
 
 

  5718  56 Avenue, Lacombe, Alberta  T4L 1B1 

  Phone: 403.782.8200  Fax:  403.782-4226  Rite No.: 310.0000  www.AFSC.ca 

April 9, 2020 
 
 
 
Mr. Corey Beck 
Chair 
Provincial Agriculture Service Board Committee 
PO Bag 100 
Didsbury, AB   T0M 0W0 
 
Dear Mr. Beck: 
 
Thank you for your February 7, 2020 email, outlining the resolutions passed at the provincial ASB 
conference. These requests touch on a number of important issues facing producers throughout 
Alberta. 
 
Agriculture Financial Services Corporation (AFSC) collaborated with Alberta Agriculture and Forestry 
to respond to ASB’s Resolutions 5-20, 6-20, E1-20, E2-20, E3-20.  It is my understanding that you 
should have received correspondence from Minister Dreeshen (reference number AR-70254).   
 
For your convenience, I have included the responses to the following ASB’s resolutions: 
 

- Resolution 5-20: AFSC Assist in Preventing the Spread of Regulated Crop Pests 
- Resolution 6-20: Beehive Depredation 
- Resolution E1-20: Review of Business Risk Management Programs (BRM) 
- Resolution E2-20: Initiate AgriRecovery Framework 
- Resolution E3-20: AgriInvest and AgriStability Changes 

 
Sincerely,  
 
AGRICULTURE FINANCIAL SERVICES CORPORATION 
 
 
 
Steve Blakely  
Chief Executive Officer 

http://infonet/library/bins/detail.asp?fil_id=138


AFSC’s Responses to ASB Resolutions:  
 
Resolution 5-20: AFSC Assist in Preventing the Spread of Regulated Crop Pests 
Clubroot, a serious soil-borne disease, is a declared pest under the Alberta Agricultural Pest Act 
(APA). This act, which is administered by Alberta Agriculture and Forestry (AF), is the legislative 
authority for the enforcement of control measures for declared pests. 
 
This act sets out the duties of individuals and local authorities (municipalities) related to the 
prevention and destruction of pests, and allows the local authority to deal with pests which affect 
agricultural production. In addition, it also outlines the appointment and powers of inspectors to 
enforce the APA. . 
 
Under the act, Agricultural Service Boards (ASBs) have the responsibility to administer and 
enforce the APA. With support from the province, enforcement of the APA and the Pest and 
Nuisance Control Regulation is done through Agriculture Service Boards, the Alberta 
Association of Municipal Districts and Counties, and the Alberta Association of Agricultural 
Fieldmen. Under the APA, all agricultural fieldmen are inspectors. As such, the County is 
responsible for limiting the spread of clubroot and providing adequate enforcement. 
 
Alberta has a Clubroot Management Plan (CMP) that outlines best management practices for 
clubroot. These best management practices include various practices such as the use of 
resistant varieties, equipment sanitization and a one-in-four year crop rotation for crucifer crops. 

 
In 2015 and 2016, AFSC included clubroot management as a topic in the client consultation 
meetings held in several locations throughout the province. Feedback indicated clients did not 
feel AFSC should enforce crop rotations or advise on management practices. The current crop 
insurance mechanisms were seen as reasonable to cover most cases.  
 
AFSC does not provide compensate producers for clubroot-related losses, even though clubroot 
is a declared pest under the APA. 
 
While AFSC does not expressly prohibit growing practices which may contribute to clubroot, it 
encourages the use of best management practices through the following:  

 The ability to deny or reduce an indemnity on a claim when: 
 improper crop rotation practices are used; 
 seed not recommended for the area is used; 
 unapproved, untimely or improperly applied methods for the control of plant diseases 

are used; and 
 failure to follow acceptable practices as recommended by the Alberta government 

responsible for Agriculture (Alberta Agriculture and Forestry). 

 The ability to provide coverage based on individual yield history. As a disease (e.g., 
clubroot) adversely impacts crop yield, the subsequent coverage for that crop will be 
adversely affected. 

 The ability to apply a surcharge on subsequent coverage for producers with high loss 
experience.    

 The ability to deny, limit or restrict crop insurance coverage when any practice or action 
taken by the insured would prove detrimental or limits the production of a producer’s 
crop. 

 



 

 

 

 
 

Resolution 6-20: Beehive Depredation 
From February 6 to 13, 2020, AFSC conducted five Input Advisory Groups (IAG) meetings 
throughout the province with Alberta beekeepers. These meetings, held in Falher, Lacombe, 
Lethbridge, Vermillion and Westlock, focused on the suite of Business Risk Management and 
Wildlife programs currently administered by AFSC and how those programs work for 
beekeepers. 
 
AFSC is reviewing the feedback collected at these meetings and formulating potential program 
improvements that will be vetted through additional industry consultation. Program 
improvements are expected to be implemented by 2021. 
 
Resolution E1-20: Review of Business Risk Management Programs (BRM) 
In 2018, the Canadian government and the provinces committed to a review of the Business 
Risk Management (BRM) programs. An external panel, drawn from producers from across the 
country, was created to review the existing programs and make recommendations to the 
Ministers. At the Ministers’ meeting in July 2019, the external panel made several 
recommendations to improve the BRM suite. Recommendations included reviewing the 
AgriStability program, examining its complexity, timeliness and predictability. Since the external 
panel’s recommendations, federal and provincial officials have been working on possible 
options to improve the program.  
 
In December 2019, the Ministers made an announcement AgriStability would exclude private-
sector, producer-paid insurance payments as eligible AgriStability eligible income. This change 
will allow AgriStability to provide more coverage in times of severe losses with private insurance 
options (such as hail insurance, Global Ag Risk Solutions) complementing AgriStability, bringing 
the producer back to a higher support level.  
 
At the same December meeting, Ministers extended their commitment to the BRM review by 
challenging federal and provincial officials to evaluate the BRM programs against specific 
objectives and start to explore possible alternative approaches to BRM programming in Canada. 
Ministers are aware of industry’s ask to remove the Reference Margin Limit and return the 
AgriStability trigger to 85 per cent of a producer’s historical support level.  
 
The Ministers also acknowledged there are changing risks in the agriculture sector, with climate 
and international trade highlighted as specific risks. Similarly, following the last federal election, 
the federal mandate letter specifies that the BRM review should seek to “draw on lessons from 
trade disputes” and emphasize “faster and better adapted support”. Federal and provincial 
officials are considering various options as potential replacements for AgriStability as part of a 
longer-term approach to refreshing the BRM suite. On a parallel track, work on short-term 
changes to AgriStability will continue.  
 
AFSC for the past two years has been meeting with producers at Input Advisory Group (IAG) 
meetings to seek input on how to improve AgriStability’s simplicity, timeliness and predictability. 
AFSC is currently engaged in provincewide Input Advisory Group meetings to facilitate producer 
discussions on the way forward for our Business Risk Management programs. A summary of 
their findings will be available in due course. 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 

Resolution E2-20: Initiate AgriRecovery Framework 
Individual producers have access to a suite of Business Risk Management (BRM) programs – 
AgriStability, AgriInsurance, and AgriInvest. These programs are designed to cover severe 
margin declines and production declines in perennial and annual crops and also provide self-
directed saving accounts for investments. 
 
Part of this suite is the AgriRecovery framework. AgriRecovery works in conjunction with the 
existing programs to help producers recover from natural disasters. The focus of AgriRecovery 
is the extraordinary costs producers face to recover from natural disasters like disease, pest or 
weather-related events, such a large-scale flooding or tornadoes. 
 
The AgriRecovery framework provides a method for officials to determine if an AgriRecovery 
initiative should be pursued. This is a two-stage process that includes a preliminary assessment 
and a secondary, or full, AgriRecovery assessment. 
 
The preliminary assessment evaluates each disaster event individually. This is done to 
determine the size and scope of a situation by looking specific criteria that answer the following 
questions:  

 Is it a recurring event (has it happened before)?  

 Is it an abnormal event (how often has it happened)? and  

 Are there significant, extraordinary costs that threaten the viability of an operation? 
 
The secondary, or full assessment, would evaluate each of the extraordinary costs identified 
and whether those costs would be covered by existing programs, insurance or other initiatives— 
such as the Livestock Tax Deferral Program. There are some items that would not be eligible for 
compensation under the AgriRecovery framework. These include costs such as taxes, 
machinery costs, repairs or alterations or the sale of agricultural commodities. The secondary 
assessment also looks at what programs were/are available to producers and determines how 
well the existing programs respond to the identified extraordinary expenses.   
 
Under AgriStability, producers are eligible for compensation when their current year margin falls 
below 70 per cent of their historical level of support or reference margin. The program is 
designed to focus on helping producers experiencing severe margin declines, beyond normal 
risks or fluctuations. Producers participating in AgriStability may be able to receive an interim 
AgriStability advance, depending on their current situation, which may help with cash flow.  
 
Additionally, to help assist with cash flow, impacted producers may want to consider applying for 
a cash advance through the Feeders Association of Alberta, Canadian Canola Growers 
Association or the Alberta Wheat Commission. Eligible producers are able to access up to $1 
million, with the initial $100,000 being interest free for eligible commodities. 
 
Although the harsh weather conditions experienced by Alberta producers in 2019 have resulted 
in the declaration of a State of Agricultural Disaster by several municipalities, many of the 
expenses identified are covered within the full suite of BRM programs. 
 
Resolution E3-20: AgriInvest and AgriStability Changes 
Under the Canadian Agricultural Partnership (CAP), the federal and provincial governments 
committed to a review of BRM programming to ensure that producers were covered for more 
severe losses and not for what is considered normal risk. An external panel completed the 



 

 

 

 
 

review and provided recommendations to the federal and provincial governments on how to 
improve the current suite of BRM programs, while remaining cost neutral (no new funding).  
 
In response to the recommendations, AFSC conducted Input Advisory Group meetings at seven 
locations across Alberta, from north to the south, to get Alberta producers’ input on possible 
programming changes. To date, the BRM review has been focused on improving the timeliness, 
predictability and simplicity of the AgriStability program. AFSC found most Alberta producers 
would like to see the program simplified, which, in turn, could make it more predictable. To 
simplify and improve the program responsiveness, all private-sector insurance payments have 
been removed as income for the program year margin for the 2020 AgriStability program year. 
This will allow producers to benefit from participating in private insurance programs without 
having their AgriStability payment reduced when receiving a payment from a private-sector 
insurance program, such as hail insurance or the Western Livestock Price Insurance Program.   
 
Additionally, in response to the numerous requests received by industry, we have prioritized our 
efforts to explore the feasibility of removing the Reference Margin Limit. Removing the limit 
would increase the total liabilities covered by governments, which would translate into increased 
costs to the program. At this time, the costs to remove the limit is unknown, and as such, 
governments are not able to commit to seeking additional funding to pay for these costs.  
 
Under the Growing Forward2 and Canadian Agricultural Partnership agreements, governments 
developed a policy position, stating that BRM programming should not cover normal losses, and 
should focus on severe or disaster situations. This is one of the reasons the AgriStability trigger 
was changed from 85 to 70 per cent of a producer’s reference margin. This move was a shift 
away from the previous Agriculture Policy Framework and Growing Forward agreements that 
were more focused on providing income assurance. Returning to the 85 per cent trigger will 
require a review of how it conforms with our international trade obligations, as well as 
determining the costs to governments. 
 
The federal and provincial governments have committed to continuing the BRM review. Some of 
the focus will continue to be on program design, although the review will also include program 
objectives. This includes a review of the fairness and accessibility of producers to BRM 
programming. For example, the AgriStability program is a whole-farm program, intended to 
provide coverage for all producers, in all sectors, regardless of their farm structure. As such, 
AgriStability provides coverage to areas within the agriculture sector that do not have access to, 
or have limited access to, crop insurance products.  
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