
Consultation Feedback on Module Requirement 

Land Use and Wildlife Management 

General comments on module 

• I recommend changes to the intro/preamble - again, state the social/enviro benefits more clearly:  

"Supporting biodiversity by protecting wildlife habitat" and "Improvement of beneficial insect habitat 

- thereby reducing reliance on and use of pesticides".   

 

Requirement 1: Identify actual and potential habitats on the farm that support biodiversity and are 

beneficial to wildlife. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Canola 24% 56% 20% 0% 3.4 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

56% 17% 17% 11% 2.5 

Ontario CCA 67% 33% 0% 0% 3.7 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 71% 29% 0% 2.3 

Cdn Roundt for 
Sustainable 

Beef 

100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 0% 78% 11% 11% 3.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

19% 57% 24% 0% 3.2 

Sask Wheat 29% 71% 0% 0% 2.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

15% 69% 15% 0% 3.3 

KAP 33% 67% 0% 0% 2.3 

PGQ 50% 0% 50% 0% 3.0 

AGC 0% 0% 50% 50%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 
vague/specific/ 

technical 
wording 

Recommended 
Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 
Change (all)  
Scale 1-10 

Feb 17% 12% 48% 23% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 0% 4.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

45% 0% 18% 36% 4.6 

 



Alternative wording 
 

• There is no end result to encourage biodiversity and habitat. Easy to identify but to what end...  

“Identify and foster” 

• “Potential”  habitats raise a red flag for me. 

Other comments 

 

• Identify habitat for what purpose? 

• I have wildlife habitat on every quarter. What about those that don't? What is the actual goal of this 

requirement? 

• Sure, but what's the implication? That identified areas be designated as wilderness? 

• Technically every acre on the farm could have biodiversity and support wildlife. 

• My farm is quite biodiverse and wildlife is in abundance everywhere, we even have nesting bald 

eagles on our farm. I would suggest accepted common farming practices and wildlife habitat go 

hand in hand and coexist very nicely on the prairies. 

• My whole farm is habitat as is. I would suggest that all farms are the same but likely vary in the type 

of wildlife present. To name a few animals that co-exist with my farm operation: Mice, Rabbits, Fox, 

Whitetail deer (commonly in my yard) Mule Deer, Elk, Moose, Migratory birds, any number and 

species of birds from songbirds to birds of Prey. So, these are the warm and fuzzies, how about, 

Coyotes, Wolves, Black bear, Cougars. This is only a quick list off the top of my head, are we 

assuming the farm landscape does not have an abundance of wildlife? What is the intent of the 

requirement? 

• Canadian farms do support biodiversity and provide habitat that is beneficial to wildlife. 

• One has to look back at history and not just what has happened in the last 30-40 years. We have 

more habitat (trees) than was here 120 years ago. We have more wildlife today than 50+ years ago.  

• Certainly, wildlife and landowners co exist in the same areas. I suspect that each region is going to 

have different approaches to wildlife management, guidelines should be regionally focused. We 

have regional land that is owned and managed by conservation groups, we have conservation 

groups that will pay for easements. So, there are a lot of great things going on.     

• The identification of wildlife, and especially which ones, will be very difficult to be consistent across 

Canada.  Who will do this and at what cost? 

• Identifying habitat is not in the skill set of many producers 

• Needs to be much more specific about what defines a "Habitat". The work to do this identification 

properly could be pretty involved and costly. This could mean anything from showing non-crop land 

on a field photo to a full consultant's study. 

Not sure how this would be done/recorded? is this a measurable thing for farmers to keep track of? 

trees and slough acres? Is this about actually measuring off and documenting or just being mentally 

aware. 

• If there is a financial benefit coming from society to maintain habitat on behalf of those in society 

who can't directly maintain habitat, that's fine.  But farmers should not be expected to maintain 

habitat for all of society for free.  The only way farmers get a return on their land investment is by 

growing crops or livestock. 



• Explain why producers should do this. Is this the thin edge of the wedge where producers will be 

required to recreate beneficial habitats?  

• What exactly is it that producers are getting out of this? I understand the concept but is this 

implying that in the future we are going to be restoring habitat? 

• This is a bit of a doubled edged sword. Habitats for beneficial species can also be places where pests 

- insects and weeds - can shelter and multiply. 

• Similar to earlier posts about focusing on the positive messaging. This is not a requirement this is a 

fact. As stewards of the land, they have local knowledge of their land. 

 

Requirement 2 : Investigate and comply with federal, provincial and municipal regulations before 
conducting any agricultural activity (e.g., removing or altering plants, disturbing soils, drainage) in a 
riparian area. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Canola 32% 41% 27% 0% 3.2 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

61% 17% 22% 0% 2.2 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 100% 0% 0% 2.0 

Cdn Roundt for 
Sustainable 

Beef 

67% 33% 0% 0% 4.0 

Pulse Canada 22% 67% 11% 0% 3.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

14% 67% 19% 0% 2.9 

Sask Wheat 43% 0% 57% 0% 2.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

0% 50% 50% 0% 3.7 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 2.5 

PGQ 50% 0% 50% 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 31% 11% 26% 31% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 4.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

45% 0% 9% 45% 4.6 

 

  



Comments 

 

• As it is worded, to disagree means that I am not willing to check into what the regulations may be in 

my jurisdiction OR I am willing to disregard them OR both. 

• Needs a clear definition of a riparian area. Does that include the border of a little 5-acre pothole 

that sometimes has vegetation in it? 

• I disagree with your definition of Riparian area - "The transition zones between land and water 

environments. They are the narrow strips of land located along streams, lakes, potholes, springs, 

coulees, wooded draws or anywhere water is plentiful. They can be either flowing or non-flowing, 

and range from temporary to permanent.” Riparian areas should not include temporary potholes. 

Also, the size of potholes needs to be defined. 

• Currently there are countless acres that are being farmed that could potentially fall within a riparian 

area. I think it is unrealistic and impractical to expect producers to do this every time they do 

something in these zones. " Disturbing soils " to someone could mean cultivating or seeding. I could 

see this applying to riparian areas that are not developed or are being used in a moderated fashion 

to protect those areas. 

• May need to use the water classification system that many famers may not be aware of. 

• This would imply that cultivation or planting could not occur in some low-lying areas. 

• Farmers should comply with applicable regulations, but I resent the focus on this area and the 

assumption that farmers have some obligation to provide perceived public benefits for no 

compensation and in fact at our expense considering wildlife damage and lost productivity. 

 
  



Requirement 3 : Be aware and comply with regulations regarding protected areas as designated through 
federal, provincial and municipal regulation. 

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 83% 7% 5% 5% 2.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

94% 0% 6% 0% 1.8 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 29% 71% 0% 2.7 

Cdn Roundt for 
Sustainable 

Beef 

100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Pulse Canada 22% 33% 44% 0% 2.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

90% 0% 10% 0% 1.8 

Sask Wheat 43% 0% 57% 0% 2.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

83% 0% 8% 8% 1.9 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.5 

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 44% 16% 26% 14% 6.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

64% 0% 18% 18% 4.6 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• Take out "be aware" 

• Remove “Be aware and comply” and add it to the end of the paragraph. 

 

Other comments 

 

• Face value agree however examples such as government calling a "man-made" municipal drain a 

"water course" creates unnecessary burden preventing drainage cleanout and other work to 

maintain drainage. 

• As long as the government does not increase the burden on producers by making more areas 

“protected” compared to what they are today on my property. 



• "Protected areas" is not adequately defined 

 

Requirement 4 : Where required by law, obtain the permits, licences or agreements to conduct work in 

or next to protected areas. If no permit is required, ensure any additional authorizations are obtained 

before beginning or undertaking work in or next to protected areas. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 100% 0% 0% 4.0 

Canola 41% 22% 37% 0% 2.8 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

83% 6% 11% 0% 1.7 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.3 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 43% 57% 0% 2.0 

Cdn Roundt for 
Sustainable 

Beef 

100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 11% 44% 22% 22% 1.7 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

19% 38% 43% 0% 2.8 

Sask Wheat 57% 29% 14% 0% 2.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

8% 42% 42% 8% 2.6 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 1.7 

PGQ 50% 0% 50% 0% 3.0 

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 43% 13% 25% 19% 6.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

64% 0% 9% 27% 4.6 

Alternative wording 

 

• Remove –“where required by law” . Add “necessary” after the words “ensure any”. This has a much 

softer tone. 

• "...obtain permits, licenses, authorizations or agreements..." and remove the last sentence   

• "Where required by law, obtain the permits, licences or agreements to conduct work in or next to 

protected areas" seems redundant to Requirement #3 where it states follow laws surrounding 

protected areas.  



Other comments 

 

• Second statement seems like an overreach, forgoes your rights to do the work you may want to do. 

Seeking someone's blessing for something you don't need a blessing for. If you have checked and no 

permits are required, what other authorization is required? 

• If no permits or authorization is needed, I don't understand why further permission is required. 

• What has "next to" has been defined as? Is it simply directly adjacent or does it extend for several 

miles from boundary of protected area? How large of a buffer zone? Who decides? 

• Need clarity on the definition of " conduct work " . Are we talking drainage or land clearing or 

regular routine field operations? 

 

Requirement 5 : Avoid conversion of existing forests, wetlands and native grasslands into annual crop 
land. If converting, implement practices to assist in maintaining biodiversity. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 0% 100% 0% 3.0 

Canola 5% 78% 17% 0% 4.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

61% 17% 22% 0% 2.7 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 86% 0% 14% 3.8 

Cdn Roundt for 
Sustainable 

Beef 

100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

Pulse Canada 0% 67% 33% 0% 3.7 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

19% 71% 5% 5% 3.2 

Sask Wheat 14% 57% 29% 0% 3.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

0% 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

KAP 0% 100% 0% 0% 3.0 

PGQ 50% 0% 50% 0% 3.0 

AGC 0% 50% 0% 50%  

General 

sessions 

Agree Too 
vague/specific/ 

technical 
wording 

Recommended 
Practice 

Disagree Avg. Level of 
Change (all)  
Scale 1-10 

Feb 15% 9% 33% 43% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 0% 4.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

18% 9% 27% 45% 4.6 

 



Alternative wording 

 

• “If converting, where possible implement practices to assist in maintaining biodiversity.” 

• "Minimize" instead of avoid? 

 

Other comments 

 

• This is going to be specific to individual farm operations and circumstances. Too vague and broad to 

be a practical requirement. 

• If the government continues to sell Crown land to farmers,  it seems hard to say it can't be used for 

farmland. 

• How many trees is  a forest? What is the definition of a forest is? size? Species? In modern 

agricultural systems, tree removal may be necessary to square up fields, straighten up fields. While 

this may occur, we want to maintain biodiversity. 

• There needs to be a definition of the size of forests, wetlands and native grasslands. 

• What if the existing woodland is full of dead trees or due to climate change wetlands have dried up? 

Or can you drain one wetland and replace it by creating new wetlands? 

• Most of the grassland prairie that was broke for cropland historically did not have trees. Farmers in 

my area often clean up treed areas that grew in areas not easily farmed or in livestock pasture areas 

that they wish to convert back to cropland. Just because trees were growing in an area (often like 

weeds) does not make native or permanent forests. 

• Agriculture in Canada exists because generations of farmers cleared trees, plowed sod, hauled rock 

and drained water. Railways, roads and cities (with significant environmental impact) were built to 

serve and benefit from agriculture. We promote all this as sustainable, environmentally friendly, 

productive and efficient. Now we want to blame and shame farmers who didn't bulldoze every tree 

and drain every pothole prior to the code and penalize them if they take any steps to improve their 

productivity and efficiency. How hypocritical. 

• As some of Canada's most productive land has been altered from its original state (Red River Valley) 

why try to force preservation and restoration on the rest of the 8% of arable land that is available in 

Canada?  Isn't 92% natural enough? 

• In some areas of the country this is a very controversial requirement. More thought needs to be put 

into how this requirement should be worded or even if it should be part of the code. 

• Will never be accepted in certain regions and regional 'fairness' balance is impossible to attain. 

Crosses into property owner territory. 

• The need, and appropriateness, of reducing land conversion will depend on the level of forest or 

prairie remaining in an area, so should be a much higher priority in southern Ontario, for example, 

than in the large clay belt where converting 10,000 acres of boreal forest out of 10,000,000 would 

increase biodiversity in that area.   

• Many rural and remote areas still have a high degree of forests, woodlots, wetlands, etc.  This needs 

to be a balance that allows sustainable and proactive land improvement projects ensuring that 

offsets to balance out short term and long-term impacts on biodiversity and wildlife - 

underdeveloped areas shouldn't be penalized into poverty because we still have trees.  This 

requirement has great merit to already industrialized agricultural areas that would benefit from the 

creation of additional buffer strips, wind strips and woodlots. 



• “Converting” wetlands into farmable acres reduces chemical overlap, double application/nutrient 

loading, salinity and compaction. Why isn’t this a requirement as well? 

• There are improvements that can result in greater efficiency and less fuel and input use. At the same 

time, there are areas that would be more profitable to replant to trees, but there shouldn't be a 

requirement for me to do so. 

• In a lot of cases taking out trees can lessen the environmental impact of farming, there are fewer 

overlap passes resulting in less fertilizer applied, crop protection products used, fuel consumption, 

not to mention time and labour. 

• Right now, those bush patches and wetlands are not free when purchasing the land. If we are not 

allowed to develop them then the public should pay us some annual amount equal to what the land 

would produce if it’s in crop. 

• The only acceptable way of compelling farmers to maintain forests, wetlands and grasslands is if 

they voluntarily agree to do so for adequate compensation. 

• If the public is paying farmers for maintaining ecological services, that would be ideal in this 

instance. 

May be worth suggesting that producers take into account potential ecological goods/benefits 

associated with undisturbed land while also weighing efficiency before conversion. 

• If society wants this to be an ask or demand of landowners, then they will need to put their money 

where their mouths are and pay us annual environmental rent on these lands. 

  



Consultation Feedback on Recommended Practice 

Land Use and Wildlife Management  

 

• Most of these recommended practices are site specific and should not be part of the code. They are 

already in the best practice guidelines to try if possible. 

• Wildlife populations and diversity in my area has improved tremendously in the last 30 years.  When 

I was a kid, I never saw moose, elk, antelope, cougars, bald eagles, falcons, Muscovy ducks, 

numerous others that we now see on a rare to regular basis.  Our continuous cropping and crop 

rotation diversity and increased cattle populations have already enhanced wildlife.   

• Some return to the farmer is important here, even if farming the land is not economical. Pay $$ for C 

capture for trees and forage/native areas.    

• Farmers should not be mandated as to how they should manage their land. It's their land and they 

will always do they right thing for their operation and the environment.  

• Again it's our land we bought it and pay taxes on it. We should be able to use this land to generate 

profit which is required to pay huge tax bills which fund so many nonfarm programs. I can't see 

urban dwellers letting me tell them which part or their house must be set aside for someone else's 

pleasure. 

 

Recommended practice A : Identify opportunities to connect natural areas on the land through 
undeveloped field margins and fence lines, shelterbelts, sloughs, ponds and riparian areas. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 21% 79%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 71% 24%  6% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 0% 67%  33% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 22% 78%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 20% 70%  10% 

Sask Wheat 29% 71%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 8% 92%  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% 18% 54% 7 

March 50% 50% 0% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 36% 9% 55% 5 



 

Comments 

 

• What is an undeveloped field margin? Identifying, to what end? The wording is confusing and 

disagree with the statement. 

• Identify visually or in a written form ? No action plan is identified after areas are identified so what 

is the plan / purpose going forward? Are we trying to identify or create a problem? Maybe 

identifying and where practical, protecting natural wildlife corridors and refuges, may be a possible 

recommendation to consider. 

• Adopting no-till cropping has had the greatest impact on wildlife on our farm. 

• Personally we do maintain natural perimeter trees, shrubs and grasses at field edge as animal 

corridors, and with great success. I look at this as a form of tithing. However I do not expect my 

neighbor  to do the same. 

• I do not understand the reason why having small natural areas that are connected to each other is a 

benefit compared to having unconnected natural areas. From my observations the wildlife travel 

through our crops to get from one natural area to another. 

• My farm occupies 18 quarters x 160 ac/qtr. = 2,880 acres. The actual cultivated acres that are 

seeded is approx. 2,000 acres. 30% of my land is already waste bush full of water (except this year) 

and I am being asked to connect natural areas where possible. Final answer - No. 

• Although may benefit wildlife, the majority of the time would be totally unrealistic for the farmer. 

Need to consider the costs/benefits, time, as well as impact on the environment. We have been 

addressing environment, climate change, carbon footprint, yet this recommendation could have 

significant negative impact on same through increased time, overlap (fertilizer, pesticide, soil 

disturbance), cost, and fuel. 

• Identifying an opportunity for what purpose/benefit? What's the cost benefit analysis? If there was 

an opportunity to reduce the negative impact of ephemerals on crop inputs by connecting ponds to 

create a better class wetland, then I could see less resistance to this recommendation. As an fyi 

ALUS Canada has partnered on some good projects connecting natural areas. The Agri-

Environmental Partnership of Alberta (AEPA) coordinated a tour in NE Alberta a few years ago to 

show some of these projects done in partnership with farmers. 

• I would have no problem setting aside special areas to accommodate wildlife or certain vegetation 

even if it is time consuming and a hassle to navigate around but will do it only if we are 

compensated at what the land could on average produce for me. 

• If this is to allow our urban counterparts, who so longingly want to be part of our farming operation 

by dictating what and how we produce safe and healthy food for them, an opportunity to come out 

and explore the tranquility of a rural landscape by being able to explore our rural land by an endless 

means of grassed and otherwise unseeded land, then I say sorry. I have a problem with this, as most 

that currently trespass are complete slobs and leave behind a mess of garbage that I am forced to 

pick up. We also have problems with soil borne diseases like Clubroot in canola, Aphanomyces 

Eutyches in peas/lentils. The risk associated with people traveling from different area of the 

province or Canada to explore these various potential nature areas could pose a real risk to soil 

movement.  

• We have quite a lot of "connected" natural areas, and it costs us.  Some examples of the extra costs 

are: the more grassed areas there are adjoining cultivated land, the more ergot there is in our 



wheat; any crop grown close to our windbreaks yields very poorly because of lack of sun, and 

moisture and nutrient usage by the trees;  whenever we have wet harvest conditions, the grain near 

the windbreaks is always much  wetter than the balance of the field. 

 
Recommended practice B : Incorporate fall-seeded crops in crop rotations to reduce spring disturbance 
of ground nesting birds. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 0% 0%  100% 

Canola 10% 90%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 41% 59%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 0% 100%  0% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 22% 67%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 16% 74%  11% 

Sask Wheat 14% 71%  14% 

General Session Jan 7 8% 92%  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 12% 16% 72% 7 

March 67% 33% 0% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 18% 9% 73% 5 

 

Comments 

 

• Common practice in Ontario is to incorporate fall seeded crops but bird habitat is not something 

that occurs. Also, food safety issue (e.g. birds in wheat field and e. coli) 

• Fall seeded crops are not always an option. Maybe it could read, "consider fall-seeded crops" or 

something like that. In many areas, they just don't work very well. 

• The key concern is that a fall seeded crop has agronomic and economic value;  should add in "if it 

works in a producer's production system". 

• Does anybody know the economic viability of fall crops Canada-wide?  Lack of fall soil moisture and 

delayed harvest typically are our largest hurdles to planting fall crops here. 

• Try this in the Peace, we have a small enough window trying to get our crops off let alone trying to 

seed fall crops. The joke up here is that farmers with John Deere combines are trying to harvest and 

seed at the same time???? 

• This works very well in Southern Alberta and southern Saskatchewan where we get our crops off 

early, but this question should be a suggestion if it works in your area. 

• Winter crops have proven unprofitable and very susceptible to winter kill in our area thus not 

sustainable. 



Recommended practice C : Create and maintain areas with a variety of flowering plants that provide 
food and nesting space for pollinators and other beneficial insects (e.g. a prairie meadow, a flowering 
cover crop, a flowering crop in rotation, or an area of flowering plants cultivated specifically for 
beneficial insects). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 21% 79%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 53% 47%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 0% 100%  0% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 0% 100%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 29% 71%  0% 

Sask Wheat 43% 57%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 8% 92%  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 23% 22% 56% 7 

March 67% 33% 0% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 27% 9% 64% 5 

 

Comments 

 

• Most crops do flower - some may perceive the recommended section to include flowering crops to 

mean that farmers do not have flowering crops.  

• Thousands of acres are seeded to canola, flax, sunflower and other flowering crops. Why create 

special areas.  

• For us, having peas and canola in rotation is a great way to provide pollinator habitat. 

• Our local beekeeper is thrilled to place his hives next to canola fields. Meadows are hardly a 

requirement for healthy bees. 

• Technically all crops (including cereals) flower...so if the variety of crops in my crop rotation count as 

“a variety of flowering plants”, then sure. And usually there’s some volunteer canola mixed in for 

fun too. 

• There are large areas of undisturbed habitat throughout this region. Also large areas of hay-land 

which produces copious flowers. 

• Does this code consider the fact that most areas if not all areas in Canada have a mix of livestock, 

annual crop and mixed farm operations? If one farm has a large percentage of annual crops and the 

next has a large percentage of livestock, therefore potentially more pasture or hay/grassed acres, 

can they not create some balance of diversity between the two operations? 

 



• We agree with the concept of the question but is there a way to combine this with 

recommendations with animals. Create and maintain areas to benefit insects, pollinators and 

animals. 

• A recommendation to encourage producers to avoid destroying habitat of pollinating birds and 

insects would be a good catch all. Creating habitat is a job for someone who has the expertise in this 

field, as well for farmers to incur the cost of "creating" these habitats is not feasible. 

• Again need to publicize the recent research that shows economic benefits for field crops from more 

pollinators and beneficial insects. Also the need for flowering plants from early spring until freeze up 

(not just when canola flowers) to provide for a wide variety of pollinators. See Syngenta's Operator 

Pollinator program. 

• This is a "public good" and should be a personal choice by the landowner or financed by the public if 

it is deemed essential 

Recommended practice D : In case species that are not considered at risk become a nuisance (e.g. due 
to overabundance, by being injurious to or by threatening agricultural and environmental interests) 
control them by means that are generally considered to be sound husbandry practices. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 70% 30%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 88% 13%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 100% 0%  0% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 78% 22%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 85% 15%  0% 

Sask Wheat 71% 29%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 67% 33%  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% 32% 28% 7 

March 67% 33% 0% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 36% 18% 45% 5 

 

Comments 

 

• 'Should species that are not listed under SARA as Endangered, Threatened or of Special Concern 

become injurious or threatening to the agricultural production or environment due to 

overabundance, control measures used must be legal, and considered sound husbandry practices.' 

• Once again you failed to define what you mean with “sound husbandry practice”. Be specific if you 

want to know if producers are in favour of this. 

• So long as "husbandry" includes reducing the population. 



• This should be restated as by way of most humane or practical. 

• This should include obtaining the appropriate licenses and permits to control nuisance wildlife 

species. 

• "At Risk" definition has some significant regionality.  

• We have some burrowing owls in our area and farmers do the best to protect them , but this 

question is too overbearing, I think farmers will do what they think is best . 

• I agree in theory, but not sure the relevance other than being a “right to farm”. 

 
Recommended practice E : Establish and maintain riparian areas around bodies of water as per 
established best management practices. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 38% 62%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 88% 12%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 17% 50%  33% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 11% 89%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 86% 14%  0% 

Sask Wheat 29% 71%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 67% 33%  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 39% 25% 36% 7 

March 100% 0% 0% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 64% 9% 27% 5 

 

Comments 

 

• What are established best management practices? What is a body of water? In my area, water may 

exist on a field for a week, a month, or part of a growing season before drying up. Then we seed it. 

Does it require a riparian area? The definition of it is very unclear. 

• Again lack of specificity on both the size of the area and the definition of what constitutes a body of 

water. 

Body of water needs to be defined. 

• I disagree with your definition of riparian area including temporary potholes; this would severely 

impact farmers. 

• If this is to be a national program, look at PEI compared to southern Alberta or southern Sask. We're 

making that paint brush pretty wide. 



• Permanent or semi permanent water bodies will have a natural riparian area around them. If 

riparian areas are established around seasonal puddles they can never be productive and makes 

fieldwork more inefficient. 

• I agree with riparian areas around bodies of water (but would need to establish what constitutes a 

body of water) but not sure that it is the responsibility of the farmer to establish and maintain. 

• Not sure why it is up to farmer to establish riparian areas if this practice benefits society. This may 

be practical for permanent water bodies and water channels but how does this practice apply to 

temporary bodies of water. 

• This needs much more explanation.  Most creeks come with their own riparian areas that are not 

cultivatable. Would that not suffice?      

 
Recommended practice F : Do not convert existing forests, wetlands and native grasslands into annual 
crop land. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 8% 92%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 35% 59%  6% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 0% 100%  0% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 11% 89%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 5% 90%  5% 

Sask Wheat 29% 71%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 0% 100%  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 18% 11% 70% 7 

March 67% 0% 33% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 18% 18% 64% 5 

 

Comments 

 

• Agree, with edits to include: avoid converting where possible. No net loss land expansion should be 

examined to take into account the amount of crop land reduced through urban expansion. 

• Controversial recommendation in many parts of the country. May be more acceptable if the 

recommendation was to leave habitat refuges if converting land to annual crop production? 

• Let’s not forget that 1/2 - 2/3rds of our provinces are covered in freshwater lakes, forest, and 

completely undisturbed natural areas. The competition for productive food producing acres in 

Canada is fierce, again the metrics of sustainability need to be balanced.  



• This is very regionally specific.  Many rural and remote areas still have a high degree of forests, 

woodlots, wetlands, etc.    This needs to be a balance that allows sustainable and proactive land 

improvement projects ensuring that offsets to balance out short term and long-term impacts on 

biodiversity and wildlife. 

• If these are areas zoned for agriculture it should be the owner’s choice. This type of policy really 

does discriminate against areas like the Peace River, Northern Ontario, Rainy River or northern 

Saskatchewan and Manitoba. Farmers who own this land bought it in good faith and should be 

allowed to crop it if they wish. As an example, Manitoba's total area is about 160 million acres. 

about 18 million is farmed and about 11.5 million are cropped. If there is no public wish to release 

more land for agricultural use that is fine. But for us to arbitrarily say that some farmers should not 

have full use of their property is completely unfair. 

• Not allowing development can put some producers at a disadvantage when compared to producers 

that have already developed their land. A simple statement saying that land development should be 

performed in accordance with fed / prov land use regulations. 

• Area of forest, wetland and native grass needs to be defined. Small acres should be permitted. 

• While I understand the intent of this practice we need balance. Can we knock down 20 acres of 

scrub bush if we plant 10 acres of shelterbelts? 

• The main issue for me - is that the term “wetland” is defined in policy as an historic size that is 

determined by subsurface soil conditions rather than the amount of actual water in any given year 

and on a scale of 1-5. With this definition in place - regardless of any drainage - this 

recommendation would suggest that during drier years when these “wetlands” are quite naturally 

“dry”, that we should not prepare and seed them. All by itself, this then becomes very difficult to 

support for many. 

• Most of the grassland prairie that was broken for cropland historically did not have trees. Farmers in 

my area often clean up treed areas that grew in areas not easily farmed or in livestock pasture areas 

that they wish to convert back to cropland. Just because trees were growing in an area (often like 

weeds) does not make native or permanent forests. 

• We usually choose to preserve these natural areas but if there is a benefit to the farm to convert 

some we will. This is how the farm was established and it was not a bad thing. We are sensitive to 

losing natural and endangered species and will not disturb native prairie but land that has been 

broken once and regrown we are not worried about. 

• Agreed, but there are financial implications for farmers for leaving these areas. Grassland 

conservation, for instance, is a lofty and entirely rational goal, but isn't economical, especially for 

grain and oilseed producers. Offsetting lost revenue through a provincial program would be 

reasonable. 

• If this is considered a societal good, society should pay. And if any wetlands are retained or restored 

they should not be in the effective drainage area to avoid increased nutrient runoff cause by 

inefficient use of nutrients as a result of the wetland causing compaction, saturation, salinity and 

overlap of nutrients. 

 
  



Recommended practice G : Avoid converting semi-natural areas (e.g., field margins, hedgerows, 
windbreaks, shelterbelts, woodlots, bluffs, patches of trees) to annual cropland. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 3% 97%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 25% 69%  6% 

Ontario CCA 67% 33%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 0% 100%  0% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 0% 100%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 14% 86%  0% 

Sask Wheat 14% 86%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 0% 100%  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 17% 10% 73% 7 

March 67% 0% 33% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 27% 9% 64% 5 

 

Comments 

 

• What about the economic / environmental benefit from a reduction in overlap from removal of field 

margins / shelterbelts / managing water? Why is this not a recommended practice? 

• Removal of trees in the middle of the field reduce fertilizer, seed, chemical and fuel use and reduce 

our carbon footprint. Which is worse? 

• As farms consolidate and equipment increases in size, quarter section fence lines, shelterbelts, bluffs 

are increasingly irrelevant and nuisances that impair field efficiency. They also harbour weeds and 

derelict yards and buildings are an eyesore and may be taxed by some municipalities while 

producing nothing. If these areas could be productive cropland it is only logical for farmers to do so. 

• Yes, there needs to be some consideration of not just the pros, but the cons of these areas, such as 

harbouring weeds. Especially some hard to control, noxious weeds. 

• Again can we find a balance. Many existing shelterbelts in my area are 60 to 80 years old. Most of 

the trees are dead and dying. Can I knock them down if I replace the shelterbelt or plant new trees 

where they might help control erosion? Farmers need options;  not strict regulations and 

recommendations that handcuff them. 

• If I planted a row of trees am I not allowed to remove them?  How would this apply to biomass 

woodlots? 

• Old fence lines and stone piles  etc. have little habitat for desirable wildlife species.  

• It may be better to refer to avoiding net loss of woodlots, fencerows and wetlands rather than an 

outright ban on removal.   



• If we want to encourage producers to leave riparian/ natural / wildlife areas then maybe they 

should be incentivized by an ALUS (Alternative Land Use Service) type of program. 

• Semi-natural should not be included because it is a very ambiguous term. 

 
Recommended practice H : Take economically marginal land out of annual crop production (e.g. convert 
to perennial grass or engage a qualified professional in wetland restoration or reforestation, where 
appropriate). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 39% 61%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 35% 59%  6% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat Growers 17% 83%  0% 

Cdn Roundt for Sustainable Beef 100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 33% 67%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 35% 60%  5% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 0% 100%  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 30% 17% 53% 7 

March 67% 0% 33% 5.7 

Responsible Grain 27% 18% 55% 5 

 

Comments 

 

• Fine, but 'economically marginal' is a very poorly defined concept.  

• How would this work? Poor land may be economically feasible when canola is 15 dollars a bushel 

and great land may not be economically feasible if barley is 2 dollars a bushel. 

• Generally agree but reworded to: Where unproductive land exists, examine opportunities for 

increases in biodiversity. 

• Can delete the statement in brackets. 

• The general concept of leaving marginal land out of crop production or put to a more suitable / 

sustainable use is appropriate.  

• If the land is deemed marginal, meaning there is a chance it can be productive, then i think it should 

be up to the farmer if they think with good practices they can salvage it. 

• With appropriate compensation ( similar to U.S. set aside program ) 

• A 1/2 or 1/4 acre here or there does not make sense and can cost more in inefficiencies. Larger 

tracts that are significant enough to make a change may be relevant to this practice. I would rather 



it read "Consider using economically marginal land for a better suited purpose which may include 

perennial grass". 

• Putting land that is marginal for crop production into perennial grass makes sense, because the land 

will still generate income. Turning land into wetlands and reforestation needs to generate income 

for the landowner. If the public deems this a need, then the public needs to compensate landowners. 

• Lots of "economically marginal land" can be used for forage seed production, that practice has kept 

a lot of farms a float in the Interlake region. 

• This can be done,  but in some cases by using variable rate technology, it is better to keep area in 

production yet reduce inputs used on those areas - such as hard pan areas, small in area but 

scattered throughout field. 

• There are some varieties of crops that are beneficial to the farmer, soil, environment that can be 

produced on what some might consider economically marginal land. 

• If it's viable wetland it shouldn't need a consultant for conversion, economics will dictate whether it 

should be maintained as farmland 

• Put enough of these restrictions into place, and all our farms will be economically marginal land. I 

have less problem with it if it is “recommended”, voluntary, and if all the costs of conversion aren’t 

borne by the farmer. 

 


