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Consultation Methodology 

To obtain feedback on the Responsible Grain draft Code of Practice, an extensive consultation process 

was undertaken, starting in November 2020 and wrapping up March 2021.  Twenty-four consultation 

sessions were held (22 EN and 2 FR) with farmers and commodity organizations.  

 

A three-step process was used for the consultation: 

1. A live virtual presentation introducing the draft Code, why it was developed and an overview of 

the online workspace or survey 

2. Participants received an email invitation to access the workspace/survey 

3. A debrief session was held for each group, providing a summary of the feedback received 

 

Provincial crop commissions and national and regional grain producer associations were invited to 

schedule a special session for their members. Seventeen (17) consultations were held with commodity 

organizations & commissions, with several choosing to include multiple organizations. 

 

Seven “General Sessions” were held (6 EN and 1 FR). The general sessions were an open call to 

individuals who did not participate in a session with an organization. They were held on Jan. 7, 14, 21, 

27, 28, 29, 2021 in English, and Feb. 8 in French. These virtual sessions provided a background on the 

Code of Practice and instructions for how participants could review and comment on the Code practices. 

Originally, three English general sessions were scheduled, but due to high interest (mainly from Western 

Canada), three additional sessions were added.  

 

In total, over 850 individuals registered to participate with over 92% of these being farmers, mostly from 

Western Canada. Inquires to participate in the consultations received after Jan. 29 were sent a video 

and survey link.  

 

Those participating as part of a commodity organizations or commission consultation were provided 

access to an online workspace where they could review and comment on the Code practices in detail. 

The workspaces were set up separately for each organization/group and participants within each 

separate workspace could see each other’s comments and interact with one another. Commodity 

organizations and companies that participated included: 

• Grain Growers Canada  

• Team Canola (including Canadian Canola Growers Association, Saskatchewan Canola, Alberta 

Canola, Manitoba Canola, Canola Council of Canada)  

• Pulse Canada (including Alberta Pulse Growers, Saskatchewan Pulse Growers, Manitoba Pulse 

and Soybean Growers, Ontario Bean Growers, Canadian Special Crops Association) 

• Alberta Wheat and Barley Commissions 

• Saskatchewan Wheat Development Commission  

• Manitoba Crop Alliance  

• Grain Farmers of Ontario  

• Producteurs de Grains du Quebec  

• Atlantic Grains Council 
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• Western Canadian Wheat Growers Association  

• Keystone Agricultural Producers   

• Alberta Federation of Agriculture  

• Canadian Roundtable for Sustainable Beef  

• Canadian Forage & Grasslands Association  

• Ontario Certified Crop Advisors Association  

 

For the general sessions, participants received a link to a streamlined survey where they could provide 

detailed feedback on the draft Code of Practice. Participation was as follows: 

• 482 registrants invited to a kickoff web meeting and received survey invitations  

• 226 survey responses with a 56% completion rate 

• 215 grain farmers 

• 3 buyers or customers of Canadian grains 

• 8 commodity group or organization representatives 

• Respondents were from the following provinces: Saskatchewan – 40%, Alberta – 31%, Manitoba 

– 20%, Ontario – 3%, Quebec – 5% and British Columbia – <1%. 

 

This report is based on the feedback from the seventeen provincial crop commissions/national and 

regional grain producer associations, as well as individuals who participated in one of the seven general 

sessions.  

 

Other groups or organizations who participated in the consultations in the form of an interview or 

discussion are listed below. Participants could provide feedback on the Code overall, but not detailed 

comments on each individual practice in the modules. These included: 

• Western Grain Elevators Association 

• Soy Canada 

• Cargill 

• Ducks Unlimited Canada 

• Ontario Agri Business Association 

• Canadian Wildlife Federation 

• Équiterre 

• Federal, provincial, territorial governments 

 

Individuals registering after the January consultation sessions (44) were completed received a link to a 

background video explaining the Code of Practice and the same survey link as participants in the general 

sessions. This survey closed on Feb. 28, 2021. There were 18 survey responses from this group.  

 

After consultations were complete and the workspace and survey results collected, debrief sessions 

were held for each group to provide a summary of that group’s feedback. Two debrief sessions were 

held for participants in the general sessions.  

 

The consultation process was conducted by Synthesis Agri-Food Network, Guelph, ON.  
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Overall Observations and Findings 

In general, the majority of participants in the consultation indicated that they do not support the 

Responsible Grain Code of Practice as it is currently written. Respondents provided many comments and 

suggestions to improve the wording and simplify the document, many of which are included in this 

report. 

While there were respondents who saw a need for and potential benefits of having a Code of Practice, a 

significant number of respondents questioned the need and benefits of having a code. Farmers involved 

with consultations organized by provincial or national organizations tended to have more agreement 

with the need for a Code compared to farmers in the general consultation sessions. Similarly, 

respondents from provinces that already have a higher level of regulations in place, tended to indicate 

less change would be needed for their farm operation if they were to implement the Code. 

Overall feedback about the Code falls into several main areas:  

• Tone of document 

• The need for a Code and questioning if/how it would directly support public trust and market 

access 

• Concern that a Code will pave the way for regulations 

• Terminology and definitions 

• Role of regulations in a Code 

• Concerns about who was involved in the process 

• Level of detail 

• Challenge to make a national Code applicable across such a regionally diverse area 

• Alignment with other existing programs (such as EFP and 4R) 

• Record keeping 

• Ensure flexibility to adopt new technology 

• References to use of engineers and other experts 

• US competition 

Tone of document  

Many felt that the tone of the document is not appropriate. The overall tone was perceived as 

accusatory and does not highlight good things farmers are doing. In addition to the proposed 

Requirements and Recommended Practices, some commented that the background descriptions and 

rationale for each module create a negative tone. For example, in the nutrient management module the 

wording “…high risk of nutrients migrating from the field…” is viewed as creating a negative overall tone 

that will not help to build public trust. Some comments from the consultation meetings and surveys 

regarding the tone and writing style include: 

● Tone should be more positive and reinforce the good things that farmers are already doing 
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● I feel terribly offended by the fact that this set of rules is being proposed 

●   ...the implication is that as a farmer I can't be trusted to make wise agronomic AND 

environmental decisions 

● Rather than "requirements" use language like "commitment to best practices" 

● For me, the tone of the Draft document is extremely negative 

●  …it comes across as condescending - obviously I am calibrating my equipment 

● The Code would be much better to reword and say “This is all of the things that our awesome 

agricultural producers already do for the landscape” 

 

On the other hand, some participants felt that the tone was just right:  

• I disagree with the suggestions that this Code needs to be 'positive', I think it needs to be 

accurate. and reflect the current situation. Otherwise, we lose credibility. 

The need for a Code and questioning if/how it would directly support public trust and market access 

Many respondents indicated that they do not see the need for a Code of Practice. A significant portion 

of farmers agreed that they are currently following a large number of the proposed practices, but felt 

that formalizing the practices into a Code will not meet a need or provide any tangible benefit. Yet, 

other participants did recognize the value of having a Code. Comments included:  

● As a voluntary program, I think it is reasonable to raise the bar. If farmers don't like the 
requirements, they don't need to sign up 

● Agree with many practices – but do not see need for, or want, a Code 
● I agree with many items on the survey and most farmers practice much of this already but there 

is no need for a code to enforce 

● If farmers don't establish a code for themselves, a code will be established for them. Google 

sustainable ag sourcing platforms and see if you like the alternatives more. 

● All farmers are already working to leave the land better for future generations 

● I see no need to mandate this or have "code" that costs money to implement in place 

● I am still disillusioned about what the goal [of the Code] is? 

Some farmers indicated that they do not see an issue with public trust among consumers in Canada. 

Many who view public trust as an issue indicate that the tone of the Code of Practice as written would 

not lead to increased public trust and could be viewed as a negative. Several respondents indicated that 

a promotional or educational communications campaign targeting consumers is what is needed to 

increase public trust. 

Respondents generally agreed that market access is an issue for the grain sector, however there are 

mixed views as to whether a voluntary code of practice would be successful in mitigating these issues 

with export countries and customers.  Some indicated that market access issues in export markets are 

often because of political situations. In these cases, a voluntary Code would not provide a solution. 
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Respondents who agreed that market access is an issue indicated that they want to see concrete and 

direct examples of how a Code would help mitigate market access issues. Respondents asked about 

specific markets or customers that are requesting a Code of Practice.  

●  This Code needs to translate directly to market opportunities, tax incentives or subsidies…to 
implement any required changes 

● We are losing social license to do what we do. The code really shouldn't change what we do. Just 
confirm to the public that we are trying to be responsible. It's better to get in front of these 
things. You don't want food chains telling us what to do. 

●  We do not need this Code, we need competitive business environment to be competitive, not 
some unenforceable Code 

●  What is the purpose of the Code? Who is it written for? All of these are common sense…Is it to 
reassure city folks?  

● What are the specific markets / customers this will satisfy? 

Concern that a Code will pave the way for regulations 

There was a significant concern that the proposed Code of Practice could lead to an increase in 

regulations in the future. Some, although not all commented that by writing down the Requirements, it 

would provide an outline for future regulations not already in place in that particular province. Similarly, 

a few commented that these practices would provide a standard that environmental groups would use 

to their advantage. Others felt that only regulations should be Requirements in the Code; all other 

practices should be recommended. Comments included:  

● If a topic is not already a provincial regulation, it should be a recommendation only 

●  This is a slippery slope towards making these rule of law 

● Having flexibility is always key when farming. So, agreeing to any kind of requirement is 

overreach 

● All these practices are already followed on my farm and do not need to be placed in regulation 

and run by government 

●  My issue with this is environmental groups would use this as a reason to disallow water 

management/drainage 

● “Obviously this is a foundation for legislation” 

●  “it mentions a farm's sustainability goals [in the Code], Is there something else brewing?” 

● Reconsider the categories (Requirements / Recommended Practices) 

○ Regulations – Some kind of an overarching statement about existing regulations and 

legislation 

○  Recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
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On the other hand, some felt that having a Code would help protect the sector from future regulations: 

• If farmers write their own code and it’s endorsed by researchers, suppliers, grain buyers and 

processors, I feel that would be a solid foundation to work from if gov’t ever came at us with 

regulation 

• The oil industry sat on their hands thinking oil is king and never did anything about how they 

have improved their practices until it was way too late and look what happened. To fear and do 

nothing versus do something voluntary and unaudited will probably buy us time. 

Terminology and definitions  

Many respondents indicated that the proposed Code is too long, and the wording is confusing. Feedback 

was that there are too many practices overall and many that are redundant or repetitive, especially 

between Requirements and Recommended Practices in the same modules. There were many examples 

identified where the wording can be simplified and streamlined. Additionally, some identified that the 

Recommended Practices are written in a way that is more stringent or more specific than the 

Requirements in the same module. Examples of comments include: 

 

● Having requirements in a voluntary code doesn't make sense. These items should be called 

recommended best management practices only 

● Way too much content, again keep it simple. 

 

Some felt that the wording is too vague and unclear which creates two challenges. On one hand, vague 

wording and unclear definitions makes it hard for farmers to understand whether they are following the 

Code or not. However, a greater risk was identified that consumers or other groups who have a different 

perspective may interpret the wording to mean something different or over and above what it is 

intended. Examples of comments include: 

● Terminology is not clear enough, can be interpreted different ways 

●  Some fear that they could be agreeing to something that they cannot reasonably achieve if 

someone else decides to interpret it differently 

●  Cannot make policy so unclear that it is open to interpretation from government and industry 

●  What qualifies as a buffer zone and how permanent are they? 

●  Accurately assess weeds - "accurately" is subjective. 

Role of regulations in a Code 

While some indicated that the Code of Practice should be limited to only existing provincial regulations 

for each topic, many responded that it was redundant to include existing regulations in the Code. These 

comments indicate that respondents view the Code as something additional to what they are already 

doing, when in fact the intended purpose is to capitalize on the strong practices that are already in place 

on many farms. Comments include: 
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●  Most of this seems redundant as to what is going on already through 4R, provincial 

guidelines/regs, and just normal day to day operations 

● Why is another code highlighting producers required when there are excellent references existing 

to cite to the world regarding Canadian practices? 

● There is legislation to cover many of these topics... is there a need for a code to reiterate it? 

At the same time, there was some recognition of the value of including regulations in the Code:  

• I do think it’s important to include provincial regulation in order to show consumers what already 

exists and that we do already follow it. Many consumers are not aware of what laws are 

regulation are. We need to tell that story 

Concerns about who was involved in the process 

There were many who raised concerns regarding the involvement of anyone other than farmers in 

development of the Code. Questions were raised as to why environmental groups, grain companies and 

crop input suppliers were included, their input and funding of the Code development. In particular, 

several concerns were raised regarding the involvement of Ducks Unlimited in the Code committee as 

well as other committees. Example comments include:  

• Duck unlimited have tried for years to maintain a system in our RM…its very difficult 

• I feel DUC should be removed from this process entirely 

• You will never be considered a pro farmer group with them [DU] in your back pocket 

• DU shouldn't have a voice in this code, they are an American based protection agency who lets 

their lands go to waste 

There was feedback that the Code should address sustainability beyond the farm gate and include 

suppliers and grain buyers from across the value chain. For example:  

• Our Board believes in sustainability from an economic, environmental and social perspective, and 

that these measures of sustainability should apply across the entire value chain. A “code of 

practice” would need to address the ways that barley is sustainable as food, feed or malt as well 

as its entire 360 degree life-cycle incorporating the entire value chain, not just the producers’ 

component of the chain. 

Level of detail  

Many respondents commented that the proposed Requirements and Recommended Practices are too 

specific. Several indicated that the Code of Practice should be kept at a higher level and focus on general 

principles or outcomes. Many commented that it was too difficult to create a national Code that is 

detailed given that there are so many regional differences across Canada. With practices varying so 

much across farms and regions, the current level of detail in the Code results in not being relevant to 

many farms. 
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●  Every farm and every circumstance are different across Canada. 

● Some of the "requirements" seem too specific and would introduce unnecessary paperwork and 

stress for farmers 

● Many of these are farm business decisions – this is micro-managing 

Challenge to make a national Code applicable across such a regionally diverse area 

There are significant regional differences across Canada and many respondents commented that it's 

very difficult to have a national code that is relevant and applicable in each province. It is viewed as too 

complex or "impossible” to make national requirements due to the regional variabilities in soil, weather, 

crop types, etc. Comments include: 

●  A code of practice should be regionally specific and incorporate the needs of the area 

● Cannot make one Code fit every area 

● Pretty broad strokes trying to get every situation to meet the narrative 

● There is a big difference in nutrient source/placement and watersheds in the prairies 

● Should be focused on the results and not the practices 

Align with other existing programs (such as EFP and 4R) 

Some respondents indicated that the proposed Code of Practice duplicates existing programs. For 

example, the Environmental Farm Plan (EFP) is viewed as a positive and well-worded list of best 

management practices that is in place and well-established among farmers. Comments on the EFP were 

most commonly mentioned by respondents from Alberta. The 4R Nutrient Stewardship Program was 

also mentioned many times from participants across Canada as a way to simplify the nutrient 

management module. 

●  We have a 4R system for nutrient application, so why not use it 

●  Same as EFP (environmental farm plan) 

Record keeping  

There were comments that the proposed record-keeping practices would be too burdensome and not 

practical for some to implement on their farms. While some indicated that software systems make 

record-keeping easy, many more respondents indicated that the current proposed practices are not 

practical and not needed. Comments included: 

● That is really all it is. Keeping good records. Very useful for all sides! 

● There is a lot of man hours to be applied to maintain records of this 

● What a huge burden of record keeping that would be 

●  Record keeping will be delegated to the retailer…reduces the ability of growers to shop different 

locations for pricing. 
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Another concern about record-keeping was the reason behind it. Some respondents commented about 

“who is asking for these records” and “why are my records needed?”. For some, it created a concern 

that they would need to submit detailed records at some point in the future. 

●  Record keeping - What is the impetus behind it? 

● Record keeping is for my own benefit, and no one else 

● Who is trying to collect my records? 

● People need to pay for access to my info 

Ensure flexibility to adopt new technology 

In some situations, respondents commented that the proposed Requirements or Recommended 

Practices do not take into account the most recent technology. Some practices in the Code are not up to 

date with current farming practices, such as triple rinsing empty pesticide containers or new soil testing 

technology methods. Many indicated that the Code should be flexible to embrace new technology as it 

is developed in the future. 

● New technologies are being developed that may not fit within the Code as written 

● Some are using satellite or drone imagery and precision ag measurements to replace soil testing 

●  many are using pressure washing instead of triple-rinsing pesticide containers 

References to use of engineers and other experts 

There were concerns raised about the continuous mention to consult with agrologists, experts and 

engineers. The use of these specialists is viewed as increasing the cost for some farmers. It was also 

mentioned that the document should reinforce that farmers are in fact experts in many of these areas 

and are often highly educated specialists. 

● Use of these specialists will increase costs on the farm 

● Farmers are the experts; don’t need an engineer to make decisions 

● I will never agree to call expensive, slow, unpractical engineers to help solve an issue 

US Competition 

A point raised during a commodity organization session was competition with US farmers. The comment 

was that anything that raises the cost of production like this Code or the carbon tax, puts the US farmers 

in North Dakota at an advantage to sell into Canadian markets with a lower cost advantage. 

Respondents further commented that US competition is only 30 miles away from many processors so 

grain imports would need to be under the same rules as the proposed Code. 
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Consultation Feedback on Module Requirements 

Nutrient Management 

4R Nutrient Stewardship 
 

• There is no need to reinvent the wheel of the current 4R program which is accepted already across 
Canada and the US.   

• There should be a greater alignment with 4R vs having a separate program.   

• The 4R designation should be a designation with this program - there is no need to duplicate this. It is 
honestly disappointing that this was not previously considered.    Above - the only problem I may 
disagree with is a requirement for soil testing.  The Right Rate needs to be based on something - but 
soil testing can be part of the process, not the only measure. 

• Impossible to actually do all of the 4Rs.     Right rate is unknown. At seeding time   Right place (in the 
soil) is hard to do at the right time (in crop during maximum crop use)     Right product is often 
ammonium nitrate which is no longer sold to farmers and treating urea with a urease inhibitor adds 
10-20% to the cost. 

• “Right time” challenging if side-banding, which has many benefits, because do not top-dress in crop.   
 

Other 
 

• The benefits of all rules, restrictions should be evaluated as to their benefits, but also additional 
costs should be considered: both financial and time required to implement.  

 
  



13 
 
 

Requirement 1 : When applying biological fertilizers (e.g. livestock manure and/or biosolids), comply 

with provincial regulations. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.5 

Canola 37% 0% 25% 38% 1.6 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

95% 0% 5% 0% 1.6 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 2.3 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

18% 0% 9% 73% 1.8 

Pulse Canada 53% 13% 27% 7% 2.4 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

84% 0% 8% 8% 1.5 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.2 

General 
Session Jan 7 

87% 0% 7% 13% 1.3 

KAP 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.0 

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 63% 11% 17% 9% 6.0 

March 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

54% 0% 38% 8% 5.4 

 
Alternative wording 
 

• Can this be simplified to say, "When applying nutrients (e.g. commercial fertilizer, livestock manure, 
and/or biosolids), comply with provincial regulations?” 

• Simply putting "current provincial regulations" will add clarity. 

• Needs a more positive tone, such as “comply with provincial regulation when applying fertilizer”. 

• Needs to be more positive. Revise the word comply. 
 
Other comments 
 

• This question could be amended to be more inclusive by looking at crop nutrients overall. Many 
growers may not have access to apply manure or biosolids.  

• As the first question in the nutrient management requirement, I think a general, broad approach 
may be warranted rather than something so specific to those growers utilizing manure/biosolids. 
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• This could be confusing for buyers/users of Canadian grain since there is variation between 
provinces. Should be more specific in that you are complying with the current regulations of 
province where farm is located. 

• The issue is the difference between provinces. This acknowledges that provincial jurisdiction and 
rules apply to those growers in that province. A nation-wide mandate would be a huge concern for 
me. 

• The fact that manure is highly variable from one load to the next might make it problematic 
depending on how the wording is structured. 

• I agree to “comply with provincial regulations” - too heavy can be a danger for wildlife and 
contaminate water.  

• I think it needs to difference between cleaning your barn out and spreading a small amount of 
manure vs. spreading with large equipment over large areas 

 
Requirement 2 : When applying livestock manure, use recognized validated averages (e.g. tables 
provided by governments) or accurate test results to estimate nutrient value.  

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.8 

Canola 37% 2% 4% 57% 1.9 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

95% 0% 5% 0% 2.1 

Ontario CCA 0% 0% 67% 33% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

20% 10% 0% 70% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 40% 27% 20% 13% 2.4 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

46% 8% 4% 42% 2.2 

Sask Wheat 14% 14% 14% 57% 2.5 

General 
Session Jan 7 

50% 19% 0% 31% 2.6 

KAP 50% 50% 0% 0% 3.0 

PGQ 67% 0% 33% 0% 2.7 

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 45% 13% 32% 9% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

38% 0% 46% 15% 5.4 
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Comments 
 
• Doing this commonly now, lots of variation...best to use actual test results. 

• Ontario has a robust Nutrient Management regulation and corresponding NMAN software to aid in 
decision making with manure. Furthermore, 4R Ontario looks at this in detail. If manure is applied, its 
content of total and available nutrients is based on either provincial database average for the 
specific manure type, or using sampling and analysis following recognized guidelines. 

• Requirements for soil testing in Alberta are set out, but apply to operations that apply more than 500 
tonnes of manure annually. 

• In Manitoba you have to soil test, analyze the nutrients in the manure and have limits on the amount 
you can spread. It also must be incorporated within one or two days of spreading and applied 
between April 10th and November 10th if I remember correctly. 

• Needs to include use of soil test and apply nutrients based on field needs and nutrient value of 
livestock manure.  

• If this point is just about validating nutrient value of manure, need to reword the start of the 
sentence, as it reads “When applying” make it sound like you are doing the act of applying which 
should also include the factors of soil nutrient value. 

• Needs more emphasis for actual manure testing; variability in manure nutrient content can be huge. 
It might be fine for liquid injection or slurry, but solid manure is not a homogeneous product nor does 
it spread evenly.  

• Spread and then go by your soil test. The soil analysis results are the most important with phos 
usually being the nutrient that loads from repeated manure application. N changes so much from 
wherein the N cycle it is when tested. 

• This depends on the type and amount of manure being applied and from where - lagoon, small 25 
herd bedding site, etc. In Manitoba, there are provincial requirements and regulations depending on 
type and size. Those dictate what is required.  

• There might need to be a minimum volume and area qualification for this to be required. 

• Who determines what an accurate test is? Many different methods of testing and these will also 
change as testing evolves. 

• The nutrient values of fertilizer as provided by governments need to be reviewed.  They are too high 
compared to results received from actual analysis.  
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Requirement 3 : Where required by law, perform representative soil sampling as per provincial 
requirements; otherwise, complete a representative soil test (per field) at least every 5 years  

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.8 

Canola 25% 29% 45% 0% 3.1 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

71% 10% 19% 0% 2.6 

Ontario CCA 33% 0% 67% 0% 3.3 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 89% 11% 0% 2.6 

Pulse Canada 21% 43% 36% 0% 2.9 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

38% 38% 21% 4% 2.6 

Sask Wheat 14% 43% 43% 0% 3.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

20% 40% 40% 0% 3.4 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

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 26% 15% 41% 18% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

31% 0% 31% 38% 5.4 

 
Frequency of soil testing 
 

• There are many programs available already that provide recommendations for soil sampling. For 
instance 4R which recommends at minimum soil sampling occur every 4 years.  

• It would be great if recommendations aligned with recommendations/ requirements that are 
already out there through other programs 

• Personally I feel its a good idea to have SOME benchmark fields you do soil tests on to determine 
your nutrient levels, but requiring farmers to soil test every 5 years is not something I would agree 
with 

• Soil testing is a good idea but every field every 5 years is arbitrary.  

• I personally feel soil tests should be a requirement in the future but would suggest 20-25% of fields 
as a better model than one in five years. 

• There needs to be a regionality consideration here. Semi arid areas with relatively consistent soil 
types have less economic need for per field testing. There can be anomalies certainly in an area (i.e. 
irrigating over an aquifer for example) where site specific testing would be required. Field based 
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topographical sampling combined with more precise nutrient application when it makes economic 
sense seems a better management goal. 

• There should be some allowances made for longer time periods in between sampling if there is 
monitoring of net nutrient removal. This can be estimated with yield map data. 

• Depends on growing conditions. For non-mobile nutrients, 5 years may be ok, but especially for 
nitrogen, it should be done more often, maybe even yearly, depending on how typical the previous 
year's growing conditions and yields were. 

• I think with the increased knowledge of nitrous oxide and variable weather, this should be an annual 
event. 

• If producers aren't testing as part of their operation already, not much is going to be learned from a 
5-year sample. 

 
What fields to be tested 
 

• I think this is a good general recommendation but have concerns that this means all fields need to 
be tested. We do regular soil tests on some fields and use the results as a general guide. 

• For growers in western Canada this is a large challenge. Large field sizes coupled with field large 
field variability will make accuracy a challenge. I would hate to see a required practice be a source 
of error.  

• I used to sample all fields every year but as the farm grew that has changed to a per cent of the 
fields. I use those results to make individual field fertilizer applications based on each fields' 
historical productivity, past year's relative yield, soil moisture reserves, topography, etc. 

• I choose to soil test land based on 1. the previous cropping history and what is planned for the 
future. In many cases I test the same quarter every year. This gives me a good benchmark for what 
is needed for that particular crop.2. Any new land is automatically tested to see if there is much of a 
variation to my other land.3. If I notice anything throughout the growing season that I find out of 
the norm. 

• What is your definition of field size? I don’t quarter sections on most fields. Some operators will have 
fields in the thousand-acre size. Some operations test two out of ten fields yearly as a baseline for all 
their fields that have the same crop rotation and application rates. 

 
Value of soil tests 
 

• We struggle to find correlation between soil test values and plant uptake.  

• I personally don't believe chemical extraction soil tests are accurate in my system because I don't 
seed into soils that are ground, heated and have acids stronger than root exudates applied to.  

• Traditional soils tests don't account for biological activity present in long term zero till soils. 

• A soil test should be one extra layer of data to compliment the vast array of data that is becoming 
available. 

 
Alternatives to soil testing 
 

• There is more than one way to determine best nutrient balance and rates. On our farm we use PRS 
probes and CropCaster modelling program which uses soil moisture and other factors when making 
fertility decisions. I think every year is best. A Professional Agronomist can help with the process. 

• Today’s technology i.e. yield monitors or satellite imagery information has made this much easier to 
find. To me testing every field within 5 years wouldn’t give me as much information as what I have 
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now and would be expensive. I also think the underlying purpose behind this is to guard against over 
applications.  

• With large variations of soil OM, water holding capacity and salinity, we have chosen the more 
modern technologies of VR based on satellite and yield maps applying more where more will grow 
and considerably less where it won’t pay. This is good stewardship of both the land and dollars.  

• Some other wording needs to happen here that recognizes good stewardship and not just a certain 
type of technology that may work well in some places, but not in others.  

• Should be a recommendation and instead of just soil sampling it could be to consider using soil 
sampling, nutrient balances/uptake/removal rates, mapping technology, imagery, probes, work 
with a professional agrologist, etc. (as there are so many methods) as part of your nutrient 
management plan to help determine what works best on your farm to reach your farm goals but 
also taking into consideration environmental, economical and sustainability impacts. 

 
Requirement 4 : Establish nutrient application rates, whether mineral fertilizer, livestock manure and 

other biological fertilizers, based on the crop nutrient needs to achieve yield targets, with additional 

consideration given to soil nutrient availability, application equipment and environmental conditions. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.3 

Canola 43% 31% 25% 0% 2.4 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

90% 0% 10% 0% 2.3 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 2.7 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

22% 67% 11% 0% 3.8 

Pulse Canada 21% 50% 29% 0% 2.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

75% 8% 17% 0% 1.5 

Sask Wheat 43% 0% 57% 0% 2.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

47% 33% 20% 0% 3.0 

KAP 33% 33% 33% 0% 3.0 

PGQ 67% 0% 33% 0% 2.7 

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% 14% 41% 14% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

23% 16% 31% 31% 5.4 
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Alternative wording 
 

• “Establish nutrient application rates based on crop nutrient needs and soil nutrient availability to 
achieve yield targets.” 

• “Establish nutrient application rates for yield targets accounting for nutrient availability, equipment 
and conditions.” 

• This seems to be referencing the protocols that are under 4R.  Is there opportunity to reference this 
program in this requirement?  

• I am uncomfortable with the term "yield targets".  It would be better to refer to "attainable yields" 
 
Other comments 
 

• If the environmental conditions receive too much importance in the rate calculation, the target yield 
would be difficult to obtain.   

• Could these rates be determined on a rotational rather than annual crop basis? There are cases 
where it might make sense to build up nutrients in a prior year due to higher seed row toxicity or 
seeding equipment constraints with the subsequent crop for which those nutrients are targeted. For 
example, increasing P and/or K rates in wheat for soybeans the following year. 

• Immobile nutrients might be applied in cycles or blocks (i.e., once every 5 years) so availability is 
there each year for crops and application economics make sense. 

• Is there mention of soil nutrient building? Or adding greater than recommendation for current crop 
with expectation of following crop needs? Thinking of adding greater levels of P fertilizer in cereal 
crops with expectation following crop can’t have seed applied P due to seeding sensitivity etc. 

• Some fertilizers especially nutrients that are immobile in the soil could be applied in larger amounts 
to supply several years nutrient needs when crop rotation and crop tolerance requires it. An example 
would be pulse crops that have a very low tolerance to seed applied fertilizer require either 
specialized equipment, a separate application pass or have the nutrients applied with the preceding 
crop. 

• If the soil isn't capable of producing the yield target (ex. sandy, low OM) a nutrient application rate 
based on an aggressive yield target would result in high losses. 

• Yield targets are specific to every operation, dependent on budget restraints, soil moisture, moisture 
limitations and a host of other factors.  Way too many factors to hinge application rate maximums 
on 

• This is much more complicated than the four considerations mentioned such as P build, organic 
matter, subsoil moisture, etc. This should be a recommendation and not a requirement. 

• The fertilizer requirement for one person’s yield target could be environmentally irresponsible for 
another farms soil and moisture conditions. You can’t “pigeonhole” these types of decisions. 

• The other assumption is that yield and fertility are highly correlated, which isn't the case at all. 

• One consideration on fertilization not mentioned, is the amount of nutrient removal of the previous 
crop.  Nutrient removal charts are very useful in determining minimum fertilization rates to eliminate 
nutrient mining. It also gives you a base line of how much additional fertilizer should be added for 
target yields. In my case I assume average rainfall which is often the biggest unknown. 

• To me this sounds like trying to distill the 4R program into a single sentence. I agree with the ideas 
behind it, but as a stand-alone requirement it's too broad for a single bullet point. 

• There are a lot of variables that factor in timing and amount of nutrients applied. Fertilizer price, 
equipment capabilities, crop tolerance to fertilizer, rotation and soil nutrient levels are all factors.  
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• My interpretation is that if farmers are doing it (and they are) and it's good, then it's an example of 
showcasing a good practice. 

• Farmers are only going to apply the necessary rate as it is in their best interest. Some are already 
using land mapping programs so fertilizer application rates are adjusted autonomously based on soil 
quality and fertilizer residual from the previous year. 

 
Requirement 5 : Where required by law, comply with regulations on timing of nutrient application. 

Otherwise, do not apply any nutrient sources on soils that are frozen, snow-covered or saturated with 

water.  

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.5 

Canola 43% 20% 35% 2% 2.2 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

76% 0% 24% 0% 2.0 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 44% 33% 22% 4.5 

Pulse Canada 36% 36% 29% 0% 2.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

71% 4% 21% 4% 1.9 

Sask Wheat 29% 14% 57% 0% 2.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

43% 21% 36% 0% 2.6 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 0% 2.3 

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 38% 14% 28% 20% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

54% 0% 23% 23% 5.4 

 
Alternative wording 
 

• "Do not apply any nutrient sources on soils that are frozen, snow-covered or saturated with water. 
Where required by law, comply with regulations on timing of nutrient application" 

• "Farmers do not apply fertilizer in situations where run-off is likely.” 
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Frozen soil 
 

• I agree in principle but there are exceptions to every rule as not all forms of nutrients applied to 
frozen soil are susceptible to loss. 

• Certain nutrient sources are very low risk such as elemental sulfur as an example.  

• Can exceptions or inclusions be noted to allow for best management practices that still adhere to 
4R.  

• I have seen studies that show when Sulfur fines are spread on frozen soil there are very few losses. 
Other fertilizer sources such as elemental sulfur also have no environmental impact if applied on 
frozen soils.  

• Technology is changing and polymer coatings are also becoming more widespread in use and offer 
wider window of application for farmers. 

• does not allow for new methods or technology to be advanced or adopted 

• what is “frozen” soil? When the top 6” are frozen? It can take a long time in the spring for all the 
frost to come out...Same for snow covered... 

 
Snow-covered 
 

• There are times when we fall band nutrients and there is a small layer of snow and soil conditions 
are perfect below the snow, moist, cool and not frozen.  

• Maybe specify surface apply - deep banding into snow covered but still unfrozen ground is fairly 
common.  

• Maybe something along the lines of "fert can be applied if soil is workable or able to be 
incorporated". Very often we can get dumps of snow in mid fall that cover the ground for a day or 2. 
but otherwise conditions would be fine for nutrient application 

• if fall broadcasting it would depend on the product whether a do not apply actually should apply. 
 
Saturated soils 
 

• Saturated soils are sometimes not an option to avoid. 

• I think the statement in requirement 5 relating to fertilizer applications to saturated soils should be 
removed as this can be difficult to do in fields with undulating landscapes.  Fertilizers aren't applied 
to standing water, but there might be portions of a landscape that are above field capacity when 
operations are done and many years this is difficult to impossible to avoid in some of our fields. 

• What does 'any nutrient source' mean? Grazing livestock? 

• Application guidelines are covered by the Alberta Fertilizer Guide, and there exists a tool, the 
Alberta Farm Fertilizer Information & Recommendation Manager (AFFIRM) that allows produces to 
compare nutrient management scenarios. 
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Requirement 6 : Use necessary precautions, including providing training and using personal protective 
equipment (PPE), to ensure operator and bystander safety when handling and transporting mineral and 
biological fertilizer. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of  
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.3 

Canola 35% 25% 39% 0% 2.8 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

62% 0% 38% 0% 2.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.7 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

22% 22% 56% 0% 4.0 

Pulse Canada 71% 14% 14% 0% 2.1 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.2 

Sask Wheat 43% 29% 29% 0% 2.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

71% 14% 14% 0% 2.5 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

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 42% 9% 34% 15% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

46% 8% 15% 31% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• PPE, training and precaution are paramount. This belongs with Health and Wellness 

• Level of risk varies by product. Should be only for dangerous goods.   

• PPE is required when using anhydrous ammonia, but little or no PPE is necessary when handling 
urea. 

• This is important but only selectively necessary: NH3 and ammonium nitrate. 

• PPE definitely needed when using anhydrous ammonia, some PPE needed with liquid fertilizer but 
very little is needed with granular fertilizer.  

• Worker safety should be covered off under existing legislation and bodies such as OHS. Do not need 
more red tape 

• I absolutely support use of ppe. But During Pandemic ppe not available.  

• The definition of Bystander needs more clarification. I agree with supplying PPE to those invited on 
the farm. However, I agree with the comments below regarding unwanted bystanders. 

• Bystanders........out of the question. I own and farmland inside and near the perimeter of 
Winnipeg. Once while I was spraying wheat in early June a limousine stopped. A whole wedding 
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party got out and walked into the field I was spraying and started taking wedding photos...... how 
can a farmer protect from this? I approach them and offer ppe so they can be safe while trespassing? 
Another time I was swathing wheat along the perimeter in August. Doing the headland, a homeless 
person or hitch hiker was asleep/passed out in the standing wheat. He jumped up at the very last 
second and I was able to see him and stop the machine just in time. I absolutely cannot support 
farmers being responsible for bystanders. 

• The definitions, of what is an operator, and what is a bystander is critical.  
 

Requirement 7 : Adhere to established nutrient application buffer zones between cropland and 

environmentally sensitive and biodiverse areas (e.g. water bodies, water sources and other crops). 

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 16% 37% 47% 0% 3.2 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

90% 0% 10% 0% 2.2 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 56% 44% 0% 2.5 

Pulse Canada 21% 43% 36% 0% 2.5 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

50% 13% 38% 0% 2.3 

Sask Wheat 14% 14% 71% 0% 2.9 

General 
Session Jan 7 

14% 71% 14% 0% 3.7 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 1.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

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 25% 7% 34% 21% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

46% 0% 46% 8% 5.4 

 
Alternative wording 

 

• “adhere to regulatory requirements for buffer zones” ...and where one doesn't exist provide the 
range of values that do exist across the country as an industry guide.   

• "Farmers are great environmental stewards and adhere to established nutrient application buffer 
zones between cropland and environmentally sensitive and biodiverse areas" 
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Other comments 
 

• In Dec 2020 the Canadian Clean Fuel Standard Land Use Biodiversity (LUB) chapter grandfathered 
all current crop areas as of 2020 even if they are close to water bodies within buffer zones. CFS 
ruling Dec 2020: "For riparian zones, the proposed Regulations recognize national and regional 
riparian regulations that protect against adverse LUB impacts, include a grandfathering clause to 
allow credit creation for feedstocks harvested in any riparian zones that were harvested prior to 
2020, and allow feedstocks from harvesting in forest riparian zones if the forest harvester has 
management practices in place to protect the riparian zones and related water bodies. For crop 
expansion requirements, the Department changed the baseline from January 2008 to January 2020 
to better align with the first official signal of the proposed Regulations."  

• "Environmentally sensitive and biodiversity areas" is extremely vague. Define "environmentally 
sensitive and biodiverse" areas.  
Examples:  

o Low areas may be dry 5 years in a row and we seed through, yet the 6th year it is wet and 
we need to go around it. What is the "mandated" buffer zone for that area? These "buffer 
zones" also become infested with weeds since you are not able to manage them properly. 

o There is year to year variations in potholes or other very temporary unseedable or 
unharvestable areas. If these areas are somehow designated buffer zones or wetlands, they 
could be permanently lost to crop production. 

o Depends on definition of water bodies and how subject to change some of these boundaries 
might be from one season to the next or even within seasons. 

o Are there different buffer zones when we farmland with sloughs or temporary water holes 
that dry up in the summer? Farming in pothole country has us seeding thru dry potholes 
with bullrushes one year and having 3' of water in the same spot next year. 

o A slough that is dry in the fall during a fertilizer application that then floods during the 
spring melt which subsequently dries and is spring seeded. At one point it is cropland and at 
another it is a seasonal water body. 

o Where do ephemerals fit into this statement. Who defines environmentally sensitive areas? 
The definition of other crops is also vague. Some other crops may not be impacted while 
other crops may be severely impacted?????? 

o I have low areas filled by spring melt that some years we seed through and some years dry 
up after seeding. This cropland that is not always accessible if left bare will be more prone 
to weed growth than if it is cropped right up to the water. Herbicide resistance is the biggest 
challenge in agriculture from today and going forward. Leaving weeds grow and increasing 
the weed seed bank is the worst thing I can do on my farming operation. 

 

• Agree that some definitions are needed but note that it mentions "established buffer zones". I think 
the issue is most farmers don't know what those are or that they even exist 
Examples: 

o What distance is being considered for buffer zone? Buffer zones are a fantastic idea. The 
problem is once you establish it, it eventually becomes part of the "sensitive habitat" and 
years later the boundary gets moved to include the old buffer zone. Over time the boundaries 
creep. Unless we can GPS every area and define it ahead of time this is opening up a can of 
worms that is ripe for abuse. 

o What is the establishment of this? Is this about nutrient loading? What product does this 
relate to? What soil texture does this relate to? A fine textured clay is going to have a lot less 
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movement than a coarse sandy textured soil. How are these buffer zones being created? 
Who is going to create them? Who is going to determine if there is a risk? 

o We have a long way to go before we even know what these “established Nutrient application 
buffer zones” even are on our land parcel by parcel. Nice concept on paper, but the real 
world of year-to-year weather variations play havoc with any attempts to get much buy-in to 
this one. 

o Minimum recommended buffer zone widths need to be established, particularly in riparian 
areas where none is defined in the drain's engineering report. 

o Is required buffer zone widths under NMA (for manure) - likely be good guide for all nutrient 
applications. 

 
Requirement 8 : Store mineral fertilizers (liquid and/or granular) in a designated area on an 

impermeable surface (dry fertilizers) or secondary containment area (liquid fertilizers). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.3 

Canola 37% 37% 25% 0% 3.2 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

90% 0% 10% 0% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

22% 44% 33% 0% 2.6 

Pulse Canada 50% 43% 7% 0% 2.5 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

54% 0% 46% 0% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 0% 100% 0% 0% 4.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

21% 50% 21% 7% 3.3 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.5 

PGQ 67% 0% 33% 0% 2.3 

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 35% 10% 32% 22% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

38% 0% 31% 31% 5.4 

 
Alternative wording 

 

• This should be more general focusing on goal. “Storage should address risks of environmental release 
and contamination of food, feed, unintended exposure etc.” 

• “Meet provincial storage requirements” 
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• “Stored in fertilizer rated storage should be sufficient.” 

• “Where possible, avoid large concentration of fertilizer materials” 

• “Safely store fertilizers in designated containment areas.” 

• Hopper bottom steel bins would be included as designated impermeable, but why not say, "Farmers 
take great care to store their valuable fertilizer in safe, protected and dry storage.”  Not only is it an 
environmentally friendly practice, but they obviously don't want it deteriorated which would be a 
huge expense. 

• Could we just say locate “liquid fertilizer storage away from sensitive areas like wells, ponds and 
waterways?” 

 
Other comments 

• Some reference to following laws surrounding fertilizer storage while still emphasizing BMPS? 

• Should depend on volumes.  

• Regulated under dangerous goods storage. 

• As a liquid fertilizer user this is something that could seriously cost farms hundreds of thousands of 
dollars (we've explored the possibilities on our farm).  

• If implemented this could outdate many of the dry fertilizer storage systems that have been 
constructed on farms. Maybe a statement about dry fertilizer spill cleanup procedures should be 
included. 

• I only agree if there can be some reference to risk factors. When I did my EFP some 15 years ago it 
was noted that my state-of-the-art dry fertilizer bins were a high risk because they were not locked 
to keep out some child looking for a cheap thrill. I have yet to hear of anyone having vandals cause 
this kind of problem.  

• There are very few farms that have a secondary containment area for liquid fertilizer storage. If this 
is going to be a recommendation, it will require a great deal of investment to comply. I think a 
recommendation would be better than a requirement here. 

• Definition of Designated area? And what is the definition of 'impermeable'? 

• Having on farm storage with impermeable surfaces, or berms similar to what retailers are required 
to have would cost significant amounts of money to producers, and is unrealistic. 

• We now bring fertilizer in as needed, when needed. Prepaid to limit price fluctuations. 

• We need all our fertilizer in a 3-week time period like most of western Canada. Medium term storage 
is a reality and one I continue to invest in. Risk assessment should be applied here, not zero risk.  

• It all depends on how the secondary containment area is defined.  Difficult to respond when we don’t 
know the rules that are going to put in place.  

• Your terms change even in this one sentence. (dry vs granular).  
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Requirement 9: Keep records of all nutrient applications (including source, rate, timing and placement) 
for each field. 

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 51% 18% 31% 0% 2.5 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

65% 0% 35% 0% 2.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

11% 44% 33% 11% 3.0 

Pulse Canada 29% 21% 50% 0% 2.4 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

79% 4% 17% 0% 2.4 

Sask Wheat 14% 14% 71% 0% 3.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

57% 36% 7% 0% 2.3 

KAP 33% 33% 33% 0% 2.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.7 

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 31% 4% 50% 15% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

38% 0% 31% 31% 5.4 

 
 
Alternative wording 
 

• It should read: "Farmers keep records of nutrient applications on their farms”.  
 
Other comments 
 

• While I like the intent and the practice why are we doing this if we are not being audited or certified. 
Also how long do you retain these records? Each farmer has their own way of keeping records, 
whether it be through equipment software or other apps. I worry that farmers are going to have to 
report all this information through some database kind of like crop insurance. More time spent in 
the office. Ex. I have my seeded acreage report on my excel sheet and in my data app I use (also my 
fert records). But I also have to spend time in front of the computer inputting the seeded acreage 
data into the MASC online data base. It's not too big of a project now. But looking at this code I can 
see how sitting in front of the computer and transferring all my data to some online reporting 
system for the code will become a big job. 
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• I keep my nutrient records up to date using equipment software. So far I have only shared it with my 
agronomist. Who else would need to look at the records? What is it going to show them? 

• Producers should already have these records but the minute it becomes a requirement, it means a 
standardized reporting system, increasing the paperwork requirement on the farm. It should be a 
spot audit system with an education component. 

 

Requirement 10 : Keep records of soil test analytical results for a minimum of 5 years for each field (i.e. 
per crop management unit, lot number, legal land description). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Canola 24% 49% 27% 0% 2.9 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

65% 15% 20% 0% 2.4 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

11% 78% 0% 11% 3.3 

Pulse Canada 14% 79% 7% 0% 3.5 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

46% 25% 29% 0% 2.3 

Sask Wheat 14% 29% 57% 0% 2.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

43% 43% 14% 0% 2.5 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 0% 2.0 

PGQ 33% 0% 67% 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 23% 3% 43% 30% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

Responsible 
Grain 

38% 0% 15% 46% 5.4 

 
Alternative wording:   
 

• “Maintain records of soil test analytical results for future reference.” If you are investing in sampling 
and testing why would you throw the results out? 

• Could this be combined with the earlier requirement on soil sampling? “Take soil samples at X 
frequency and maintain records of results?” 

 
Other comments 
 

• Many farmers (or at least their agronomists) likely have this.   
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• For a farm that soil tests consistently every year this would be way more paperwork than a farm 
than only samples every 3-5 years. If you only test every five years, what is the point. 

• Again, I’m not sure how realistic it is to require this. It could have a real discrepancy of paperwork 
between farms too.  

• Again, why are we keeping records if we are not being audited or certified. What about land you are 
no longer renting/own? Do you give it to the next person or is it still YOUR data? 

• The variability of soil test results based on the chemistries used for analysis makes them of little use 
as records.  

• I agree that soil tests over a period of time make a pretty good movie but the individual frames are 
of little use. 

• Records lead to traceability and accountability. Decisions we make on environmental issues need to 
be backed up somehow 
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Pest and Pesticide Management 

General comments on module 

• Use “pest control products” instead of “pesticides” 

• Use 'legislation' instead of “legal requirements”. 

• In the introduction, it should be stated that many jurisdictions have legislation or regulations in place 

already. 

• The only requirements that should be in this code are ones that are already required by relevant 

laws. 

• All professional farmers are likely following all labels and regulations around pesticides. This part of 

the code just needs to highlight that. It costs way too much money to not follow these guidelines. 

Consumers and buyers need to understand that there is no economic benefit for a farmer to not 

follow these guidelines. 

• Pesticide management is exceedingly important to our ability to market grain internationally and 

must be undertaken responsibly by everyone, especially requirements 4. 7, 13.  In many instances, 

requirements such as 1, 2, 6, 9, 10, 22 make common sense from a best management standpoint and 

I think these are reasonably easy to comply with.  3, 8, 11. 14. 16-21 are very important practices 

with personal and environmental safety in mind.  These, like many requirements & 

recommendations, would be impossible to monitor and enforce, and would be subject to each 

person's level of risk tolerance. 

 

  



31 
 
 

Requirement 1 : Accurately assess weed, disease and insect problem to determine crop injury levels, 

impact on beneficial insects and economic thresholds for using pesticides. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need 
Editing 

Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 44% 15% 42% 0% 2.4 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

80% 0% 20% 0% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 60% 20% 20% 0% 2.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

83% 0% 17% 0% 1.6 

Sask Wheat 57% 0% 43% 0% 1.3 

General Session 
Jan 7 

54% 31% 15% 0% 2.5 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 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 63% 11% 17% 9% 4.4 

March 50% 50% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

75% 13% 13% 0% 3.25 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• Delete impact of beneficial insects and add "Economic thresholds considerations should include the 

understanding that beneficials can help mitigate the problem". 

• "...for using pesticides" to "before using pesticides". 

• “Accurate” is a moving target.  Remove “accurately” – negative connotation. 

• should be “problems” - add s 

 

Other comments 

 

• Would like to see something regarding only spraying when weeds or insects have reached economic 

threshold. 

• Agree that it is important to assess first, but not all pests have established thresholds, and some 

products are applied preventatively before there is anything to assess. of room for interpretations of 

impacts and thresholds. 
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• Some pesticides are applied based on historical issues. For example Seed treatments are pesticides 

and are applied before any assessment can be done on diseases and/or insects. .I think that the 

statement should include "where ever possible". 

• More research is needed on how to quantify beneficial insect populations. Just like we have for the 

pest infestations. Right now we can confirm the presence of beneficials, but very little available on 

how many are needed to affect pest infestations for the current infestation. 

• While this is basic practice, as a requirement it sounds like this will have to be validated by an 

agronomist. I hesitate to support this without clarification, because this can only work if the 

producer's assessment is considered 'accurate' and valid. 

• I agree as long as the producer is making the final assessment and decision. 

• This should reference Integrated Pest Management, as it is (at least in Ontario) the understood 

method of managing pesticides. 

 

Requirement 2 : Establish a crop rotation that reduces diseases and pest pressure, and the development 

of resistant pests.  

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 33% 23% 44% 0% 2.8 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.7 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

85% 0% 15% 0% 2.2 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Pulse Canada 50% 40% 10% 0% 1.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

82% 0% 18% 0% 2.1 

Sask Wheat 86% 0% 14% 0% 1.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

77% 8% 15% 0% 2.7 

KAP 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.7 

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 45% 13% 32% 9% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

63% 13% 13% 0% 3.25 
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Alternative wording 

 

• Maybe change the word “establish” to “utilize” but I don't know how anyone could disagree with 

that statement. The inverse is Do not rotate crops (and chemical) and encourage the development of 

disease and resistant pests. 

• Instead of rotation I think it should be "cropping system." A rotation is only part of the system. There 

are situations where a continuous mono-crop is the most sustainable option economically and 

environmentally, short of planting trees or prairie grass. 

 

 

Other Comments 

 

• Crop rotation is important, but this is way too open ended of a statement to have as a requirement. 

How long between crops is adequate? Different pests require different amounts of time between 

crops for there to be a benefit. This needs to be clearer on what we’re agreeing to. 

• I agree that this is a difficult one to manage but it is probably the best practice when it comes to pest 

management. An ounce of prevention.... 

• I no longer have a crop rotation but a herbicide rotation. Because of weed resistance I had to blow 

my production system apart and start over. I went from 3 spring annual crops to 6 which obviously 

slows efficiency. It's added management hours to the system ensuring I don't seed a crop into a 

residual product as we get all the fields into the new rotation. Everyone needs to be proactive on 

weed resistance and disease. Imagine your what your farm looks like when you can't produce your 

most profitable crop because of weeds and disease. 

• Lots of factors that go into a crop rotation. Disease and pests being 2 parts of that decision but not 

the sole reasons for a particular rotation. 

• It needs to be grower specific not dictated to by others. 
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Requirement 3: Where required by law, ensure that all pesticide applicators received appropriate 

training and are certified or licensed. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 49% 6% 45% 0% 2.3 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

75% 5% 20% 0% 2.3 

Ontario CCA 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

17% 33% 50% 0% 4.0 

Pulse Canada 90% 10% 0% 0% 2.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

27% 23% 50% 0% 3.0 

Sask Wheat 29% 29% 43% 0% 2.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

62% 38% 0% 0% 2.9 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 2.5 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 47% 7% 34% 13% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 38% 13% 3.25 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• Maybe rearranging the wording would make it more palatable? "Ensure pesticide applicators have 

appropriate training, and are certified/licensed where required." 

 

 

Other Comments 

 

• If it is required by law why is it in here? There should be an over arching statement that states 

farmers are required to follow all provincial laws and regulations.  

• As said earlier my view is that the more we can put into this document that highlights laws, 

regulations and general practices that already exist, the better. Stating the obvious to the masses 

that have no clue of the obvious will help us prove that we are being sustainable. People may take 

the time to read the code but not the time to review laws and regulations to see if they apply to 

farmers. 
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• "all pesticide applicators"? custom/third party? or only applicators under the direct supervision of 

the farmer? Do I have to ask a custom operator for his certification? 

 

Requirement 4 : Apply only Canadian registered pesticides adhering to label requirements (i.e. 

application rates, crop staging, pre-harvest and re-entry intervals). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 64% 4% 32% 0% 1.6 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

80% 0% 20% 0% 1.8 

Ontario CCA 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Pulse Canada 90% 0% 10% 0% 1.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

91% 5% 5% 0% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

69% 23% 8% 0% 2.1 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 1.5 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 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 66% 8% 19% 7% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

75% 0% 13% 13% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Minor use and emergency use authorizations need to be taken into consideration. 

• There are some specialty crops that a registered pesticide may not exist. In these cases, it would be 

important to consider impact on sales. For registered products, it is important to insure they are 

being used are applied correctly. 

• I agree with the statement, but we need to build the capacity within the minor use herbicide 

program, or another like program to provide products for small crops. 

• There are exemptions for a few pesticides under the exemptions rules for grower to obtain where no 

suitable product is available in Canada and actives are already approved. 

• This is a little bit like speed limits. The pesticide label IS a legal document, and technically (like going 

85 in an 80 zone) if we use it in any way that isn't explicitly stated on the label as acceptable, we are 
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using the product "illegally." If I use Liberty to control ragweed in a LL canola crop I'm technically 

using it "off-label" because that pest isn't listed as one that is controlled by the product. Not sure 

how to re-word this so it doesn't eliminate "acceptable" off-label usage patterns, but as it's currently 

presented this would curtail a lot of pesticide usages in Canada. 

• Need to consider 'supported but not registered' tanks mixes as well as 'minor use'. Companies aren't 

always willing to spend the time and money needed to get these registered. 

• These can be important to growers even though they are technically off-label. 

• Generally these principles are good. The term "Canadian registered" could be restrictive for generic 

or for products under the minor use registration category. Having the particular product / Brand 

registered in Canada is not that important. What is important is that the specific active ingredients in 

those products are approved for use in Canada. 

• If it's a generic brand of Canadian registered and approved product, but the label hasn't been 

approved or registered, why are we being restricted because of government rules for such products. 

• If it continues, off label pesticide application will eventually cost us either 1.) markets, 2.) the 

pesticide that is being misused, or 3.) all of the above. If you’re doing it, please stop. 

 

Requirement 5: Never use deregistered or unregistered pesticides.  

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 72% 4% 23% 0% 1.5 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

80% 0% 20% 0% 1.6 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

83% 17% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 90% 0% 10% 0% 1.7 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.1 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

77% 23% 0% 0% 1.5 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 1.5 

PGQ 0% 100% 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 66% 9% 16% 10% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

88% 13% 0% 0% 3.25 
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Alternative wording 

 

• Should be two questions; a significant difference between deregistered and unregistered. Overall I 

agree.  

• Never is a very long time however. Feels like there is no room for exceptions. 

 

Other comments 

 

• What about minor use permits? 

• This doesn't address non-food crops like establishing forage stands, cover crops, or feed crops. 

• Exceptional circumstances and authorizations may occur 

• Would research be exempt from this requirement? Is this act also going to apply to companies doing 

research? If so, this needs to be amended, since they do the testing to determine if a pesticide can 

become registered eventually - so they need to use unregistered products. Need to ensure that 

ensure that new pesticides in field trials are allowed.  If farmer on farm research goes into the 

commercial system and could impact exports then yes I would say it applies. 

Requirement 6 : Rotate chemical groups and modes of action to prevent and delay the development of 

pest resistance in accordance with the product label and agronomic guidance. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 49% 17% 34% 0% 2.2 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 2.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Pulse Canada 70% 10% 20% 0% 2.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

91% 0% 9% 0% 1.8 

Sask Wheat 86% 0% 14% 0% 1.7 

General 
Session Jan 7 

69% 0% 31% 0% 2.1 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 0% 1.5 

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% 4% 42% 10% 4.4 

March 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

63% 0% 38% 0% 3.25 
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Alternative wording 

 

• Multiple modes of *effective* action. 

 

Other comments 

 

• Rotation is good, but most product labels don’t specify a rotation period, and how long is long 

enough? Also, research shows that using multiple modes of action can be as effective, if not more, 

than rotating modes of action. 

• This should be a recommendation not a requirement. We don't have enough groups or options to 

truly rotate chemicals. 

• If left as a requirement there are some key things to consider: How will this be enforced? How do 

economics and lack of available chemistries play into this? In some cases farmers only have one 

option based on crop stage, weed profiles, soil type, etc. 

• Sometimes weather damage, out staging crops or weeds, weed pressure, product availability, and 

registered tank mixes can put a hitch in even the best made plans. 

• Also need to consider that some groups have higher risk of developing resistance, while others are 

lower. That be considered for the frequency of use 

• Not possible due to costs some chemicals are 5.00 per acre and some are 50.00. there is not enough 

margin for farmers to use ALL chemicals and rotate them. Not possible due to crop rotations. 

Chemicals applied the year before will affect the rotation and crops grown the following years. Not 

possible due to lack of chemical options on some crops. example: mustard weed control only 4 

chemicals are registered.   

• While this is a practice I think most farmers try to undertake, there are limitations often due to 

availability of products. As more and more countries look to impose stricter MRL policies this could 

impact the availability of products even further. 

• If you disagree, just wait until a tool you require to make your system operate doesn't work 

anymore. 
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Requirement 7 : Be aware and abide by grain buyer domestic and export market requirements with 

respect to pesticide use. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 55% 17% 28% 0% 1.9 

GFO 25% 0% 75% 0% 2.5 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

85% 10% 5% 0% 1.7 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

67% 0% 33% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 60% 10% 30% 0% 2.5 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

95% 0% 5% 0% 1.7 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

62% 0% 38% 0% 1.9 

KAP 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.0 

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% 2% 25% 8% 4.4 

March 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

88% 0% 13% 0% 3.25 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• “Apply crop protection products (NOT PESTICIDES) according to domestic and export market 

specifications” – simpler alternative. 

• Reword to: “If you sell grain to a market that has more stringent regulations than the Canadian 

PMRA rules, then abide by that contract for the specific grain being delivered”. 

 

Other comments 

 

• How do you require someone to be aware?  

• How does this requirement work with the recommendation of abiding by the Keep it Clean! 

program? 

• Would be nice to include a link to the Keep it Clean program.   

• Perhaps better as a recommendation. We as farmers are entering a season where marketing our 

product is a discussion that begins at the time of planting versus after harvest. there is a need for 
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education in this space, as our in-season activities directly can impact our ability to sell the grain we 

have produced. there will always be farmers who feel like this is an infringement on their freedom to 

operate and do not feel it necessary to base their management choices on the market. it is an 

important discussion but not sure it needs to be a requirement? 

• Obviously, this is a "contact your buyer" as different processors or countries have different 

requirements. This is not always known at time of application either, as some importing countries 

change their requirements at their pleasure. 

• Agree with the awareness aspect. Do not agree it is exclusive to a grain buyer to make the 

determination what is allowable and what is not. Contract production can do what it wants. 

Commodity production must have value chain input and the broader range of considerations to 

determine what can be legally and safely used for the best overall outcome. Complex issue in export 

commodities. 

• The only time standards that deviate from what is approved in Canada should be allowed is when 

buyers have production contracts so that all the rules are known by the producer prior to seeding 

the crop and preventing any surprises. 

• The terms of your grain contract should be the only thing that is required. As long as I follow all the 

previous codes such as registered pesticide use then I can do what I want. If what I spray isn’t 

marketable in some places or with certain companies that is my business and choice. If there is 

enough concern then registrations and regulations will change. The grain companies are getting 

better at listing and noting chemicals in their contracts. 

• If a buyer’s requirements are based on science and not emotion or ideology, then absolutely. I know 

of specific buyers that are basing purchasing decisions on end user/customer demand that is not 

based on sound science.  

• Established MRL's (maximum residue limits) based on science are perfect and we should abide to 

these requirements. If commodities are at or below established MRL's whether being traded 

domestically or internationally a producers’ decision to market their commodity should happen 

unhindered. For specific customer demands, this becomes a niche market and should likely reward 

an individual producer for going above and beyond and appealing to an ideological demand. I 

absolutely can not support this statement as written. 

• If a specific contract has certain requirements or restrictions, that is a contract arrangement and 

premium sought to be part of the business decision, as should liability acceptance. A group of grain 

buyers should not be able to decree that a particular lawful and scientifically proven safe practice 

should be discontinued to make marketing easier. 

• Joint jurisdiction. Responsibility also rests with the buyers to communicate issues to producers. 
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Requirement 8: Protect non-target areas (e.g. water bodies, water sources, other crops and protected 

areas) beyond the field boundary using buffer zones according to the product label and legal 

requirements. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 21% 26% 53% 0% 2.6 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

90% 5% 0% 5% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 17% 83% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 20% 40% 40% 0% 2.7 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

64% 0% 36% 0% 2.1 

Sask Wheat 57% 0% 43% 0% 1.8 

General 
Session Jan 7 

38% 54% 8% 0% 3.0 

KAP 67% 33% 0% 0% 1.0 

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 47% 11% 32% 10% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

75% 0% 25% 0% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Need to clearly define water bodies and size of buffer zones. Ambiguous statements leave to much 

room for interpretation for special interest groups and NGO stakeholders with an agenda. Can you 

guarantee farmers these NGO’s will not lobby government to make these voluntary statements 

enforceable and defined to suit their agenda? 

• Not all product labels say anything in this regard, and “non-target areas” and what appropriate 

buffer zones are can open up a big can of worms depending how that’s defined.  

• Product label is usually generic is this area-a copy and paste from the most precautionary vantage. 

Would need a regionality consideration and actual data to be any more effective at anything. 

• Most pesticide labels define buffer zones, but the areas they are referring to are effectively 

undefined.  

• Might be fine for rivers, creeks and lakes, but can be pretty fuzzy for sloughs. 

• Vague. Implies leaving untreated crop and defeating the purpose of application. 
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• Again, I agree in principle but, we will need the devil in the details, depending on the precise 

definition of buffer zone/protected areas. Current definition in the glossary references a vegetative 

strip, too vague.  

 

Requirement 9: Follow product label restrictions on weather conditions including wind, precipitation 

and air temperature. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 36% 15% 49% 0% 2.3 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

80% 0% 20% 0% 1.4 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

67% 0% 33% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 60% 20% 20% 0% 1.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

86% 0% 14% 0% 1.5 

Sask Wheat 86% 14% 0% 0% 1.7 

General 
Session Jan 7 

77% 8% 15% 0% 2.2 

KAP 67% 33% 0% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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% 6% 32% 8% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

75% 0% 25% 0% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Farmers try to adhere to label recommendations as best as they can in order to qualify for warranty 

claim on the pesticide, they use in case it doesn't work. 

• Generally agree, but these decisions are more complex than that. For example, often in order to get 

the proper wind and temperature and spray during the correct window for the crop you may have to 

spray at night, but that also carries its own risks with inversions, etc. 

• Optimum label conditions seldom exist or certainly not enough to get everything done. Alternative 

wording: “Follow product label as best as you are able to within environmental conditions. “When 

you get twenty days of wind in a row sometimes you can’t follow guidelines in the label perfectly. 
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• Following this requirement means knowing exactly what weather will do in the future. Which is 

difficult. And the wind speed restrictions are often not conducive to ever getting any spraying done. 

• Many labels are far too restrictive or simply outdated. Take Tundra label for example. Apply at a 

ground speed of 6-8kph. Others have wind speed listed very low or vaguely worded. Or a specific 

pressure listed with no regard for the different nozzles out there. 

• Application technology has advanced so far in 20 years and yet labels still say, "apply with a flat fan 

nozzle angle 45° ahead". 

• In reality, there is no label that can account for the differing equipment (sprayer, nozzle type, 

pressure) that producers use. 

• Wind limits on labels are worst case nozzle conditions. They do not account for what a farmer may 

do in adverse conditions: PWM, Air induction nozzles, lower boom, reduce pressure, higher water 

volume, slow down, spray field borders when conditions are better. 

• If the label has a hard fast requirement like preharvest interval then I can see that is a requirement. 

But if they are saying to not spray over 28degrees then that’s a suggestion and I can choose to 

follow it or not. 

• I think there needs to be the addition of "whenever possible" Time constraints can sometimes push 

farmers to spray in conditions not ideal. As well I have been caught several times where a small 

unexpected rain storm has occurred after application which meant a second application was 

necessary. Especially with products that require 4 to 6 hours before a rain. 

• Should be a recommendation. If you operate outside those restrictions you are simply transferring 

the risk from the chemical company to you/your operation. There are times when that is an 

acceptable risk, and others when it isn't. Should be up to the individual 
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Requirement 10: Calibrate pesticide application equipment in accordance with manufacturer 

specifications and at a minimum seasonally. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 43% 23% 34% 0% 2.3 

GFO 0% 0% 75% 25% 2.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

90% 5% 5% 0% 1.8 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

83% 0% 17% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 80% 10% 10% 0% 1.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

45% 18% 32% 5% 2.5 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

85% 15% 0% 0% 2.0 

KAP 33% 33% 33% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 41% 7% 41% 12% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 38% 13% 3.25 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• Maybe this could read verify accuracy or maintain accuracy of app equip i.e. load 1000 gal cover 

200 ac @ 5 gal good to go. 

• End the sentence after “equipment.” 

 

Other comments 

 

• Manufacturers’ recommendations are usually overly prescriptive and there to CYA. 

• I think there is better nozzles than the machine manufacturer. Let farmers do their own calculations 

• Other then nozzles and screens which are consumables, sprayers rarely go out of calibration. 

Annually is overkill. 

• Checking the nozzles for uneven wear seasonally can be done. But I don't mess with the flow meter 

cal number on the sprayer. 
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• This is a specialized field for sprayer and require dealers to come and do properly. Calibration 

equipment at the farmer level is not as accurate and Very expensive.    

• Recommendation not a requirement. Nobody is going to be using equipment that is way out of 

calibration and not do anything about it. 

 

Requirement 11 : Do not fill sprayer near a well or watercourse of any kind. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 28% 21% 51% 0% 2.4 

GFO 0% 0% 100% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.1 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

17% 33% 50% 0% 2.7 

Pulse Canada 0% 44% 56% 0% 2.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

32% 18% 45% 5% 2.6 

Sask Wheat 71% 0% 29% 0% 1.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

62% 23% 15% 0% 2.3 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 3.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 43% 14% 33% 10% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

63% 0% 25% 13% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• In the prior question it is noted pesticide application equipment, this question says sprayer. Terms 

should be consistent across the board. 

• So does this mean you could only load a sprayer off of a water truck? Rural areas don’t usually have 

direct water lines and many farms use wells or other natural waterways as a water source. 

• Vague term "watercourse of any kind".  

• Some producers interpret "any waterways" to include road ditches. Sprayers are often filled along 

field edges next to a ditch.  Is a ditch a watercourse? If it is, then where would you fill a sprayer? Fill 

our sprayer on a driveway near a ditch at least 60-70% of the time. 

• Define 'near'. What are current provincial guidelines? 
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• Dugouts fall into this then I would assume. We load the water truck there and 99% of the mornings 

we load the sprayer beside the truck. Some days if you are shorthanded or only have a tank or 2 to 

do, we just rip home with the sprayer to load. Water was tested last year by our retailor as a free 

service. our dugout had some of the best water they seen. My dad loaded there long before me and 

I have for 30 years also. Definitely need some clarity on distance. Common sense goes a long way. 

• Using nurse tanks, and/or one-way (check) valves, and/or air gap, and/or ensuring that slope is 

away from potential water sources is also part of these requirements 

• We all need to be cognizant of safety and our water sources. However, there are many farmers who 

do not have tankers to fill their sprayers with and are filling near a well and being responsible and 

safe in doing so. 

• As long as you use back flow prevention and have spill kit and procedures ready filling from a well 

shouldn't be a problem. 

 

Requirement 12 : Adhere to re-entry interval (or restricted entry interval) requirements in accordance 

with label specifications (time and PPE) to crops where pesticides have been applied. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 85% 0% 15% 0% 1.3 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Pulse Canada 80% 10% 10% 0% 1.7 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

91% 0% 9% 0% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

77% 8% 15% 0% 1.8 

KAP 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.0 

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 62% 7% 26% 6% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

63% 0% 25% 13% 3.25 

Alternative wording 

• Do not need 'time and PPE'; label specifications will dictate. 
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Other comments 

• We practice this but not sure what it has to do with sustainability. 

• Better suited as a recommendation. 

• Makes a lot of sense. How is this monitored? Moreover, how do producers restrict entry into fields 

(i.e. ag fieldmen)? 

 

Requirement 13: Abide by pre-harvest intervals in accordance with label specifications to crops where 

pesticides have been applied. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.6 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 80% 0% 20% 0% 1.6 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.8 

KAP 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 73% 3% 21% 4% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

100% 0% 0% 0% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Again, covered in following the label. 

• My view is the more we can put into this document that highlights laws, regulations and general 

practices that already exist, the better. Stating the obvious to the masses that have no clue of the 

obvious will help us prove that we are being sustainable. 
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Requirement 14: Use applicable Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) to ensure operator and bystander 

safety when handling, transporting and applying pesticides, based on manufacturer recommendations. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 40% 15% 45% 0% 2.3 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.7 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

90% 0% 10% 0% 1.8 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

91% 5% 5% 0% 1.7 

Sask Wheat 71% 0% 29% 0% 2.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

54% 23% 23% 0% 2.6 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.5 

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 60% 8% 24% 6% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

63% 0% 25% 13% 3.25 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• I would remove the word “bystander”. How can I provide PPE to people who stop by unannounced 

when I am spraying? 

• Have you ever read the PPE requirements? They are total overkill to the point of absurdity. “Take 

reasonable care.” 
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Other comments 

 

• Warnings are written by lawyers, not doctors. PPE requirements for neurotoxins and for glyphosate 

are not that different (except the respirator) yet you can dip your bare hand in glyphosate with no ill 

effects. 

• Most manufacturers are going to recommend full PPE all the time because of liability, not just based 

on necessity. All for proper PPE as actually needed. 

• Certain products have more specific requirements. Knowledge of the risks associated with product 

groups is more advantageous than generic recommendations. So a requirement based on 

recommendations?? 

• For those who are concerned about public trust, this should not be limited to PPE (e.g. improving 

communication, signage, fencing, drift management, etc. especially in/near population dense areas) 

to ensure operator and bystander safety...yes bystanders too. Many bystanders don't know what 

they don't know - on one hand we lament that consumers don't know how their food is produced 

and on the other we assume it's common sense. Farms do not operate in a bubble. Farmers should 

be encouraged to do more to improve pesticide risk management. Ensuring due diligence will be 

more important in the future, like it or lump it. 

Requirement 15 : Store pesticides in their original containers with original labels affixed. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 85% 2% 13% 0% 1.2 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 90% 0% 10% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

86% 0% 14% 0% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.6 

KAP 67% 0% 33% 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 63% 7% 26% 5% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

88% 0% 13% 0% 3.25 
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Comments 

 

• WHIMS (Workplace Hazardous Materials Information System) covers how you should handle/label 

goods stored in other containers. There are allowances. could this affect your backpack sprayers or 

other wand sprayers? What if you get rained out and you have pesticide in your tank for a few days? 

This doesn’t apply practically, as written, in all situations. 

• Ultimately, it should be a requirement to comply with WHMIS. Of course, that would mean that all 

operators will need to have WHMIS certification, and to maintain it. 

• Needs to address decanting and damaged containers. More focus on labelling requirements than 

"original" containers - In original containers but if damaged in similar containers 

• Only concern is sometimes labels peel off during handling or storage. 

• Bulk Glyphosate might be an exception. 

 

Requirement 16 : Store pesticides in a designated area within a structure separate from any grain and 

feed. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 70% 4% 26% 0% 1.8 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

40% 0% 60% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 90% 0% 10% 0% 1.4 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

59% 5% 32% 5% 2.2 

Sask Wheat 57% 14% 29% 0% 2.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

62% 23% 15% 0% 1.9 

KAP 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

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 53% 6% 34% 7% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

75% 0% 25% 0% 3.25 
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Alternative wording 

 

• Might be better to say "store in a safe area away from grain, feed and water sources".  The only real 

requirement hear is just to make sure Stored Pesticides do not come in contact with grains or feed. 

• Could change to "store crop protection products in a designated area separate from any grain and 

feed". 

  

Other comments 

 

• Storage of treated seed and pesticides separate from other items may be difficult for smaller 

farms/limited buildings.  

• It might be good to have specifics of what is allowed (e.g., sealed & locked area within an existing 

driveshed that also stores skids of sealed calf feed - is that acceptable? Or does the farmer need to 

build an entirely new building for treated seed storage (it is treated with a pesticide)) 

• What constitutes a “designated area”? Can a farmer just have in their mind that this is where they 

store pesticides?  

• Does it have to be recorded as a designated area?  Separate as in different buildings or few feet 

apart? 

• Why must all be in a structure? Glyphosate doesn't freeze and can safely be stored outside. 

• We already do this in Ontario. We are required for on-farm storage to have a separate area that is 

locked and signed. Only licensed growers or exterminators allowed into the storage. This could be 

combined with requirement 15 to reduce redundancy. 
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Requirement 17 : Use pesticide containers only for pesticides and as per manufacturer specifications. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 87% 6% 6% 0% 1.2 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

90% 0% 10% 0% 1.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 80% 0% 20% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.1 

Sask Wheat 86% 14% 0% 0% 1.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

92% 0% 8% 0% 1.6 

KAP 67% 33% 0% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 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 64% 3% 24% 9% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

75% 0% 25% 0% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Rinse water for rinsing seed treatment containers would be an exception. 

• What about old totes and barrels, that have been rinsed multiple times and repurposed? 

• Pesticide containers are often reused for adjuvants, micros, or other products that will be mixed into 

a chemical tank. 

• Re: Container use:  While the requirement in general is good and should be followed, there should 

be certain specific exceptions allowed. For example: Used engine oil should be collected and 

recycled, but it may be difficult to find suitable containers for it. Often the containers it comes in are 

small, have tiny lids that are difficult to pour into, and often are difficult to see into to tell when they 

are full. Larger containers are often heavy and difficult to handle. Used pesticide containers are 

often sized well (10-13L), have lids that seal well and are large enough to fill if careful, and are clear 

so it can be seen when they are full. If THE LABELS ARE REMOVED AND THEY ARE THOROUGHLY 

RINSED they can make good oil recycling containers (they would be re-labelled and stored in an area 

separate from the pesticides). The same could be said for using them to recycle antifreeze. 

 



53 
 
 

Requirement 18 : Triple rinse applicable pesticide containers and pesticide application equipment in a 

designated area away from a well, watercourse, environmentally sensitive area, grain and feed. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 45% 6% 49% 0% 1.8 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.8 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

95% 0% 5% 0% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

80% 0% 20% 0% 1.3 

Pulse Canada 60% 10% 30% 0% N/A 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

43% 5% 52% 0% N/A 

Sask Wheat 14% 14% 71% 0% N/A 

General 
Session Jan 7 

46% 15% 38% 0% 1.4 

KAP 100% 0% 0% 0% N/A 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 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 54% 10% 28% 7% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

75% 0% 25% 0% 3.25 

 

 

Comments 

 

• Agree with the principle, but how far away is “away”?  'Away' needs to be defined if this is a 

requirement. 

• Another area where application technology has progressed beyond labels. Pressure rinsing is almost 

an industry standard now.  Definitely needs to be edited to include all acceptable rinse methods, not 

just triple rinse. 

• Spiking jugs should also be acceptable. 

• "Triple rinse" is an outdated phrase, most farmers use continuous rinse for containers in a handler 

and many are starting to use continuous rinse in the sprayer as well. 

• Cleaning application equipment is an entirely different task/operation. 

• All farms that I know have some type of chem handler with built in rinse mechanism which they use 

in the field while loading the sprayer. 
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• Use of chem handlers with the flushing mechanism is common place now, wording of this can be 

improved - "when using chem handling equipment ensure proper flushing and cleaning of system 

with residual being pumped into sprayer” 

 

Requirement 19 : Pesticide rinsate (rinse water) is disposed of in accordance with label requirements 

and best management practices. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 72% 6% 21% 0% 2.0 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

85% 0% 15% 0% 1.1 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

80% 0% 20% 0% 1.3 

Pulse Canada 80% 10% 10% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

76% 5% 19% 0% 1.8 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.1 

General 
Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.6 

KAP 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.0 

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 52% 8% 31% 11% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

63% 0% 38% 0% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Do we need all of the detail in some of previous points - can they be captured by this one? 

identifying the BMP (beneficial management practice) for handling pesticide containers and rinsate? 

I recognize that specificity has advantages in some cases however it can also become burdensome 

and patronizing when as farmers we must account for every single step in a process. I think in the 

code there needs to be an element of trust that when I check the box that says I handle pesticide 

storage, usage and disposal according to BMP and follow label recommendations that is sufficient. I 

should not need to account for every single step in the process. 

• Maybe a mention to who set the BMP? To what standard of BMP? 

• Some label recommendations can be 30 years old. Requirement should read "OR" current BMP. 
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• Most labels simply use a catch all phrase "in accordance with local regulations." If you ask the 

regulatory bodies what they recommend most of them have no idea. 

• Rinsate shouldn't be disposed off. It belongs in the sprayer with the rest of the chemical to be 

applied to the field. 

• Majority of our rinsate is collected and then transferred to liquid manure tank. Ultimately gets land-

applied. 

 

Requirement 20 : Where possible, recycle pesticide containers by returning them to an agri-retailer 

and/or designated collection site. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 96% 0% 4% 0% 1.4 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 80% 10% 10% 0% 1.5 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

KAP 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 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 64% 5% 26% 6% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

88% 0% 13% 0% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Could this not reference the Clean Farms Initiative? Is it any better to take containers to agri-

retailers if they are not a designated collection site? 

• Great idea, but retailers and municipalities need to ensure that there are sites available. 

• Our numbers are quite good for recycling jugs, but not all totes have a deposit on them and many 

places aren't crazy about taking them back in regular recycling 
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• If the purpose of the code is to make us look good in the eyes of our consumers we need to know 

what happens to the containers after they go back to the retailer or for recycling.  

 

Requirement 21 : Clean up spills and dispose of left-over treated seed in accordance with applicable 

regulations. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 87% 6% 6% 0% 1.4 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

80% 0% 20% 0% 1.3 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

81% 5% 14% 0% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 86% 0% 14% 0% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.4 

KAP 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

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 63% 7% 23% 7% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

63% 0% 38% 0% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• Needs more definition on what is classified as a spill. Does the small amount of product that leaks 

out of your pump when you switch from container to the next count as a spill? Or if you accidently 

over fill your sprayer count? 

• My understanding is a spill is anything bigger then 5 US gallons?  

• It would depend on the product's concentration, total weight, total quantity or amount that is 

released. 

• How long till spill is cleaned up? Giant spills more urgent to clean up than small ones. 

• Knowledge of applicable regulations must be more available be it reminders from Provincial Ag 

Departments, Chem retailers, Pesticide manufacturers and or provincial grain commissions. 
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• Alberta's Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act (EPEA) requires any release of substances 

(unless that substance doesn't have to be reported) that may cause, is causing, or has caused an 

adverse effect/damage to the environment, human health, or safety, or property be reported to 

Alberta Environment and Parks. It would be hard to define this further as it may vary across Canada. 

• Left-over treated seed is best dealt with by seeding it out in the field. Might be good to include that. 

 

Requirement 22 : Keep records of all pesticide purchases and applications for 5 years. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t 
Apply to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 36% 28% 36% 0% 2.5 

GFO 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.8 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

50% 30% 20% 0% 3.2 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 80% 20% 0% 4.0 

Pulse Canada 0% 70% 30% 0% 2.8 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

19% 33% 48% 0% 2.5 

Sask Wheat 29% 71% 0% 0% 3.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

31% 46% 23% 0% 3.5 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 3.5 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

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 27% 10% 37% 26% 4.4 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 13% 38% 3.25 

 

Comments 

 

• This is just good farm management, and I'm sure most that may have an inclination to voluntarily 

sign up for this Code of Practice are likely practicing this already. As far as including "purchased" in 

the statement, I question this as business's need to keep Canadian Revenue Agency records for 7 

years anyway. Why include it, it is almost demeaning and could get under the skin of some? 

• Keeping track of purchases is just extra administration for no measurable outcome. 

• Is this a requirement at the field level? Requiring this at that level is a bit of a reach. Having records 

of which pesticides are purchased and used on a farm is a more realistic record to require. 
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• I agree in principle in having a record of current year's production and application. Keeping the 

records for 5 years seems excessive. 

• 5 years is too long, perhaps 2-3 years would be better. 

• I don't agree with keeping a record of field application for more then one or two years 

• 5 seems long? What is the Canada GAP requirement? 
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Soil Management 

General comments on module 

• By separating nutrient management from soil management, you are assuming that good soil 
management does not require fertilizer and that even fertilizer=bad. A good nutrient management 
plan based on soil analysis should be the base for the soil health plan. THESE NEED TO BE 
COMBINED. 

• Will there be opportunities for "exemptions" for certain requirements that are not commonly 
practiced in certain areas? (i.e., crop residue burning not practices in Ontario). 

• Healthy soil = healthy farm operation.     

• Requirements, if necessary, should always be presented as "If applicable and consistent with the 
viability of the farm". 

   
Requirement 1 : Minimize tillage frequency and intensity (e.g. depth, speed). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 21% 30% 49% 0% 2.4 

GFO 0% 0% 100% 0% 3.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

50% 6% 44% 0% 2.3 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 4.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

6% 83% 0% 17% 2.6 

Pulse Canada 50% 10% 40% 0% 2.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

76% 14% 5% 5% 1.7 

Sask Wheat 43% 0% 57% 0% 1.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

46% 46% 8% 0% 2.6 

KAP 0% 33% 67% 0% 2.7 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 30% 11% 41% 19% 5.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 0% 4.75 

Responsible 
Grain 

31% 8% 46% 15% 3.8 
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Alternative wording 
 

• The general concept of reducing tillage is good but may not be suitable for all areas / soil types or 
crops. While many farmers try to adhere to this practice as often as they can there are many factors 
that go into this decision including weather, soil type, crop residue etc. Wondering if a potential 
rewording would help to highlight these variables, perhaps "When conditions are available minimize 
tillage frequency and intensity" adding 'when possible, limit ..."  

• Sounds like the requirement is that a farmer has to continually reduce tillage year after year. What 
if they are no-tilling already? Instead of “minimize” (which means less than before) needs to be 
minimal (less than what could be worst case full out tillage). There may be other ways of saying this 
that are better. 

• “Where there are options other than tillage to incorporate material or herbicides” 

• To use the word “minimize” leaves it open to all kinds of interpretation that does not really serve 
much purpose. Should be "Whenever possible".  

• The definition is needed, like at most 2 passes of soil disturbance for seeding and fertilizer; ratio 
between boot width and spacing shall not exceed 46%. No ground disturbance between harvest and 
seeding. 
  

Tillage frequency 
 

• Tillage is a tool that has its place and can be used. It is not evil word. It has its place but must be 
used properly. What if you are an organic producer who relies on tillage. 

• When you have to incorporate different types of manure you do what is best from your operation 
e.g., pro till, injection 

• This requirement does not fit the current practice of vertical tillage. Minimum tillage can also be a 
problem when dealing with a high trash crop like corn. 

• Cannot restrict a IPM system. Every year is different for the systems that you would use. It limits the 
options to farmers. 

• There are times when stubble management may need to include some type of tillage. What about 
allowances for fire breaks, hard pan, mole hills, etc. 

• This code best leave tillage out, there is no code that can apply to location, weather, soil conditions 
and management practices.   

• You may want to provide more context for the requirement to minimize tillage frequency and speed, 
to account for the intended outcomes of tillage.  As with any practice, it should be performed with a 
particular outcome in mind rather than just because it is what we do. 
 

Tillage speed 
 

• Consideration should be given to newer high-speed discs and vertical tillage implements. They are 
designed to be run at high speeds and may still have very low disturbance. 

• More details required in the Soil disturbance, there are many pieces of equipment on the market 
now that are both fast and effective to minimize erosion. 

• We do this but it should be a recommendation. 
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Requirement 2 : Establish a crop rotation that improves soil health. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 29% 17% 55% 0% 2.5 

GFO 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.5 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

78% 0% 22% 0% 2.1 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

17% 50% 33% 0% 2.6 

Pulse Canada 67% 22% 11% 0% 1.5 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

48% 10% 43% 0% 2.0 

Sask Wheat 0% 0% 100% 0% 2.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

38% 54% 8% 0% 2.8 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 0% 1.3 

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 33% 18% 40% 10% 5.0 

March 50% 25% 25% 0% 4.75 

Responsible 
Grain 

62% 0% 23% 15% 3.8 

 
Alternative wording 
 

• “Maintain or practice a crop rotation” would be preferred wording. (Delete establish and add 
maintain. It’s softer and establishes what is already happening.) 

• Let’s talk about multi-year rotation instead year to year. 

• I would agree with this if is said something to the effect of "improves soil quality". 

• Define "soil health". Also change to "maintain or improve" 

• The wording be changed to 'doesn't damage or harm.' Expecting rotations to always improve soil 
health (however that is defined) isn't going to be realistic. 

• "Develop cropping systems that work towards soil health goals of the operation." 

• Could it be a recommendation of something like: “When planning your crop rotation consider how it 
could have an impact on various aspects of your soil such as organic matter content, soil micro-
organisms, compaction, water, nutrients, biodiversity, etc.” (list specific things farmers could 
consider don’t just say soil health). 
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Other comments 
 

• Winter wheat, red clover. Cover crops follow under rotation. Diversity of crop grown and economics. 

• What is meant by crop rotation, is there a specific number of crops that should be included in the 
rotation or a specific number of years i.e., establish at minimum a 3-year crop rotation? What is 
meant by "improves soil health"? Are there specific parameters?  

• Some examples or suggestions would be helpful such as incorporating diversity such as cereal-
oilseed-legume rotation where possible.  

• What's a crop rotation that truly improves soil health? Who decides what that crop rotation is? 

• How do you measure or quantify soil health? at this time we have no accepted method of measuring 
soil health. Practices that reduce soil erosion would likely be a better recommended practice 

• Soil health isn’t quantified over 4 years, it’s more like 25- 50 years. It takes a generation of 
deliberate farm management approaches to show true, significant soil heath changes. 

• Soils differ from region to region; continual soil quality improvement is what we shoot for 

• Lots of opinions out there on what is 'right'. 
 
Requirement 3: Take measures to reduce the risk of wind, water and tillage erosion on highly erodible 
land. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 71% 0% 29% 0% 2.0 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.8 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

50% 0% 33% 17% 1.4 

Pulse Canada 67% 11% 22% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

90% 0% 10% 0% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

77% 8% 15% 0% 1.9 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 0% 1.3 

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 48% 11% 36% 5% 5.0 

March 50% 25% 25% 0% 4.75 

Responsible 
Grain 

69% 0% 23% 8% 3.8 
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Alternative wording 
 

• Preferred wording: “Takes measures to reduce erosion risk due to wind, water and tillage. 

• "tillage erosion"? Just stick with wind and water erosion 

• I would remove the comment "on highly erodible land". This should be a practice on all land, not just 
highly erodible land 

• “Where possible maintain measures” etc. 
 

Other comments 

 

• What’s the definition of highly erodible land? With no-till this is not an issue. 
 

 
Requirement 4 : Minimize field operations when fields are susceptible to severe compaction. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 17% 43% 40% 0% 2.9 

GFO 0% 50% 50% 0% 3.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

78% 6% 17% 0% 2.0 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 100% 0% 0% 2.3 

Pulse Canada 44% 44% 11% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

38% 29% 33% 0% 2.4 

Sask Wheat 14% 14% 71% 0% 2.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

31% 54% 15% 0% 3.0 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 2.3 

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 18% 12% 50% 18% 5.0 

March 50% 25% 25% 0% 4.75 

Responsible 
Grain 

38% 0% 31% 31% 3.8 
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Alternative wording 
 

• “Timing of field operations appropriate to soil moisture conditions when fields could be susceptible 
to severe compaction (where applicable).” 

• 'When possible, use variety of measures to help decrease field compaction.' (Minimizing field 
operations is not the only way to decrease compaction.) 

• I agreed with this statement because I read it as "if susceptible to severe compaction, only do what 
is necessary to avoid as much compaction as possible" 

• "Farmers try to minimize excessive compaction whenever possible" 
 

Other comments 
 

• What is meant by minimize field operations? Does this indicate that farmers should not plant areas 
of fields that are susceptible to compaction? 

• Compaction is a management issue not a sustainability one. Also very much depends on soil type and 
moisture conditions. 

• Great recommendation but not a requirement. Most farming activities are time sensitive and can’t 
always wait for dry field conditions. 

• Sometimes weather just doesn't allow any options. Farmers should not be penalized if there are no 
options, i.e., wet fall, corn is lodging wait for winter freeze up and corn is flat and loose the crop, 
grain mould etc., etc. 

• While this is fine as a recommendation, sometimes you have absolutely no choice but to do field 
operations on saturated soil. Extremely wet harvest conditions are unavoidable when they happen. 
Some spots won't get seeded if you followed this. 

• This is subject to the field and size of compacted area, if at all it can be mitigated but there can be 
areas such as corners, triangle pieces of land or areas where the field narrows due to sloughs or 
what ever then it is a fact that compaction will continue. 

• Highly correlated with regional soil and climatic conditions, not always preventable. 

• We use CTF (controlled traffic farming) on our farm, so we have no problem with severe compaction 
in our tramline, in fact we like to see compaction here as it will minimize fuel use and aid in 
trafficability. 
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Requirement 5 : Avoid burning crop residue by using other residue management practices. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

Team Canola 45% 5% 50% 0% 1.7 

GFO 0% 0% 50% 50% 1.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

50% 6% 44% 0% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 67% 33% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 44% 33% 11% 11% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

48% 5% 48% 0%  

Sask Wheat 14% 0% 86% 0% 1.7 

General 
Session Jan 7 

46% 31% 23% 0% 2.5 

KAP 33% 33% 33% 0% 1.3 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

AGC 0% 0% 0% 100%  

General 
sessions 

Agree Too 
vague/specific/ 

technical wording 

Recommended 
Practice 

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

Feb 43% 6% 34% 17% 5.0 

March 50% 25% 25% 0% 4.75 

Responsible 
Grain 

62% 8% 15% 15% 3.8 

 
Alternative wording 
 

• “Use residue management practices" 

• "Limit" or "Minimize" instead of "Avoid" 

• "Farmers rarely burn crop residue, sometimes it's done as a last resort" 
 
Other comments 
 

• Mother nature burnt the prairies out quite regularly before human intervention. It shouldn't be a 
common practice; however, it is just one tool in the toolbox of last resort in some years. Also some 
biologists said it is one of the best ways to clear up disease and some insects. 

• Burning should only be a consideration when all other options are determined to be unrealistic. A 
tool that has to be used properly and only as a last resort. 

• Manitoba has an excellent crop residue burning program, creating awareness and leaving the tool 
available for extreme wet conditions. Also, it is an accepted practice in the turf grass industry to 
burn turf grass seed residue, it impossible to seed into. 

• Some crops like hemp and flax may need to be burned in some situations. 
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• Burning residue seems like an old-fashioned practice, Considering the different tools that are 
available for incorporation or residue removal like baling. However seasonal issues, our diverse 
growing areas, crops left to overwinter is a concern. Moisture issues fall and spring and the lack of a 
market for the residue can result in the need to burn and start fresh. 

• Cannot avoid with some crops. Should Canada stop growing flax because we cannot burn the straw 
that does not break down or can be chopped up by combines? 

• We do not burn crops on our farm, we have lease agreements that prohibit burning.  This is our 
standard practice.  However, the fall of 2019 led to challenges incorporating the corn residue.  The 
old timers recommended leaving it and burning the field in spring, but I tried to honour our lease 
agreements and I ended up disking the field 2-3 times in the snow, which was not effective.  I then 
disked it in spring, which again was not effective or a good practice in our heavy clay.  My landlord 
approached me and encouraged me to burn the field.  I burnt it and had to harrow it because of the 
thatch of corn stover.  I still had tremendous problems seeding this spring because the drill kept 
filling up with corn trash.  My neighbour that planned to burn his corn did 5 less tillage passes than I 
did, and his crop emerged beautifully.   
Nobody burns residue for fun or as a normal widespread practice. You do it in cases where it needs 
to be done. Sometimes residue is so thick that the only feasible method is to do selective burning, 
and this practice is far better than intensive tillage depending on the soil type. 
There are various provincial requirements surrounding burning of residues and these need to be 
followed.   
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Water Management 

General comments on module 

 

• One general statement could be made at the very start of the Code of Practice which would state 

that "Where laws, permits or licenses are required, farmers follow the law". This would eliminate the 

need to have a code of practice comment on specific issues that relate to following the law. This type 

of issue would then be debated on a provincial basis. 

• I have noticed that in many of the areas reference to maintenance, inspection, etc. of equipment. 

This should not be a requirement. 

 

Requirement 1 : Identify and/or tag all water wells. Register the water wells where required by law. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.8 

Team Canola 49% 14% 19% 19% 2.1 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

56% 17% 11% 17% 1.8 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

14% 29% 0% 57% 2.6 

Pulse Canada 78% 0% 0% 22% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

67% 5% 19% 10% 1.5 

Sask Wheat 71% 0% 0% 29% 1.4 

General 
Session Jan 7 

62% 31% 8% 0% 1.7 

KAP 50% 25% 0% 25% 2.0 

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 44% 10% 32% 14% 4.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

33% 0% 17% 50% 3.9 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• Something should be noted about “following all applicable national, provincial, or local laws as it 

relates to water wells and well heads.” 
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• Add word "known" before water wells. 

 

Other comments 

 

• Leave this up to the provincial laws and drop it completely from the Code of Practice. Do not feel it 

necessary to instill confidence to the general public. Convince me otherwise, please! 

• When well licenses or irrigation permits are required, why would farmers have to affirm again that 

they are buying the licenses?  The jurisdictions that issue the permits already have policing in place 

to enforce the licenses.  Getting farmers to affirm that they are being regulated is redundant and 

ridiculous. 

• Drillers file reports. This is not my responsibility. 

• In Saskatchewan, I understand that all water wells are logged under a provincial database. There 

does not need to be any additional tracking done by landowners that is already done by government 

https://gis.wsask.ca/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=WaterWells.WellsViewer/ 

• Believe this needs to go further and require proper decommissioning of abandoned wells. A lot of old 

abandoned shallow wells within crop areas. Major potential for ground water contamination.  

 

  

https://gis.wsask.ca/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=WaterWells.WellsViewer/
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Requirement 2 : Where regulated maintain permanent vegetative buffer zones (e.g. grass, trees, and/or 

shrubs) of prescribed size around watercourses and natural and man-made water bodies (i.e. dugouts 

and municipal drains). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.8 

Team Canola 30% 35% 35% 0% 3.1 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

61% 17% 22% 0% 2.1 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.3 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 0% 57% 43% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 22% 44% 33% 0% 1.7 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

67% 19% 14% 0% 2.3 

Sask Wheat 71% 29% 0% 0% 2.6 

General 
Session Jan 7 

69% 23% 8% 0% 2.3 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 3.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 29% 16% 29% 25% 4.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 8% 42% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• Given that it says “where regulated” it should be safe to assume the regulations would add most of 

the clarity needed, so in essence this is just saying to abide by the law. 

• I agree that this needs greater clarity especially when referring to dugouts and municipal drains. 

Also is separation required if you have a raised berm around the dugout? Also, if there is no existing 

buffer between the field and water body is the producer required to create a buffer? 

• If this is regulated, is non-compliance a problem in those areas? 

• What are the requirements? No one seems to know and different answers depending on who you 

talk to. What is meant by "maintain vegetative buffer zones of prescribed size?" Does this mean I 

need to mow grass if it is too tall, plant trees where there are none, trim bushes? Needs to be re-

worded. 
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• Buffer Zones, what is the best practice; this is a provincial guideline?  These buffer zones would be 

best suited to drainage permits and protecting Watercourses and large waterbodies.  Why would an 

ephemeral drain require a buffer when 90% of the years they are farmed through?    

 

Requirement 3: If required by law, obtain the permits, licences, or agreement to use water for irrigation. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 0% 25% 1.0 

Team Canola 35% 0% 5% 60% 1.6 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

78% 0% 0% 22% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 67% 0% 33% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 0% 43% 57% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 89% 0% 0% 11% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

38% 0% 10% 52% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 29% 0% 0% 71% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

62% 0% 0% 38% 1.8 

KAP 25% 0% 25% 50% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 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 67% 7% 19% 7% 4.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

58% 0% 8% 33% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• Why is this in the document if it is required by law? Producers who use these water sources are 

knowledgeable about local laws and requirements.  

• There have been many cases throughout the Code that this question was raised, including areas that 

I had the same question. In reflecting on what the code is trying to achieve, I now believe these are 

the relatively easy boxes to fill with a check mark as we are required to abide by the law anyhow. 
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Requirement 4 : Meter and log water use to ensure that the volume of water stated on the licence, 

permit or agreement is not exceeded. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 1.3 

Team Canola 21% 5% 5% 70% 1.8 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

56% 17% 11% 17% 2.0 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 0% 29% 71% 2.3 

Pulse Canada 44% 0% 0% 56% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

5% 10% 5% 81% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 0% 0% 14% 86% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

29% 0% 0% 64% 1.3 

KAP 25% 0% 0% 75% 1.5 

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 46% 10% 22% 20% 4.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

25% 0% 33% 42% 3.9 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• This seems reasonable but to simplify would it make sense to just say “follow the law to ensure 

water is extracted within legal requirement”. 

• Metering may not be available – “estimate”. Metering of water is stupendously difficult and 

incredibly expensive in many applications.   

• Wording change, “as stated on the license, permit or agreement meter and log water use to ensure 

compliance. “  

 

Other comments 

• Provincial requirements for water license already in place but only required if exceeding 5000 cu 

meters per yr. per water source. Will this supersede? Most water use is regulated above a certain 

volume. Minimum provincial standards should apply. 
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Requirement 5: Use an irrigation system that is properly designed and sized for the farm. Use best 

advice (e.g. engineer) and resources available to select the system. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 50% 0% 0% 50% 1.3 

Team Canola 12% 2% 9% 77% 1.9 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

50% 0% 6% 44% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 0% 14% 86% 2.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

19% 0% 0% 81% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 14% 0% 0% 86% 1.5 

General 
Session Jan 7 

31% 0% 0% 69% 1.2 

KAP 25% 0% 0% 75% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 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% 12% 29% 17% 4.5 

March 33% 0% 67% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 17% 33% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• Irrigation is such a costly investment; many will set up a system that has the capability of supporting 

future growth. This requirement as written does not allow for future changes. 
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Requirement 6 : Regularly inspect, maintain, calibrate and manage the irrigation equipment. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 0% 25% 1.0 

Team Canola 16% 0% 7% 77% 1.6 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

44% 0% 0% 56% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.7 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 0% 0% 100% 2.3 

Pulse Canada 33% 0% 11% 56% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

10% 0% 5% 86% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 14% 0% 0% 86% 1.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

23% 0% 0% 77% 1.2 

KAP 25% 0% 0% 75% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 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 51% 6% 33% 10% 4.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

42% 0% 33% 25% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• This must be done, with the irrigation district well – informed as well.  
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Requirement 7 : Install backflow valves if equipped for fertigation. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 0% 25% 1.0 

Team Canola 23% 0% 0% 77% 1.5 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

61% 0% 0% 39% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 0% 0% 100% 2.3 

Pulse Canada 44% 0% 0% 56% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

33% 0% 0% 67% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 14% 0% 0% 86% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

13% 0% 0% 42% 1.3 

KAP 25% 0% 0% 75% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 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 69% 5% 19% 8% 4.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 25% 25% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• I believe this is a law already 
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Requirement 8: Test soil moisture deficits before irrigating to assess need. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 25% 0% 50% 25% 1.5 

Team Canola 12% 0% 9% 79% 1.7 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

39% 0% 17% 44% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 14% 0% 86% 2.3 

Pulse Canada 22% 0% 11% 67% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

14% 0% 5% 81% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 29% 0% 0% 71% 1.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

31% 8% 0% 62% 2.2 

KAP 33% 0% 0% 67% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 0.0 

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 39% 9% 37% 16% 4.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

33% 8% 33% 25% 3.9 

 

Alternative wording 

• “Determine soil moisture deficits to assess need and to schedule irrigations.” 

Other comments 

 

• Testing to determine water deficit is too confining.  For some systems (e.g., trickle irrigation) water 

must be provided before there is an actual deficit or the crop will suffer.  Predicting need for 

irrigation water could be assessed by modelling as well as testing. 

• There are Dutch augers that can be dug by hand and sensors can be inserted and monitored by 

equipment, but this is not always possible. Farmers will not over irrigate as it would be costly. 
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Requirement 9: If required by regulation, obtain permits and licences for drainage projects and ensure 

any additional authorizations are obtained before beginning or undertaking maintenance of cropland 

drainage projects. 

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 

Team Canola 35% 23% 42% 0% 3.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

61% 11% 28% 0% 2.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.3 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 29% 57% 14% 2.3 

Pulse Canada 33% 33% 22% 11% 2.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

52% 14% 19% 14% 2.7 

Sask Wheat 71% 14% 14% 0% 2.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

38% 46% 15% 0% 3.1 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 2.0 

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 43% 8% 26% 23% 4.5 

March 33% 0% 67% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

42% 8% 25% 25% 3.9 

 

Alternative wording 

• "Where regulated, farmers obtain permits and licenses for drainage projects...." 

• Permits I have gotten included a "perpetual maintenance clause" but it might be good to remove 

maintenance from the Requirement section. it does sound like you need to get a permit to maintain 

a drain, which would be a nightmare. 

• “Unless it is strictly contained inside my own property” 

 

Other comments 

 

• Follow the applicable law. Should be no requirement to do anything more. 
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• Every jurisdiction is different. Municipal and Provincial regulations are most appropriate and further 

national oversight is not required. This does not need to be included in a code of practice.  

• Drainage is a very necessary tool for my region.  The clay soils must be surface drained. By working in 

collaboration with municipalities, producers can drain land without creating problems. 

• I don't believe most farmers know what the regulations are or where to find them. 

• The law needs to be followed. However it seems that permits and licenses are difficult to come by. 

The system appears to be setup to prevent drainage, as opposed to facilitating responsible drainage. 

• Unfortunately, the law is required to prevents neighbors from harming or affecting other neighbors 

negatively due to poorly planned drainage. The problem is that the law and system for obtaining 

permits has gone too far and is again impeding or preventing proper drainage. 

• As a general practice I will agree that all laws should be followed, but Saskatchewan is horribly slow 

at putting forth a workable Water Management Strategy, and within that the approving of permits 

is also extremely slow. 

• In some jurisdictions, permits and licenses are a maze of municipal and provincial contradictions. If 

this is to be a requirement, some serious provincial work needs to be done on this. 

• Excess water management is one of the most critical aspects of a farm’s viability in my area. 

• This depends on the Size and scope of the project. If for instance minimal landscaping is done for a 

proposed new building cannot the excavated medium be deposited in pothole without the necessary 

permitting and licensing? 

• We've suffered through several recent wet years and a lot of surface drainage has been attempted, 

not to drain traditional wetlands, but to improve drainage on historically productive farmland that 

may have areas of water pooling and crops drowning during excessively wet years.  I wouldn't want 

to be penalized or bound by restrictions when undertaking some of these smaller projects.  We have 

no interest in draining wetlands. 
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Requirement 10: When installing a drainage system, ensure that it is properly designed for the specific 

soil conditions of the farm, including checking with a specialist (e.g. engineer) to make sure the system is 

appropriate. 

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 

Team Canola 19% 53% 21% 7% 3.4 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

56% 11% 28% 6% 2.4 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 86% 0% 14% 3.0 

Pulse Canada 33% 33% 33% 0% 2.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

48% 19% 24% 10% 2.9 

Sask Wheat 14% 57% 29% 0% 3.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

38% 46% 15% 0% 3.8 

KAP 0% 67% 33% 0% 3.0 

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 32% 10% 33% 25% 4.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

25% 17% 25% 33% 3.9 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• This could be improved as well to say “ensure drainage complies with any federal or provincial law” 

• What is drainage? Are you talking about cleaning water runs? Is it moving 6" of dirt? Or are you 

talking about using a track hoe? 

 

Other comments 

 

• Not every drainage system needs to be engineered. I would agree if we were talking about tile 

drainage or constructing a major drainage system. Surface drainage for a field I don't believe 

require an engineer 

• A specialist certainly does not need to be an engineer. Whether tile drainage, surface drainage or in-

fill there are many contractors with the experience and many programs that can map the area and 

control the equipment via GPS. In-fill of small nuisance potholes so they dry up quicker than the day 
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after your done seeding is substantially different than draining large bodies of water or actually 

draining these small potholes off your land. 

• What does specialist mean? do you have to hire a third party outside of the farm? My brother took a 

course in Guelph and in Ohio for tile drainage and now does his own surveying, mapping and 

installation of tiles. Would this be sufficient, or would we need an "engineer's" stamp of approval? 

• Engineer / specialist should not be a mandatory requirement. Use if needed. 

• If by drainage system you mean tile, then they definitely should be checked by a specialist. If you 

mean surface drains this would create a logistical nightmare. 

• This requirement really depends on the size of the project. Surface drainage to deal with snow melt 

or rainfall shouldn't require a specialist. A major drainage project or large drainage ditch may 

require an engineer. 

• Worried about the continuous use of agrologists, engineers.  Use of these specialists would increase 

costs on the farm and most of the time the farmer is giving the suggestions that matter in the first 

place.  

• Using a licensed contractor should eliminate this concern. 

• This should be a recommendation, and other resources should be available that are more affordable 

than hiring an engineer.  I'm not sure if there are enough engineers that would specialize in farm 

drainage?? and yes, the cost would be way high. 

• Drainage can help conserve the soil more than if it wasn't drained 
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Requirement 11: Take adequate measures to control soil erosion and manage flow velocity at tile 

drainage outlets (e.g. establish buffer zones/grassed waterways of deep-rooted or perennial plants or 

use of rock, or effective permanent cover crops). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

Team Canola 42% 23% 21% 14% 2.9 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

72% 0% 11% 17% 1.9 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 57% 0% 43% 2.7 

Pulse Canada 56% 0% 22% 22% 1.7 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

48% 0% 5% 48% 2.0 

Sask Wheat 43% 0% 0% 57% 2.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

62% 0% 23% 15% 2.0 

KAP 0% 33% 67% 0% 2.5 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 44% 8% 34% 15% 4.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 25% 25% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• Tile outlets almost always are in ditches/non-farmed areas as they will run with water long after 

surface drainage water has stopped. So the area needed to control soil erosion is not large.  

• I live in a flat area where waterflow is slow. Also if the tile drainage system is properly designed this 

shouldn't be an issue. May be more acceptable as a best management practice. 

• Where do you put these grassed waterways? Who determines what this refers to? 

• As it is talking about the outlets of tile drainage, much of the time the tile is draining into a creek or 

some other grassed runway or even an RM ditch and is slow running again, farmers who utilize tile 

drainage do this already. Tile drainage is a carefully designed drainage system that is well planned 

before it is even installed. Don't make it a requirement, showcase it because farmers are doing 

exactly that already. 

• This will depend on the water velocity at the discharge. Where I farm discharge velocity is very slow 

and requires little to no control. Too general a requirement. 
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Requirement 12: Take adequate measures to avoid all forms of contaminants (e.g. nutrient sources, 

pesticide) from entering the drainage system. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 75% 0% 25% 0% 1.8 

Team Canola 14% 56% 26% 5% 3.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

67% 17% 11% 6% 2.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

0% 29% 57% 14% 2.7 

Pulse Canada 56% 11% 11% 22% 2.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

67% 0% 5% 29% 2.0 

Sask Wheat 57% 0% 0% 43% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

38% 15% 31% 15% 2.1 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 3.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 4.0 

AGC 33% 0% 0% 67%  

General 
sessions 

Agree Too 
vague/specific/ 

technical wording 

Recommended 
Practice 

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

Feb 42% 12% 32% 14% 4.5 

March 33% 33% 33% 0% 5.3 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 25% 25% 3.9 

 

Alternate wording 

 

• Avoiding all kinds of contaminants is extremely difficult. Use wording like "minimize contaminants 

from entering" is more acceptable. 

• “Taking adequate measures to avoid obvious forms of contaminates” would make more sense. 

• If you would change the word “adequate” to the term used in many law books being “reasonable“, 

it may avoid some of the resistance to this. Nothing is adequate if an unforeseen accident causes 

harm, but the measures may have been reasonable. 

• “actively limit the risk of.” 

 

Other comments 

 

• Is this not already covered off in the nutrient management section among pest management? I feel 

this type of question has been duplicated elsewhere. 
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• How do we avoid having dissolved phosphorus entering the tile? This can not be completely avoided, 

but it can be managed. 

• We want to limit and prevent all pollution from our fields but cannot stop it. 

• There is no way to completely avoid some run-off pollution. The solutions some have proposed like 

artificial swamps at all ditch outlets would be an enormous cost. Also, in large rainfall events, 

nutrients would be carried out regardless of infrastructure investments. 

• Better definitions with specific details are likely necessary if this remains. 

• Too broad a statement, what's and adequate measure? who decides what an adequate measure is? 

• And what is drainage system that qualifies? In our area, where land is very flat, all of our fields have 

had surface drainage done. The majority of which are very shallow drains with very low flow that 

are designed to be able to work through and in most years, we crop through them. 

• Some years we could have 20% of the field area as "drainage system". Other years it could be zero. 
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Seed Selection and Use 

General comments on module 

 

• In the pre-amble/intro, need to explain "Awareness of economic and market consideration that 

impacts on seed selection" - what does that mean?  "Achievement of consistent yields", why not 

"Improved and more consistent yields resulting in a better ROI?  And what are the enviro/social 

benefits of this? 

• I don't believe from a sustainability stance or a market access stance that we need this section at all. 

We have the Plant Breeders Rights Act; clean seed was also noted in another section and was 

covered off as it applies to risks of potential introductions of resistance and/or pests.  

• Adopting these standards will hurt any on farm innovation of new crops or the specialty crops sector 

in Canada. 

• It seems to me that the Requirements are good practices and should be used in promoting the 

sector. 

Requirement 1: For those crops that are subject to variety registration, whether the seed is certified, 

common or farm-saved: (1) Only use varieties that have been approved for use in Canada through the 

Variety Registration system ; (2) Do not use varieties which have been de-registered or registrations 

have been cancelled. 

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 52% 7% 38% 2% 1.5 

MB Crop Alliance 89% 0% 11% 0% 1.7 

Ontario CCA 50% 50% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat Growers 

80% 20% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 56% 11% 22% 11% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

64% 14% 18% 5% 1.6 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

General Session 
Jan 7 

69% 15% 15% 0% 1.7 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 1.0 

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 63% 4% 19% 15% 3.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

60% 0% 10% 30% 3.9 
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Alternative wording 

 

• 1) No unlicensed variety should be misrepresented and delivered into the commercial system  2) 

growers should use the best seed possible in order to control disease and weeds. 

 

Comments 

 

• This requirement needs to be verified. It is my understanding that varieties grown for closed loop 

production, own use or for feed do not have to be registered. Producers have to sign a declaration 

that grain grown for commercial sales are from a currently registered variety. 

• What is the risk of contamination (if unregistered varieties are grown for feed) to grain sold for 

commercial? Are detections as sensitive as MRLs? e.g. 9 canola seeds in a super B. If there is no risk 

then this could be a recommendation. 

• A farmer may have an old variety he uses and feeds on farm. Shouldn't matter if it's a deregistered 

variety.  

• Products grown under contract for sale into the States may not fit this requirement. 

• Also, growing Red Fife for a niche market wouldn't be allowed (I think I'm correct that Red Fife is not 

registered.) 

• This is too restrictive for the specialty market. 

• What about de registered - heritage variety? 

• Also, for niche purposes, farmers should be able to grow varieties that the buyers are willing to 

contract. It would need to be a closed loop to protect other markets. 
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Requirement 2: When growing crops for either domestic and export markets, be aware of whether the 

varieties could pose any market access issues and ensure crops are ready for market by communicating 

with the grain buyer, commodity associations and/or seed companies. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 25% 50% 25% 0% 3.3 

Canola 79% 0% 16% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

94% 6% 6% 0% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 89% 11% 11% 11% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

68% 0% 32% 0% 1.4 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.2 

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 58% 12% 20% 11% 3.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 30% 20% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• It seems that the onus is being put on farmers for market access related challenges regarding seed 

traits. Seed companies should be required to provide transparent information to farmers regarding 

the status of any traits and the potential market access issues they could pose so that farmers are 

able to make the most well-informed decision on what traits/ varieties to grow. 

• I agree with the first half of the requirement but I find the second half to be a little confusing. 

Second half in my opinion could be deleted. 

• This requirement is putting the burden on the producer to deal with market access issues when that 

is ultimately the responsibility of Govt / Industry thru the variety registration / Licensing process. If a 

producer is growing approved varieties, they should be able to sell them without fear of being 

denied deliver at an elevator. If a buyer chooses only to buy certain varieties then the onus should 

be on the buyer not the producer to communicate this and make relevant contracts. 
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Requirement 3: Apply only seed treatments approved in Canada and follow all seed treatment label 

directions for the safe handling, colouring, application, storage, disposal and planting of treated seeds. 

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 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

91% 0% 5% 5% 1.1 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.2 

General 
Session Jan 7 

92% 8% 0% 0% 1.3 

KAP 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 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 67% 4% 20% 9% 3.0 

March 75% 0% 25% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

80% 0% 0% 20% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• Pest control product act outlines the requirements for following the label.  Its illegal to use anything 

that is not registered in Canada for a specific use in a specific area type. Is there much point in 

reiterating them in this document? Unless of course you change the document title to be "these are 

all the great things that our fantastic agricultural producers already do to ensure safe affordable 

food production"     

• This is an important requirement. 

• Only apply seed treatments when deemed necessary.  

• Need to define seed treatments. Some treatments are not toxic or harmful and not required to be 

approved by any agency. 

• Negative connotation using the word “only” Follow approved practice. Remove the word “only”. 
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Requirement 4: Clean all equipment, storage bins, gravity boxes, truck beds and wagons thoroughly 

after seeding and before harvest. Visually inspect handling and storage equipment to ensure absence of 

treated seeds 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.3 

Canola 98% 0% 2% 0% 1.1 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

89% 0% 11% 0% 1.6 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

91% 0% 9% 0% 1.1 

Sask Wheat 83% 0% 17% 0% 1.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.1 

KAP 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

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 64% 4% 25% 7% 3.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 30% 20% 3.9 

 

Alternative wording 

 

• The second sentence is to me redundant if the first sentence has been completed. 

• Before harvest is too late. It should read something to effect of "before any non-seed grain is 

hauled". The wording the way it stands would allow you to haul grain to the elevator before it is 

cleaned out before harvest 

• Is the goal of this to ensure treated seeds stay out of deliveries? Maybe lead with "Clean and visually 

inspect ..”  to ensure absence of treated seeds in harvested grain." 

 

Comments 

 

• Should only be a requirement for equipment that handled treated grain. 
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Requirement 5 : Maintain seed treatment equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 25% 0% 50% 25% 1.7 

Canola 63% 0% 29% 7% 1.4 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

61% 0% 6% 33% 1.5 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

40% 20% 40% 0% 2.0 

Pulse Canada 89% 0% 11% 0% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

73% 0% 9% 18% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

General 
Session Jan 7 

69% 15% 8% 8% 1.2 

KAP 33% 67% 0% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

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 46% 5% 37% 12% 3.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

60% 0% 10% 30% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• Most Seed Treatment not done on farms in Ontario. 

• Simply state to maintain seed treating equipment in good operating condition. Often equipment of 

all types is modified to improve its functionality. Requiring it to be maintained to manufacturers 

specs would prohibit making modifications. 

• What manufacturer specifications are you referring to? 

• A good practice but doubtful that there are consistent specs and practices between manufacturers 

• More of best practice, not a requirement. 

• This is often done by another party, like a seed cleaning plant. 
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Requirement 6: Clean up spills and dispose of left-over treated seed in accordance with applicable 

regulations. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

Canola 93% 0% 7% 0% 1.2 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

94% 0% 0% 6% 1.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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% 1.1 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

KAP 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

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 58% 4% 30% 8% 3.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

60% 10% 10% 20% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• Could be good to communicate what those regulations are as I’m not sure that all farmers would be 

aware of them. 

• Might be good to mention that seeding extra treated seed out is the best method - what I think 

most farmers do. 

• Some more clarity on size/type of spill that requires cleanup would be helpful.  I realize that we 

aren't talking about a single seed that blows out of the seed row while seeding but someone could 

interpret it that way.  Is there a way to set a minimum amount such as 1L of seed or at least clarify 

that this applies to spills in the process of filling/cleaning/unloading and not during the process of 

actual seeding? 
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Requirement 7: Always respect and follow contract requirements and voluntary standards for 

preserving the sustainability of herbicide and pest resistant varieties (e.g. insect refuge requirements, 

crop rotation restrictions). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 25% 0% 75% 0% 2.5 

Canola 85% 2% 12% 0% 1.3 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.5 

Pulse Canada 67% 0% 33% 0% 1.3 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

82% 5% 9% 5% 1.3 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 1.3 

General 
Session Jan 7 

77% 8% 15% 0% 1.4 

KAP 33% 0% 67% 0% 1.0 

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 52% 8% 29% 12% 3.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

60% 10% 10% 20% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• This question is a bit confusing. It seems to combine two separate aspects, the first being contract 

requirements and the second being voluntary standards. Are there specific voluntary standards that 

are being referenced here? What is meant by crop rotation restrictions? 

• I don't think it's necessary to point out that producers should follow contractual obligations. The 

latter part makes sense. 

• Agree with contract requirement, the second part should be removed and treated as best practice 

• If it is a contract requirement then it is a requirement, otherwise a recommended practice 

• Why does this sentence need 'respect' in it? Shouldn't it be good enough to be following the contract 

requirements? 

• This is done not sure how this makes someone happy about sustainability? 

• Herbicide tolerant systems where the patent has expired are effectively exempt. 

• Agree with these being in the Code 
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Requirement 8: When using seeds of a variety that carries intellectual property protection, such as 

patents, use agreements or Plant Breeders’ Rights, comply with these obligations. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply 
to Me 

Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

(scale 1-5) 

GFO 50% 0% 50% 0% 2.0 

Canola 83% 12% 5% 0% 1.1 

MB Crop 
Alliance 

83% 6% 11% 0% 1.7 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 2.0 

Western Cdn 
Wheat 

Growers 

100% 0% 0% 0% 1.0 

Pulse Canada 89% 0% 0% 11% 1.0 

AB Wheat & 
Barley 

95% 0% 0% 5% 1.5 

Sask Wheat 67% 17% 17% 0% 1.5 

General 
Session Jan 7 

69% 8% 23% 0% 1.5 

KAP 0% 0% 100% 0% 1.0 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 3.0 

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 56% 7% 20% 18% 3.0 

March 75% 0% 25% 0% 2.5 

Responsible 
Grain 

50% 0% 10% 40% 3.9 

 

Comments 

 

• How does this requirement meet the laid-out goals of gaining and keeping market access? It’s a 

legal contract issue. 

• Obviously, farmers should comply with the terms of any contracts they sign. Why single this one 

out? Remedies are available to the owners of intellectual property rights if necessary. 
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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 
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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. 
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• 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 
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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. 
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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. 
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• 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   
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• "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? 
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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. 
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• 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. 
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• 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. 
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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.    
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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. 
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• 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. 
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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. 
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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? 
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• 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? 
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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.” 
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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.” 



110 
 
 

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. 
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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. 
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• 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/ 

technical 
wording 

Recommended 
Practice 

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

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 
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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 
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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. 
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• 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. 
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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.” 
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• 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. 
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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. 
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• 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. 
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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. 
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• 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 
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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. 
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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. 
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• 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. 

  



125 
 
 

Consultation Feedback on Recommended Practices  

Nutrient Management  

• This Code needs to translate directly to market opportunities, tax incentives or subsidies for them not 
to be detrimental to implement required changes. 

• Most of the recommendations are implemented here in Quebec.  Other are only implemented 
occasionally or not at all because of the costs or they are not profitable.  A cost / benefit assessment 
must be undertaken. 

• Way too specific.  Farmers will do the right action to optimize economic gain while also minimizing the 
impact on the environment.  Need room to innovate and look to the future,not be anchored in the 
past.  Tone is negative.  Needs full re-think.   

• We don't apply products that won't provide a net gain, and with the prices of our nutrients we will not 
be applying them when its losses are likely.  It is my preference to decide when and how I raise my crop 
in a responsible manner, rather than have a blanket code dictate how I make location, weather, and 
condition specific application decisions. 

• I believe these required and recommended practices are to show buyers and consumers that we are 
doing these but what buyer or consumer is going to read all these practices down to the fine point? I 
doubt anyone of them are going to break it down so feel this is really wasted time and effort. I guess 
my comment is to make this section simple and less complicated that markets our great practices to 
the buyer and consumer, not present them as regulations to farmers. 
 

Recommended practice A: Where there is a high risk of nutrients migrating from the field (either as 
runoff, volatilization or leaching) use nutrient sources that would improve the timing of nutrient release 
to the crop and/or reduce risks associated with nutrient losses (e.g. slow-release mineral fertilizers and 
nitrification inhibitors). 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply to Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 72% 28%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

13% 63%  25% 

Pulse Canada 43% 57%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 68% 32%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 77% 23%  0% 

KAP 50% 50%  0% 

PGQ 67% 33%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of Change 
Reqd 

Feb 41% 22% 37% 6.5 

March 67% 0% 33% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 31% 23% 46% 5.4 
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Comments 
 

• There are many different forms of BMPs to prevent mitigate nutrient loss either from runoff, 
volatilization or leaching. While inhibitors and stabilizers offer great potential to limit Nitrogen loss, 
additional BMPs are needed to prevent run-off of Phosphorus. This question seems very specific to N 
inhibitors and stabilizers which may be useless. I think recommending use of product aids is too 
restrictive but would support if was included as an option with other tools such as tillage, timing, 
application method, rate etc. 

• You’re anticipating a normal year when you are making your fertilizer decisions. You are using the 
tools that will be the best for those conditions and that can change as quickly as the weather. We 
can’t predict what the weather will be and can’t be handcuffed to one type of practice. 

• Until we can predict the weather it's tough to get our fertilizer program 100% right. For those that 
put their fertilizer on in the fall end up fertilizing through areas that might be too wet to seed in the 
spring depending on our snow cover and time of thawing.  

• We apply our fertilizer in the spring after runoff is completed at a depth where volatilization is not as 
much of a factor. Our heavy clay soil does not leach like a lighter soil would. We have always found 
these special fertilizer treatments do not work as well as they should for the extra costs. 

• This would need to apply to managing a field as one management area and not force farmers to 
micro-manage small pockets within a field. It’s one thing to change a fertilizer source because you 
know a particular field has sandy soil and is prone to leaching, it’s another thing to make a farmer 
zone manage a 2-ac sand ridge in a quarter section. 

• With the high cost of fertilizers 99% of farmers do their best when it comes to placing nutrients 
down with respect to environment and good stewardship.  

• Not all croplands are equal in regard to off target movement. In many areas near us, movement 
would mean going from one field to the one beside it. 

• In our area sectional control solve a lot of the problem with over fertilizing.  As for VR (variable rate), 
it would only work if we had a lot of variable soil classes in the same fields.  In our area we have 
large slightly lower lying areas in our fields which on drier years we get our best yields and of course 
on wetter years we get our worst yield and likely some leaching.  

• This is far easier to manage for producers with sectional control and topographical information. It's a 
good practice, but harder for smaller producers with older equipment. 
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Recommended practice B: Use agronomic advisory services and resources available to select the most 
applicable nutrient source(s).  

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 62% 38%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 89% 11%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

25% 75%  0% 

Pulse Canada 69% 31%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 57% 43%  0% 

Sask Wheat 71% 29%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 57% 43%  0% 

KAP 67% 33%  0% 

PGQ 67% 33%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 34% 21% 44% 6.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 38% 15% 46% 5.4 

 
Comments 

 

• Many farmers are extremely well educated with college, university, CCA (certified crop advisor), &/or 
PAg. (professional agrologist).  Add that on top of the years of experience and many are much more 
qualified to offer advice than some of the newest members of an agronomy team. I don’t think it 
should be part of the recommendations that they outsource for info/plans if they already have more 
than adequate qualifications themselves. 

• This statement is condescending of producers in that implies that advisors / consultants are smarter 
than farmers and that we as producers are not intelligent or savvy enough to do this ourselves. Many 
scientifically and tech savvy producers out there that are very capable. Some producers may choose 
to use such services and that is their choice. 

• Farmers are professionals in our own rights. We are there everyday learning and making decisions. 
Statements like these only play in the redneck hick farmer narrative and actually make us look stupid 
to the average population. 

• Farmers have lots of knowledge and experience in this area and there is lots of readily available 
information. Paying someone for advice does not necessarily give better results. Do not mandate a 
fee-for-service agronomist. 

• Not all farmers employ independent agronomists; many are highly educated and competent enough 
to both make decisions of this nature and to seek guidance from trusted sources. This is not 
necessary to include as it divides farmers into "compliant" and "non-compliant" even if just a 
recommendation. 

• Knowledge levels vary between producers. I have an Agronomy degree and am putting in my 43rd 
crop this spring. If I feel I have a knowledge gap in an area I seek advisory services. I don’t want to be 
penalized if I don’t. 
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• The only agronomist services that have seemed to thrive for average farmers, are the ones who 
build some trust with clients and whose fees are included in other products. No, there’s seldom a 
box to check on record sheets of field visits, but they solve problems in real time and we are all the 
better for it. So, this needs to be kept as a recommendation and broaden the scope of services so as 
not to give the impression that those without contracted services are somehow not doing it right. 

• This could be your retailer, suppliers, public extension, etc. or any other resources available to help 
you make the best decision for your farm...it's just a recommended practice and most do this 
already. 

• If this is a recommendation, then along with it goes the resources that need to be available. I want to 
highlight the recent closing of MASC offices in our province. If the expectation is using 
knowledgeable resources, the expectation can not be to expect producers to use internet (when good 
service not available in many areas) or cell phone (when good service not available in many areas) or 
travel long distances to access resource! 

• This should be recommended, and not mandatory.  I do not need this service and therefore do not 
want to pay for a consultant.  

 
Recommended practice C: Livestock manure is sampled and tested seasonally using accurate and 
representative sampling methods. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 22% 18%  60% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 84% 11%  5% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 14%  86% 

Pulse Canada 38% 46%  15% 

AB Wheat & Barley 15% 20%  65% 

Sask Wheat 0% 57%  43% 

General Session Jan 7 29% 29%  43% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 41% 20% 39% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 15% 23% 62% 5.4 

 
Comments 

 

• Livestock manure is not likely to change drastically from one year to the next, providing similar 
farming practises are followed. 

• The variation in the manure with depend on the quality of the feed going in and the environmental 
conditions outside. For animals inside (chickens and swine) it varies little but cattle can vary more.  
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• If a history of consistent samples has been determined this is redundant.  We have a hog barn that 
was built in 1995. Annually generates over 1 million US gallons of liquid manure. Every time we test 
it falls within a narrow range of results. How many times do we need to test it before we are 
confident that it's the same as last year? If there is a history of fluctuation then fine, but in large 
contained rearing systems that will be the outlier, not the norm. 

• Depending how large an animal operation is and how they spread manure would change how they 
sample. Some farms will need to spread manure every year, others are able to hold longer, some will 
purposefully hold it longer to compost it before application. Need to allow farms to sample in the 
way that is most suitable for their operation. 

• Depends on when sampling is done relative to application and also to volumes applied. It should not 
be tested until it is ready to be applied. Some smaller operations end up storing it longer than a 
season. 

• This applies more to hog manure or barn slurry manure. Unless manure is from a pit or lagoon, the 
nutrient level is so random in the sample that testing would be useless. Corral manure or bedding 
pack manure does not follow similar consistency. Apply and check soil in years to come if it is a 
concern. 

• Size matters. If you are a 100-acre farm wanting to clean out corrals, no biggie but if you are 
applying on a section of land with concentrated manure from a feedlot you should know what you’re 
getting. 

• How many samples per hundred tonnes or millions of gallons?  Clarity needed. 

 
Recommended practice D: Test soil for each field using a representative sample at least every 3 years 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 43% 57%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 68% 32%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 17% 83%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 65% 30%  4% 

Sask Wheat 29% 71%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 43% 57%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 33% 67%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 37% 19% 44% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 15% 15% 69% 5.4 
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Comments 
 

• This is contradictory to previous statements in the document. Conflicting statements within Code of 
Practice documents that are meant for broad circulation, will serve to negate any forward 
momentum that the industry may gain as a preferred trade partner and confirm to farmers that 
participation in such programs is not advantageous to their businesses. 

• Soil testing is an important tool but when used in conjunction with benchmarking, use of extraction 
rate calculations etc. may not require sampling every 3 years dependent on fertility practices, field 
size, rotation etc. 

• This seems arbitrary. Each operation will have a nutrient management plan/soil testing plan that 
works best for them. Why was the number "3" chosen?  

• Within the 4R Ontario Standard it was identified at minimum soil sampling every 4 years. 

• As we have tested every field every year for close to 40 years, I am certainly biased towards soil 
testing. I would be concerned that every 3 years is not often enough. 

• 3-5 years to accommodate longer crop rotations. 

• La réglementation est de 5 ans au Québec. C'est suffisant comme réglementation. Libre au 
producteurs de faire des analyses plus souvent. 

• On very large farms (10,000 acres and up) it may be too onerous or expensive to test every field. But 
can you use test results from representative fields to provide guidelines? 

• We use a benchmarking system on our farm so not every field gets done but rather certain points on 
the same fields get done every year so we get a good handle on the overall average. every farm does 
it differently and should be able to use whatever method works for them. 

• In some cases, once a good baseline has been obtained with soil tests, it is more practical and useful 
to use approved charts that list the nutrients removed by the crop, taking into account the type of 
crop and yield. The baseline would be reviewed periodically, with flexibility in timing to allow for the 
fact that some fall seasons may not allow time for soil tests to be done.   

• What defines a field? If there are 4-acre fields adjacent to a 160-acre field, they should be managed 
the same when soil type and topography are similar. 
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Recommended practice E: Ensure soil samples are taken using representative sampling methods and 
tests are performed by a recognized laboratory and according to a consistent methodology.  

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 75% 25%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

33% 67%  0% 

Pulse Canada 69% 31%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 5%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 93% 7%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 59% 17% 24% 6.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 54% 8% 38% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• What is "consistent methodology"?  

• What is the process if a unique sampling method or procedure is "invented"? Does it have to be tried, 
true and proven before one meets this requirement? Where does an innovator fit in here? Will this 
delay farmers in accessing new technology? 

• There is a real risk that this stifles innovation. Examples would be SWAT maps and Soil Optix sensor 
systems. They aren't accredited, and I would argue that currently accepted soil testing methods in 
Ontario at least leave quite a bit to be desired.  

• What is the right "use representative sampling methods"? Grid sampling, geo referenced sampling or 
zone sampling? All 3 methods are used on farms and there is plenty disagreement over which one is 
the right way. 

• And maybe do the sampling according to each type of soil in the field, when there are different soil 
types.   

• Define “recognized”. A lot of different soils across Canada. Different labs use different methods and 
don't necessarily work for all areas of the country. 

• If you are not taking proper samples and using a reputable lab, it is just a waste of money and time. 

• We need better more accurate and standardized lab analysis where results are repeatable at more 
that one lab. The issue we have is that you can have different results from the same sample with 
different labs 

• some labs can be recognized and use consistent methodology but not be running accurate 
extractions for prairie soils. Extraction methods must be calibrated for each soil type.  
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Recommended practice F: Calculate a nutrient balance for each field, recording the amount of all 
nutrients applied and the amounts estimated to be removed in crop harvest. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 25% 75%  0% 

Canola 48% 52%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 95% 5%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 54% 46%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 50% 50%  0% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 43% 57%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 67% 33%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 42% 16% 42% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 38% 15% 46% 5.4 

 

Comments 

 

• Nutrient removal estimate is exactly that, it's an estimate and can/will be wrong a lot of times, 
making it a bad code of conduct. You could have said: "farmers carefully figure out correct nutrient 
requirements for each crop every year" 

• Seems silly to have to estimated removal if a farm is soil sampling consistently. What is shown to be 
in the soil from a soil test is more accurate than estimating what was removed. 

• A proper crop nutrient balance includes soil test results, crop removal, crop requirement, among 
other variables,  to help make decisions. Strictly using crop removal without examining current soil 
test results may not be a sustainable method to ensure optimal nutrient use efficiency. 

• Disagree because there's no consideration for what nutrients are in the soil. Most fertility plans are 
made by starting with the yield potential less the nutrients in the soil and the recommendations fill in 
the gap. 

• Chemistry is only one aspect of crop production and environmental sustainability. Base saturation 
ratios as researched by Bear et al in 1944 have been well refuted. There is no ideal "balance" in 
nature. The amount of K required to reduce my Mg base saturation from 24% down to Bear's 10% 
would be astronomical. Or the amount of S and water required to react with the Mg to create Epsom 
Salts and leach the Mg out of the profile are impractical. 

• Whether the effort is precise or a rough estimate, it should be done. 

• Would need to train producers on how to do the estimate nutrients removed. But would be useful to 
understand nitrogen use efficiency. Read Canola Grower article saying research shows only 59% NUE 
(nitrogen use efficiency). Society may ask us to justify where the other 41% goes and why? So this 
would be a good recommendation to have farmers understand the losses and why better. 
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• What if I pick up a parcel of land that needs its nutrient level to be built back up to a point where it 
meets my expectations of production. At this point I may be required to fertilize heavier than the 
removal level. 

• Concept sounds good but not very realistic. Nutrient levels vary considerably in manure and 
environmental conditions change and are unpredictable. 

• When is the yield estimate calculated? And how do you calculate the years following non-application 
for a crop such as soybeans preceded by corn?  

Recommended practice G: Incorporate soil test results and prior year crop removal in crop plans. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 55% 45%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

29% 71%  0% 

Pulse Canada 69% 31%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 89% 11%  0% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 57% 43%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 53% 15% 31% 6.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 38% 8% 54% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• This should be combined with recommendation F 

• This is a component in the decision-making process, and several other considerations enter in. A 
limited weighting of periodic soil test is a portion of the process, not a dominant one. 

• Soil test should show what nutrients you have in the soil and how much additional nutrients you 
need to produce a crop. What is the purpose of calculating what the previous crop removed? If you 
are soil testing properly, previous crop removal is less relevant. 

• Need to factor in the next crops estimated nutrient extraction rates in conjunction with soil tests to 
make a valid nutrient plan for the upcoming crop. This statement could only apply if only doing 
occasional soil testing and relying on extraction rates to create a nutrient plan for subsequent crops. 
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Recommended practice H: Ensure soil tests monitor for changes in pH, organic matter and Cation 
Exchange Capacity (CEC), for macro-nutrients (e.g. N, P, K and S), and where available micronutrients 
(e.g. copper, iron, zinc and manganese). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 60% 37%  2% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 85% 15%  0% 

Ontario CCA 33% 67%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

38% 50%  13% 

Pulse Canada 64% 36%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 80% 20%  0% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 64% 36%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 41% 22% 37% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 38% 23% 38% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• Soil tests on most soils and for most crops of your macro nutrients (N, P, K and S) should be 
adequate. Things like soil ph, CEC (cation exchange capacity) and organic matter usually take years 
(if not decades) to change so I am not sure of the value of this recommendation. 

• Micro-nutrient testing is often associated with a specific problem that is needing solved and testing 
for micros should be left to individual choice. 

• I have soil tests on some of my fields going back over 10 years. While there is some fluctuation in the 
test results for PH, Organic matter (OM) and CEC from year to year, over 10 years there is no 
appreciable changes.  

• PH, OM and CEC take decades to change if at all in annual crops. Need to talk to a soil scientist about 
this one and other previous recommendations/requirements. 

• Does this need to get that granular? Soil labs are moving towards quantifying what is a healthy soil - 
are other parameters going to be more important in the future? Zinc deficiency is not a problem in 
central Alberta but it is in parts of southern Alberta and Saskatchewan. 

• The science on micronutrients doesn’t always equate to practical use. 

• More information is useful if you can make use of it. If not there is no point in paying for it. 

• Soil testing to track changes in Cation Exchange Capacity does not provide any useful or accurate 
information.   
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Recommended practice I: Apply nutrient sources as close to the time when the plants need them as 
practical. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 64% 36%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 70% 30%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

50% 50%  0% 

Pulse Canada 27% 73%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 48% 48%  5% 

Sask Wheat 43% 57%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 50% 50%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 67% 33%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 46% 17% 36% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 46% 23% 31% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• If it were reworded to recommend applying nutrient sources to match plant uptake as closely as 
possible I think we'd be closer to reality and addressing some of the concerns about innovation. If I 
want to use elemental sulfur as my main sulfur source it needs to go on in southern Ontario the fall 
before. Fall potash is arguably more efficient than spring applied. Polymer coatings that react to 
environmental conditions with predictability help with logistics and opening up wider timing 
windows while still addressing environmental concerns. Used properly they will enhance the 
producer's bottom line too. Once again, the intent is solid, the wording needs work. 

• This should be removed. There are minimal opportunities for application of fertilizers - farming 
system, manpower and equipment available play key roles in determining this. Farmers are very 
aware that fertility is one of the largest costs to growing crops of all types and therefore application 
to maximize plant usage and minimize loss to the environment already guide application timing. 

• Application time depends on many factors and are different for individual farmers. I believe that 
most look at the factors for their own given situation and determine what is best for their crop 
production and them. Do not need this as a recommendation. 

• This may be appropriate for nutrients such as N and S that are quite mobile in the soil. For immobile 
nutrients at different times may be more appropriate based on weather, logistics, use of stabilizers, 
fertilizer cost, rotation, workload etc. Ultimately soils that are at risk to flooding, leaching etc. should 
have nutrients applied as close to the time when crops need them as possible. 

• Potassium is able to be applied after harvest. 

• Our growing season is so short and application windows too tight to try and do split applications. 
People have tried and some successfully, but when you finish seeding May 30th, and fertilizer needs 
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to be applied by June 20-30th for it to be effective, if you get 2 weeks or rain how do you manage 
that?  

• While I agree that this is ideal, and on our farm we are set up to apply all our fertilizer in one pass at 
seeding, this just isn’t practical for all farms. There are still good and safe ways to apply nutrients 
earlier. Each farm needs to have the freedoms to make these management decisions. 

• There should be a line that allows farmers to do fall fertilizer applications (when certain factors allow, 
while considering loss risks and guidelines such as timing and soil temperature.) 

• Mid row band at time of seeding with all nutrients is as good or better than splitting applications for 
timing. In our area it is risky to stream liquid fertilizer in the summer as there can be little moisture to 
get it to the roots. 

• Spring banding with low disturbance equipment has been shown to be most efficient. Fall banding 
second. 

• Proper placement that reduces loss would be a more effective recommended practice.  

• It’s not always practical to top dress in a dry area and there are huge efficiencies with direct seeding 
& side banding in one pass. Including reduced fuel consumption. 

 
Recommended practice J: Refer to weather forecast to ensure that amounts of precipitation forecast 
for the next 12 hours are unlikely to generate runoff or volatilization, before surface broadcast 
applications of nutrients (N,P). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 38% 57%  4% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 80% 20%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

25% 75%  0% 

Pulse Canada 31% 62%  8% 

AB Wheat & Barley 35% 55%  10% 

Sask Wheat 43% 57%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 14% 86%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 67% 33%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 31% 19% 49% 6.5 

March 33% 33% 33% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 54% 0% 46% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• This should have been written like this:   "Farmers work diligently to apply crop nutrients in a manner 
so as to get most effective use out of that expensive input". 
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• Farmers live by the weather and always have a handle of what is forecasted. But ultimately things 
have to get done and usually we work hard until we can’t anymore. No farmer is going to be 
convinced to sit on their hands because of a weather forecast (which is so rarely accurate anyway). 

• When did weather forecasts become this accurate? To get accurate and timely weather forecasts is 
very hard for a specific area. 

• The forecast can change so quickly. This is an unrealistic expectation. 

• Only as good as the forecasts and does not address low volatility and slow-release formulations. 

• This is included within the 4R Ontario standard. It may be worth including, if more than a 1-inch 
rainfall occurs it is advised to incorporate applied fertilizer. As we know during the busy planting 
season farmers have limited time. If a heavy rain is predicted this would still allow for the flexibility 
needed rather than saying “thou shall not." 

• Delaying broadcast applications prior to a huge rain event that has a risk of flooding / runoff would 
be prudent to reduce run off, leaching, denitrification etc. However having a rain after a broadcast 
application is crucial / ideal to move the fertilizer into the soil profile especially N or S to prevent 
volatilization losses. 

• Also what amount qualifies as "volatilization"? If you are broadcasting or top dressing there will 
always be some volatilization. 

• Already in the best interest of farmers to confirm their broadcast applications are as effective as 
possible. 

• For me, the application of nitrogen without incorporation is one of the worst sources of water 
contamination.   
 

Recommended practice K: Use nutrient application techniques (e.g. seed-placed, subsurface banding, 
broadcasting with immediate incorporation, variable rate application and sectional control) that will 
maximize plant growth and limit losses. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 83% 17%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 89% 11%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 85% 15%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 77% 23%  0% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 57% 43%  0% 

KAP 100% 0%  0% 

PGQ 67% 33%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 54% 16% 29% 6.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 46% 15% 38% 5.4 
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Comments 
 

• “Use nutrient application techniques that reduce losses” is a recommendation I can agree with, but 
to list out different practices isn’t wise, since depending on the situation some of the examples listed 
could be entirely the wrong thing to do, or just be extra work with no practically different outcome. 

• Need to put stronger emphasis on doing broadcast applications properly. This is one area that will 
come under serious scrutiny in the future.  

• I agree with the practice but disagree with the listing of examples. Too much can change over a short 
period of time not only on the farm, but in innovation and research as well. This recommendation 
may be redundant to add, based on the previous recommendations and requirements previously 
listed. 

• Good recommendations, and good to have as recommendation only - as producers can only 
implement the best technique with the equipment that their farm has or can justify economically as 
well. For example: not all farms can justify the costs of VRT (variable rate technology) especially if 
much of their land is tested regularly (e.g., soil testing), does not vary (topographically or other), and 
tends to produce fairly even crops. 

• Variable rate, sectional control carts are cost prohibitive for smaller farms 

• Variable rate is debatable I'll give you that, but unless you have perfectly square fields that match up 
with your implement width, sectional control is a slam dunk win any day. 

• Our experience with VR fertilizer rates were not good. Just my two cents, just because its a newer 
technology, it doesn't make it better or more environmentally sensitive. 

• Generally these are good practices. However when it comes to variable rate not all fields have 
enough variability to warrant VR nor can all crops justify the cost. Furthermore, not all equipment is 
VR capable and the cost to have VR or sectional control capable equipment can be afforded in all 
situations. 

• I agree with this except for incorporating broadcast fertilizer. The research I've seen doesn't agree 
with this and we want to minimize tillage. 

• I direct-seed so not possible to incorporate. 

 
  



139 
 
 

Recommended practice L: Calibrate application equipment in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications and at a minimum seasonally. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 94% 6%  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 85% 15%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 5%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 93% 7%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 58% 18% 24% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 54% 15% 31% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• Calibration is important and should be done. Do we really need to say it? 

• Equipment should be calibrated more than seasonally. Should be calibrated for each crop and 
fertilizer and ideally for each field. Temperature and humidity can have a huge impact on flow 
characteristics. While seeding various crops and rates sometimes we calibrate several times a day. 

• A concern is how this could progress into having someone come out and “certify” your equipment for 
another costs. We of course calibrate our equipment all the time prior to use and in season 
calibration. 

• I don't really agree with the "manufacturers' specification". Prefer more general guidance that refers 
to the goal of having accurate application rate and coverage. Manufacturers’ recommendations tend 
to be 1/2 written by lawyers. 
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Recommended practice M: Provide safety training to anyone handling nutrients on the farm. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 87% 13%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

75% 25%  0% 

Pulse Canada 86% 14%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 77% 18%  5% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 93% 7%  0% 

KAP 100% 0%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 57% 19% 24% 6.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 46% 8% 46% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• Yes, safety training is important on farms, but why limit to handling of nutrients? This could be 
broadened and/or moved to the Health and Safety module. 

• May have to define what constitutes as safety training or by what standards it is measured? I realize 
this is a recommendation, but some provinces already have rules in place to cover this. 

• Depends what nutrient you are handling whether it requires training.  This is only important on 
dangerous material. 

• Sure, we agree on all these practices but it’s not practical to separately list them all as practices, i.e., 
...motherhood and apple pie. Let’s make some general practice agreements we can all adhere to. 
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Recommended practice N: Access the 4R Nutrient Stewardship program and/or make use of other 
training resources to optimize nutrient use 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 96% 4%  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 95% 5%  0% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 79% 21%  0% 

KAP 100% 0%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 53% 17% 30% 6.5 

March 67% 0% 33% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 46% 16% 38% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• This recommendation should be the first recommendation on the list. As part of this 
recommendation there should be a link to help people find the 4R's or add this to the glossary. 

• This question seems to repeat questions I, J, K which all refer to information contained within the 4R 
standards.  

• Perfect example of something we have in place that needs to be highlighted instead of in an 
overreaching document with added layers. 

• Although I agree in principle with the 4 Rs, I am concerned about becoming specific. Does this at 
some point then become a requirement to be certified? I believe it should be a more general 
recommendation.  
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Recommended practice O: Have personal protective equipment (PPE) and a spill clean-up kit (broom, 
shovel, etc.) ready in case of spills. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 91% 9%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 95% 5%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

71% 14%  14% 

Pulse Canada 93% 7%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 100% 0%  0% 

Sask Wheat 71% 29%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 79% 21%  0% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 63% 13% 24% 6.5 

March 0% 100% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 62% 8% 31% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• With UAN, PPE is necessary but it is not clear what a clean up kit would look like. 

• It would be good to have all the PPE and spill related equipment. Does that mean you have every 
piece of equipment with the shovels and clean up tools or one set in the shop. 

• Again what PPE are we talking about? Should read "use the appropriate PPE" 
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Recommended practice P: Prepare emergency procedures and ensure that all employees comprehend 
what to do in case of spill. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 83% 17%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 95% 5%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

86% 14%  0% 

Pulse Canada 77% 23%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 86% 9%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 85% 15%  8% 

KAP 33% 67%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 61% 14% 25% 6.5 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 62% 0% 38% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• This recommendation could be expanded to highlight the importance of whole farm hazard 
assessment and emergency procedures. 

• This will ultimately be based on specific context, equipment, and application. Formalizing procedures 
to account to every type of spill in every situation is impractical. However, it should be part of basic 
operator training (i.e. if you're running NH3, the operator should understand what to do in case of 
leaks or ruptures) 

• Agree with the principle but the significance and actions will differ greatly between an anhydrous 
leak and a shovel full of phosphate. 

• For regulated or hazardous material 

• I agree that all employees should know what to do in case of a spill. But 'procedure'? Expectation of 
written manuals? Not in favor. 
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Recommended practice Q: Keep records of all nutrients applied to and removed from each field, 
calculating a nutrient balance. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 21% 79%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 68% 32%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

14% 86%  0% 

Pulse Canada 29% 71%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 45% 55%  0% 

Sask Wheat 57% 43%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 21% 79%  0% 

KAP 0% 100%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 32% 22% 46% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 31% 23% 38% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• Simplify the recommended practices to reduce redundancies. I think this can be combined with 
recommendation F and G. 

• This is a good tool, but an elephant is eaten one bite at a time and with all of these 
"recommendations" we are looking at the left hind quarter and we've only just begun this project. 

• Would require accurate yield maps and application maps to mean much. Removal rates aren't set in 
stone. 

• Is this based on the assumption that all varieties of a crop have equal removal rates? Assuming that 
wheat = wheat = wheat regardless of class? Assuming that all hybrids of canola have the same 
removal rate? This policy would be pure guesswork based on assumptions that additions have zero 
losses and removals are uniform regardless of location and varietal differences. That's not science;  
it's guessing. 

• Hard to measure mineralization and unforeseen losses due to rainfall, snowfall, wind, temperature, 
cloud cover etc. Even if you applied all levels of 4R stewardship to your nutrient plan, there will 
always be a nutrient balance discrepancy. 

• Removal is a good estimation at best. Application and yields should be recorded, that's just good 
business. If you are going to use removal as part of your NM plan it should be trued up with soil 
sampling periodically to account for the variances. 

• I agree with keeping records of nutrient application but not the removal.  Need to keep record 
keeping simple. 

• This would be a logistical burden. 
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Recommended practice R: Annually assess performance of the chosen source-rate-time-place 
combinations for nutrient application in meeting the farm’s sustainability goals. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 49% 51%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 65% 35%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

71% 29%  0% 

Pulse Canada 38% 62%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 68% 32%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 57% 43%  0% 

KAP 67% 33%  0% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg Level of 
Change Reqd 

Feb 35% 21% 44% 6.5 

March 67% 33% 0% 2.7 

Responsible Grain 50% 25% 25% 5.4 

 
Comments 
 

• Decisions like that comes at a time when you move to a different practice on your farm. Switch from 
NH3 to dry. Fall applied to spring applied. New seeding equipment. 

• Not sure that annually is the right frequency for this decision. It’s good to evaluate what you’ve 
done, but each year is so different that usually you need to evaluate these types of practices over 
different years with different conditions. 

• A good producer constantly assesses his nutrient application and performance through the crop year 
through visual observation and harvest results. This sounds like more unnecessary paperwork. 

• Farmers will have this ongoing assessment and whether its a spreadsheet, back of the envelope or 
back of the mind is equally valid. It will be a factor in changing practices and equipment with the 
goal of improving profitability, productivity and efficiency which means sustainability to me. 

• This is an ongoing process and producers should always be evaluating their practices. Sustainability 
factors in several components. Environment, agronomy, profitability etc. 

• Agree, but I would change the reference to farm's sustainability goals to farm's management goals. 
And this recommendation should not be limited to assessing nutrient application performance. It 
should be one of many parameters that are assessed. Farmers may not see this, but too many 
farmers are operators when they need to be managers. You can't manage what you don't measure. 

• Although nutrient utilization is a big consideration in sustainability it is extremely difficult to quantify 
because in most years it is not the most limiting factor. Water in deficiency or excess determines 
yield therefore very hard to assess nutrient utilization efficiency. 

• I assess them all the time, but it's not always financially viable to have the equipment necessary to 
apply the nutrients in the right place for the variety of crops grown. 
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Pest and Pesticide Management  

• Currently we have regulations in place regarding the use of registered crop protection products.  We 

have a very stringent regulatory system in place regarding the registration of these products.  Every 

farmer is already aware of this and if our end users don’t know this then that is the fault of the 

people that are representing us when they are selling our exports.  A code of practice isn’t necessary 

for crop protection products, because we already have a pesticide regulatory management agency 

that provides tighter regulations around the use of these products.  

• Tone!  Farmers will do the right thing based on their operation.  By highlighting each of these 

recommended practices, it is implying that farmers are not doing the right thing as a matter of 

course.  Take all the recommendations up to a higher level and link to other processes.  Also, no 

mention of noxious weeds, biosecurity plan etc. 

• Some of these recommended practices have the potential to disregard the benefits of using 

chemicals instead of mechanical controls. 

 

 

Recommended practice A: Prepare a plan for integrated pest management (IPM) that employs different 
aspects of pest control, including mechanical, biological, chemical, pest resistance, cultural measures, 
field scouting, and use of predictive models. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 59% 41%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 39% 61%  0% 

Ontario CCA 50% 50%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

33% 67%  0% 

Pulse Canada 80% 20%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 62% 38%  0% 

Sask Wheat 71% 29%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 62% 38%  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 37% 27% 36% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 75% 13% 12% 3.4 
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Comments 
 

• The concept of IPM is good and should be implemented when possible. The term "plan" implies this is 
developed ahead of time. Many times, this is not possible or practical. Pesticide control decisions are 
made throughout the season as conditions and pest issues arise. The message should be that the 
principles of IPM be applied in the decision-making process. 

• A strategy, or pest management goals are more realistic. 

• Some producers have 'unwritten' plans - to assess level of damage regularly and use method(s) 
needed, generally using chemicals as a last line of defence. 

• It would be very difficult to ever implement such an ambitious statement as a requirement, as 
agriculture is a business that requires operators to be able to roll with the punches. There are simply 
to many things out of our control and stringent plans are virtually impossible. 

• Need flexibility in it for in-season issues - a good pest control recommendation last week may be the 
wrong one this week!! 

• Although we use many different tactics to control or prevent pest infestations, we do not have a 
written plan for each pest encountered on the farm. 

• We take pest management very seriously and adapt practices to the conditions as they appear. I 
have used predictive models for the past 5 years and have found that we usually are 1 - 2 days ahead 
of the predictive model in determining if there is a problem. "Boots on the ground" is always ahead 
of any predictive model; relying on AI technology makes you a lazy scouter. 

• This is a broad range of pest control aspects. For certain crops (horticulture, potatoes) this may be 
needed due to the quantity and frequency of pesticides used. I feel this is overkill for cereal and 
oilseed crops. 

• Also concerned that this could lead to a lot more paperwork.  

• If it is written down then are, we seeking approval from someone like in other segments? 

• I think it is a good plan but for who are you preparing it for, yourself or for a possible audit for 
noncompliance? Errors could be admissions of guilt. 

• How about “Forecasts” Instead of predictive models (i.e. the Alberta Wheat Midge Map).  

• I question the use of mechanical because of the cost and the known issues with erosion. 

• I note and support that cultural control is recommended as part of an IPM strategy but this seems at 
odds with recommendations elsewhere to minimize tillage. 

• Fabulous recommendation. Probably not going to see a lot of uptake of this, especially among 
smaller producers and older demographics. An IPM is only as good as input data and assumptions 
allow. 
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Recommended practice B: Use seed that is clean and free of undesired elements to limit the potential 
for weeds and other crop kinds in the field. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 33% 67%  0% 

Canola 93% 7%  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 92% 8%  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 68% 10% 23% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 87% 0% 13% 3.4 

 

Comments 

 

• Should be in the seed section not in Pest and Pesticide. Muddies the categories. 

• Would it not be better to say that when using bin run seed, it should be clean and free of pests? To 
what level of purity? 

• The specifics for cleaning bin run seed will have to be provided. 

• I would not agree if it called for certified seed 

• In reading this recommendation, I also want to point out that the trucking industry needs to take 
some responsibility for the truckers who are cleaning out their trailers on the side of the road, 
potentially adding to this issue. However, when trucks are coming to our farms for pick up of 
product, I do not feel it is the farmers responsibility to have a place for clean out of a product that 
was dumped/delivered somewhere else. It should be the responsibility of the business/elevator/mill 
where the truck is dumping the load/product. 
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Recommended practice C: Use best available agronomic resources to identify diseases, insects and 
weeds and be knowledgeable of the corresponding thresholds for action. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 95% 5%  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 92% 8%  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 64% 18% 18% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 87% 0% 13% 3.4 

 

Comments 

 

• I wonder if rewording this may provide more clarity something along the lines of "Ensure you are 
able to access agronomic resources to help you identify diseases, insects and weeds and to be made 
aware of corresponding thresholds for action.”  It seems unrealistic to ask a farmer to be 
knowledgeable on all thresholds. 

• Best available is pretty subjective but could easily read as "best for you/your operation." 

• By using the word best, it kind of insinuates that you can't use anyone or info that is good or 
adequate. Only the best can be used?? Who determines who's the best? 

 

  



150 
 
 

Recommended practice D: Minimize the spread of pests by cleaning and sanitizing equipment between 
fields and by inspecting and monitoring on-farm grain storage bins. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 33% 67%  0% 

Canola 33% 67%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 74% 26%  0% 

Ontario CCA 0% 100%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

33% 67%  0% 

Pulse Canada 78% 11%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 14% 86%  0% 

Sask Wheat 0% 100%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 17% 83%  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 32% 30% 38% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 50% 25% 25% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Cleaning storage bins and sanitizing equipment should be listed separately as recommendations. 
Both have different rules for management. Sanitizing equipment is something that should be at user 
discretion and accounting for the risks identified in their county/Municipal District. For example, 
areas with clubroot where AG field men have been involved. There are rules around using 
insecticides for pest management in bins as well. Reference to those rules already in place for both 
issues could clarify what’s already being done. 

• This issue came to light with the spread of clubroot. This is good in theory but is not practical from 
field to field. This was implemented in the clubroot areas and proved to be very challenging. What I 
think is more practical is to have equipment cleaned / sanitized when it is being moved to a different 
farm / region / or equipment is being transported from a different province / country etc. 

• I think it should be noted sanitization (where necessary). 

• Maybe adjusted wording like "attempt to remove the bulk of soil and weed seeds from equipment 
before transporting" would be preferable.   

• The importance of cleaning and disinfecting machinery is overkill unless you have a soil borne 
disease on your farm like clubroot. If you don't have a problem, farmers are not going to spend time 
cleaning equipment between fields.  

• While there is evidence that cleaning/sanitizing equipment may help prevent clubroot, it is a lot of 
work for little reward otherwise and when changing fields at 2 AM it just isn't going to happen. If 
bringing a new- to- you piece of equipment to the farm, it’s a very good idea. 

• Recommend that you are aware of what equipment you move to when and where. Specific actions 
must be made on the situations. It is not possible to sanitize complete units between fields. 
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• For some pests (club root) a whole farm model may be used. The recommendation maybe should be 

to ensure that others who access your land (customer operators, plot researchers etc.) are sanitizing 

equipment prior to entering your field. 

• ...these quotes come to mind for this recommendation "Do the right thing because it's the right thing 
to do" and "The harder thing to do and the right thing to do are usually the same thing" ...might 
have more in agreement if sanitize is removed. 

• Just leave it at “Minimize the spread of pests via transport of infested equipment or products”. 

• Custom farmers may already have this built into the agreement with landowners - If I was hiring 

custom seeding to be done I'd strongly consider it in the agreement especially with clubroot in some 

areas of the Prairies. 

• I support the cleaning of bins part. 

• Totally agree with grain storage bin section.  

• Empty bins annually if possible. 

• Care has to be taken with what products you use in sanitizing of grain bins. For example, you should 
not spray Marathon in empty grain bins to control insects if the bins are to store canola because the 
residue can be a problem. 

 
Recommended practice E: Reduce the potential for pest resistance by using pesticides that are specific 
to the targeted pests, and at the appropriate rate, using tank mixes, product layering and rotating 
pesticide modes of action. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  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 90% 10%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 5%  0% 

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 61% 17% 22% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 75% 13% 12% 3.4 
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Comments 

 

• The last part of the sentence should say "and where possible use rotating pesticide modes of action". 
Due to changing MRL levels and deregistration of a number of products, farmers are sometimes left 
with only one product to be able to use. 

• It could be helpful to include modes of action such as crop rotation. Not always are mode of action to 
resistance management is crop protection products. 

• We need new modes of action, not just renamed co-packs of the same stuff. 

• Needs different wording, most broadcast insecticides are not target specific. This is where economic 
thresholds need to be used for guidance. 

• Maybe include stewardship of seed varieties e.g., Midge tolerant wheat. 

• I agree but wanted to suggest that pesticides should be voluntary, particularly certain seed 
treatments that are not needed nor wanted at time of seed purchase. Aside from canola, some seed 
cannot be bought untreated. Poor environmental stewardship if it is not needed. 

 
Recommended practice F: Provide appropriate training to those handling pesticides on the farm and 
inform all farm residents/employees/visitors of post-application re-entry requirements. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 76% 24%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 95% 5%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

67% 33%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 81% 19%  0% 

Sask Wheat 57% 43%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 83% 17%  0% 

KAP 50% 50%  0% 

PGQ 0% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg. Level of Change 
(all)  

Scale 1-10 
Feb 58% 21% 21% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 62% 25 13% 3.4 

 
Comments 

 

• I have concerns with this recommendation. Will we need to post fields after spraying so that people 
are aware of the re-entry period or requirements? Would this make consumers more concerned 
about the risks of the pesticides we use? 

• In some settings (orchards) where potentially harmful products are used on a regular basis there will 
be a board in the office or main shed showing REI dates and application dates. That way employees, 
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family members and scouts/agronomists can get the information they need to be safe. No signage 
that the general public can see. This is private property, and I don't see the need to inform/protect 
trespassers. 

• Not all farm visitors or residents need to be aware of re-entry requirements. Only those that may be 
entering areas where applications were made. 

• When I think of visitors, I think of 2 possibilities - If we have a bee yard (not ours but with our 
permission) by the field that has been treated and the employees/owner might need to access it OR 
employees of chemical companies (but not our employees) that may be scouting for us. In these 2 
scenarios we do inform. But otherwise I would disagree with informing visitors.  

• What does appropriate training mean? Employees and family members would be aware of 
requirements. I am not responsible for visitors that may show up unannounced or trespassers that 
should not be there in the first place.  

• There are some jurisdictions that do not require farmer operators to get training. If the industry 
won't do it, we are just damning ourselves moving into the future. 

• I agree with previous comments. For those jurisdictions that don't already, I would expect 
"appropriate training" will become a legal requirement before too long. 

• Agree that employees should be trained or told how to handle pesticides safely.  

• Am I supposed to call every acreage owner or home near the field? How big a radius around the field 
do I need to call? Do I need to put a sign up at the field that is has been sprayed? 

 

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

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 67% 33%  0% 

Canola 93% 7%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 94% 6%  0% 

Ontario CCA 50% 50%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

67% 0%  33% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 100% 0%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 75% 25%  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 42% 20% 38% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 62% 13% 25% 3.4 
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Comments 

 

• In Ontario it is mandatory that farmers take the Pesticide training course every 5 years, therefore it 
would be a requirement in Ontario to do this. 

• This should be for life in general, not just specific to crop production. 

• This is a good idea in principle, but it seems like it's geared towards formal education and training. 

• Biggest problem I see here is that there is little formal training available for a farmer. Does going to 
an ag conference count? My agronomist would get a CCA credit for sitting through the same session 
I do. No measure of success here or benchmark here just a vague suggestion. 

• Pretty broad and general statement. How is this measured? Generally self improvement is always a 
good thing, but how do you make this part of Responsible Grain?? 

 

Recommended practice H: Use best agronomic advice and resources available to determine when and 
how to use pesticides. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 67% 33%  0% 

Canola 93% 7%  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 95% 5%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 61% 17% 21% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 87% 0% 13% 3.4 

 
Comments 
 

• This seems like duplication from the requirements.  

• In some cases the label is the best advice available. 

• Provided that “resources” include information readily available to farmers and are not exclusive to 
agronomists. 

• Does farmer knowledge and experience count for nothing? We seek advice when necessary but don't 
need to be told when and how to do everything. 

• Maybe change the word advice to recommendations. Advice may imply the need to seek advice from 
someone (consultant, agronomist) etc. 
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• "Use best agronomic advice":  how do you determine it's best? You could get crappy advice but it 
may be the best or only advice that was offered.  

• Would suggest best "qualified" agronomic advice. Vast majority in industry do excellent, sincere 
recommendations but certainly exceptions! 

Recommended practice I: Follow the Keep It Clean! program to get information about specific market 
requirements. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 33% 67%  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 92% 8%  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 68% 12% 20% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 75% 13% 12% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• “Where applicable”. Keep it Clean! is not used in all crops. Could be a more generalized statement. 

• Perhaps changing to wording to something like "Ensure you have access to viable communication 
pieces that keep you up to date on requirements for specific markets". 

• This could be combined with H as part of the 'resources available'. 

• Should note: it is important for all those involved in the production of crops to keep producers up to 
speed on Keep it Clean campaign. 

• Keep it Clean! is an excellent resource. Reasonably well referenced by active farmers. Does not and 
should not reflect each specific contract production requirements. 

• Keep it Clean! does not accurately portray all the risks involved with selling to end users using certain 
pesticides. It is not an adequate resource. 

• I would suggest that there are many farmers who do not know what this program is. Perhaps better 
education, promotions, links would be helpful. 

• We live this with IP (Identity Preserved) crops. The purchaser dictates products to use to satisfy their 
end markets. Grower is compensated accordingly (premiums per bushel). 
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Recommended practice J: Consider using suitable non-chemical pest control products. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 83% 17%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 78% 22%  0% 

Ontario CCA 50% 50%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

33% 67%  0% 

Pulse Canada 90% 10%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 10%  0% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 54% 46%  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 28% 25% 48% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 50% 37% 13% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• There needs to be caution in vague recommendations. Buyers/consumers could mistakenly take 
away from this that there are always non-chemical options and that they are “better”. While some 
non-chemical options are viable for producers, others are less effective, expensive and even more 
harmful for the environment than a chemical option. 

• This does imply non-chemical are better and/or equally effective and chemical use is a choice. Could 
be worded to say, “consider all control methods when making decisions”. 

• Implies that chemical pest control is inherently worse that an alternative, which is most certainly not 
true. 

• Of course we should consider any non-chemical or chemical solution to the problem at hand. 
However, a non- farm audience may interpret this recommendation to mean that there are practical, 
effective and economical alternatives to chemical solutions for every problem. The recommendation 
needs some qualifiers added. 

• My mind immediately goes to organic agriculture. The products are obviously required to be non-
chemical or natural, they are definitely expensive and I'm not seeing much for suggested control. 
Careful wording is going to be critical to this process! 

• This is a slippery slope towards making organic a rule of law. I would hate for this to move towards a 
requirement. I also don’t want the consumer to think there is anything wrong with my choice in using 
a pesticide, especially if it is already registered and I follow all the previous requirements and 
recommendations. 

• Nonchemical pest controls are not always effective nor economical. It also suggests to non 
producers that there are alternatives to chemicals. This is a management decision each producer 
needs to make. 
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• I like the reference to IPM. Shows that there is a process for making the best decision for that 
particular time, pest, and place. 

• Every substance is made of chemicals; too vague. Choosing not to use the latest technology and 
genetics is unsustainable in a conventional commodity market that we sell to. 

• Most every tangible thing is a chemical. Water is a chemical, so is air.  Your choice of words is 
inadequate. Unless you mean by ‘non-chemical’ is to chant prayers at the problem.     

• Should be worded “products and practices”. Good crop rotations are non-chemical and can 
dramatically reduce pest populations in combination with other stewardship practices. 

• Good idea but these products are not always available, practicable or affordable. Not sure if it should 
really be a recommendation. Might send wrong message to consumers. 

 

Recommended practice K: Adopt application methods that are adapted to the crop, the target pest and 
life stage, the site characteristics, the equipment, the pesticide properties that comply with label 
requirements. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 83% 18%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

67% 33%  0% 

Pulse Canada 90% 10%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 10%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 77% 23%  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 50% 28% 21% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 62% 25% 13% 3.4 

 

Comments 

 

• Seems like a complicated way of saying follow label recommendations and directions. 

• I think this statement needs to be clarified. I take it as 'follow label directions and use appropriate 
equipment.' 

• So you’re saying follow label directions. Took me two reads to figure that out. Depending on your 
audience you may want to make it easier to read. 

• Excellent recommendation - says a lot! 

• Farmers will make decision based on these ideas but also have to consider what equipment they 
own. Cannot expect to own all applicator types.  
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• I always discuss with rep what negative impacts may arise. Or if they ever saw it used like that. 
Fortunately my senior reps have seen pretty much everything. 

• In theory its right but flexibility is required to adjust to conditions and equipment available. 

 

Recommended practice L: Adopt pesticide application equipment (i.e. drift reduction nozzles) and 
management practices (i.e. equipment modifications) that increase pesticide efficacy and reduce the 
potential for non-target pesticide drift. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 98% 2%  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 86% 14%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 64% 14% 21% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 75% 13% 12% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• It is not only equipment that can be utilized (as both examples in the recommendation refers to); 
there are also additives that helps control drift and can/should be considered. So perhaps a broader 
recommendation. 

• Change "and " to " and or ". The way it is written currently implies that both practices need to be 
implemented. This is not always practical nor necessary. 

• Doesn't have to say non target. 

• Most producers will do this, to the extent that it's practical. Not all producers are going to be running 
new equipment. 

• At times low drift and high efficacy can be mutually exclusive. 

• Good recommendation but how quickly must we put it to use. Technology is always changing. So 
does mean we must adopt new technology as it comes forward or can we wait until we need or want 
to update our equipment? 

• Continual improvement yes but expecting all to move to the latest and greatest technology of the 
day is ridiculous. 

• Drift reduction nozzles harm performance in some chemicals. 
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• I would really like to see better efficacy information and use guidelines from drift reduction nozzle 
manufacturers. There are some very useful products out there. 

 

 

Recommended practice M: Use a water supply system designed to prevent pesticide backflow to water 
source. 

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 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 71% 13% 17% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 75% 0% 25% 3.4 

 
Comments 

 

• While I understand what is meant by this, I feel more detail in the explanation would be helpful. 

• While most of us consider this a no- brainer, there are some who haven’t taken precaution in the 
past.  

• As a best practice, yes of course farmers will try to do this. 

• Most pumps have a backflow valve in them. Is this recommendation for a second backflow valve? 
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Recommended practice N: Store pesticides in a self-contained area for ease of cleaning and to contain 
spills. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 64% 36%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 84% 16%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

67% 0%  33% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 76% 24%  0% 

Sask Wheat 29% 71%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 38% 62%  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 51% 16% 33% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 62% 13% 25% 3.4 

 
Comments 

 

• Delete “for ease of cleaning and” 

• Could be expanded to focus more on preventing spills than clean up. 

• Self contained but well-ventilated area. Different results. 

• Needs more clarity to what is meant by self contained area. Can be broadly interpretated by 
producers.  

• Self contained area is ill defined. If it means excluding everything that is not pesticides, it’s not 
practical. Storage requirements will differ with length of time the product is to be stored. 

• I agree but I'm fortunate to be able to re-purpose a Quonset with a cement floor for pesticide 
storage. I couldn't afford to put up a dedicated facility. 

• Self contained is the issue: our chem storage is under cover and in a locked designated shed but is it 
perfectly level and self containing? – no. 

• A time frame should be established. Is self contained storage necessary if producer will be using 
them soon (within weeks)? Year-round storage could have different requirements. 

• The length of storage time in important. If we have pesticide brought to the farm that is being 
sprayed that week, very often it will sit on a pallet in the manufacturers’ packaging in a shed by the 
water truck until its loaded. Having to move those containers in and out of a “self-contained area” 
for a short time of storage would create substantially more work and could create more opportunity 
for spills, etc. 

• After having been part of commercial Chem shed audits and knowing how many details you must 
consider for proper storage, I agree with the practice. However, how it is written doesn’t seem to fit. 
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Aren’t there recommendations already in place about this with CleanFarms or other groups? Could 
we reference those? 

• Could this be an area where the value chain could improve their practices? More and more inputs are 
moving to just in time and because retailers have limited CPIC and chemical fertilizer storage space, 
there are more favourable terms offered that push farmers to store on-farm. As part of a retailer’s 
due diligence, are they ensuring their clients have the appropriate contained areas for storage, 
especially if they are providing delivery to farms? Should retailers invest in more storage to 
contribute to public trust messages about risk management of crop input storage? Will companies 
that offer farm direct and cut out the retailer or farms over a certain size storing x amount of product 
be required to invest in audited safe storage?  

 
 

Recommended practice O: Ensure that all secondary containers are properly labelled (content and 
date). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 93% 2%  5% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 84% 11%  5% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

67% 0%  33% 

Pulse Canada 89% 0%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 5%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 69% 31%  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 64% 19% 18% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 75% 13% 12% 3.4 

 
Comments 

 

• Wasn’t this already listed in Requirements? WHIMS does cover how to label secondary containers. 
Could mean backpack sprayers, winded or rained out sprayers partially full, etc. 

• Not sure how relevant this actually is?  Can’t think of the last time we stored any pesticide in a 
“secondary container”. 

• Does this not conflict with previous 'requirement' to only use the original container? which is it? 

• According to the glossary this is more of a practice of researchers so should it be included as a 
recommendation for farmers? 
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Recommended practice P: Store pesticide in a separate locked building designated for that purpose. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 67% 33%  0% 

Canola 7% 93%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 32% 63%  5% 

Ontario CCA 50% 50%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 67%  33% 

Pulse Canada 56% 44%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 10% 90%  0% 

Sask Wheat 0% 100%  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% 16% 67% 4.6 

March 0% 100% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 25% 37% 38% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Similar to Recommended Practice N above. In a perfect world with an endless supply of funds this 
would be realistic. It is something we can possibly all aspire to. Storage space needs are never 
ending. Practical though???? - I would hate for someone to get the idea that this is needed and 
becomes a requirement. 

• The main thing is that they be stored securely and safely away from grain, seed, feed and water 
sources. 

• Rewrite to focus on the outcomes, not the prescriptive building design. Control access, prevent theft, 
prevent deterioration of product or container... 

• Amount of pesticide and time stored needs to be brought into requirement. Most farmers shops and 
sheds double as pesticide storage during spray season. These buildings likely already have a concrete 
floor where leaks would be easily contained. More importantly these buildings are likely monitored 
the most frequently, compared to a separate shed just for pesticides (so producer will notice a leak 
sooner). 

• Many pesticides have to be kept above freezing and when they’re kept over winter the only heated 
storage on our farm is the shop. Asking farmers to build separate heated buildings for what is 
normally not a large amount of pesticide being stored longer term is ridiculous. 

• Don't believe needs to be separate building but " separated enclosed, locked area”. Have seen some 
very efficient chemical storage rooms built in corner of equipment storage shed. 

• Having a building just for this is not practical in most operations. 

• Even larger farmers or retail businesses have multipurpose sheds. Impractical for most farmers with 
little pesticide product on hand. Usually it always a self-contained storage unit with a building. 
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• I would think the main purpose is just to keep it secure and safe from tampering or contaminating, 
not having a separate Chem shed in all cases. Maybe this depends on the quantity stored and for 
how long? I don’t think this recommendation works practically as currently written. 

• Phase 3 warehouses that all the retailers use allow for seed and chem stored in the same building. 
Why should farmers have to go another step up from where we bought it? 

• We do have a separate building that is locked when not in use, however it is not something I agree 
100% with. If there are workers in the area and monitoring the area, I don't see the need to have it 
locked when being used throughout the day. It is also inaccessible to delivery people if locked and the 
producer is in the field. 

• Locked building is an extreme. 

• Need better clarity about what is meant by "separate locked building designated for that purpose". 
Are we talking a dealer like chem shed, a storage locker, metal shipping container, farm shop, etc.? 

• Locked Sea-Can containers should qualify. 

• Farmers aren't and shouldn't be expected to build a Phase 3 shed to store product required for in 
season use. 

 
 
Recommended practice Q: Have personal protective equipment (PPE) and a spill clean-up kit (broom, 
shovel, etc.) ready in case of spills. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  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 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 69% 12% 20% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 87% 0% 13% 3.4 

 

Comments 

 

• Clean up kit should include kitty litter or absorb all to soak up liquid spills and plastic garbage bags 

• Can be stated in a simpler manner - 'Have spill clean up kit ready in case of spills.' This would include 
equipment as well as PPE. 
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Recommended practice R: Emergency procedures are prepared and understood by all employees of 
what to do in case of spill. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 98% 2%  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 89% 0%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 0%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 69% 13% 19% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 62% 13% 25% 3.4 

 

 
Comments 
 

• In many of the comments it is said that "I have a plan, but it is in my head". This is one time that it 
should be written down and given to all employees during a weekly planning meeting or at some 
other time, whether you have time or not! 

• Does this need to be a written plan or just a discussion and explanation to employees about what to 
do in case of a spill? 

• Sure, but impossible to anticipate all possible scenarios. 

• In principle its a good idea but most farmers don't have time to develop a plan. How do you prove 
that the plan was adequately explained to workers or that they understood? 

• "Don’t have time to develop a plan" will not stand up well when in court or public opinion when a 
worker gets injured or hurt. Technically, I believe anyone with an employee needs to have some level 
of safety plan. 

• Not sure if needs to be within the Code but certainly a signoff by employees and management that 
they have received specified training is good - likely more of a liability protection but also documents 
the training. 
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Recommended practice S: Follow Cleanfarms recommendations to get information about the recycling 
of empty containers. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 98% 2%  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 7 100% 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 68% 13% 20% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 87% 0% 13% 3.4 

 
Comments 

 

• They also need to be able to supply the bags. Too many times begging I’m the retailer for more only 
to be given a single bag. 

• Wording doesn't sound right -Follow ..... to get information?? - maybe should be - Follow CleanFarms 
recommendation for recycling of empty containers. 

• Need to focus on the Cleanfarms aspect here. Let consumers know that these are there and are 
promoted in the industry. Environment stewardship is being followed by farmers. 

• Why can farmers not choose what program they would like to use?  Why are we naming specific 
ones?   

• Probably...many farmers, including me, would only guess as to who they are or what they say.  More 
promotion/education/links need to be available to farmers. 
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Recommended practice T: Store surplus and obsolete pesticides properly and wait for a pesticide return 
event such as Cleanfarms 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  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 92% 8%  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 65% 15% 20% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 87% 0% 13% 3.4 

 
Comments 

 

• Need more frequent Cleanfarms pick up clinics 

• Promotion/education/links need to be available to farmers. 

• Have used on crop for intended use to get them gone. 
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Recommended practice U: If possible, return unused pesticides, in their original containers, to the 
vendor from which they were purchased. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 98% 2%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 95% 0%  5% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

100% 0%  0% 

Pulse Canada 78% 22%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 65% 35%  0% 

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 75% 7% 19% 4.6 

March 100% 0% 0% 4.5 

Responsible Grain 75% 13% 12% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Just a point of clarity, maybe should include "unopened" unused pesticides?? 

• When possible return unopened products. Many times half boxes are not allowed to be returned so 
they are used following season.  

• However, to encourage this practice I believe there needs to be a financial incentive accompanying it. 
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Soil Management  

• This section assumes best agronomic practices that contribute to improved revenue do not align with 
soil health - that premise is false. 

• Wording/tone.  Emphasize what is already being done. 

• Farmers have invested millions, if not billions, into changing tillage practices to reduce tillage and 
they will do more on their own if it’s financially rewarding. 

• Much too vague and simplified for the complexities of soils and crop rotation dynamics.  Crop 
rotation needs its own category. Cover crops need their own category. intercropping needs its own 
category. perennials need their own category.  There is no mention of native species.  Biodiversity 
needs its own category.  These are very technical topics and can't be reduced to one sentence per 
requirement/recommendation.  Specific examples are needed for each. 

 

Recommended practice A: Use no-till and conservation tillage practices whenever possible and 
appropriate given crops grown and soil type. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 83% 18%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 78% 22%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

40% 60%  0% 

Pulse Canada 89% 11%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 100% 0%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 85% 15%  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 64%% 13% 23% 4.9 

March 75% 25% 0% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 77% 0% 23% 4.4 

 

Comments 
 

• In general, reducing tillage WHERE POSSIBLE as a goal is not a bad thing but wording should reflect 
the ability to till when/where needed. 

• If you include this as a recommendation, I would stop the sentence after the word appropriate. 

• This recommendation does have some qualifiers included but there are still situations including IPM 
strategies, excess moisture and organic farming where tillage may be the best practice. 

• This sounds good in theory but depends on soil type and moisture content. We would love to do zero 
till but our heavy clay soils just won't allow it, and our growing seasons seem to tend towards excess 
moisture rather than dry.  
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• Tillage is needed when conditions call for it. Some new European style drills are tillage for weed 
control and are getting good yields. Glyphosate has limits and is quickly becoming ineffective. Tillage 
can not be ruled out. 

• Only crop up North really needing tillage is Soybeans (warm ground to enable early planting). 

• Tillage is not inherently bad. 

• I agree with the following if they would include this statement. “The minimizing of tillage on my farm 
has a direct correlation to higher use of weed herbicides.” I think somewhere in this module and the 
module dealing with chemicals they should acknowledge this fact. 

 

Recommended practice B: If available, apply livestock manure, compost, or other organic materials. 
Apply to areas that most need it (e.g. hilltop). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 80% 20%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 72% 11%  17% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

20% 40%  40% 

Pulse Canada 89% 11%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 71% 10%  19% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  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 47% 23% 30% 4.9 

March 50% 50% 0% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 62% 0% 38% 4.4 

 
Comments 

 

• “Utilize” instead of “apply”. Capturing the value of manure when/if available. 

• What about water management/nutrient management? Is this a redundancy to some of the 
requirements and recommendations in the other modules. What happens if I answer differently to 
those questions? 

• "consider using" 

• I would probably make it more general by adding 'If available and works with your soil management 

plan, apply....' 

• “Most need it” is quite a subjective statement, then followed up with a specific example of hill tops. 
Not all hill tops should have huge amounts of manure applied. Wording might need a change to 
incorporate BMP or 4R reference. 

• Hilltops aren’t the best place to overload nutrients. 
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• Do you mean for soil reclamation? Saline area management? This needs to be more specific... 

• In certain parts of the country as much as 30% of the dirt is cover with some form of manure 
annually. Across the Prairies, on average only 3% of the dirt sees manure annually. So, this is a lofty 
goal, but when possible is a great asset. 

• Agree but in some regions organic amendments are difficult to obtain. 

• Those of us that have it, do. Those that don't, don't. What is the value of having this statement in the 

code? 

• I would add that I would not apply manure on land if I have to acquire it from a feedlot because of 
the worry of introduction of weeds. 

 
Recommended practice C: Use as much diversity as possible in the cropping plan. This can Include 
annual crops, perennial crops, cover crops, forages and fall planted crops. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Canola 68% 32% 0% 0% 

Cargill 100% 0% 0% 0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

20% 80% 0% 0% 

Pulse Canada 67% 33% 0% 0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 76% 24% 0% 0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0% 0% 0% 

General Session Jan 7 69% 31% 0% 0% 

KAP 67% 33% 0% 0% 

PGQ 100% 0% 0% 0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg. Level of Change 
(all)  

Scale 1-10 
Feb 45% 18% 37% 4.9 

March 75% 25% 0% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 46% 16% 38% 4.4 

 
Comments 

 

• “Use as much diversity as possible while maintaining a profitable cropping plan”. 

• Economic diversity? I am all for crop rotation, etc. - but why is there never a balance between the 
purist "soil health" and economic reality? As said multiple times, crop rotation is more than an 
agronomic decision. 

• Very little consideration is given to economics with this crop rotation recommendation. Not all 
producers can make use of cover crops, perennial or forage crops. Might confuse non producers on 
why farmers don't grow these crops if they read the code of practice. 

• Diversity is fine but realistic cropping options in most areas are much more limited than implied by 
this recommendation. 

• I don't like terms such as 'maximize diversity' as I don't believe maximizing diversity is in the 
economic interests of my farm.  Moderate levels of diversity make more sense. 
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• This doesn't fit well with western Canada.  Cover crops are not practical in a dry short season area.  
We don't have enough growing season/rain to make this work on any reasonable level. A diverse mix 
of annual crops is about the best we can hope for. 

• This should not be in the code as it is very farm/farmer specific. Including it allows for a negative 
judgement of those in areas with greater ability to do this vs limited areas. It ignores the difference 
in cover crops in climates where something can grow year-round vs a cover crop planted in western 
Canada after an October harvest. 

• I like it in theory but "as much as possible" is an open ended and ultimately unachievable goal. We 
should want these to be a bit of stretch, but doable. 

• I’ve seen benefits to cover crops on my farm but have been able to incorporate them into the silage 
forage in our rotation. I'm not discounting them but I'm not sure a broad-brush statement here is 
required.  

• It would be good if more research would go towards the practice of intercropping forages with cash 
crops. That way the forages would help provide the soil with the many benefits of cover cropping 
without having to take the land out of cash cropping for a year. This would be something the big acre 
growers could get behind. 

• Livestock need to be reincorporated into straight grain operations to improve soil health. Working 
with cattle operations will allow grain operations to generate a larger impact from the use of cover 
crops both financially and in terms of soil health. 

 

Recommended practice D: Minimize travel speed of field operations that disturb the soil. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 0% 50%  50% 

Canola 35% 65%  0% 

Cargill 50% 50%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 50% 50%  0% 

Ontario CCA 0% 100%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 33% 67%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 17% 78%  6% 

Sask Wheat 71% 29%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 42% 58%  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 25% 20% 55% 4.9 

March 50% 25% 25% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 54% 23% 23 4.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Not necessarily. If it's dry/fit using a true vertical till implement requires a minimum ground speed to 
accomplish vertical micro-fracturing of compaction layers. Slowing down turns that pass into 
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recreational tillage for the most part. To me this recommendation is asking us to understand what 
we are trying to accomplish with the trip through the field. Minimizing ground speed on its own isn't 
necessarily a good recommendation. Tough to capture nuance in a single sentence. 

• This is more of an extension of the first question, minimizing the destructiveness of tillage 
operations. 

• I am wondering what the objective of this recommended practice is. Many minimal tillage 
applications are most effective while operating at a higher speed. Conflicts with how manufacturers 
recommend using vertical tillage machinery. 

• ? speed travel? for what? what part of a grain farms operation? seeding? most direct seeding is done 
at lower speeds - i.e. less than 5 mph but other operations such as trash management is done at 
higher speeds such as heavy harrowing so what is the intent of this question? 

• It should say use speed appropriate for the field operation. Seeding speed will be much different then 
the speed used in harrowing or doing vertical tillage. 

• Some tillage operations require high speed for effective incorporation of residue so should be 

changed to the minimum required travel speed depending on the tillage and/or quantity of residue. 

• There are tillage tools specifically designed for high-speed operations, even in a min till scenario. This 
statement would confuse some farmers and a lot, if not all, non farmers and most policy makers. It 
would lead to a lot of confusion. 

• What does speed have to do with responsible production? Ontario sees this not applicable to our 
production system. More details are needed to fully understand the scope of the question. 

• Travel speed is irrelevant. It is all about the amount of soil movement. A single coulter high speed 
disc at 8 mph may actually disturb the soil much less than a deep cone disc at 2 mph. 

• I'll be the dissenter here. The goal here is to recommend good practices for soil management. 
Scientific research indicates increased speed almost always increases damage to soil structure. Since 
this is a recommended section, recommendations should be given based on what’s best overall. 
Recognizing there will be times where a tough decision needs to be made between time available 
and what’s best for our soil. 
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Recommended practice E: Protect the soil surface from water and wind erosion by planting cover crops, 
retaining crop residues and increasing soil organic matter. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 63% 38%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

20% 80%  0% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 50% 50%  0% 

Sask Wheat 57% 29%  14% 

General Session Jan 7 50% 50%  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 44% 21% 35% 4.9 

March 75% 25% 0% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 69% 8% 23% 4.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Again, instead of recommended practice say: "Farmers use various innovative ways to protect the 
soil surface from wind and water erosion". 

•  Perhaps the wording should be adjusted to "Protect the soil surface from water and wind erosion by 
using management practices such as planting cover crops, retaining crop residues and increasing soil 
organic matter." Something to build in some flexibility to recognize that not every management 
practice will work across Canada. 

• “Protect the surface from erosion” period. Regional solutions to this cannot be applied with a 
blanket. 

• Practice should identify some soils are more prone to erosion then others and these practices should 
be employed when required. 

• "Consider a cover crop" is the most that should be said given late harvests or dry conditions. In dry 
areas, saving moisture with crop trash is very important in drought conditions but adding in a cover 
crop which uses up what little moisture their is could be the kiss of death. 

• I think listing those as options would be better than listing all with the word "and". The wording 
seems to suggest all 3 are needed to accomplish the goal. Think cover crops are the latest fad in ag 
right now. Not sure we want to have that listed as a "must" to be able to achieve the goal. 

• Just putting cover crops at the end of the list would make this more palatable. There's really a long 
list of options if you got into it. Shelterbelts, grassed water runs etc. Should say “consider options 
such as...” 

• Maybe start this recommendation with "Whenever possible --- " 
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• Once again, blanket statements. Standing stubble works, cover crops work, non-tilled soils work. The 
Environmental Farm Plans of 20 years ago were able to focus on the "at risk soils", why is this so 
broad? 

• Good recommendation for at risk soils, but this is not a suitable recommendation if applied to all 
soils in Canada. 

• Seems straightforward, however duplication with other questions on soil health. 

• Emphasis should be placed on erodible soils, hillsides and other areas of erosion concern. 
 
Recommended practice F: Maintain or enhance non-crop land in and around the farm to limit wind and 
water erosion (e.g. windbreaks, vegetated buffer zones). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 71% 29%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

40% 60%  0% 

Pulse Canada 67% 33%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 35% 60%  5% 

Sask Wheat 14% 86%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 50% 50%  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 39% 16% 44% 4.9 

March 75% 25% 0% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 54% 16% 30% 4.4 

 
Comments 
 

• Similar questions were asked in the land user/biodiversity module. This to some degree is a 
management decision and varies so much with farm location I question it being part of the code of 
practice. 

• This is an example of providing a public good, but being asked to foot the entire bill. There are 
benefits to the farm to be sure, but there are larger social and environmental benefits as well. These 
should be supported through cost-share programs that aren't capped. 

• Great concept, one which would be bolstered by robust programs like shelterbelt programs. 

• There was a shelterbelt program in Saskatchewan that is no longer running because of conservation 
ag practices being widely adopted. That old fence line may not need to be in the middle of my field 
anymore. 

• If windbreaks means shelter belts, they have outlived their usefulness. 
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• Devil in the details on what maintain/enhance means? Tillage or burning might be required when 
dealing with foxtail infested grasses draws, or dead shelterbelts, etc. Both tillage and burning were 
mentioned as negatives in requirements section. 

• This is fine if the farmer intends to keep it as non crop land. It could be converted to crop land with 
retained crop residue and also be effective at preventing erosion. 

• No maintenance needed on non-crop land. 

• Water erosion control is best done with rip wrap or tile to slow the velocity. Grassed buffer strips only 
serve to add phosphorus pollution to our rivers. 

• Re maintaining windbreaks: While we have been doing this and doubling the width of many 
windbreaks on our fence lines to ensure they can "self sustain", this comes at a substantial cost. The 
more grassed areas there are adjoining cultivated land, the more ergot there is in our wheat, and 
since ergot is toxic, it can result in severe downgrading of our crop.   Any crop grown close to our 
windbreaks yields very poorly because of lack of sun, and moisture and nutrient usage by the trees.   
The grain near the windbreaks is always MUCH wetter than the balance of the field; the result is that 
the grain from the whole field may need to be dried.  Having windbreaks makes for MUCH more 
turning with equipment, which uses more fuel, causes compaction, wastes nutrients, and makes each 
field operation more time consuming and inefficient.  For those of us practicing no-till, I am not sure 
that there is much prevention of wind or water erosion by having windbreaks, except possibly on 
high ground or light soil.   

 

Recommended practice G: Adopt measures to limit soil compaction. Use proper wheel pressure and 
axle load and/or controlled traffic patterns. Check soil moisture content before beginning field 
operations. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 44% 56%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 94% 6%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 78% 22%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 30% 70%  0% 

Sask Wheat 86% 14%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 42% 58%  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 35% 22% 43% 4.9 

March 75% 0% 25% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 38% 15% 46% 4.4 
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Comments 
 

• Should have ended with the first sentence. The rest should be discarded. 

• It should have been worded like this: "farmers utilize many measures to minimize soil compaction, 
utilizing tracks, wide tires with low inflation pressure, CTF (Controlled Traffic Farming) etc." 

• Need to work on wording. Consider measures to limit soil compaction SUCH AS... 

• Compaction is the farm managers choice and will have to deal with it down the road. 

• Sometimes you have to perform field operations when soil moisture is at the wrong level. I don't 
know any farmer that doesn't check soil moisture before field operations. It is an unnecessary 
comment.  

• All well and good but waiting could mean it just gets wetter.  

• I agree with some of this recommendation but it is difficult to follow practice because so many 
activities are time sensitive - spraying and harvesting for example.  

• I was recently at a soil compaction seminar. Often the best time to do a field operation is the worst 
time for compaction. This recommendation is unworkable. 

• We have set dates for crop insurance that have to be met for coverage. 

• I do see compaction on a lot of farmers fields for years after a wet harvest. It shows up even more in 
drier years. This is sometimes unavoidable though. 

• I'm not a fan of the idea of traffic patterns:  too restrictive. 

• Any pass that has an axle load over 10t should be looking at using a controlled traffic system. 

• Proper tire inflation and loads are one thing, controlled traffic is entirely different. Not many farms 
are set up for this and the cost to change equipment would be huge. Farms I know that have started 
using controlled traffic have planned ahead for a decade to get their farm fleet ready. 

• With the newer and bigger and heavier equipment today, it would be nice to have tracked or bigger 
tires but not everyone can afford them. 

• CTF not possible on my rolling, sloughy land.  
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Recommended practice H: Grow saline tolerant crops or perennial vegetation in discharge and recharge 
areas. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO N/A N/A  N/A 

Canola 39% 54%  7% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 88% 0%  12% 

Ontario CCA 67% 0%  33% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

20% 40%  40% 

Pulse Canada 33% 44%  22% 

AB Wheat & Barley 55% 15%  30% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 75% 17%  8% 

KAP 0% 0%  100% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too vague/specific/ 
technical wording 

Disagree Avg. Level of Change 
(all)  

Scale 1-10 
Feb 37% 20% 43% 4.9 

March 75% 25% 0% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 33% 67% 33% 4.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Figure out what the real problem is first. 9/10 it is poor water management. 

• Fixing the issue with drainage tile is preferable. Intercept the problem. Planting vegetation is a last 
resort. That's giving up and retreating. 

• Mild salinity could still be economic and productive under regular cropping.  Where is the line 
drawn?  What happens if the recharge area is on a neighbour’s land? 

• Works where practical. Putting 60 ft air seeders to go strip till discharge and recharge areas will drive 
down more good crop than the saline areas will support. 

• A policy needs to be in place to allow for soil improvement via tile drainage, and discharge areas. 

• Sound like more of a western type of recommendation due to the comment on saline, will there be 
some identification to growers in different regions if it doesn't apply to them? IE do what is best for 
your farm not for a farm some where else. 

• Salinization is generally only an issue in semi-arid conditions, so this recommendation should have 
some context added. 

• In many parts of the country these areas are tiled and this issue just goes away during wetter periods 
every year. We need to be able to manage our land, and if society wants to maintain wetlands then 
they must step up to the bar with their wallets and put their money where their mouth is. 

• This all depends on the size of the area. Years of dry weather substantially reduces salinity problems 
and years of wet weather creates problems. Tile drainage makes sense depending on the size of 
project. I spend my life going around bush and potholes so not a big fan of creating more areas to go 
around. 
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• We have seen the opposite. Wet years can reduce the amount of drying which leaves salts behind. 
Dry years have high evaporation and the salinity areas can increase in size. We've had great results 
taking permanently saline areas out of production with salt tolerant grasses. We've seeded over 100 
ac of saline areas down to grass with no plan to crop them again. 

 

Recommended practice I: Do not burn crop residue. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 56% 44%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 29% 71%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 33% 56%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 35% 55%  10% 

Sask Wheat 14% 86%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 50% 50%  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 41% 16% 44% 4.9 

March 50% 50% 0% 3.5 

Responsible Grain 62% 16% 22% 4.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Why have a similar but reworded ask in Recommendations and Requirements?  

• Once as “Avoid burning” in a recommendation is enough 

• Provide science and resources on best way to manage extra straw. Is it better to till in deep, till 
shallow, harrow a couple times, bale and remove the straw? or is it better to burn? This statement 
needs to be backed up. 

• Sometimes it is necessary to burn crop residues when manageability is not possible or no market is 
available for crop residue (flax straw). 

• I think recommending one to "strive to avoid burning crop residue" would be better. If there is a bad 
(e.g. wet) year and a crop like flax could not be baled, then it may be a situation where burning may 
need to be considered to get the field ready for the next crop. 

• I agree in principle but not as a blanket statement, as there are instances when you need to burn 

some crop residue. Making a statement like this could lead to policy that eliminates crop residue 

burning and therefore removing one of the tools used by farmers. 

• There will be times that you need to burn. That is the last resort and people don't do it just because 
they have a preference to burning. 
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• As a general practice it is rarely done, but there are times when it needs to happen, and then it needs 
to be able to happen. 

• Most know the value of residue for nutrients and erosion prevention, but situations arise when 
burning is the best decision. Not acceptable as a blanket statement. 

• Practice sentence needs some sort of phrase about circumstances that make it the only option to 
farm that land that year. 

• Its important to remember this is a recommendation, not a requirement of the program. Something 
to aspire to. 

• People may have to burn residue sometimes but I feel that it is a valid recommendation not a 
requirement. 

• In a long term no-till soil, with a stripper header for harvest, I leave all flax crop residues standing 
and seed through them the next spring, even on irrigation. 2 years later you can hardly tell you grew 
flax. 
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Water Management  

• Many of these water management issues are either very specific to the situation or if serious enough 

need to be regulated by the proper authorities. I don't see how dipping a toe into them will do anything 

but muddy the waters (pun intended). 

• Lots of questions focus on drainage systems and this needs to be clarified in each question - other wise 

you will have frustrated users.   

• How did we get so detailed on wetland / drainage / water management?  Almost all of this could be 

done away with by just requiring adherence to provincial regulation. 

• Many of the recommendations are far too specific and don't reflect the goal being sought.  When they 

are specific, they lose the ability to innovate to achieve the goal, and instead only offer one acceptable 

solution to achieving that goal.   

 
Recommended practice A: Establish and manage buffer zones (e.g. woodland, prairie or tame forage) or 
vegetative areas around natural and man-made water bodies. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 28% 73%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 88% 0%  13% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 29% 86%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 86% 10%  5% 

Sask Wheat 43% 57%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 23% 77%  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 35% 25% 40% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 50% 8% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• A reference to size might be helpful. 

• Need to establish minimum buffer zone widths. 

• There needs to be different allowances on setbacks on each farm, not a blanket statement for the 

province 

• What does “manage” mean? 
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• Definition of a natural water body has a lot of interpretation. Cannot agree without having a solid 

definition what a body of water is. Area, depth and whether its temporary or permanent water. 

• A permanent water body will have a natural buffer zone around it. Creating a buffer zone around a 

temporary water body just makes the whole thing an unproductive area that might or might not contain 

water. 

• Refer to the Environmental Farm Plan. Terminology and suggested offsets are clearly defined in the EFP. 

• The simplest example of why this needs to be included is that the fate of neonics is hanging in the 

balance and one of its main deciding factors is residual amounts in surface water. 

Recommended practice B: Minimize water use by adopting water conservation practices such as 
watering at night or in the morning and using water efficient or low-pressure systems and other 
available technology enhancing water use efficiency. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 0%  50% 

Canola 12% 10%  78% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 47% 0%  53% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 50%  50% 

Pulse Canada 14% 43%  43% 

AB Wheat & Barley 14% 14%  71% 

Sask Wheat 14% 0%  86% 

General Session Jan 7 15% 23%  62% 

KAP 0% 33%  67% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too 
vague/specific/ 

technical wording 

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

Feb 50% 20% 30% 6.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 42% 33% 25% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• Avoid being too prescriptive of watering over night. With some crops, leaf wetness may cause other 

agronomic concerns like leaf disease due to leaf wetness. Just end it at “conservation practices.” 

• You can’t always irrigate only at night. You can easily get behind on your daily water use requirements if 

you shut the pivot off too soon. Irrigation's systems run 24 hours a day until the correct water amount is 

captured. 

• The irrigation districts do not have the infrastructure to be able to allow people to only irrigate during 

periods of low evaporation. Depending on application rate and size of field/irrigation equipment it takes 
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a day or more to cover the field and you only have water available for a certain amount of time before 

you need to shut down to allow another farm to start watering. 

• Farmers I know who utilize irrigation constantly look for ways to improve water use efficiency. This 

should say exactly that to showcase to the public or whoever is interested in how Canadian farmers 

operate. 

• We use water efficient nozzles on a low-pressure system onto no-till soils which is about as water 

efficient as it gets. 

 
Recommended practice C: Develop a written water management plan taking into account the timing 
and amount of irrigation in relation to crop requirements. 

ORG Agree Disagree Need Editing Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 0%  50% 

Canola 5% 10%  85% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 35% 0%  65% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 50%  50% 

Pulse Canada 0% 44%  56% 

AB Wheat & Barley 0% 14%  86% 

Sask Wheat 0% 14%  86% 

General Session Jan 7 23% 8%  69% 

KAP 0% 67%  33% 

PGQ 100% 0%  0% 

General sessions Agree Too 
vague/specific/ 

technical wording 

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

Feb 38% 20% 42% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 42% 17% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 

 

• Setting up crop plans, we take this into account already. How much water the crop will need over the 

season, per day, and if we want to water during flowering or not. Weather changes the best made plans, 

however. 

• It is hard to write a plan because of so many variables. you know how much water you may need for the 

crop type but not what the weather will bring so you always have to pay attention to the weather and 

adjust your water usage. 
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Recommended practice D: Use windbreaks to reduce water requirements across the field. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 2% 73%  24% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 13% 75%  13% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 67%  33% 

Pulse Canada 11% 89%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 5% 38%  57% 

Sask Wheat 0% 100%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 8% 85%  8% 

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 15% 15% 70% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 17% 17% 67% 4.2 

 
In reference to irrigated land 
 

• When thinking about irrigation that is done via pivots or even the straight wheeled irrigation systems, 

are wind breaks an option at all? 

• This is not always an option especially with irrigating fence line to fence line. 

• I suspect the vegetation in the windbreak will use more water than it saves not to mention the 

inconvenience to field operations. 

• Most irrigation is used on high value crops on fairly high value land - committing some of that acreage to 

trees can be tough.  

 

In reference to non-irrigated land 

 

• Minimum or zero till practices accomplish this. 

• Cutting high stubble to retain snow in the brown/dark brown soil zones is way better than putting in a 

shelter belt. Where I farm now, I have yet to see a yield map show me that the yield is better closer to 

bush. 

• Do you mean that trees slow down the wind and decrease wind erosion so indirectly it affects water loss? 

Recommending windbreaks across all fields would be a huge cost to farmers - both in lost area to crop, 

but to also establish. 

• On our farm, windbreaks severely decrease field efficiency which requires more machine time, fuel use, 

and increased pesticide use due to overlap. 

• Tree rows are exceptionally ineffective at reducing water requirement or preventing erosion. 
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• The trees draw a lot of water themselves. So not completely sure where the advantage would be? Wind 

breaks can actually increase water use for up to 10ft from the windbreak extending into the field and 

rendering the crop in that area very deficient of water leading to much lower yields. 

 
Recommended practice E: Leave stubble on fields to conserve water. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 56% 41%  2% 

Cargill 50% 50%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 59% 41%  0% 

Ontario CCA 67% 33%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

17% 83%  0% 

Pulse Canada 88% 13%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 0%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 77% 15%  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 53% 18% 29% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 58% 0% 42% 4.2 

 
In reference to irrigated land 
 

• Some crops require some tillage after harvest on irrigation or you won’t get the seeder through in the 

spring. Many ranchers will bale to manage the straw and/or let animals out to graze in the fall. Does this 

affect making those management decisions with such a blanket statement? 

 

In reference to non-irrigated land 
 

• Question asked in the tillage section there are many factors that determine if a farmer is able to leave 

stubble in the field or not. Wondering if a slight reword would help address this. Something along the 

lines of "When conditions allow leave stubble in fields to conserve water" 

• If one inserts "where moisture is a limiting factor", I can buy into this practice. 

• Maybe should start the statement. "when practically feasible --- 

• We practice minimum tillage whenever possible but there are some cases where shallow or even deep 

tillage can be beneficial. You can’t make blanket statements like this that prevent the farmer from 

making decisions that are very specific to a piece of land. 
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• Good practice in dry years but not always necessary when adequate soil moisture exists in the fall. Open 

to misinterpretation. 

Recommended practice F: Incorporate compost or other organic matter into soil to increase water 
availability for plants. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 0% 100%  0% 

Canola 25% 68%  8% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 82% 12%  6% 

Ontario CCA 67% 33%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 56% 33%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 29% 38%  33% 

Sask Wheat 14% 86%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 31% 62%  8% 

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 32% 23% 45% 6.0 

March 33% 67% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 33% 17% 50% 4.2 

 
In reference to irrigated land 
 

• With irrigation you will be building up organic matter in most crops with the exception of some specialty 

crops like potatoes. So, you have to be careful if and when to add more organic matter. 

• More balanced soil nutrients can improve water retention by the plant as well. 

 

 
In reference to non-irrigated land 
 

• I would prefer to have a more general statement about aiming to increase soil Organic matter to aid in 

water retention. 

• Incorporate meaning work or till into the soil? or incorporate meaning use in the system?  

• Any practice that increases organic matter improves water holding capacity, but tillage reduces water 

holding capacity. First few modules had recommendations/requirements heavily discouraging tillage, but 

this is asking for incorporation? Incorporation means different things to different people. 

• How can you promote min-till or zero-till adoption and then ask to have manure or other organic matter 

incorporated into soil? 
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• Do you mean add organic matter or add and work into the soil? On our farm we would not cultivate 

organic matter in but we have surface applied compost. 

• For a grain farmer perennial forages are the obvious choice for increasing organic matter but having a 

profitable market for that forage is the challenge. 

• Can we assume this refers to material other than what has been grown on that soil? 

• Is there a large supply of compost available I am not aware off? Where do we get this stuff and if 

available, do I have to use that before synthetic fertilizers which create better yields & better root growth 

whereby the little roots and root hairs create natural water infiltration paths? 

• Not nearly enough product to go around, so why include it in a code. 

• Utilizing organic matter can help increase water holding capacity, not necessarily water availability. 

• No-till increases organic matter, increases snow cover and Increases soil moisture. Under such conditions 

Incorporating more organic matter may increase nutrient erosion and be counterintuitive. 

Recommended practice G: Develop a cropping strategy that takes into account the risk of water deficits 
and drought (e.g., choose crop varieties that are resistant to drought, use cover crops, fall-seeded crops) 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 25% 75%  0% 

Canola 39% 46%  15% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 71% 29%  0% 

Ontario CCA 67% 33%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 33% 56%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 30% 55%  15% 

Sask Wheat 71% 29%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 50% 50%  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 35% 19% 46% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 33% 25% 42% 4.2 

 
In reference to irrigated land 
 

• Even with the guarantee of water under a pivot, you aren’t always going to get the crop off early enough 

in the fall to plant a cover crop or fall crop. Pivots are typically one of the last harvested fields around 

here. 

• The irrigation should mitigate drought. If we have an issue it will be excessive rain and how to manage 

that. 
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In reference to non-irrigated land 
 

• Water deficits and droughts are a bigger issue in certain areas. Weather patterns are important, but it is 

also important to consider other factors: soil type (e.g., clay holds onto moisture better than sand or 

sand mixture), tillage practices (no till & reduced till conserve moisture). I think many producers are 

aware of the many factors affecting water availability and strive to incorporate the best practices 

possible overall to preserve water quality and quantity, while at the same time taking into account the 

many other variables on a farm: pest levels, crop rotation, economics, weather conditions, etc.). 

• Need to choose the best genetics for your location. For those in drought prone areas, drought tolerance 

would be considered. For those in areas that normally receive adequate (or excess) moisture, they would 

consider genetics for that. Plus 100 other factors... 

• Fall seeded crop decisions are based on whether harvests are usually early or if moisture is rarely a 

problem 

• Cover crops are of limited value in zero till. 

• Fall seeded and cover crops are not profitable compared to other choices that I have. 

• Cover crops may remove critical moisture margin, and fall seeded crops are logistically challenged in 

more northern areas. Too prescriptive and regionally insensitive. 

• Why just the reference to water deficits and not also excess moisture? The risk of water surplus is equal 

or greater than drought risk in many areas or in many growing seasons.  

• We grow crops that fit our higher moisture conditions, a better strategy is to increase organic matter of 

the soil so it is more resilient. 

Recommended practice H: Consider reducing tillage to conserve water, to improve water infiltration 
and reduce evaporation rate. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 59% 28%  13% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 88% 12%  0% 

Ontario CCA 67% 33%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

80% 0%  20% 

Pulse Canada 78% 22%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 100% 0%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 63% 11% 26% 6.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 58% 0% 42% 4.2 
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In reference to non-irrigated land 

• There are other factors besides water conservation when using a tillage application. I "reduce" tillage as 

much as I can, but others may see what I do as excess. 

• Tillage practices need to be suitable to the soils and climate. Different areas have different needs. Doing 

a good, sustainable job of managing your soils will look very different across the prairies. 

 
Recommended practice I: Conduct maintenance according to guidelines. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 44% 38%  18% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 76% 24%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 40%  60% 

Pulse Canada 44% 44%  11% 

AB Wheat & Barley 55% 30%  15% 

Sask Wheat 0% 43%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 46% 31%  23% 

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 37% 32% 31% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 50% 8% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 
Note: it was not evident to most respondents that this practice referred to maintenance of drainage 
systems.  Consequently, there were many comments, not reported here, that were questions as to 
which maintenance was being referred to, and feedback on machinery maintenance. 
 

• I would agree that the maintenance of the drainage system would be imperative. Silting in or excessive 

vegetative growth would be an extreme detriment to a properly designed and functioning drainage 

project. Drainage likely shouldn't be looked at as a one and done situation but a long-term investment 

for all parties involved (neighbors, local municipalities, provincial governments. I would even go so far as 

to say if a drainage project is to happen at all, proper maintenance should be a requirement not just a 

recommendation. 

• While this is important there are a lot of parameters well beyond the farmer's ability - need to remove or 

bring in the other stakeholders for this.  Could also just word to say “private drains are maintained"     
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Recommended practice J: Assess the performance of the drainage system at peak flows (i.e., spring 
freshet or rain events when > 50-70 mm of rain falls within 1-3 days). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 46% 24%  29% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 71% 18%  12% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

 40%  60% 

Pulse Canada 33% 22%  44% 

AB Wheat & Barley 43% 5%  52% 

Sask Wheat 43% 0%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 25% 0%  75% 

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 28% 32% 40% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 42% 25% 33% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• I am not sure what this means, assess performance? To simplify, does this means ensure your drainage 

system functions during high flow periods. 

• Assessment of drainage systems is an ongoing practice. It should have been worded: "Farmers 

continuously assess their drainage systems" 

• "Peak flow" of when? An average year of the last 5? The highest flow of the last 25 or 50? These are local 

requirements and cannot be equally applied across different geographies. 

• Obviously farmers will observe the effectiveness of drainage works under all kinds of conditions. This 
recommendation implies some kind of scorecard that doesn't exist. 

• This practice probably varies across the country. Where I farm we assess our drainage system any time 
we get 25 mms or more. 50 to 75 mms of rainfall in a short period of time could result in huge loses 
because of our flat terrain. 

• The inclusion of rainfall amounts doesn't take into account infiltration rates for various soil types. The 

recommendation is far too specific to be relevant across a wide area. 
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Recommended practice K: Ensure the design and installation of the drainage system is conducted by 
trained individuals. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 13% 70%  18% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 41% 47%  12% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 80%  20% 

Pulse Canada 56% 22%  22% 

AB Wheat & Barley 19% 33%  48% 

Sask Wheat 43% 29%  29% 

General Session Jan 7 38% 54%  8% 

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 38% 21% 41% 6.0 

March 100% 0% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 50% 8% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 

 

• Who is considered trained individuals?  

• What constitutes “trained”? On our farm we do all our own surface drainage and do custom work for 
other farms. The plans we work with are all created by consultants and have provincial permits. 

•  Most farmers are more than capable of doing basic surface drainage work and some will pursue 
even more complex things like tile drain.  

• Again, what kind of drainage system are we talking about. Tile draining a field yes. Creating a major 
drainage ditch project that has to carry x number of cubic feet of water per minute, yes. To maintain 
or improve an existing surface field drain, no. Building drainage ditches does not require official 
training. 

• If there is a design for a drainage system then it is reasonable to have the installation done by 
someone competent to follow the design but not specifically trained. I can follow a recipe written by 
a chef; I don't require the chef to cook it for me. 

• I believe producers who educate themselves to design and install drainage systems can do an 
acceptable job. Both for surface drainage and tile systems. Modern GIS equipment and drainage 
software also enable the producer to install these systems efficiently 
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Recommended practice L: Install permanent drop structures in ditches to allow water to flow gently 
without causing erosion. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 12% 56%  32% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 41% 41%  18% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 80%  20% 

Pulse Canada 11% 44%  44% 

AB Wheat & Barley 43% 10%  48% 

Sask Wheat 43% 0%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 38% 31%  31% 

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 42% 17% 41% 6.0 

March 67% 0% 33% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 42% 17% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• “to slow water flow, limiting erosion”. 

• Recommend adding "where applicable" to statement - not all drainage ditches compatible with drop 

structures. There are other options than can be used to accomplish this as well. 

• This practice depends on the type of terrain and the slopes involved where ditches are located. Not 

required on flat terrains or where ditch slopes are measured in 2 or 3 inches on the mile. 

• Does this apply to an existing ditch that has not been altered? Do I have to put small bales in a water 

run to slow down what nature has created? In times of less moisture and runoff, would I be stopping 

my neighbour's dugout from filling because I put these things in place when we had piles of snow? 

• Depends on the slope and volume of water. in a relatively flat field where the ditch is cropped, 

stubble limits erosion. A permanent drop structure creates another field obstacle that defeats the 

purpose of the drainage. 

• A lot of issues with drop structures, who pays and who maintains. You have to work with 

municipalities and provincial water control in most cases. 
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Recommended practice M: Keep grades shallow to reduce erosion. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 25% 75%  0% 

Canola 63% 24%  15% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

20% 40%  40% 

Pulse Canada 67% 33%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 57% 5%  38% 

Sask Wheat 57% 0%  43% 

General Session Jan 7 62% 8%  31% 

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% 27% 22% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 50% 8% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• “Keep grades as shallow as possible to limit erosion.” 

• Grades need to be suitable for the field in question. What is the natural topography? What is the soil 
type? How much water needs to be moved? 

• Where possible, sure. But when elevation grade is naturally steep, how do you counter that without 
significant investment? 
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Recommended practice N: Monitor bank sloughing/stability and manage when necessary. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 71% 5%  24% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 81% 6%  13% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

40% 20%  40% 

Pulse Canada 67% 11%  22% 

AB Wheat & Barley 43% 5%  52% 

Sask Wheat 43% 0%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 29% 36%  29% 

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 47% 23% 31% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 58% 0% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• This requires clarification - I have a river that flows through a couple parcels I farm and provincial 
drains that run along some properties. I have no input or authority or responsibility for these 
waterways 

• What banks are you talking about? Creeks running through pasture? Watering holes? Who is to 
monitor and determine when necessary? There may be regulations in place preventing a producer 
from managing. 

• Producers should not be responsible for bank sloughing on natural creeks and rivers. 

• I use gravel and concrete to reduce banks sloughing and grow grass where possible. 
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Recommended practice O: Maintain stubble/residue/growing plants on soil to reduce erosion risk at 
outlets and in ditches. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 80% 17%  2% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 71% 29%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

80% 0%  20% 

Pulse Canada 89% 11%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 67% 5%  29% 

Sask Wheat 43% 0%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 58% 17% 25% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 58% 0% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• I agree with this statement but it sounds too similar to Required practice 11. Thus redundant. 

• Not all ditches/outlets have levels of flow that would need to have plants, etc. to prevent erosion. 
This is something that is understood by those that design drainage systems and would be considered 
by provincial bodies that grant permits/licenses.  

• A properly graded surface drain shouldn't cause erosion. That is exactly what the last three questions 
were talking about 

• Ditches are owned by the municipalities in Manitoba, so managing the plants in those locations be 
done by them? 

• Again this practice is probably best suited to soils prone to erosion or where the slope of farmland 
has the potential of erosion from waterflow. Not necessary on flat fields. 
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Recommended practice P: Install sediment traps in ditches at key points to retain sediment. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 25% 75%  0% 

Canola 20% 45%  35% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 29% 53%  18% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

40% 20%  40% 

Pulse Canada 33% 22%  44% 

AB Wheat & Barley 38% 5%  57% 

Sask Wheat 43% 0%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 23% 31%  46% 

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 37% 21% 43% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 36% 9% 55% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• Concept is good. May not be practical in all places. Efforts should be taken to prevent erosion in the 
first place thus eliminating need for such structures 

• If structures in ditches then in whose jurisdiction? Rural municipality, province, landowner? 

• Sediment traps may be necessary where you have steep ditches and fast flowing water but they are 
not necessary with slow flowing flat ditches. Broad recommendation that does not fit all situations. 
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Recommended practice Q: Consult best professional advice to calculate contributing area to design and 
manage for peak flows (when most sediment is exported). 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 25% 75%  0% 

Canola 15% 60%  25% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 29% 65%  6% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 60%  40% 

Pulse Canada 44% 11%  44% 

AB Wheat & Barley 5% 19%  76% 

Sask Wheat 14% 14%  71% 

General Session Jan 7 54% 0%  46% 

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 38% 25% 38% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 36% 18% 45% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• Most drainage is not that complicated and if it rains 10 inches at a time it’s a disaster whether you had a 
ditch and a consultant or not. 

• More experts / professionals / engineers?? Not all projects are that complicated. Some large or 
complicated projects may need outside advice.  This should not be a blanket statement. 

• Just an observation: so many times, throughout this code of practice we are asked to pay for "expert" 
and "professional" advice. If we paid for these services every time this code tells us too... the cost would 
be astronomical.  Also leads to distrust in farmers, continually painting them as red neck hicks who don’t 
know what they are doing. 
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Recommended practice R: Leave or plant a vegetative strip along the watercourse to filter contaminants 
before reaching the drainage system. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 18% 68%  15% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 71% 29%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 33% 33%  33% 

AB Wheat & Barley 55% 5%  40% 

Sask Wheat 29% 14%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 69% 23%  8% 

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 40% 21% 39% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 42% 17% 42% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• I would prefer more consistency in wording surrounding buffer strip. 

• What is a watercourse? If it’s a shallow ditch within a field, the goal is to crop it. If it has to be vegetation 

other than crop, it defeats the purpose of the drainage. 

• I would expect that each situation is different given slope and tillage practice on land adjacent to the 

watercourse. 

• Good suggestion where appropriate or needed. Simply leaving stubble in small field drains may be more 

than sufficient. 

• Most years we have stubble along the water course. In years of watercourse maintenance it would be 

too late to plant anything in the fall when most water course maintenance is performed 
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Recommended practice S: Consider adding a treatment / constructed wetland at the field edge / 
drainage ditch interface to trap sediment by slowing down the water velocity. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 25% 75%  0% 

Canola 5% 78%  18% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 18% 76%  6% 

Ontario CCA 67% 33%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 100%  0% 

Pulse Canada 33% 11%  56% 

AB Wheat & Barley 24% 10%  67% 

Sask Wheat 29% 14%  57% 

General Session Jan 7 38% 46%  15% 

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 31% 17% 53% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 36% 18% 45% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• Should start with "If or When necessary consider” 

• Maybe if it would start with. Consider, where practical ---. 

• If the land adjacent to the watercourse is farmed with zero till techniques then the amount of sediment 

moving is insignificant. A constructed wetland may make sense in specific situations but this is overkill for 

many situations. 

• This also should definitely not be a blanket requirement. In some cases it may be needed but local 

gradient, soil types, and water volumes etc. should dictate the need for this infrastructure 
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Recommended practice T: Monitor the water quality in drainage system outlets on a regular basis. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 5% 80%  15% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 41% 53%  6% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

0% 80%  20% 

Pulse Canada 33% 22%  44% 

AB Wheat & Barley 10% 19%  71% 

Sask Wheat 14% 14%  71% 

General Session Jan 7 38% 38%  23% 

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 27% 24% 49% 6.0 

March 67% 33% 0% 7.3 

Responsible Grain 27% 27% 45% 4.2 

 
Comments 
 

• Do you monitor runoff for sediment, nutrient load or other water quality factors or all three? What do 

they mean by monitoring, is it per event, per month or per year? Monitor could just be visual inspection; 

lab testing is expensive and not viable at the farm level. 

• This needs clarification. A farmer needs to monitor to make sure that erosion is not taking place, but we 

should clarify what monitoring means. Hopefully not engineering and lab analysis of the water. 

• Establishing buffer zones and managing soil erosion would be time/money better spent for a producer. 

• Who does this?  How often? At each outlet or consolidated?  Who pays for this?  Does it need to be a 

visual inspection by the farmer, a certified person, does it need to have laboratory analysis?  This is 

INCREDIBLY ambiguous and I don't think the explanation of the goal and perceived outcomes from this 

are clear.   

• Drainage systems are designed to handle the conditions for the field they’re in. If they aren’t working 

properly it’s pretty obvious pretty quickly. 

• Also question of jurisdiction. If drain is Rural Municipality or provincial, then not up to producer to 

monitor. 
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Seed Selection and Use  

 

• The pollinator problem maybe an Eastern Canada problem with a specific seeding system and not 
applicable to other regions of the country.  The rest of this section is regulated by the Seeds Act and 
seed regulations so there is established laws to this portion of the Code. 

• This entire section should be removed.  99% of growers would already be following these guidelines and 
I don’t understand how they help sell our products to end users?  

• Much of what is included is simply good normal practice and doesn't need to be included.   

• Many of the recommendations are too specific.  State the objective clearly and don't propose solutions 
in the recommended practice.  Otherwise code will either be completely obsolete within a few years or 
farmers will be bound to obsolete practices.  

 
 
Recommended practice A: Select the varieties best adapted to the expected environmental conditions 
(heat unit maturity rating, moisture, wind), the soil type of the field, expected pest pressures (disease, 
weeds, insects) based on historical records and pest forecasts for that season. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 83% 18%  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 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 86% 5%  9% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 56% 18% 26% 3.8 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 70% 0% 30% 3.4 

 

Comments 

 

• I agree to this and in this case I find it strange that it is a recommendation and not a requirement. This 
is an easy box to check as I am sure everyone selects the varieties they grow (whether oilseeds, pulse, 
cereal or grass seed for that matter) based on these very recommendations. 

• This will be economically driven. Farmers like to make money with good yields from varieties that grow 
well on their farm. 
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• It depends on more than that. What seed you have available to you, historical performance on your 
own farm/area. Picking from a seed guide doesn't mean its the best suited to your specific area and 
management. 

• I think this is very reasonable. Although we may not articulate it in these exact words, when farmers 
select varieties, we all consider the land the variety is going on as well as the climate normal for our 
area. Just as I may select different varieties for a field with light textured soil vs. heavy clay soil on my 
farm.  I’m also going to think of the normal amount of heat units. 

• Producers determine the best variety based on many variables including cost, availability, yield 
potential, etc. This should not be a recommendation. 

• I agree with this statement but wondering about the last line where it indicates you should refer to pest 
forecasts for the season. I am not aware of any specific pest forecast tools. I am wondering if it could be 
something along the lines of "refer to available information from credited resources that provide 
indications of potential pest pressures". 

• Pest forecasts aren't accurate enough. sometimes you have to push the boundaries as far as suitability 
of a crop, that is how you introduce new crops or cropping systems to an area, without that there will 
be no advancements in the industry. 

• Will this restrict the ability for farmers to try different varieties and crops; make discoveries of different 
things that may work on their farm? While farmers do in general follow this recommendation, there are 
times when they step outside the box. 

• While many aim for this, the best varieties or the next best varieties the farmers want to grow may not 
always be available. 

 

 

Recommended practice B: Use seed (certified, common or farm-saved) that has been cleaned to limit 
the potential for disease, weed or other crop kinds in the field. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 87% 13%  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 89% 11%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 0%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 73% 6% 20% 3.8 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 70% 0% 30% 3.4 
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Comments 

 

• Duplicate of Pest and Pest Management Recommended Practices b. 

• Also a requirement should be testing seed for germination as well as for seed borne diseases 
ie:Fusarium, to be in line with local requirements. 

• Just saying “free of” is a bit too open ended.  Even Certified seed has a tolerance for certain impurities. 
This needs to be in line with the established allowable limits. It isn’t reasonable to expect seed to be 
100% free of foreign material. 

• I think should use wording other than 'undesired element' 
 

 

Recommended practice C: Use seed with high varietal purity, such as certified seed, to ensure the 
integrity of the variety planted and that other varieties and off-types are minimized. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 54% 46%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 82% 18%  0% 

Ontario CCA 50% 50%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

50% 50%  0% 

Pulse Canada 50% 50%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 25% 70%  5% 

Sask Wheat 17% 83%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 38% 62%  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 34% 19% 47% 3.8 

March 75% 25% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 20% 20% 60% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• This is covered already in Practice B. Could incorporate wording to strengthen B. 

• Not sure if this matters all the time in every situation. 

• I can agree with high varietal purity, that does not mean it needs to be certified seed.  A commercial 
farm operation if they so desire can treat seed equally as well and maintain varietal purity if the 
original seed was pure to begin with.  

• Need to retain farmers right for farm saved seed. This is really worded to pressure certified or higher 
pedigree seed usage and forcing farmers to buy seed. Some farmers can't produce seed and maintain 
quality while many others can do a great job at it. Just simply say “use seed maintaining varietal 
purity.” 



203 
 
 

• “Such as certified seed or high varietal purity saved seed”. 

• Would like to see the “such as certified seed” removed. 

• I'm ok with farmer saved seed but need some more clarification in requirement to maintain purity & 
quality. 

• This would depend on how the producers manage their operations. There is evidence to support 
continued use of carefully selected farm saved seed will develop traits that will be optimized for your 
farm. Those that are exploring regenerative Ag practices are finding that new varieties do not respond 
as well to that type of management as they are bred to maximize synthetic inputs. 

• Agree with the varietal purity but diminish the emphasis on certified. Can get tests for purity of farm 
saved as needed. 

• Saved seed is fine for several generations, but germination and vigor should be checked each year 
before seeding. 

• Some farms intentionally mix registered varieties to allow each to perform in areas of the field they are 
better suited for. So long as varieties are licensed, should not be restricted. Also, some farms intercrop-
should not be restricted. This recommendation should be removed. 

• As long as the varieties I grow are registered and able to be exported/used legally, I might want to 
make my own blends. 

• Most of our wheat canola and peas go into big piles of multiple varieties when sold to customers. Much 
more important to not mix grain classes. 

• I grew up with the philosophy that everything starts with seed, so that is the last place we would look to 

cut costs. That and the increased value of our land (> $5500/ac ) we can't gamble on low quality seed. 

• We have a quarter of new certified seed every year. This keeps our seed as close to current as possible 
getting benefit of being as close as possible to original variety purity. 
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Recommended practice D: If market access risks have been identified, take measures to reduce the 
potential for the harvested crops to reach an unintended market such as storing the grain separately so 
it is not co-mingled and channeling grain to an acceptable market. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 50% 50%  0% 

Canola 100% 0%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 94% 6%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

75% 0%  25% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 86% 9%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 77% 23%  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 62% 16% 22% 3.8 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 67% 11% 22% 3.4 

 

Comments 

 

• Could have been shorter. Strikes me as very similar to Required practice 2. Could be combined. 

• This would be very challenging for most farmers to achieve especially with commodity crops such as 
corn and soybeans. 

• Assuming this is referencing a farm where they grow both GMO/GE varieties and non-GMO/GE 
varieties of the same crop? 

• Not sure what harvested crop is being referred to here. Deregistered varieties? 

• Without the rest of the supply chain being mentioned or covered with this code it is not reasonable to 
put this recommendation only on producers. This would need to be applied to the entire supply chain to 
be effective. 

• The way this whole code focuses only on farmers and not the rest of the value chain will cause it to lose 
credibility. It perpetuates the story that the farmers are the problem. 

• For most crops, farmers lose the chain of custody of their production the moment it’s delivered to a 
primary or process elevator. We sign declarations to deliver variety or class of grain and quality to the 
elevator; elevators take over from there. 
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Recommended practice E: When producing a crop for a specific end use market, such as an identity 
preserved (IP), pedigreed seed or certified organic, etc., follow all recommended practices such as buffer 
zones or isolation from other crops and ensure that the crop is not mixed with other grain by cleaning all 
seeding, harvesting, storage, conveying and transportation equipment. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 25% 75%  0% 

Canola 100% 0%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

50% 0%  50% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 5%  5% 

Sask Wheat 83% 0%  17% 

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 68% 11% 21% 3.8 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 80% 0% 20% 3.4 

 
Comments 
 

• “Abide by contracts when growing specially targeted commodities, i.e., seed, IP or Organic”. 

• I agree but it should have been worded as such: "Farmers do this when producing a crop for a specific 
end market". 

• Could this not just specify steps to meet contractual obligations for quality/purity? 

• When you get a premium, it pays to do extra measures. 

• I do not think there is a need to specify recommended practices. If producing a crop for a specific end 
use market, it is the producer's responsibility to follow that markets requirements and 
recommendations.  

• Was it necessary to put "pedigree seed" in as an example? Seed growers have their own set of 
standards and if they don't follow it, they're not seed growers for long. 
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Recommended practice F: Consider the coexistence of production systems in neighbouring fields to 
minimize any potential impacts to other farmers. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 68% 33%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

75% 0%  25% 

Pulse Canada 33% 67%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 68% 23%  9% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  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 44% 23% 32% 3.8 

March 50% 50% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 60% 10% 30% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• It is my responsibility to not drift pesticides on any non-target area including fields in organic 
production. It is not my responsibility to select crops that may cross-pollinate with organic crops, e.g., 
GMO canola vs non-GMO organic canola. 

• Organic producer regulations stipulate that they must have setback distances contained on their 
farmland. 

• Consideration is important. However if one farmer has the benefit of a specific system (e.g. organic 
premiums, crops to be harvested for Certified Seed), nearby neighbours must receive some benefit as 
well for collaboration to happen. Otherwise the needs of one appear more important that the 
neighbours’, setting the tone for conflict and division. 

• Perhaps, "Communicate with neighbours to manage potential impacts of dissimilar production 
systems.” 

• This is a two-way street. If I'm going to make an effort to not impact crops in adjoining fields, the onus 
is on my neighbours as well.  

• The wording could be a bit more descriptive to make the recommendation more stand alone.  

• Also some things like genetic drift, wind drift, inversions and other factors are often beyond a farmers 
control. Could be left out of code. 
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Recommended practice G: Avoid generating dust when handling treated seed. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 75% 25%  0% 

Canola 72% 26%  3% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

25% 50%  25% 

Pulse Canada 78% 22%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 90% 5%  5% 

Sask Wheat 33% 67%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 75% 17%  8% 

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 44% 18% 39% 3.8 

March 75% 25% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 60% 0% 40% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Very difficult to totally avoid generating dust in many seed handling systems - conveyors, seed augers, 
etc. Would suggest -"Minimize " instead of "Avoid ". 

• To me more of a fit in Pest and Pesticide management because of risk to Pollinators. 

• I agree but how does this relate to use of PPE when handling certain products in health and safety. 
Some dust is unavoidable. Protect yourself. 

• I am not sure what the aim of this practice would be. Worker exposure? Environmental contamination? 
What would the management practice be? Wet the grain down? Only use belt type handling 
equipment? 

• I would think this is a common goal - who would want to intentionally generate dust and inhale it? 

• If this is intended to victimize "dust" from canola seed treated with neonics because this caused 
problems in Ontario based on the way they use neonics, this recommended practice may be 
intentionally misleading. Canola seed treated with neonics does NOT affect bees in western Canada. 
Canola has a very positive affect on bees in western Canada. 

• In instances of affecting the life of unintended targets, human or otherwise it is prudent that we take 
measures to protect ourselves and non-target species. The Vacuum planter example in Ontario has 
allowed us some insight into some unforeseen consequences of creating dust through our handling. It 
has also allowed us the option of developing ways to lesson the impact of dust created through our 
handling. 
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Recommended practice H: At planting, be aware of beneficial insects (including pollinators) near the 
field and communicate with beekeepers when possible. Consider using available software tools to 
connect with beekeepers and nearby farmers (e.g. Bee Connected and BeeAware). 

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 

25% 25%  50% 

Pulse Canada 67% 33%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 52% 38%  10% 

Sask Wheat 0% 100%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 38% 54%  8% 

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 42% 20% 38% 3.8 

March 75% 25% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 50% 10% 40% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Concept is okay. Typically, not an issue at planting time as most beehives would not be placed in fields 
yet. This is more relevant during spray season. 

• Regionality context required. Large regions that do not use vacuum planters have no reason for any 
concern to bees or other beneficials during planting. 

• I agree in principle but think only the first sentence should be the recommendation. 

• We have pollinators on our farm.  Every year we talk to the beekeeper when he stops in but I don’t use 
software tools to connect. 

• I already plan around when my neighbour’s bees are out and adjust my spray time accordingly. 

• I have a great relationship with the beekeepers who have brought bees to our farm for many years. Do 
my best to keep it that way. 

• Our beekeepers visibly flag hives and stay in zones which do not create issues for farmer access. 

• This is a 2-way street. I hope beekeepers are communicating with the landowners near where they wish 
to place their hives.     

• Successful honey farmers are great at communicating with the farmers and private landowners that 
their bees forage on. In my experience honey farmers really try to fit in and do a great job. Farming 
near a large urban centre, I have experience with hobby honey makers. These hobbyists will be hard to 
"connect" with. 

• Focus more on the beekeepers - the ones you can manage. Native pollinators are a different issue. 
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Recommended practice I: Store treated seed separately from grain and feed. Where possible have 
separate equipment (i.e. augers) and dedicated storage facilities for treated seeds. 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 80% 20%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

75% 0%  25% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 5%  0% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 92% 8%  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 71% 9% 19% 3.8 

March 100% 0% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 60% 0% 40% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Also doesn't requirement 4 address what this recommendation is getting at? The point is we don't let 
treated seed contaminate harvested grain. Maybe some people have separate equipment and storage 
facilities. Others just thoroughly clean equipment and storage facilities. Is there a way we could 
combine this into one BMP? 

• All these seed treatment ones can all be lumped into one. Use seed treatments according to label. 
There’s an obvious influence here as neonics have been under scrutiny by NGOs. 

• Best practice:  put all treated seed in the ground. Storage facilities and dedicated augers are not 
financially practical for smaller farms. 

• Separate equipment and storage are ideal but not practical.  The alternative is thorough cleaning. 
Treated seed is highly visible and unacceptable in food or feed. Farmers are well aware and careful in 
this area. 

• If you are trying to keep it separate you are already aware. Farmers should, will and do clean the 
equipment that was in contact with treated seed. 

• Expecting farmers to have a separate building for treated seed to keep it separate from everything else 
isn't practical. Emphasis should be on cleaning storage after using treated seed. 

• I agree with storing treated seed separately from grain and feed. We use totes to keep leftover treated 
seed or hopefully make it available to other farmers in the area who have not yet finished seeding.  

• Treated seed is not always handled in bulk but can be in bags (canola seed) or in some kind of totes 
(corn seed for example) where no special storage is needed. 
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Recommended practice J: Participate in collection programs (e.g. CleanFarms) for treated seeds 
packaging where available or dispose of seed packaging in accordance with local requirements 

ORG Agree Disagree  Doesn’t Apply to 
Me 

GFO 100% 0%  0% 

Canola 100% 0%  0% 

Cargill 100% 0%  0% 

MB Crop Alliance 100% 0%  0% 

Ontario CCA 100% 0%  0% 

Western Cdn Wheat 
Growers 

75% 0%  25% 

Pulse Canada 100% 0%  0% 

AB Wheat & Barley 95% 0%  5% 

Sask Wheat 100% 0%  0% 

General Session Jan 7 100% 0%  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 69% 7% 23% 3.8 

March 75% 25% 0% 2.75 

Responsible Grain 60% 0% 40% 3.4 

 

Comments 
 

• Programs for treated seed packaging is not available every where. 

• Participation in recovery programs should be mandatory or containers and packaging should be 
consigned to as a motivating factor. 

• There should be incentive program for farms that take the time to recycle our plastics, cardboards. etc.   
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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. 
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• 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. 
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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. 
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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? 
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• 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. 
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• 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. 
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• 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. 
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• 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. 
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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. 
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• 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". 



221 
 
 

• 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. 
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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 bests 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.   
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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 
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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. 
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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. 
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• 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? 
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• 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. 
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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? 
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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. 
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• 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 
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• 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 
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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. 
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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 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 
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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. 

 



238 
 
 

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. 
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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) 
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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. 
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• 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. 
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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. 
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• 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. 

 

 

 


