
Health and Wellness 

General comments on module 

• This section should complement the Provincial Farm Safety Legislation. i.e., Alberta Farm and 

Ranch Workplace Legislation. 

• Each province already has labor and safety rules in which it must adhere to. I do not believe this 

section is of any additional value to code. It  reads as though currently producers are not 

protecting their staff or supplying them with safe working conditions.  

• Why Is It in the Code?  In the pesticide module the answer to this question includes statements 

about legislation.  In all provinces there is some type of legislation around workplace safety on 

farms and it feels negligent not to mention it here as well. 

• It may be helpful to provide easy to understand (not legalese) standards and laws. 

• The section should be called "Safety, Health and Wellness"  

• I hope every producer will provide a safe work environment for all workers on the farm. 

• People have rights, that does not make the employer responsible for everything.   Workers need 

to be responsible for themselves.   

•  Explain to me how this will affect market access. 

• What is the desired outcome for completing this module of the code?  Is it to see fatalities go 

down? Injuries?  What will the program be able to claim it has done for safety when this module 

is complete?  How does the program show growth of safety practices on these farms after these 

questions are answered the first time?    

• Overall, the pieces that are presented in the code are specific and don’t provide room for growth 

or improvement of the items implemented on farm 

• The overall module comes across as choppy or random in the elements selected, it is missing 

steps in the hazard assessment process and supporting information and it is missing the 

standard elements of a health and safety program.   In the promotional materials that are 

provided for this consultation it is mentioned that the Code will enhance programs already in 

place, this appears to be missing for health and safety where several provinces have health and 

safety programs and at the bare minimum the Canadian Agricultural Safety Association (CASA) 

offers the FarmSafe plan. The code of practice should encourage farms to look at their provincial 

safety programs which are providing tools and information to achieve legislative compliance.    

 

  



Requirement 1 : Ensure that everyone working and/or living on the farm is aware and understand the 

health and safety risks associated with their job function or presence on the farm. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Canola 90% 2% 7% 0% 2.0 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

74% 5% 21% 0% 1.8 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

95% 0% 0% 5% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 

Session Jan 7 

75% 0% 25% 0% 1.9 

KAP 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.7 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

AGC 67% 0% 0% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 54% 8% 29% 9% 5.9 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

50% 0% 33% 17% 4.0 

Alternative wording 

 

• Determination of safety risks can be subjective in some instances - who determines the level of risk? 

With such a diverse range in size and types of farms, it might be better to state something more like: 

"Endeavour to ensure safety of all those working or living on the farm" 

• Safety is important. Needing to ensure people living on a farm but potentially not active in the farm 

operation are informed is a challenge and is an unreasonable expectation. Obviously reasonable 

efforts should be made to educate / inform people working on a farm 

 



Other Comments 

 

• Within reason. There are thousands of potential hazards on a farm. We can't get to the level of 

safety coordinator; safety reports - on farms without losing significant efficiencies. 

• I think this is fairly basic, as there are some great resources out there. 

• "Safety first" is a constant fun ridicule that I endure from family and staff because I'm always 

reminding everyone. First thing to think about is "if I did this, what could possibly go wrong". My 

father died in a farm accident when I was 23. 

 

Requirement 2 : Ensure that everyone visiting the farm (e.g., sales representatives, service providers 

and contractors) are aware and understand the health and safety risks associated with their presence on 

the farm. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 33% 67% 0% 4.0 

Canola 20% 46% 34% 0% 3.1 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

5% 79% 16% 0% 2.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

0% 100% 0% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 0% 33% 67% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

38% 19% 43% 0% 2.6 

Sask Wheat 17% 83% 0% 0% 3.7 

General 

Session Jan 7 

25% 50% 25% 0% 1.9 

KAP 25% 75% 0% 0% 4.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 0 

AGC 67% 0% 0% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 37% 6% 38% 19% 5.9 

March 67% 33% 0% 0% 5.0 



Responsible 

Grain 

58% 0% 8% 33% 4.0 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• While this can be a requirement, it needs to be redefined as ensuring that any extraordinary hazards 

are identified. 

 

  



Other comments 

 

• Should inform visitors of any risks relevant to their visit, but have to assume a certain level of 

awareness and common sense. The height of the power line doesn't matter to the seed salesman 

but should be pointed out to the grain auger delivery guy. 

• This is an unrealistic expectation. Normally visitors / salespeople would not be in an area where 

there is considerable risk. Visitors coming to a farm would normally report to the house or office. If 

they are taken elsewhere on the farm that has hazards, then appropriate notification should be 

given. A certain amount of discretion needs to be used and would be up to the producer / manager. 

• Is there room here to use the legal term “reasonable person” in a way that reduces the potential 

need to have a safety session every time someone comes if your farm has nothing different from 

most farms that a “reasonable person” would know about? Or do we need to assume all visitors 

have never been on any farm before. 

• It's one thing to require that producers or farmers ensure safety of those employed and living on the 

farm - but all those who happen to visit? The producer can be expected to keep a clean, safe 

workplace (mitigate certain risks) but this statement seems to leave too much open and on the farm 

owners. Also: by health and safety risks - that is quite broad. Does this also include the 

biohazards/risk that the public may bring to the farm? Is it risk of transferring soil disease to other 

fields? Is it risks of hitting overhead power lines (if any exist)...? 

• Salespeople and providers should be expected to take on some responsibility for their own safety; it 

should not be entirely on the producer. If there are sales reps/contractors, etc. that are specific to 

the agriculture industry or regularly contract work on farms they should have a working knowledge 

from their employer of potential farm risks. It should be the responsibility of their employer that 

sent them to your farm to ensure they understand risks, not the responsibility of the farmer. Anyone 

doing contract or custom work of any kind should not only train employees, but also have liability in 

place for risks their employees encounter on the job. 

• Maybe this is as simple as a sign as someone drives onto your main yard indicating the inherent 

risks associated with the environment they are entering. Seems ridiculous, it also seems like the 

world we are living in. I'll bet from a liability perspective, this would be adequate. 

• I'm fine with the intent. But seems impractical as written. I shouldn't have to have a 5 min 

disclaimer speech every time someone shows up at the farm. 

• While this makes sense in theory, in practicality I am unsure how this can be made as a requirement. 

• This should not be a condition of liability should something happen to such visitor. 

 

  



Requirement 3 : Inform all new employees about the main hazards on the farm (e.g., PTO shafts, 

machine guards, silo gas, etc.). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 33% 0% 67% 0% 1.7 

Canola 83% 2% 15% 0% 2.1 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.6 

Ontario CCA 50% 0% 50% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

71% 0% 19% 10% 1.9 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 

Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

KAP 25% 0% 75% 0% 2.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

AGC 50% 0% 0% 50%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 64% 6% 22% 9% 5.9 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

58% 0% 25% 17% 4.0 

Alternative wording 

 

• Suggest you remove the "new" from statement. Very important "all" employees aware of hazards.  

• “Identify new or unique hazards to trained employees.”  Things change on the farm and new 

hazards are introduced over time, so it would be beneficial to also include informing all employees. 

Mention on ongoing training for existing employees to account for this so that the farm doesn’t 

assume if a worker was trained when they were hired then that is all that they need to do. 

 

Other comments  



 

• Duplication of Requirement 1: If you are working and/or living on the farm are aware and 

understand the health and safety risks associated with their job function or presence on the farm. 

Does this not cover both current and new employees? 

• The requirements include a lot of training and communication, but nowhere does it mention that 

this should be documented. In the event of an incident, not having proof of this training could harm 

the farm in a court proceeding and likely impair its sustainability. 

• OH&S covers this. Defer to their legislation where applicable. 

 

Requirement 4 : Make sure all employees undertake training as outlined by applicable regulatory 

requirements, industry standards and within pre-determined timelines. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 67% 0% 33% 0% 2.3 

Canola 61% 17% 22% 0% 2.8 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

58% 11% 32% 0% 2.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

50% 17% 33% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 67% 0% 22% 11% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

71% 5% 14% 10% 2.1 

Sask Wheat 67% 0% 33% 0% 2.2 

General 

Session Jan 7 

92% 8% 0% 0% 2.3 

KAP 25% 75% 0% 0% 3.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

AGC 33% 0% 33% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 31% 13% 35% 20% 5.9 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

42% 8% 17% 33% 4.0 

 



Alternative wording 

 

• Restate as "follow all regulatory issues required for staff training” 

• Training needs to appropriate for the jobs being done if available. Rather then saying "...all 

employees undertake training ..."   perhaps it would better to have it say  "... provide or ensure that 

all employees are given training ..."  I can train an employee to operate a forklift on the farm rather 

then sending him some where to be trained? 

  



Other comments 

 

• Seems like all 4 of these requirements could have been in one. 

 

Requirement 5 : Provide adequate and well-maintained personal protective equipment (PPE) to 

everyone working on the farm as per job function (e.g., fuel or pesticide handling, working in confined 

spaces, exposure to grain dust during harvest or grain handling). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Canola 93% 2% 5% 0% 1.8 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 50% 0% 50% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

83% 0% 17% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

86% 5% 5% 5% 1.9 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.7 

General 

Session Jan 7 

83% 0% 17% 0% 2.5 

KAP 75% 0% 25% 0% 2.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

AGC 33% 0% 33% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 57% 7% 26% 11% 5.9 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

58% 0% 25% 17% 4.0 

Alternative wording 

 

• I would eliminate the examples. “Ensure that PPE is available and used where necessary.” 



• Totally agree with statement but suggest adding to provide equipment "& training on use and 

"maintenance" of that equipment. Poor or shabby PPE do less than an adequate job and can give a 

false sense of safety and can do harm to user. 

• OR “Provide an allowance to employees to purchase their own PPE.” 

 

Other comments 

 

• In health and safety programs, PPE is the least effective in the hierarchy of controlling hazards. But 

it is often the go to in agriculture because it is cheap and easy to obtain. When talking about PPE 

this module also misses addressing the need to train employees on the proper use and to ensure 

proper fit (e.g., masks). 

 

Requirement 6 : Ensure the use of PPE is enforced. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 33% 0% 67% 0% 2.7 

Canola 34% 22% 44% 0% 3.3 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.5 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

16% 47% 37% 0% 2.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

33% 17% 50% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 56% 22% 22% 0% 1.7 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

52% 14% 33% 0% 2.2 

Sask Wheat 0% 33% 67% 0% 3.8 

General 

Session Jan 7 

58% 17% 25% 0% 2.9 

KAP 0% 50% 50% 0% 3.3 

PGQ 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.0 

AGC 50% 0% 0% 50%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 27% 11% N/A 23% 5.9 

March 67% 33% N/A 0% 5.0 



Responsible 

Grain 

42% 0% N/A 42% 4.0 

 

Alternative Wording 

 

• “Encourage”  the use! 

• Change “Ensure”  to “Encourage”  and drop “enforce.”  We don't know what they are doing when 

the boss is not around. 

• More suitable wording could be to “have PPE available and encourage its use.” 



Other comments 

 

• This requirement makes sense, and I am in agreement. However, unsure how we can “enforce”. 

• Very difficult to ensure this is enforced when people are working alone and in remote areas. 

• The employer’s responsibility should stop at providing the training and PPE. I cannot supervise 

everyone 24 hours a day. I can provide PPE, train and tell people to use PPE, I cannot ensure its use 

when I'm not there. 

• If a culture of safety was fostered at the workplace, then the focus would not be on enforcement but 

on empowerment. If everyone is involved in hazard/risk identification and training and is responsible 

for their actions, then they will not be so inclined to take shortcuts whether the boss is around or 

not. 

• I agree with the sentiment about being difficult to enforce. However, my time spent working in the 

oil and gas sector tells me that it is not impossible. I think this should be tied in with the earlier point 

about providing PPE AND ensuring its use. 

• I think this is reasonable. As a condition of employment, employees have to use their PPE properly. 

In O&G, manufacturing, and every other industry, this is a well understood principle. 

• You can train, and provide. Ensuring use is tricky even when termination is used as a tool. 

 

  



Requirement 7 : Provide adequate, well-maintained and accessible first aid kits on the farm (e.g., in 

buildings and equipment such as tractors and combines). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 67% 0% 33% 0% 3.7 

Canola 88% 2% 10% 0% 2.2 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

79% 0% 21% 0% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

50% 17% 33% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 89% 11% 0% 0% 2.7 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.2 

General 

Session Jan 7 

92% 0% 8% 0% 2.1 

KAP 75% 25% 0% 0% 2.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

AGC 50% 0% 0% 50%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 44% 7% N/A 12% 5.9 

March 100% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

50% 0% N/A 17% 4.0 

Alternative wording 

 

• The wording seems a bit awkward to me. Could be phrased more simply. 

 

Other comments 

 

• I think it is impractical to have first aid kits on every tractor or every piece of motorized equipment. 

There should be easily accessible first aid kits but to have them on every piece of equipment is not 

logical. 

• Central locations or main sites for sure. 



• I can support having first aid kits in shop / office buildings. Having in all equipment and maintaining 

could be challenging especially with equipment that is only used occasionally. 

• This should not be limited to providing first aid kits. In the event of an emergency, workers should be 

trained in how to use emergency response equipment, such as fire extinguishers, eye wash stations, 

etc. And they should know the rural address, legal land and/or nearest intersection of where they 

are working for emergency services. This module should also suggest having a plan for emergencies 

on the farm (e.g., do their employees know what is expected of them if someone who is armed is 

trying to steal from the farm?). There are many resources already available, so it doesn't have to be 

onerous. 

• This is covered under existing legislation, would just have to comply with it. Commercial vehicle 

regulations mostly. I think having a first aid kit available in registered vehicles would cover off a lot 

of potential situations. 

• There may be a need to provide direction on type, size and number of first aid kits required for 

different size farms and/or the distance to the nearest emergency aid station/hospital. 

 

Requirement 8 : Provide adequate, well-maintained and accessible first response equipment (e.g., fire 

extinguisher, eye wash station). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 67% 0% 33% 0% 4.0 

Canola 73% 0% 27% 0% 2.7 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

84% 0% 16% 0% 2.1 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

83% 0% 17% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

90% 0% 10% 0% 1.9 

Sask Wheat 83% 0% 17% 0% 2.3 

General 

Session Jan 7 

92% 0% 8% 0% 2.0 

KAP 25% 0% 75% 0% 2.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

AGC 67% 0% 0% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 



technical 

wording 

Feb 48% 9% N/A 10% 5.9 

March 67% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

42% 8% N/A 17% 4.0 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• I would change this to "Provide adequate and appropriate ..." 

• Define the nature of “accessible”? 

 

Other comments 

 

• Workers should know and be trained in their specific responsibilities in the event of an emergency; 

include that they should be trained in the use and limitations emergency response equipment, such 

as fire extinguishers.     

• How is this requirement materially different than the previous one? 

• Essential response equipment varies by job. Eyewash essential for anhydrous ammonia but less so 

elsewhere. i.e.) eyewash station on a combine. You could have an eye wash bottle if it was deemed 

necessary by job task. Not a huge concern around the combine but it is around the sprayer or air 

drill. 

• Having fire extinguishers in shops , vehicles equipment is a good idea. Having an eye wash station or 

fresh water supply in a shop is good.  

• While I think this is very important to have it may be difficult to implement given the remote 

locations of many fields 

 

  



Requirement 9 : Ensure emergency phone numbers are posted in an accessible location on the farm and 

that the key sites both on and off the farm are identifiable by emergency services. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 33% 0% 67% 0% 4.0 

Canola 63% 10% 27% 0% 2.5 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

42% 26% 32% 0% 2.1 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

33% 33% 33% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 78% 11% 0% 11% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

86% 0% 14% 0% 1.8 

Sask Wheat 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.5 

General 

Session Jan 7 

58% 25% 17% 0% 2.7 

KAP 25% 0% 75% 0% 3.5 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

AGC 33% 0% 33% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 40% 10% N/A 14% 5.9 

March 67% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

33% 0% N/A 25% 4.0 

Alternative wording 

 

• Maybe should start with, "Where feasibly possible ---. 

• We don't need “posted” phone numbers, save them in your smart phone. We don't even have a 

landline anymore. 

• Another option is to “develop an ER plan with all emergency contact numbers in it then distribute 

that ER plan to all employees either with a physical copy or a digital copy like a PDF” 

• Should include the “ rural address, legal land and/or nearest intersection”  as opposed to saying 

“identifiable” by emergency services. 



   

Other comments 

 

• 911 is our emergency number for all emergency services which everyone knows. 

• Accessible location is usually the farm office or shop, but that’s not where the accidents generally 

happen. 

• identifying key sites on and off the farm to emergency services is difficult. Emergency services in my 

area could come from three different communities that are serviced by volunteers.  

• Not all rural land has clear identification (other than driving directions) that can be given in case of 

an emergency. The majority of our land is on river lots, which I usually resort to using a GPS 

coordinate on to explain locations to anyone. 

• This is complicated as fewer people now how to locate by Legal land location and we have seen 

problems with smart phone apps being able to properly locate rural addresses 

• The critical piece here is that you have a list of land locations. The last thing you want to do is try 

explaining to emergency services how to get to the 'Jones Quarter.' 

• One practical help for this is to keep a list of all “key sites” (farmyards and fields) with appropriate 

locations on a list in all first aid kits. Or taped to the side of fire extinguishers. Can add emergency 

numbers on too. Or have all employees keep this info on their smartphone. I’ve also learned 

firsthand that knowing how to describe your private rail crossings is very important. Had a combine 

die on one of our crossings this year and had a few min window to get CN to hold multiple trains. 

• A big problem here is a lack of rural road/property signage. Basically, stuck using driving directions 

at this time. Or sending someone to meet services at the highway. 

• On my farm, I require my worker to carry a phone with him or her. They and I always have a means 

of contact. 

• Very different circumstances on most farms. It would be more practical to have a well-known action 

plan, verbal, or operational on a phone, in a community with emergency services miles away. 

 

 

  



Requirement 10 : Schedule regular breaks during peak periods (e.g., seeding, harvest) to reduce fatigue. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 67% 0% 33% 0% 4.3 

Canola 7% 49% 44% 0% 3.2 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

5% 58% 37% 0% 2.2 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.5 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

0% 50% 50% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 44% 44% 11% 0% 2.7 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

14% 29% 52% 5% 2.7 

Sask Wheat 17% 83% 0% 0% 3.5 

General 

Session Jan 7 

42% 25% 33% 0% 2.4 

KAP 0% 25% 75% 0% 3.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.0 

AGC 0% 33% 33% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 21% 7% N/A 26% 5.9 

March 33% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

25% 0% N/A 25% 4.0 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• Scheduling breaks is a challenging, and impractical. “Operators and workers should take regular 

breaks and be encouraged to do so.” 

• Wording suggestion: “Show leadership by taking regular breaks to reduce fatigue. Encourage and 

allow for employees to do the same.” 

• Instead of schedule perhaps "Take opportunities for regular breaks" 

• “Provide for regular breaks at opportune times.”  The wording on this requirement needs to be very 

carefully crafted. We are in the weeds again and micromanaging. We need to fly at a higher level. 

• How about “encourage breaks during peak periods when necessary” 



• Wording needs to be changed, “consider” could be used 

• Regular scheduled no, maybe wording: “Breaks are important” 

• “Allow employees to take breaks as needed to reduce fatigue.” 

• Breaks are important to reduce fatigue, but it is difficult to have a schedule of breaks. Better to 

suggest that “workers should take brief breaks every few hours during work.” 

 

Other comments 

 

• Breaks are important but flexibility for employees to break when needed rather than a fixed 

schedule is better suited to peak periods. 

• I agree and this is so important. However, in practicality I think it is really tough to require this given 

tight time windows and urgency. 

• Breaks are important, but I see this as more of a recommendation than a requirement as each 

person’s need and definition of a break are different. 

• This may be impractical. In a field scenario people are often working alone. The individual is in a 

better position to determine if a break is needed . Obviously having rest, meal , bio breaks are 

necessary. If a person feels fatigued / sleepy then this is a safety issue and absolutely a rest break is 

needed. Obviously doing physical work would justify rest breaks when needed. With today’s modern 

equipment with comfortable cabs and autosteer operating equipment is a break compared to 

manual work and often individuals have their coffee, meals while running the equipment. 

• A better option in my mind is to encourage all employees to take breaks as needed to reduce 

fatigue. Scheduling a break may result in a break stopping seeding for a break when there is only 15 

minutes left, for example. Encouraging workers to be aware of when they need to take a break & to 

encourage breaks is a better idea in my mind. With most work being outdoors - scheduling breaks 

doesn't work so great. If you have a storm coming and you are near a deadline for seeding, having 

to suddenly halt everything because - it's time for a break - well that can mean some big losses 

down the road. Farming needs a bit more flexibility in break times. 

 

  



Requirement 11 : Make sure employees can decline when asked to work overtime. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.7 

Canola 24% 44% 32% 0% 3.1 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.5 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

37% 21% 42% 0% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 50% 0% 50% 0% 5.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

17% 67% 17% 0% 1.5 

Cdn Roundt for 

Sustainable 

Beef 

     

Pulse Canada 78% 22% 0% 0% 2.0 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

43% 0% 57% 0% 2.4 

Sask Wheat 17% 67% 17% 0% 3.0 

General 

Session Jan 7 

8% 67% 25% 0% 3.8 

KAP 0% 25% 75% 0% 2.0 

PGQ 0% 0% 0% 100% N/A 

AGC 0% 33% 33% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 30% 5% N/A 35% 5.9 

March 33% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

33% 0% N/A 25% 4.0 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• I would rather see this requirement say something about employees having reasonable hours of 

work and not having to work X number of days in a row. 12 out of 14 workdays?? Something like 

that. 

 



Other comments 

 

• Many provinces have workplace legislation that deal with issues like hours of work, overtime, 

holidays, etc. There are labor codes that we must follow. 

• There are rules around this already in some provinces. We have found that this may depend on how 

you worded the job description as well. Advertise for a “truck driver” and you also must include that 

they may be required to maintain the truck and what kind of hours are associated with the job or 

they begin to refuse anything that isn’t just ‘driving the truck’. Ability to refuse unsafe work is 

something a bit different. 

• I'd rather the wording around employment standards be that producers comply with employment 

standards and labor regulations in their provinces. 

• There are seasons where an employee is expected to work more than 40 hours per week. 

• Farms have compressed work seasons due to working with biological units that require need 

attention when they need attention. It’s the nature of the business. 

Our work is seasonal .... I do not believe that this applies to grain producers. 

• Agree but seeding/harvest can be weather dependent, so overtime should be addressed in job 

description. 

• Any employee starting on our farm will be aware of the job requirements before they accept the job. 

Expectations will be agreed upon before hiring. 

• A discussion on expectations of employment is very critical when hiring employees. Most farms 

cannot function on a set workday, work week or work month and potential employees must be 

made aware of that if they want the job. 

• There needs to be flexibility on this issue. Farming is not an office 9 to 5 job. When potential 

employees want to work on a farm, they need to be aware of the seasonality of some of the work ( 

seeding / harvest / calving / working around challenging weather etc. ). There needs to be an 

understanding that there will be some overtime required depending on the season and weather. If 

employees only want regular hours and no overtime, they should not sign up for seasonal type jobs. 

Obviously, safety should be a priority. If a person is fatigued, then working longer would be unsafe. 

Also working excessively long days without a break is not providing a reasonable balance between 

the demands of the job and the need for rest / personal / family time. Employers and employees 

need to have a good understanding of the expectations and come up with a reasonable plan. 

• Needs to be more about employer/employee agreeing on work hours, what is exceptional, what is 

accepted or not. Employees need to have a basic employment contract. 

 

  



Requirement 12 : Ensure that vulnerable employees (e.g., injured, underage) do not conduct work that 

could jeopardize their physical and mental well-being. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 33% 67% 0% 3.0 

Canola 66% 7% 22% 5% 1.8 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

79% 0% 21% 0% 1.6 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

50% 0% 50% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.1 

Sask Wheat 33% 67% 0% 0% 2.0 

General 

Session Jan 7 

58% 0% 33% 8% 2.1 

KAP 25% 50% 25% 0% 1.5 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

AGC 0% 0% 67% 33%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 46% 12% N/A 15% 5.9 

March 67% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

50% 0% N/A 25% 4.0 

 

Comments 

 

• What is an underage worker? Under 18? Under 15? I think this opens up a lot of additional 

questions 

• I really do not like the wording of this and mention of vulnerable employees. I think you need to 

separate injured workers and underage workers into separate requirements. Or completely remove 

underage workers. 

• I feel like this is another case where we are adding requirements and conditions that could be better 

covered off with blanket statements like "Apply fertilizer using best agronomic practices for your 



region", "Use management strategies to promote soil and water quality ", "Obey all employment 

laws and standards", "Don't be evil". 

• Seems entirely reasonable. I don't know what an alternative would be. 

• To me, it reads like we are currently putting vulnerable employees at risk currently, and this Code of 

Practice will change that. I just don't like the way it's written. 

• Careful with this one regarding younger people on the farm. I see the intent but don’t want to limit 

youth involvement on the family farm. 

• I agree with the intent, but it would need major revision. Again, there is legislation we must follow. 

And 'underage'? What is meant by this? There is very clear legislation in our province related to this. 

 

Requirement 13 : Follow all applicable rules and regulations applying to employees such as provisions 

against discrimination and intimidation, employment of school-age children, wages and leaves (e.g., 

holiday leave, paid sick leave and paid parental leave). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.0 

Canola 68% 8% 25% 0% 1.8 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

95% 0% 5% 0% 1.7 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

33% 17% 50% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 89% 11% 0% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

38% 0% 52% 10% 1.8 

Sask Wheat 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

General 

Session Jan 7 

42% 17% 33% 8% 2.6 

KAP 0% 50% 50% 0% 1.5 

AGC 50% 0% 0% 50%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 41% 11% N/A 25% 5.9 

March 67% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 



Responsible 

Grain 

33% 0% N/A 42% 4.0 

 

  



Alternative wording 

 

• This is a very large requirement and should be broken into three requirements. “1. Follow all 

applicable rules and regulations applying to employees such as provisions against discrimination 

and intimidation.” “2. Follow all applicable rules and regulations applying to the employment of 

school aged children.” “ 3. Follow all applicable rules and regulations applying to wages and leaves 

(e.g., holiday leave, paid sick leave and paid parental leave).” 

• Should simply read "Follow all applicable rules and regulations applying in your province”. 

• Ag has certain exemptions from some of these obligations for a reason. Maybe rework this a bit? 

 

Other comments 

• Working on the farm is a great opportunity for school age children to earn some money and gain 

some independence. Steps have to be taken to keep the job task appropriate. Again, this is all 

covered in existing legislation. 

• This should be one of the first requirements in this section. There are several very good documents 

that explains age-appropriate work for children. If you can a link should be provided in the 

recommendation for information. 

• Not sure how this would affect both my daughters that could combine when they were 16. 8 years 

later their significant others are proud as punch of their abilities. 

 

  



Requirement 14 : Develop and issue general farm rules, procedures and expectations that everybody 

can understand (could include a job description, a contract or an employee manual). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 

Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 

Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 67% 33% 0% 4.3 

Canola 35% 28% 38% 0% 3.2 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.5 

MB Crop 

Alliance 

79% 5% 16% 0% 2.1 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 

Wheat 

Growers 

0% 67% 33% 0% 2.5 

Pulse Canada 78% 0% 11% 11% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 

Barley 

43% 10% 33% 14% 2.5 

Sask Wheat 33% 17% 50% 0% 2.6 

General 

Session Jan 7 

58% 25% 17% 0% 2.9 

KAP 0% 50% 50% 0% 4.0 

AGC 50% 0% 0% 50%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 

vague/specific/ 

technical 

wording 

Recommended 

Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 

Change (all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 28% 8% N/A 18% 5.9 

March 67% 0% N/A 0% 5.0 

Responsible 

Grain 

33% 0% N/A 25% 4.0 

 

Comments 

 

• Everyone should understand what is expected of them, but most farm employees are jack of all 

trades and duties evolve with time and abilities. The reality is that most farm employment situations 

will not be that formal and it would be difficult to anticipate every duty in a manual. 

• A farming job description isn't as easily quantified and qualified as an office worker. It would mostly 

be a waste of time to write something up because the scope is HUGE and flexible. 

• A written job description signed off by the employee isn’t a bad thing to have. Everyone knows their 

role and what is expected. If the roles required change, then the changes should be clearly 



understood. Can be tough to implement in some situations, but has been shown to solve disputes in 

pay or duties. 

• This is excellent. Some operations do great job of this but a lot that don't. 

• Is this a written manual or a verbal conversation had with the employee. Large operations with 

multiple employees may have this in place already. Many smaller farms rely on seasonal or 

occasional help and having an extensive manual / job description would be unrealistic. 

• For smaller producers, this may be impractical to have this formalized. However, setting rules and 

expectations is fairly basic, and regular review (toolbox meetings) is enough to ensure that 

operators and workers understand. 

• We have farm rules we relay as part of the orientation when hiring and training, but I don’t have a 

large enough operation of employees that I need to make a manual. 

• This is appropriate where full time employees are part of the farm. More difficult for farms that 

have part time or casual help for the busy seasons. 

  



Health and Wellness 

• I do not fundamentally disagree with any of the recommendation.  However, some of these 

recommendations will not be economically viable for family owned and operated farms.  Specifically 

those which rely on seasonal worker to manage peek times. While family members are the primary 

work force.  The AB Farm and Ranch workplace legislation consider the different dynamics in family 

farms as opposed to large scale corporate farming. 

• Safety is a high priority for farmers and farm hands. There is also the component that most farm 

hands and farmers work alone at specific jobs. 

• I understand needing to provide a healthy environment for employees, and that is something that a 

good employer should do if they want their employees to perform at a high level and to reduce 

turnover at the farm. However its the employer that takes all the risk in operating the farm and 

keeping it going.   While I agree with most of the things in the code, I don’t think this module will 

provide any benefit to farms. Employers and employees can come to their own agreements on a per 

farm basis. 

• If you do not treat your employees well you will not have any. Workers will not stick around if there 

is strife in the workplace. People have options these days and will leave an industry.  One has to 

have the team approach in today's ag business and the recommendations in this section sound like 

the developers are living in the fifties not today’s reality.  This may sound harsh and it is meant to 

be.  I reiterate, if you don't treat your workers well and provide a safe environment you will not have 

any.   

• I think examples help to clarify some of the vague statements here.  Listing of government 

applicable regulation/laws as examples or guidelines should be a minimum so that they can be 

studied by those who sign up with the program.   wording on this document such as "where 

possible" and "consider__" should be used much more sparingly - the purpose of the document is to 

provide requirements and recommendations, not to provide requirements and recommendations 

that could maybe be considered to be implemented, if you want to. 

• I have seen ‘safety culture’ in other industries lead to workers not thinking about safety as they 

work because it’s someone else’s responsibility. We tirelessly advocate safety on our farm but make 

it each person’s responsibility and not a code.  

• Canada's labour laws are some of the best in world.  They are enforced already, and there is no need 

for farmers to affirm that they are abiding the law. 

• Some of the recommendations regarding wage and rewards should be removed.  Provincial laws 

dictate minimum wage and it should be up to the business owner to gauge what an employee is 

worth based on skill and experience.  If the farm wants to keep employees they will treat them right. 

• To be fair, I fully support a safe work environment and paying employees appropriately. I just don't 

think that this document needs to talk about them.  We have provincial labour standards; we have 

provincial Occupational Health and Safety Legislation... leave the guidelines there.   

 

 

  



Recommended practice A : Carry out a hazard assessment covering all activities on the farm and ensure 
everyone working on the farm (including owners) participates in health and safety training on a regular 
basis or prior to new work activities (e.g. new growing season, introduction of a new 
task/method/technology) for the job tasks that apply to them. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 71% 29%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 56% 44%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

50% 25%  25% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 70% 30%  0% 

Sask Wheat 0% 100%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 45% 55%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 34% 22% 44% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 42% 8% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• It's a cultural change for many. Many of the line companies/manufacturers have worked to build a 

strong safety culture, e.g. start each meeting with a core values statement. It doesn't have to be this 

formal, but there are lots of little things that could be done to raise the bar and not feel it as an 

infringement. 

• A good recommendation however, frequency, length and substance need to be at operator’s 

discretion. Also needs to be framed in a way from keeping this from falling into a negligence if there 

is an accident and the paper trail isn't adequate. Using morning coffee to make a plan and being 

mindful of scope creep might be the most important. 

• I know a number of local farms that have a 15 minute "safety meeting" each Monday to discuss 

whatever is coming up, including safety issues 

• A training and safety meeting prior to the start of seeding and harvest would be adequate for 

operations that use seasonal workers. 

• The general concept of hazard assessment and training is reasonable but it may be difficult or 

impossible to identify all potential hazards. Its hard to train for an unknown hazard.  Proper wording 

is important .  



• Words like "all" and "never" should be very carefully (and perhaps not) used. It makes things far too 

vague, leaves too much open to interpretation, and appears to place all or most onus on the 

producer. The range of "activities" is incredibly diverse. What one person thinks of as hazardous, 

another would not. There are so many "ifs" to this statement. Also: what is "regular"?  Perhaps 

better wording might simply be: "Carry out hazard assessment on farm activities and provide & 

promote regular health and safety training." 

• Would suggest that both owner and employee do this hazard assessment. Employee likely see some 

hazards that owner doesn't! 

• This will be you first step when doing your AgSafe Plan. 

 

Recommended practice B : Use warning signs where appropriate (i.e. PTO, augers, etc.). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 79% 21%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 94% 6%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

60% 40%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 68% 32%  0% 

Sask Wheat 67% 33%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 91% 0%  9% 

KAP 67% 33%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 49% 15% 36% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 50% 17% 33% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• Often machinery will have warning, caution signs on them by the manufacturer. 

• The signage is already there on virtually every machine and the first section of the owner’s manual 

is full of hazard warnings. Accidents don't happen for lack of warning signs. 

• Producers should ensure things like older fuel tanks have appropriate labels and signage. 

• Would suggest use "and maintain" warning signage. Been on farms that signs are there but 

lettering is weathered off! 



• Not practical to put warning signs on everything. Employees should be educated on the dangers of 

equipment, and how to identify hazards. 

 
Recommended practice C : Maintain equipment in accordance with manufacturer specification. Make 
sure that all guards are in place during operation and to lock-out machinery when conducting repair and 
maintenance. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 87% 13%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 78% 22%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

20% 80%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 80% 20%  0% 

Sask Wheat 17% 83%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 82% 18%  0% 

KAP 50% 50%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 53% 16% 31% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 67% 8% 25% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• I think most of us can see places that improvements can be made rather than just manufacturer 

specifications. 

• Add in "generally accepted practice". 

• Requiring equipment to be maintained to factory specifications would mean no modifications, 

aftermarket parts or added on devices. This is not appropriate.  

• It is a very good recommendation for equipment to be de-energized, de-pressured and immobilized 

before maintenance.  But again I'm just not sure this is the place for this kind of discussion.  

• Rewording this to suggest keeping them in place whenever possible or feasible might be better. 

Same as equipment lockout during repairs, i.e. - when I break a knife section during harvest I don't 

shut my entire combine down and take the key out but I do put locks on the header reel to ensure it 

does not fall during knife repair.    

• Having guards in place or shutting off / locking equipment to make repairs is reasonable. 



• There are instances where guards are a problem and a hazard, but in general guards should be in 

place. Often manufacturers attach guards in a way so you need tools to remove the guard to service 

the equipment, this is counterproductive because those guards very often get removed 

permanently. Instead they should be guards that can be open without tools to make service easier, 

then they are kept in place. 

• Some manufacturer guards make daily maintenance impossible but otherwise this is a good 

recommendation. 

• It is subject to owner of the equipment. if operator is fully versed in the operation of the machine 

some guards can be a hinderance to the operation of the equipment IE grain auger guards that have 

to be cut off so augers can fit into grain bin openings.  

• Generally agree with this statement. But if during operation you need to take a shield off to 

diagnose an equipment problem then we would be in non-compliance. 

• Some guards are in place in areas where no one should ever be when a machine is in operation. 

Overkill on behalf of manufacturer. 

 

Recommended practice D : Train employees on proper use of moving equipment and ensure employees 
are qualified and authorized for use of specific moving farm equipment. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 97% 3%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 94% 6%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

80% 0%  20% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 0%  10% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 100% 0%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 61% 16% 23% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 58% 17% 25% 4.6 



 

Comments 

• Provided that this training can be provided on farm, and not require an external person, this is one 

case where a recommendation should be made a requirement. Farm equipment is large and 

powerful and mistakes in moving and operating can be costly and deadly. Any person who steps into 

a tractor, combine, sprayer, etc. needs to have been trained on how to use it. 

• Keep it simple. Simply state provide training to operators of equipment. Leave qualified or 

authorized out of it. Who determines this? 

• Not sure who determines who is qualified? Is that the farm manager or the government? What is 

meant by authorized - is that just "allowed" on that farm; is it someone with a license? Certainly 

agree with ensuring that employees have training for moving equipment. 

• In this context, qualified probably means they have received a reasonable orientation to the task, 

been shown potential risks and demonstrated that they can perform the task before being set loose. 

 

Recommended practice E : Ensure proper installation and use of the farm's electrical system. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 92% 5%  3% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 94% 6%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

80% 0%  20% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 0%  5% 

Sask Wheat 83% 17%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 91% 9%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 58% 13% 29% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 50% 8% 42% 4.6 

 
Comments 

 



• This feels like a recommendation out of left field. Could have one for water system. For just about 

everything on the farm. 

• I wonder why electrical is singled out. This could be combined into recommendation C or broaden 

this one to include more general infrastructure type equipment. 

• If we are not electricians we are in no position to determine if the installation is proper. 

• Would suggest - "proper installation & "maintenance" of system. Ideally some sort of regular ( e.g. 

every three years) inspection of electrical system by qualified person. Some insurance companies 

already doing that and likely saves a lot of claims. 

• Legislation in place for electrical installation. If this is a recommendation, would need to be in a code 

for every person in our country. Should not be a recommendation. 

  



Recommended practice F : Limit exposure to grain dusts and mould using PPE, air flow and ventilation. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 67% 33%  0% 

Canola 100% 0%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 100% 0%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 100% 0%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 63% 16% 22% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 58% 0% 42% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• Is this not covered off already in the requirements with use of PPE? 

 

  



Recommended practice G : Ensure that there are safe exits from all confined spaces (i.e. grain bins). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 76% 24%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 10%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 91% 9%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 59% 15% 26% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 73% 0% 27% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• Not all grain bins are confined spaces, some are restricted spaces and thus the rules are different at 

least in Alberta. 

• Safe exits don't exist in grain bins especially when removing grain from older bins. Better to say 

"take precautions and care when working in grain bins". 

• Only disagree because this is not possible in some confined spaces (e.g. most grain bins). 

• This recommendation is best suited to livestock buildings and large workshops. The example of grain 

bins is poor because there is only one entrance or exit. 

• If there are safe exits it's probably not a confined space. Should address controlling confined space 

hazards and emergency response. 

• Maybe others need to be noted "Ensure all confined spaces  (grain bins, tanks, silos) have signage 

identifying them as such and noting the hazards (explosion, low Oxygen atmosphere, 

entrapment...).  Ensure sufficient staff are trained in Confined Space Rescue and extrication 

equipment as required is available - or contract Confined Space Entry work (i.e. sewer tank repairs) 

to a trained contractor.” 

• There would be scenarios where can not ensure a safe exit. In some situations should not be in the 

bin because there is no safe exit. Need to look at this in another way to address safety concerns 

when working in bins. 



 

• If you are inside a flat bottom grain bin to shovel out the bin but with an auger and a sweep, in 

order to get inside and outside the bin you need to come close to a running auger. If this qualifies as 

an unsafe exit, then I disagree with this practice. 

• Most farms do not have proper training on confined spaces. Adding this recommendation about 

employee safety without training is not adequate. 

Recommended practice H : Consider the use of a buddy system, safety harness or safety ladder when 
entering confined spaces (i.e. grain bins). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 79% 21%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 71% 29%  0% 

Sask Wheat 83% 17%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 70% 30%  0% 

KAP 67% 33%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 56% 16% 28% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 58% 0% 42% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• I would change the word consider. And change it to "Use a Buddy system. . . when possible. 

• I fail to see the increased level of safety if you were to use a safety harness when inside a grain bin. 

You're already on the ground and can’t fall. A harness is one more thing to get entangled in a 

running auger. 

• If you had to go in the top for some reason this is a good idea. Otherwise unnecessary 

• Again a poor example. A safety harness may be required for climbing a grain bin or entering one 

from the roof but not for ground level entry. This is another case of "use appropriate safety 

equipment when entering confined spaces or working at heights". The focus of many of these 

recommendations has been enclosed spaces but no recommendations on climbing grain bins or 

working on roofs. 



• Most times I only have 1 available person to haul grain so it would be difficult to have a buddy 

system. Grain bins poor example 

• I believe harness and lanyards have a place in a confined space with a hazardous environment to 

attempt a rescue from outside without putting additional people in harms way. Rotating equipment 

would make this extremely dangerous. These are far too specialized of situations to attempt to 

cover off with an open statement like this. 

• There needs to be a different recommendation dealing with grain bins. Buddy system, lanyards, 

alternative exits either wont work or don’t exist 

• This recommendation would be better if it considered implementing safe work practices, safe work 

procedures and/or a confined space program where applicable. 

• In some cases a harness may be more of a hazard so I would add where applicable or something 

along that line 

• Some farmers work alone, its part of the job 

• Shovelling a bin bottom is different than doing the crazy things people do when a bin center 

unloader plugs 

• You need plans in place between employees before anticipating these events. Believe me, living 

experience. 

• I don't like the use of the term "confined space" when talking about grain bins. Other agricultural 

sectors when using the term "confined space" are usually referring to areas like manure storage pits 

or other areas" where dangerous gases exist and special breathing equipment is required. 

 

Recommended practice I : Where possible, have a first aid-trained person present on the farm who 
knows how to treat common farming injuries. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 97% 3%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 79% 21%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

40% 60%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 57% 43%  0% 

Sask Wheat 83% 17%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 82% 9%  9% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 50% 9% 41% 5.7 



March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 42% 8% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• In Alberta this is a legal requirement if the farm has employees. Recommend referring to their local 

legislation for these requirements. 

• Small size and staff make this harder to meet the criteria. 

• Everyone should have some basic first aid training but to have a designated first aider is not 

practical especially for small farm. For example what do you do if your designated first aider is 

getting parts in town 20 miles away and an accident occurs on the farmyard? 

• What is definition of "farming injury"? 

• Is a good idea but is quite unrealistic on most farms. Especially when people work alone and are in 

remote places ( fields) it is impractical to have a trained first aid person present. This may be 

appropriate on large farms with many employees working in close proximity. 

• Think this is mandatory on farms with employees and should be mandatory on all farms!! 

• I think the wording should be more along the lines of: "know how and where to get in touch with a 

person who is trained in first aid". 

• Most farmers d have first aid training. Also There are digital resources that can be accessed to help 

with first aid info. 

• Would be better to have a neighborhood mutual aid plan but first aid is never a bad thing to have. 

Don't need to have a current certificate unless required by regs. 

• I agree with Neil, what he is describing is an emergency response plan, a part of your Farm Safe plan 

• That is a tall ask and I green with comments below, But I think we should have first aid courses 

available for farmers and staff to attended in closest small town, for example heart attacks , 

Hutterite Colonies are having first aid courses on the colonies with local fire departments, could this 

be a suggestion for Gov or Commission 

• Unless one has first aid training themselves it is impractical to have someone around all the time but 

having quick access to first aid equipment and phone numbers is essential to dealing with an 

emergency situation. 

• key wording here is "where possible" most farmers do not know first aid, having reliable 

communication - on hand - phones and having first aid kits at hand fits here better 

• Agree in principle but this would be very difficult to provide. There are times when we have 

employees on 5 different pieces of land that could be 30 miles apart. 

• Great in theory not always useful in reality when the trained person may not be available at time or 

location of accident. Better to encourage that all full-time employees receive some first aid training. 

 

 

  



Recommended practice J : Limit work hours to 48 hours per week during the low season and to 72 
hours per week during the peak season, unless a higher amount has been accepted by employees. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 33% 67%  0% 

Canola 13% 87%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 61% 39%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 0% 100%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 30% 65%  5% 

Sask Wheat 17% 83%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 36% 64%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 29% 13% 58% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 17% 33% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• What is the legislative requirement around this? I think that is important in the enforcement of this 

type of requirement and how realistic it is implemented. 

• It is not worthwhile going down the path of limiting hours worked. Employees already have the right 

to refuse overtime work. 

• Of course neither farmers nor employees should be pushed to the brink but its impossible to put a 

number on it. Both employer and employee need to recognize reasonable limits. Most employees 

understand the seasonal pressures and are willing to make the effort for a good employer and 

adequate reward. 

• There is legislation that deals with this issue. Hours of work can often be negotiated with workers by 

offering overtime, additional days off in slower times, etc. We shouldn't get into the fine details. 

• Again, producers should by complying with provincial legislation. 

• I would be very surprised if having a 72-hour limit for a work week would be viewed as positive by 

the rest of society. If this code is to make our industry respected for how we treat people, we need 

to have a tighter recommendation. 

• Discretion needs to be exercised. 48 hours might be too much for some. 

• Busy seasons cannot be defined by numbers. 



• While the intent is good, this doesn't put a positive view of ag to the outside community. Many 

farms don't even keep track of hours so wouldn't know if they are even doing this. I do think that 

farmers have pushed themselves too hard. And expect too much from employees during busy 

season. 

• Most farms are seasonal operations, so there is an ebb and flows for working hours 

• This is more appropriate wording than the statement covering overtime in the required section. Also 

this is somewhat redundant and contradictory. The statement in the required section contradicts 

this statement.??? 

• very impractical recommendation, in the real farming world during busy season, seeding and 

harvest this kind of requirement would not sit well. It would not ensure quality grain production. 

Farmers and farm workers go above and beyond those hours in times of need, this is not a chronic 

year-round problem. 

• farming as a profession, requires self governance in almost all areas of our work... don’t try to set 

parameters for people who are capable of setting them without regulation. 

• While I agree hours of work shall be reasonable during peak periods. It is up to each farm 

owner/employee to work out what is acceptable between them 

• Too prescriptive. I'd rather have a fatigue management discussion with the crew. People have 

different jobs and different ways of getting fatigued. Well planned breaks and job rotations make 16 

hrs enjoyable. 4 hours straight cleaning bins in a mask is a tough shift. 

• I have difficulty supporting caps on hours, however working more than 84hrs a week is a bad idea. 

After 84x3 weeks people get really weird, irritable, and unpredictable. 

• Well intentioned but not practical. 

• Very hard to specify the # of hours. End of question seems appropriate though 

• it all depends on the person. Some people can handle longer hours then others. Need to monitor 

who needs a break. 

• Typically weather helps keep hours in check. I think these numbers vary depending on the job and 

conditions. 

• monitoring fatigue if working long hours is better harvest time for grain farmers is short, ensuring 

workers or the owner is aware of time being spent working and keeping in mind their personal 

health is a better consideration 

• Growing seasons are so compact, and work must get done when the weather cooperates. Most 

farms work in acres, not hours. This should be more vague 

• You can't specify hours of work in this. During seeding and harvest, hours worked could quite easily 

be above 72. This should be purposely vaguer. 

• To be determined by the employer and employee and applicable to local labour standards. No need 

for defining it in this code. 

 

  



Recommended practice K: Make time to assess own mental health and stay attentive of coworkers’ 
mental health. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 100% 0%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 89% 11%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

80% 20%  0% 

Pulse Canada 71% 14%  14% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 0%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 100% 0%  0% 

KAP 100% 0%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 47% 21% 32% 5.7 

March 100% 0% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 33% 8% 58% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• Maybe edit this to reflect the continuous monitoring of the physical and mental condition of others 

around you.  

• Not sure I'm qualified to assess mental health issues. I always try to be attentive on the mood of my 

employees but that is not necessarily the same thing as assessing mental health. 

• I think that to be able to detect mental issues is something that many persons are not able to do. 

But knowing the signs to mental health problems is a start to accessing one’s mental health. 

• Mental health is very important, and I am glad to see a lot more awareness. But it's too easy to say, 

"stay attentive...and make time". Unfortunately we all get busy and sometimes important things 

(like physical and mental health) become overlooked. If a producer becomes overwhelmed (and 

weather can do that to anyone!) - putting added responsibility of another person's mental health is 

maybe a bit much - especially if not trained in this area? May be better to state something more 

along the lines of: “Endeavour to allow time to promote own mental well-being as well as those 

employed and encourage reaching out to qualified individuals as needed. This can include breaks as 

needed, information of local resources (poster of links, brochures, etc.), punching bag, or other....” 

• Good to see mental health on the farm being a part of the focus. 

 



  



Recommended practice L: Identify and communicate available mental health resources to employees 
and family members. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 92% 8%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 72% 28%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

75% 25%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 0%  5% 

Sask Wheat 83% 17%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 100% 0%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 48% 15% 37% 5.7 

March 100% 0% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 33% 17% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• Make sure everyone knows that it's not a Taboo subject. 

• AgSafe is looking into partnering with "In The Know" , an initiative out of the University of Guelph 

tailored specifically to agriculture. 

• Do More Ag should be in all Ag news letter. 

• I have seasonal workers whose main residence is several hours away. It is not my job to identify 

resources available to them in their communities 

• I feel it is important to be aware of own mental health and attentive to employees' mental health 

and encourage use of available resources. Is it the farmer's responsibility to identify and 

communicate that info?  

• Should be part of one requirement encompassed with the previous question. 

 

  



Recommended practice M: Follow CASA’s Ag Youth Work Guidelines to make sure activities are 
appropriate for youth working in agriculture. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 76% 24%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 89% 11%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

50% 50%  0% 

Pulse Canada 71% 0%  29% 

AB Wheat & Barley 45% 45%  10% 

Sask Wheat 67% 33%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 64% 36%  0% 

KAP 67% 33%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 40% 18% 42% 5.7 

March 67% 33% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 17% 33% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• RE: CASA Youth Guidelines...instead of saying "to make sure activities are appropriate", say "to 

assist in assessing the appropriate activity for the youth in question"...the CASA are guidelines and 

would be flexible based on the abilities of individual youth.   

• Soft agreement. I'd want to know more about the CASA guidelines if they're being specifically 

referenced. 

• Need to spell out CASA, Canadian Ag Safety Assoc. as well as provide a link;  guidelines should be in 

an appendix of the Code. 

• Not familiar with the guidelines. My comment is every individual is different and age should not be 

discriminated. I would trust a 16-year-old that has experience around the equipment over an older 

laborer that has not been around farm equipment before. 

• I just quickly reviewed these guidelines and they are significantly more stringent than likely any 

farming operation currently enforces. I couldn't find a single chore for kids under 10 years of age. 

• Discretion and common sense need to be used with youth . Everyone youth and adults have 

different skills and capabilities. 

• This was never needed or used on my farm growing up; each individual has their own capabilities, 

and it is up to the parent and child to decide what each individual is comfortable with and capable 

of. 



 

Recommended practice N: Ensure all employees and their managers are aware of and able to recognize 
and prevent harassment, abuse and other forms of intimidation, including those arising from cultural 
differences. Communicate with employees in a way and a language they will understand. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 100% 0%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 88% 13%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

50% 25%  25% 

Pulse Canada 89% 0%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 81% 0%  19% 

Sask Wheat 83% 0%  17% 

General Session Jan 7 91% 0%  9% 

KAP 100% 0%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 49% 21% 30% 5.7 

March 50% 50% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 50% 0% 50% 4.6 

 
Comments 

 

• This should be a requirement as this is legislation. 

• Endeavouring to promote a safe work environment (mentally, cultural, physically, etc.) is absolutely 

important. But some farms are quite small; some are large. This is a topic that requires Human 

Resources and specialized training to cover the broad range that it seems to recommend. Not all 

farms have or need this. I'm not certain on how to word this, but maybe something like: “Promote a 

respectful workplace so that employees are aware of what is expected & feel safe approaching 

producers or managers with concerns.” After having worked in different sectors, I just don't feel that 

ALL people have the ability to be able to recognize and prevent harassment. If they were - we 

wouldn't need this recommendation...? 

• Most farmers and employees are not social workers or psychiatrists and are not in a position to 

educate others or spot some of these issues. Is appropriate to have a conversation about these 

issues and indicate harassment / abuse etc. will not be tolerated.  



• Needs rewording. Can we ensure that employees prevent harassment...? We can educate and 

increase employees’ awareness and deal with transgressions but how can we ensure they prevent 

it? 

• I'm fine with this, except for the last sentence. I'm not sure what that means. It almost reads like we 

need to learn a different language if they aren't very fluent in English. 

Recommended practice O: Pay wages in accordance with employees’ responsibilities and competencies. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 100% 0%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 95% 5%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

75% 25%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 5%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 100% 0%  0% 

KAP 50% 50%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 56% 11% 33% 5.7 

March 50% 50% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 50% 17% 33% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• I think this should also be removed completely. I think a new requirement should be added to say 

"Ensure appropriate payment for their tasks and abilities while having equal work opportunities" 

this would also be covered off by legislation ensure no discrimination occurs. 

• Think this is covered in the required section of following regulations. If paying based on these 

principles then some individuals could be paid less than minimum wage based on their 

competencies which is against regulation. 

• Agree in principle with this statement although often very difficult to accurately measure 

responsibilities and competences in $$$. 

• Maybe add "merit based". I'm assuming this is to address any issues of gender or other inequity in 

pay. 

• Or discuss equivalent remuneration ( family members Profit Share ) 



 

  



Recommended practice P: Offer benefits to employees. Could be monetized (e.g. bonuses for statutory 
holidays, insurance and retirement saving contributions) or in-kind (e.g. adapted work schedules, time-
off in lieu, social activities). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 97% 3%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 65% 35%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

50% 25%  25% 

Pulse Canada 11% 78%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 62% 10%  29% 

Sask Wheat 67% 33%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 45% 55%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 43% 14% 43% 5.7 

March 50% 50% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 33% 17% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• it should all be up to the individual situation 

• Maybe instead of "benefits" the word "incentives" could be used? So wording such as: “consider 

offering incentives to employees - monetized or in-kind.”  Benefits seem to give the general 

impression of things like more pay, and things like EAP, Blue Cross, pension. Incentives can include 

these things but could also mean things like Christmas or other employee events. Incentives can also 

include gift cards, monthly or otherwise meals ordered in (e.g. pizza).  

• With huge differences in sizes of farms across Canada and differences in financial positions, it may 

be worth considering this when drafting this and other similar proposals. On our farm we value 

those who work for us and provide incentives but our ideas may differ than others', and what our 

employees would like may differ than others as well. Keeping an open mind (producers and policy 

makers) is important.  

• Adding parameters to employment compensation in the code is not a good idea especially with the 

diversity of labour laws across the provinces. 

• Every situation is unique. To be decided upon by employer and employee. Not sure why it would be 

included in this code. 

 



 

• General concept of rewarding good employees is valid. The " bonuses for statutory holidays " 

puzzles me. Does regulation not require they be paid for stat days? Then what is the bonus for ( a 

bonus for a paid day off )???? 

• I agree with the concepts but the items listed are discretionary and really shouldn't be part of the 

CoP. Will they help attract and retain quality staff? For sure but to suggest that having a steak 

supper makes the farmer more "responsible" is a stretch. Focus on meeting the fundamentals of 

employee management as far as CoP is concerned. 

• This is up to the employer and his/her relationship with the employee. 

 

Recommended practice Q: Evaluate periodically the performance of each employee (at least annually). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 97% 3%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

0% 75%  25% 

Pulse Canada 38% 50%  13% 

AB Wheat & Barley 86% 0%  14% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 73% 18%  9% 

KAP 100% 0%  0% 

PGQ 0% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 58% 9% 33% 5.7 

March 50% 50% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 50% 0% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• I would add “Evaluate and review” in this statement to give it a bit more action. 

• For the vast majority of farms I would think that performance reviews are happening in real time or 

very near to it. This would apply more to a large corporation than most Canadian farms. 

• Probably a more informal process than the usual office environment on most farms. 

 

  



Recommended practice R: Seek continuing/on-going training opportunities for all employees to 
increase level of knowledge of relevant job function(s) (i.e. continuing education). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 

Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 92% 8%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 61% 39%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 

Growers 

75% 0%  25% 

Pulse Canada 50% 50%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 81% 10%  10% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 82% 0%  18% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 

technical wording 
Disagree Avg. Level of Change 

(all)  

Scale 1-10 

Feb 53% 12% 35% 5.7 

March 50% 50% 0% 9 

Responsible Grain 50% 0% 50% 4.6 

 

Comments 

 

• This should have wording changed and allow for producer to determine what amount and level of 

cost to spend - as it depends on the size of operation, actual position each employee is in, and what 

funds are available - plus level of interest that the employee has. 

• Not all employees may have the interest or time (i.e. young family). Perhaps a better wording could 

be: "Share any relevant educational material if available" - this could be simple things such as farm 

journals, papers, & magazines (many producers subscribe to farming papers). It could also include 

things like posting website to read, such as government of Manitoba (e.g. 

https://www.gov.mb.ca/agriculture/crops/insects/). There are also lots of online learning 

opportunities in the winter that vary in complexity - some free and some at a cost.  

• Training is good when needed and appropriate. If an employee is fully trained and has all the 

needed skills for the tasks they are performing then what is the benefit of " continuing ongoing 

training"??? At that point there is no benefit or ROI and is an unnecessary expense. 

• “All” employees is tough on a farm. Would be better as “all permanent employees”. We have so 

many casual employees where this wouldn’t make any sense. The guy who works 3 weeks each fall 

driving a grain truck or a casual worker that comes to pick rocks and clean cabs doesn’t need to 

have continuing education benefits. 



• Some employees are subject to training, some are not. Skill and desire dependent. Some are just 

seasonal. 

• Like any business in the city would do - I will spend my time and investment in my best employees 

but not “all employees”. 

• I disagree to a point. Even the employees who are not the kind you want to stay around for the long 

haul, need training to do the job better. If they aren't interested at all in doing a better job, they 

may as well be let go. 

• Things that are written in law are definitely requirements whether it is in the CoP or not. There are 

however things that are fairly universal in various international standards that probably have to be 

part of the CoP whether it's in law or not. That balance will be a challenge. 

• I absolutely see the benefit in education and training opportunities for employees for themselves 

and the farm but do not feel it should be part of recommendations. 

 

 


