
recyclers, who support agricultural plastics recycling program as a provincially-regulated program.
Questions from the stakeholder groups include costs (such as environmental handling fees) that could
be associated with a program. Cost is the largest area of apprehension for the producer groups
representing agricultural producers. However, agricultural producers are a key stakeholder in this issue
as the primary users of agricultural plastics, and those burdened with a lack of sustainable options for
management of waste plastics. The majority agree that there is greater demand for recycling solutions
than concern over cost and that an effective program will include consultation and communication
about costs before the program starts.
Impacts to the Public
The stakeholder group has also considered the perspectives of the broader public and how they may be
impacted, despite not being directly involved in the purchase, use, or end of life management of
agricultural plastics. In many cases today, Albertans that live in municipalities with local recycling
programs for agricultural plastics are paying for these programs through their municipal taxes. This costburden will be reduced or eliminated if the recycling program is transferred away from the municipality,
toward those that either make or use the plastics. It is unknown whether the creation of an agricultural
plastics program will result in increased costs of consumer products and those changes will depend if
agricultural producers pass along any increased costs from their operation. It is believed that if this were
to occur, the increased cost would be negligible. There are more perceived benefits to the public, from a
change in practice to recycling from the current practice of burning plastics on farm, than negative
impacts.
Accountability – advisory group
The APRG also feels that policy should allow for an advisory committee where producer groups and
stakeholders actively participate in the development of the program and contribute to decisions.
Because a program would be designed as a service to the agricultural producers who use the plastic, it is
logical that they would contribute to discussions about the program design.
Scope of materials
With input and representation from the users of the plastics (the agricultural producers and their
organizations) and the recyclers and processors of the material, the APRG believes grain bags and twine
offer a good starting point for a provincial program. These are the two largest contributors to material
volumes and have current available markets. Collection, processing and transportation logistics have
also been established through current collection and past pilot programs.
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Research and pilots will be conducted on the potential to recycle an expanded list of materials, with the
goal to revisit the regulation after the initial material collection has been implemented successfully, to
consider expanding collection to other types of agricultural plastics.
Other plastics materials, include but are not limited to:
- Bale wrap, silage plastic, boat/machinery wrap, green house plastic, net wrap, rope (square
bale and other), mineral bags, and feed/seed bags
Other Provinces
In Saskatchewan, The Agricultural Packaging Product Waste Stewardship Regulations, introduced after
agricultural waste stewardship research, has made it mandatory that every grain bag seller develop and
fund a program to recycle grain bags.
In Saskatchewan’s EPR model, the first importers are responsible to ensure there is a program to recycle
grain bags. In their case, the importers have selected an organization to run the program for them and
to charge an environmental handling fee of 5-7% to cover the costs of the grain bag collection and
recycling.
A series of government-funded pilot programs are available in Manitoba to recycle bale/silage plastic,
twine and grain bags. Going forward, there is interest in taking an approach similar to Saskatchewan’s.
Efficiencies and harmonization among provincial programs are particularly important for agricultural
plastics recycling because of the importance of a level playing field to the agricultural industry. A
Western solution would also prevent issues such as cross-border shopping.
Prepared by the Agricultural Plastics Recycling Group (APRG):
Organization
Agricultural Service Board
Alberta Agriculture & Forestry
Alberta Barley
Alberta Beef Producers
Alberta Cattle Feeders Association
Alberta CARE
Alberta Environment
Alberta Plastics Recycling Association
Rural Municipalities Association (RMA)
RPC BPI Agriculture
CleanFARMS
Crop Sector Working Group
Merlin Plastics
Recycling Council of Alberta
Attachments:
a. Ag Service Board’s Resolution
b. AAMDC Resolution
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Sector/Representation
Ag Fieldmen
Government (ex officio)
Barley Producers
Livestock
Livestock
Recycling and waste management
Government (ex officio)
Plastics Recycling
Municipalities
Material Manufacturer
Industry Stewardship
Crop Producers
Recycler
Recycling and Resource Conservation

Summary of Endorsed ASB and AAMDC Resolutions Related to Ag Plastics Recycling
12-15
Agriculture Plastics Recycling
Resolution
(ASB)
Status:
• Resolution Ask
Unsatisfactory
o Implement a stewardship program with funding for
collection and recycling of agricultural plastics
• Resolution Response
o Environment – not currently considering a recycling
program but working on an education program in
collaboration with Agriculture on environmental
impact of burning plastics and current options for
disposal
o Would need a regulation to implement a stewardship
program and would require environmental fees
o ARMA – not currently within mandate to act on ag
plastics
o Will be reviewing with Board of Directors and Minister
and will provide input informally
7-15F
Agriculture Plastics Recycling
Resolution
(AAMDC)
Status:
• Resolution Ask:
Intent Not Met
o That Alberta Environment and Parks develop a
recycling program for agricultural plastics in Alberta
• Resolution Response
o Agriculture and Forestry – Worked with Environment
and Parks and CleanFARMS on a study showing that
agricultural plastics contributed only 1% of waste sent
to landfills. AF currently sits on a committee with
AAMDC and other stakeholders to develop policy
options for ag plastic recycling.
o Environment and Parks – Not currently considering a
regulated recycling program for ag plastics.
Source: http://albertaplasticsrecycling.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Agricultural-PlasticsRecycling-Group-Whitepaper-April-27.pdf
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Source: http://www.registrelep.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/plans/Rs-WoodBison-v00-2018AugEng.pdf.
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Source: : http://www.inspection.gc.ca/plants/plants-with-novel-traits/generalpublic/wheat-detection-2018/incident-report/eng/1528490127607/1528490159708
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