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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background and Profile

The AgriRecovery Framework was implemented as a national agricultural disaster relief
strategy in 2006. The federal share of this federal-provincial-territorial (FPT) Framework is
administered under Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada’s (AAFC) Business Risk
Management (BRM) suite of programs, by the Agricultural Disaster Relief Program
(ADRP). While other BRM programs are designed to address production and income
losses, AgriRecovery is focused on helping affected producers with the extraordinary
costs necessary to recover from natural disasters and resume business operations as
quickly as possible.

The AgriRecovery Framework is jointly administered by FPT governments. It specifies
how the federal government will work with a province or territory that requests assistance
in response to a natural disaster. The Framework outlines specific criteria that must be
met to trigger a disaster response under AgriRecovery.*

The ADRP provides the federal response to natural disaster events through joint federal
and provincial/territorial assessments and initiatives.

Key Findings

The evaluation found that there is an ongoing need for AAFC to provide agricultural
disaster relief, particularly given the general consensus in research literature that extreme
and unpredictable weather events are expected to increase in frequency over time.
Evidence indicated that the federal role in the AgriRecovery Framework is appropriate, as
it provides an effective national mechanism to address agricultural disasters and
contributes to consistent and coordinated responses across jurisdictions. The ADRP
continues to align with federal priorities and departmental strategic objectives, including
the BRM outcome of “mitigating financial risk and the impact of natural disasters while still
allowing for adaptation to market signals” and the AAFC Strategic Outcome of a
‘competitive and market-oriented agriculture, agri-food and agri-based products sector
that proactively manages risk”.2

While the ADRP had implemented a number of changes in the period covered by the
evaluation to improve timeliness, the trade-off between the need for initiatives to be
implemented quickly and the need to comprehensively assess the situation against the
Framework’s criteria for assistance presents an ongoing challenge. At the time of the
evaluation, the ADRP had begun development of a risk-based approach to assessments,
taking into consideration common risks and challenges related to the AgriRecovery
assessment process, including: the urgency of notifying producers of assessment results;
the complexity of the event in question; the availability of data related to the event; and the
potential costs of a disaster response. This risk-based approach is expected to improve
the timeliness of lower-risk AgriRecovery initiatives.

! The five specific criteria are outlined in section 2.2 of this report.
2 AAFC (2015) 2014-15 Departmental Performance Report.
Page 4 of49
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In assessing the ADRP’s performance, the evaluation found that the program has
achieved its immediate outcome of: helping producers cover the extraordinary costs
related to disaster recovery and that producers are undertaking the activities necessary for
recovery. While incomplete performance reporting precluded a full assessment, evidence
indicates that the ADRP is progressing toward achieving its intermediate outcome of
helping disaster-affected producers resume business operations and/or mitigate the
impacts of the disaster as quickly as possible. The ADRP could work with impacted
provinces and territories to improve their collection of and reporting on performance
measurement data in their final reports to the ADRP (through, for example, surveys of
producers, contact with industry representatives, or analysis of producers’ financial
situation, as appropriate) to better assess performance against this intermediate outcome.

With respect to efficiency and economy, the direct delivery costs for AgriRecovery
initiatives appear reasonable in most cases, and the total costs of administering the ADRP
have declined since 2012-13.

Page 5 of 49
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the findings of the Evaluation of the Agricultural Disaster Relief
Program (ADRP), which is the program that provides the federal share of disaster
assistance to agricultural producers under the federal-provincial-territorial (FPT)
AgriRecovery Framework. This evaluation assessed the relevance and performance of the
ADRP and the federal involvement in the AgriRecovery Framework, which is administered
by the ADRP.

Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada’s (AAFC) Office of Audit and Evaluation (OAE)
conducted the evaluation as part of AAFC’s Five-year Departmental Evaluation Plan
(2014-15 to 2018-19). The evaluation fulfills the requirement under the Financial
Administration Act that all grant and contribution programs be evaluated every five years.

1.1 Evaluation Scope

The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the relevance and performance
(effectiveness, efficiency and economy) of the ADRP, as required under the 2009
Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (TBS) Policy on Evaluation. The evaluation
addresses the five core evaluation issues outlined in the 2009 TBS Directive on the
Evaluation Function associated with the relevance and performance of the ADRP:

continued need for the program;

alignment of the program to government and departmental priorities;
alignment of the program to federal roles and responsibilities;
program achievement of expected outcomes; and,

program demonstration of efficiency and economy.

The ADRP was previously evaluated by OAE in 2011. It was also the subject of an internal
audit in 2012 and an audit by the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) in 2013. The current
evaluation assessed the ADRP activities undertaken since the previous OAE evaluation,
from 2011-12 to 2014-15. During the period covered by the evaluation the ADRP operated
under two FPT agricultural policy frameworks: Growing Forward (GF) (2008-2013) and
Growing Forward 2 (GF2) (2013-2018). AAFC updated and refined the performance
measures for the ADRP following its renewal under GF2 in 2013. The evaluation
assessed the ADRP initiatives against the performance measures in place at the time they
were undertaken. The evaluation findings will be used to inform a possible renewal of the
program beyond 2017-18.

Given the numerous assessments of the ADRP and AgriRecovery Framework in recent
years, this evaluation report places greater emphasis on findings since the ADRP
implemented changes to the Framework under GF2. For initiatives undertaken under GF,
the evaluation sought to identify lessons learned to inform ongoing program delivery.

Page 6 of 49
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1.2

Data Collection Methods

The following data collection methods were used as part of the evaluation:

1)

2)

3)

Literature Review: This line of evidence included a review of reports and articles
published between April 2011 and November 2014, including disaster-related
policies, responses and impact analyses in Canada and other countries. It also
involved a media scan and analysis of coverage focused on AgriRecovery
initiatives undertaken between April 2011 and November 2014. The literature
review contributed to the assessment of the relevance of the ADRP.

Program Document Review: The evaluation included a review of ADRP and
AgriRecovery foundational documents, as well as departmental and federal
government reports, to assess the relevance of the ADRP. An in-depth review of
the changes that have been made to the AgriRecovery assessment criteria and the
ADRP performance measures since 2011-12 was conducted as part of the
document review.

The ADRRP files on AgriRecovery initiatives undertaken from 2011-12 to 2014-15
were reviewed, including disaster assessments, memoranda, and provincial
reporting. This review contributed to the assessment of program performance.

Key Informant Interviews: A total of 41 semi-structured interviews were
conducted as part of the evaluation of the ADRP, of which 23 were on the subject
of the ADRP’s relevance and performance, 18 on the performance of selected
AgriRecovery initiatives reviewed through the case studies, and 13 that contributed
to both lines of evidence. Table 1 below presents a breakdown of interviews
conducted as part of the evaluation, by key informant group and line of evidence.
The case studies are described in greater detail below.

Table 1: Contribution of Interviews to Lines of Evidence
Evaluation Line of Evidence
Key Infi t
ey Informan Key Informant ‘ Key In.formant Total
Group . Case Studies Interviews and
Interviews .
Case Studies
Federal Officials 6 7 13
Provincial Officials 3 6 9
Producer
Associations / 7
Producers 11 11
Academic 1 1
Total 10 18 13 41
Page 7 of 49
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4) Case Studies: Four case studies were conducted as part of the evaluation to
examine the federal response to agricultural disasters through the AgriRecovery
Framework. The case studies provided an in-depth understanding of: program
delivery; whether intended outcomes were achieved; efficiency and economy of
initiatives; and lessons learned. The four case studies included a review of five
AgriRecovery initiatives and one AgriRecovery assessment that did not result in an
initiative, as follows:

e Selected forage-related AgriRecovery Initiatives (2011 Canada-Manitoba
Forage Shortfall and Restoration Assistance Initiative, 2014 Canada-Manitoba
Forage Shortfall and Transportation Assistance Initiative and the 2012 Canada-
Ontario Forage and Livestock Transportation Initiative);

e 2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative;

e 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative; and,

e 2012 Ontario Tree Fruit Frost Damage Assessment (no initiative undertaken).

The case studies were selected by OAE in coordination with the ADRP to assess
the AgriRecovery response in a variety of situations, as well as to examine areas of
particular interest. Efforts were made to reflect the diversity of AgriRecovery
initiatives, including factors such as geography, affected commodity group, nature
of the disaster, value of payments to producers, and number of producers receiving
assistance. These cases were not intended to be representative of all AgriRecovery
initiatives and results cannot be generalized.

Each case study included a review of ADRP files on the assessment or initiative, as
well as documentation and interviews with stakeholders. A total of 31 interviews
were conducted for the case studies, including with federal officials (7), provincial
officials (6), representatives of producer associations (7) and producers (11). Two
case studies (2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative and 2013
Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative) involved site visits to conduct
in-person interviews; the remaining interviews were conducted by telephone. Table
1 above presents a breakdown of these interviews.

1.3 Methodological Considerations

A number of factors influenced the extent to which the performance of the ADRP could be
assessed. First, during the period covered by the evaluation, only three AgriRecovery
initiatives had been apgroved under the GF2 policy framework, of which one had a
completed final report.” This limited the ability to assess the intended outcomes of the
ADRP following the changes to the AgriRecovery Framework; however, efforts were made
to mitigate this limitation by conducting in-depth case studies of the two GF2 initiatives

® The final report for the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative was completed in the
period covered by this evaluation, while the final reports for the 2014 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and
Transportation Assistance Initiative and the 2014 Canada-British Columbia Avian Influenza Assistance
Initiative were completed after the completion of this evaluation in April 2015.

Page 8 of 49
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underway at the time of the evaluation, as well as by including information collected during
the 2015-16 fiscal year related to the three initiatives undertaken under GF2.

Second, AgriRecovery initiatives require that the affected province or territory conduct
surveys or use other adequate means to assess the impact of funding provided through
AgriRecovery. Surveys of participating producers were not conducted for approximately
one third of the AgriRecovery initiatives completed during the period covered by the
evaluation. For those initiatives for which surveys were not completed, provinces
submitted other information, including in some cases regional/sectoral intelligence, on the
impact of the initiatives. The case studies analyzed the performance of individual
AgriRecovery initiatives, but those findings are specific to each case and cannot be
extrapolated to assess producer satisfaction with other initiatives. To mitigate this
limitation, key informants were asked to provide their perceptions of overall producer
satisfaction with the AgriRecovery Framework.

Finally, there are challenges to attributing producers’ ability to recover from disaster
events directly to the contributions of the ADRP given the various factors. Two of these
factors are financial assistance provided by other AAFC Business Risk Management
(BRM) or federal/provincial programs to support disaster-affected producers and, external
pressures influenced producers’ ability to recover at the individual level. Efforts were made
as part of the case studies to assess the perceptions of producers and other stakeholders
of the impact of AgriRecovery assistance specifically on their recovery, as well as to
examine available data on the financial recovery of the relevant sectors. While it was not
possible to quantify to what extent disaster recovery was attributable to AgriRecovery
initiatives due to the various activities undertaken within a single disaster, it was possible
to determine that AgriRecovery funding was one of the contributing factors to economic
recovery following agricultural disaster.

Page 9 of 49
2016-12-29



Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada
Evaluation of the Agricultural Disaster Relief Program

2.0 PROGRAM PROFILE
21 Program Context

In 2006, FPT governments agreed to implement the AgriRecovery Framework as a
national agricultural disaster relief strategy. The federal share of the Framework is
administered through the ADRP as part of AAFC’s BRM suite of programs* (see Annex B).
BRM programs aim to protect producers’ income and share financial risks of events
beyond their control such as low commodity prices, reduced production due to weather or
disease, or increased input costs.

While other BRM programs are designed to address production and income losses,
AgriRecovery initiatives, developed under the AgriRecovery Framework, are focused on
helping producers with the extraordinary costs needed to recover from natural disasters,
such as for the destruction of diseased animals or crops, replanting, or the purchase and
transportation of animal feed. AgriRecovery initiatives are cost-shared on a 60:40 basis
between the federal government and participating provinces or territories, and initiatives
are typically delivered by the participating province/territory, or its delivery agent.

The ADRRP is the federal mechanism for administering the federal share of the
AgriRecovery Framework.

Prior to the implementation of the AgriRecovery Framework in 2006, AAFC provided ad
hoc disaster relief through initiatives designed in response to specific disaster events. This
ad hoc approach led to inconsistencies in how initiatives were designed and administered,
and impeded the ability of governments to provide disaster support that was both timely
and effective. The FPT AgriRecovery Framework was intended to provide structure,
clarity, and consistency to the decision-making process surrounding agricultural disaster
relief, including cost-sharing arrangements for determining when and how FPT
governments respond to a disaster.

2.2 Overview of the Program

The ADRP provides the mechanism through which the federal government participates
and funds specific initiatives developed under the AgriRecovery Framework. The objective
of the ADRP is to provide a federal response to natural disaster events through joint FPT
initiatives to assist affected producers with:

e the additional costs of activities necessary to resume business operations as
quickly as possible; or,

* The BRM program suite under GF2 consists of Agrilnvest, AgriStability, Agrilnsurance, AgriRecovery,
AgriRisk Initiatives, loan guarantees under the Canadian Agricultural Loans Act, and the Advance Payments
Program delivered under the authority of the Agricultural Marketing Programs Act.

Page 10 of 49
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e the additional cost of short-term actions necessary to mitigate and/or contain the
impacts of the disaster on producers.®

As part of the BRM program suite, the governance structure for the Framework consists of
working groups and committees, including the Federal-Provincial-Territorial Business Risk
Management (FPT BRM) Working Group and a Federal-Provincial-Territorial
AgriRecovery Administrators Group, as well as the National Program Advisory Committee,
which includes FPT government and sectoral representatives. These groups examine
BRM policy and program issues and, when requested, develop options to be brought
forward to FPT Assistant Deputy Ministers, Deputy Ministers and Ministers.

The AgriRecovery Framework is jointly administered by FPT governments and specifies
how they will work together when a province or territory requests assistance in response
to a natural disaster. Under the GF policy framework (2008-2013), the following four

criteria had to be met to trigger a disaster response under the AgriRecovery Framework:

the event was a collective experience,;

there were significant negative impacts;

the event was not part of a cyclical or long-term trend; and,

the costs or losses were beyond the capacity of individual producers to manage
with the assistance of existing programming.

Under the GF2 policy framework in 2013, those criteria were refined and quantified and an
additional criterion was added:

e there are extraordinary costs associated with recovery and they are significant.

This criterion was intended to clarify that AgriRecovery only provides assistance for the
costs necessary for recovery beyond what is addressed through existing programs. In
defining the role of AgriRecovery, the Framework also defines the roles of the other BRM
programs: to address declines in production and income. Table 2 below outlines the
AgriRecovery Framework assessment criteria under GF and GF2, demonstrating changes
to the criteria between policy frameworks.

®> Terms and Conditions for Contribution Payments under the Agricultural Disaster Relief Program, February
14, 2013.

Page 11 of 49
2016-12-29



Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada

Evaluation of the Agricultural Disaster Relief Program

Table 2: AgriRecovery Disaster Assessment Criteria under GF and GF2

GF (2008-2013)

GF2 (2013-2018)

FPT Task Team assessment following provincial
request

Initial assessment conducted by the ADRP and
impacted province/territory

1. Is the event not considered to be cyclical or
part of a long-term trend?

1. Is this event considered to not be a recurring

event?

AgriRecovery can respond twice at the most, unless
the FPT BRM Working Group determined other
tools are not feasible, in which case AgriRecovery
could respond again.

. Is this an abnormal event?

An event that farmers could not have foreseen and
prepared for.

. Are there extraordinary costs necessary for

recovery?

Costs that farmers would not normally incur
resulting from actions they must take to recover
from the disaster.

FPT Task Team assessment upon receipt of initial
assessment

2. Is it a collective experience?

4. Is it a collective experience?

Affects enough producers in a region that it impacts
the sector in that region.

3. Are there significant negative impacts?

. Are there significant negative impacts?

Severe enough that it significantly impairs the
ability of farmers to produce or market their
agricultural products.

. What are the extraordinary costs associated with

recovery and are they significant?
Amounts to an impact to producers significant
enough to warrant assistance.

4. Are the costs and losses beyond the capacity
of individual producers to manage with the
assistance of existing programming?

. With the help of existing programs, are the

extraordinary costs beyond the capacity of
producers to manage?

A further change was made in the process for triggering an AgriRecovery response under
GF2. Under GF, the formal FPT Task Team assessment was initiated when a provincial or
territorial Minister sent a letter requesting assistance to his or her federal counterpart.
Under GF2, the ADRP and impacted province/territory conduct a preliminary assessment
of the disaster to determine whether there is a need for the FPT Task Team to undertake
a formal assessment. For a formal assessment to occur, the preliminary assessment must
establish that: the disaster was not a recurring event; it was an abnormal event; and there
were extraordinary costs necessary for recovery.®

® A flow chart for conducting AgriRecovery assessments under Growing Forward 2 is found in Annex D.
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The FPT Task Team'’s formal assessment determines whether four additional criteria are
met and, based on the outcome, provides options and recommendations for consideration
by the federal and relevant provincial/territorial Ministers of Agriculture. Should the
Ministers approve the AgriRecovery initiative, federal and provincial officials then develop,
obtain authorities for, and FPT governments announce the initiative. Initiatives are cost-
shared by a ratio of 60:40 between the federal government and the participating
provincial/territorial government. Producer payments under the ADRP are typically
delivered to producers by the province or its delivery agency, but may also be delivered
directly by AAFC.

2.3 Program Resources

The federal government provides an annual allotment of up to $125 million for
AgriRecovery initiatives. Due to the unpredictable nature of agricultural disasters, it is not
expected that this allotment will be spent every year. Since 2012, central agency approval
is required for each AgriRecovery initiative funded under the Framework. Table 3 provides
an overview of ADRP spending by fiscal year, which demonstrates the variability in annual
spending on AgriRecovery initiatives (Statutory Grants and Contributions columns).

Table 3: ADRP Expenditures’ ($)
Statutory Grants and
Vote 1 Contributions™
Fiscal Year and Total
Employee Federal Federal
Benefit Plans” | Payments to Payments for
Producers Delivery Costs
2011-2012 1,374,822 235,279,862 2,459,234 239,113,918
2012-2013 1,856,750 11,545,821 369,017 13,771,588
2013-2014 1,616,456 1,277,789 (53,232)8 2,841,013
2014-2015 992,782 3,231,972 135,964 4,360,718
Total 5,840,810 251,335,444 2,910,983 260,087,237

*Vote 1 and Employee Benefit Plans actuals include salary, TB recoverables, non-pay
operating and contributions to Employee Benefit Plans, but exclude accommodation.
** The Statutory Grants and Contributions from 2011-12 to 2014-15 reflect payments to
producers and payments for delivery costs. The amounts are net of recoveries and
include Payables at Year End net of writedowns. Payables at Year End writedowns are
netted against the year they were set up.

Table 4 details the ADRP grant and contribution expenditures, combined federal and
provincial expenditures, and the number of payments made to producers, for all
AgriRecovery initiatives approved in the period covered by the evaluation.

" Source: AgriRecovery Actuals. Figures provided by AAFC Corporate Management Branch, October 21,
2015.

® The negative value in 2013-14 is due to an overpayment made in 2011-12 being refunded/ credited to the
statutory fund over subsequent fiscal years. In 2013-14, the credit to adjust this overpayment exceeded the
payments made that fiscal year.
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Table 4: ADRP and Total Spending by Initiative, including Delivery Costs®
AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under Total federal aﬁ?jtalrr)?/?r?::?gl Number of
GF (April 2011 to March 2013) spending prov payments

spending
201'1 Canada-Saskatchewan Excess $142,359 450 $237.265.655 20241
Moisture Program
20_1_1 .Canada-AIberta Excess Moisture $22.538.300 $37.563.849 5643
Initiative Il
2011 Canada-Manitoba Agricultural $67,428,014 $112,380,023 11,634
Recovery Program
2011 Qanada-(_)uebec Excess Moisture and $51,888 $86,480 107
Flooding Initiative
2011 Canada-British Columbia Feed
Assistance & Pasture Restoration Initiative $793,456 $1,322,427 470
201_1 Cana(_j_a-l_3r|t|sh Columbia Excess $1,399,428 $2.332,380 78
Moisture Initiative
2011 Canada_—l_\/lamtoba Avian Influenza $133,031 $221,718 NR*
Assistance Initiative
2011 Canada-British Columbia Bovine .
Tuberculosis Assistance Initiative $104,538 $174,229 NR
20'1.1 .Canada—AIberta Salmonella Enteritidis $1.176,228 $1.960,380 11
Initiative
201'1 Canagjg-l}lew Brunswick Excess $4.906,080 $8.176,799 146
Moisture Initiative
2011 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall
and Restoration Assistance Initiative $7,103,453 $11,839,084 1,514
2012 Canada-Quebec Drought Forage and
Livestock Transportation Assistance $113,382 $188,967 91
Initiatives
2012 Canada—Onta_rlo Foragt_a_an_d Livestock $222,844 $480,958 63
Transportation Assistance Initiative
AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under
GF2 (April 2013 to March 2015)
2013 Canada_—l_\lo_va Scotia Strawberry $756,254 $1.260,423 a1
Assistance Initiative
2014 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall
and Transportation Assistance Initiative”~ $2,940,000 $4,900,000 465
2014 Canada_—Brmsh qu_un_]b@ Avian $405,152 $675,254 14
Influenza Assistance Initiative

*Note: NR, or Not Reported, appears for confidentiality reasons when 10 or fewer producers received

payments.

**Note: These initiatives did not have final reports at the time the evaluation was completed; the values
in this table represent reported totals as of November 2015.

® The totals in Table 4 include payments made up to the end of 2015-16, and so do not correspond to the
totals in Table 3 which shows spending to end of 2014-15. The 2014 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and
Transportation Assistance Initiative and the 2014 Canada-British Columbia Avian Influenza Assistance
Initiative spending included payments made in 2015-16.

Page 14 of 49
2016-12-29



Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada
Evaluation of the Agricultural Disaster Relief Program

3.0 EVALUATION FINDINGS

This section presents key findings related to the relevance and performance of the ADRP,
including its achievement of expected outcomes and the extent to which economy and
efficiency have been realized.

3.1 Relevance

The assessment of the relevance of ADRP included an examination of its continued need
and its alignment with federal priorities, AAFC’s strategic outcomes, and federal roles and
responsibilities.

3.1.1 Continued Need for the Program

The literature review, interviews and case studies provided evidence of an ongoing need
for a disaster relief framework as part of a suite of programs to help agricultural producers
manage their business risks. Research literature indicates that disasters will continue to
occur unpredictably, and the literature points to an increasing frequency of these events in
the future. The evaluation evidence indicates that there is a need for AgriRecovery
specifically, in cases where other BRM, provincial/territorial, or private sector programs are
not designed to cover the extraordinary costs included under the Framework to assist
producers in recovering from disaster events. The evaluation found that the AgriRecovery
Framework meets this continued need more effectively and equitably than would ad hoc
programming.

Literature reviewed as part of the 2011 Evaluation of the ADRP demonstrated that
agricultural producers face risks from severe weather events and disease outbreaks that
are not predictable.’ Literature published since then provided evidence that over the
longer term, the frequency and intensity of extreme weather events are expected to
increase. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reported there is medium
confidence that droughts will intensify in the 21 century in some seasons and areas, due
to reduced precipitation and increased evapotranspiration, including over central North
America.'* A 2013 report from Simon Fraser University foresees an increase in the
duration and severity of extreme weather events that could result in severe impacts on
producers such as those experienced following the 2011 Manitoba floods.*?

10 ‘Uncertainty in climate information stems from the natural variability inherent in the climate system and

from limitations in our ability to model the climate system and in our understanding of how future greenhouse
gas emissions will change.” Climate-adapt: The European Climate Adaptation Platform http://climate-
adapt.eea.europa.eu/uncertainty-guidance/topicl. Accessed May 27, 2015.

" Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (2012) Summary for Policy Makers, in: Managing the Risks
of Extreme Events and Disasters to Advance Climate Change Adaptation: Special Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Cambridge University Press, New York.

2 O'Riordan, J. et al. (2013) “Summary for Decision Makers: Climate Change Adaptation and Canada's
Crops and Food Supply”, Adaptation to Climate Change Team, Simon Fraser University. According to the
report, the 2011Manitoba floods were estimated to have led to $936 million in combined provincial and
federal costs.
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Literature®®, as well as interviews and case studies conducted as part of this evaluation,
provided evidence that agricultural disasters impose recovery costs that are not covered
or are not covered in a timely manner by other BRM programs, nor by provincial programs
or private sector mechanisms. According to literature reviewed by the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), there is general consensus that some
types of catastrophic risks, such as those posed by disaster events, cannot be managed
by individual private actions or insurance markets.** Key informants indicated that
disasters give rise to extraordinary costs that must be addressed more quickly than is
feasible for other BRM programs.

The literature demonstrated that the need for agricultural disaster relief was recognized
internationally. Most OECD member countries provide some form of disaster assistance to
their agricultural sectors. In Australia, two programs provide ad hoc support to recover
from drought and other types of catastrophic climate events.' In the United States, four
specialized disaster programs provide assistance for livestock and tree fruit producers
under the 2014 Farm Bill.'® Almost all European Union member states provide ad hoc
agricultural disaster recovery payments, with a small percentage having either public or
private stabilization funds in place.’

The need for agricultural disaster assistance is also demonstrated through the uptake of
AgriRecovery assistance. From the first AgriRecovery initiative in 2007 to the time of this
evaluation, there were 53 requests for disaster assistance that led to 41 initiatives funded
under the AgriRecovery Framework. During the period covered by the evaluation, 16
AgriRecovery initiatives were undertaken, including 13 under GF and three under GF2.
During that period, an additional five assessments resulted in a determination that
AgriRecovery criteria for assistance had not been met. Figure 1 below shows the number
of AgriRecovery initiatives approved in each of the fiscal years covered by the evaluation.
While Figure 1 demonstrates a relatively low number of AgriRecovery initiatives
undertaken in the three fiscal years following 2011-12, key informants believe this is due
to the unpredictable nature of agricultural disaster events rather than a decline in need.
This view is supported by literature on the nature of agricultural disaster events.

13 Seguin, Bob. (2012). Canada’s and Ontario’s Agri-food Risk Management Policy: A Historical
Commentary to Prepare for the Future Directions. George Morris Centre; OECD (2011) “Thematic Review
on Risk Management: Canada,” Working Party on Agricultural Policies and Markets, Trade and Agriculture
Directorate; OAE (2007) “Evaluation of the Production Insurance Program Final Report”.

4 Anton, J. (2009) “Managing Risk in Agriculture: A Holistic Approach — Highlights” OECD Publishing.

® Kimura, S. and J. Antén (2011) “Risk Management in Agriculture in Australia’, OECD Food, Agriculture
and Fisheries Papers, No. 39, OECD Publishing.

'® Lubben, B. (2014) 2014 Farm Bill and Disaster Assistance for Livestock Producers, University of
Nebraska — Lincoln https://beef.unl.edu/2014-farm-bill-and-disaster-assistance-for-livestock-producers

" Antén, J. et al. (2011) “Risk Management in Agriculture in Spain”, OECD Food Agriculture and Fisheries
Papers, No. 43, OECD Publishing.
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Figure 1: Number of Initiatives Funded During the Period
Covered By the Evaluation
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Benefits of a Disaster Assistance Framework

Prior to the development of the AgriRecovery Framework, agricultural disaster relief was
provided on an ad hoc basis by AAFC and the provinces and territories. Evidence from the
literature and interviews highlighted the advantages of having a framework to facilitate the
response by governments to agricultural disasters. Studies from the OECD have
demonstrated that governments are better prepared to provide disaster assistance if they
establish a framework in advance that defines criteria for determining whether, and what
types of, assistance will be provided. Outlining the responsibilities of governments prior to
disaster events occurring can reduce political pressure, simplify decision-making
processes, and lower uncertainty associated with budgetary costs.®

Federal and provincial officials interviewed as part of the evaluation stated that the
AgriRecovery Framework has demonstrated these advantages in practice. Without the
Framework, they said there would be pressure for AAFC to provide ad hoc assistance and
that as a result, initiatives would likely be more costly and less coordinated than those
undertaken through the AgriRecovery Framework.

Many key informants noted that the AgriRecovery Framework contributes to a more fair
and consistent response at the national level, since the same assessment criteria are
applied across all provinces, territories and sectors. Many key informants noted that the
assessment process contributes to ensuring producers and sectors receive assistance
based on need, rather than on their ability to apply pressure for assistance. For example,
several stakeholders interviewed on the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance

18 Melyunkhina, O. (2011) “Risk Management in Agriculture in New Zealand” OECD Food Agriculture and
Fisheries Papers, No. 42 OECD Publishing; Melyunkhina, O. (2011b) “Risk Management in Agriculture in
the Netherlands”, OECD Food Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 41, OECD Publishing.
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Initiative indicated that without the AgriRecovery Framework in place, the Nova Scotia
strawberry sector, being a small sector in a small province, might not have received
federal assistance. One key informant noted that the voice of the sector might not have
been “loud enough to resonate” at the federal level if it had to seek ad hoc funding.

Overall, evaluation evidence demonstrated a continued need for the ADRP and
AgriRecovery initiatives.

3.1.2 Alignment with Federal Priorities and Departmental Strategic Outcomes

A review of Government of Canada and AAFC policy documents, as well as key informant
interviews with federal officials conducted as part of the evaluation, demonstrated the
ADRP’s alignment with both federal priorities and AAFC strategic outcomes.

The 2006 Speech from the Throne included a federal commitment to “create separate and
more effective farm income stabilization and disaster relief programs and to work with
producers and partners to achieve long-term competitiveness and sustainability [of the
sector]”.*® The Government’s commitment to supporting innovation, competitiveness and
market development in the agriculture sector was reasserted in Budget 2013, which
provided $3 billion in funding for a renewed FPT agricultural policy framework under GF2,
as well as ongoing funding for BRM programming. The AgriRecovery Framework forms a
key component of that policy framework and supports the goal of helping farmers in
managing risks arising from severe market volatility and disaster situations.

AAFC’s 2014-2017 Business Plan notes that the ADRP and AgriRecovery Framework
contribute to the department’s core mandate. Specifically, AgriRecovery provides
assistance to support risk management and a return to profitability and competitiveness
for agricultural businesses impacted by disaster. The AgriRecovery Framework is part of
the BRM suite of AAFC programs that support the end outcome of “mitigating financial risk
and the impact of natural disasters while still allowing for adaptation to market signals”, as
well as the departmental Strategic Outcome of a “competitive and market-oriented
agriculture, agri-food and agri-based products sector that proactively manages risk”.%°

Overlaps or Gaps with Other BRM Programs

In 2011, an OECD study cautioned that the Canadian agricultural risk management
system was overcrowded and unable to signal risks for which farmers should take
responsibility for managing.?* The study recommended stricter assessment criteria for
AgriRecovery assistance and a clear definition of the risks to be covered by the program.
Evidence gathered as part of this evaluation found that these recommendations had been

' Government of Canada (2006) Speech from the Throne retrieved from
http://pm.gc.ca/eng/news/2006/04/04/speech-throne.

%9 AAFC (2014) 2013-14 Departmental Performance Report.

2L Antén, J.; S. Kimura and R. Martini (2011) “Risk Management in Agriculture in Canada”, OECD Food,
Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 40, OECD Publishing, p. 73.
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addressed through refinements to the AgriRecovery Framework and the other programs in
the BRM suite under GF2.

Evidence from the interviews, case studies, and file and document review demonstrated
that the ADRP aligns with and complements other BRM programs?? by filling what would
otherwise be a gap in disaster assistance for producers. AgriRecovery’s niche is in helping
producers cover the extraordinary costs of activities necessary for recovery from a natural
disaster. Most federal and provincial representatives interviewed believe there is little or
no overlap between AgriRecovery and other BRM programs. These representatives
further stated that the refinement of AgriRecovery criteria under GF2 has improved the
program’s ability to avoid such overlap. With the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry
Assistance Initiative initiated under GF2, stakeholders saw no overlap with other BRM
programs due to its focus on covering the extraordinary costs of the destruction and
replanting of strawberry plants.

Other BRM programs, particularly AgriStability and Agrilnsurance, are intended to assist
producers in managing the risks of agricultural disaster events; the AgriRecovery
Framework is designed to cover costs beyond the capacity of producers to pay with the
assistance of other BRM programs. In many cases, the financial support disaster-affected
producers would receive from AgriStability would not be provided in time to cover the
costs associated with disaster recovery activities. When that is the case, the AgriRecovery
Framework allows producers to access funding earlier than would be possible through
AgriStability. Federal officials interviewed as part of the evaluation noted that those
AgriRecovery payments are then taken into account in AgriStability margins, to avoid
duplication of payments. This observation is supported by information in ADRP files: when
calculating which costs should be covered through AgriRecovery initiatives, assessments
consistently took into account the assistance available to producers through other BRM
programs or other sources to avoid duplication.

Evidence from the case studies showed that AgriRecovery initiatives effectively filled gaps
in assistance to producers. For example, in the 2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella
Enteritidis Initiative, the case study showed that no other programs were available to
compensate producers for the significant costs of destroying birds, cleaning and
disinfecting barns, and replacing the birds.

Overall, the evaluation found that the AgriRecovery Framework complements other BRM
programs, and key informants did not believe there was overlap between the Framework
and other federal or provincial programs.

3.1.3 Alignment with Federal Roles and Responsibilities

Evidence from the document review, interviews and case studies indicated the
AgriRecovery Framework and ADRP fulfill an important federal role by providing an
effective mechanism to address agricultural disasters at the national level.

* Annex C provides a map of the different BRM programs and outlines their differing roles.
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Section 95 of the Constitution Act defines agriculture as a shared federal-provincial
responsibility. Further, Section 12 of the Farm Income Protection Act gives the Minister of
Agriculture the authority to work with the provinces to respond to exceptional
circumstances not covered under the agricultural income stabilization and insurance
programs authorized by the same Act. This forms the legislative basis for the
establishment of the AgriRecovery Framework, including the federal share which is
administered by the ADRP. Therefore, the ADRP fully aligns with the federal role.

The ADRP and the AgriRecovery Framework are also the means through which the
federal government ensures equitable agriculture disaster assistance across jurisdictions.
Several key informant interviewees expressed a similar view in that the federal
government has a responsibility to provide consistent and equitable support to producers
and sectors across provinces and territories. Provincial representatives interviewed as part
of the evaluation said that AgriRecovery and its 60:40 federal-provincial cost sharing
provision, a ratio consistent with other BRM programs, play an important role in ensuring
there is financial capacity to address agricultural disaster recovery in all provinces and
territories.

There is also evidence of federal responsibility to assist in disaster situations generally.
The Canadian Food Inspection Agency also has the legislative authority to provide
financial assistance under the Plant Protection Act and Health of Animals Act in response
to disasters such as disease and pest outbreaks. Beyond the agriculture sector, Public
Safety Canada plays a national role in responding to provincial requests for disaster
assistance through its Disaster Financial Assistance Arrangements. The Department of
National Defence and Canadian Forces are called on to respond as required.

3.2 Performance

The effectiveness, efficiency and economy of the ADRP were assessed in order to
evaluate its performance. The assessment of effectiveness focused on the achievement of
outputs and outcomes as set out in the ADRP’s Program Performance Measurement and
Risk Management Strategy (PPMRMS). The evaluation found that the program has
achieved its immediate and progressing towards achieving its intermediate outcomes, as
well as having contributed to the performance of the BRM program suite more broadly.
With respect to efficiency and economy, the evaluation evidence indicates that the
AgriRecovery Framework is an efficient and economical alternative to ad hoc disaster
relief programming, and the costs to administer the Framework federally through the
ADRP are reasonable.

The evaluation also includes a review of program design and delivery, including the
achievement of related performance measure targets. The program design and timeliness
have improved under GF2, though some areas for improvement remain.
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3.2.1 Program Design and Delivery

This section examines the effectiveness of the ADRP program design and delivery
methods. As discussed, given the earlier assessments of the program under GF, this
evaluation focuses on the changes to the program under GF2, their implementation, and,
where possible, the impacts of those changes.

3.2.1.1 AgriRecovery Assessment Criteria

Overall, producer association and federal and provincial representatives interviewed as
part of the evaluation found the AgriRecovery Framework criteria in place under GF2 to be
fair and reasonable. As described in Section 2.2 and Table 2 above, under GF, four main
criteria were developed for FPT Task Teams to assess whether an AgriRecovery
response should be triggered.

Two major challenges were identified with the assessment process under GF. First, as
indicated in the 2011 Evaluation of the ADRP, the FPT Task Teams conducting
AgriRecovery assessments lacked clear, quantitative definitions for some of the criteria,
which created pressure to respond to events that did not fall within the AgriRecovery
Framework’s disaster criteria.

Second, following ADRP payments exceeding the $125 million annual federal funding
allotment for the program in 2010-11 and 2011-12, steps were taken to make
AgriRecovery more focused and fiscally responsible. AAFC worked with the provinces and
territories, through the FPT BRM Working Group, to complete a review of the Framework
in 2013, and FPT governments agreed to refined AgriRecovery criteria under GF2 as part
of a revised set of FPT AgriRecovery Guidelines.

An important change to the Framework was to focus AgriRecovery on covering only the
extraordinary costs necessary for producers to recover from a disaster, with production
and income losses to be addressed through other BRM programs. Further, to trigger an
AgriRecovery response, those extraordinary costs had to represent a significant portion of
producers’ average gross revenue and be beyond the financial capacity of producers to
manage, taking into account the assistance available through other programs.

The refined criteria also limit the number of times AgriRecovery can respond to recurring
disaster events. Under GF2, AgriRecovery can only respond to the same event twice,
unless it is determined that other tools cannot feasibly be used, or that they are under
development. The Framework also clarified that AgriRecovery can only respond to
abnormal events that are beyond a set probability of occurrence. These are in addition to
the requirements for an eligible disaster to be a collective experience, affecting a
significant portion of a sector within a defined region, and that the disaster resulted in, or
has the potential to result in, a significant negative impact on the ability of affected
producers to carry out their farming activities.
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Finally, under GF2, the assessment process is undertaken in two parts. Upon request
from a province or territory, the ADRP and impacted province/territory conduct a
preliminary assessment of the disaster to determine whether there is a need for the FPT
Task Team to undertake a formal assessment. For a formal assessment to occur, the
preliminary assessment must establish that: the disaster was not a recurring event; it was
an abnormal event; and there were extraordinary costs necessary for recovery. If these
criteria are met, a more thorough formal assessment is conducted to determine whether
there may be need for an AgriRecovery response.

The ADRP undertook a number of outreach activities to communicate the changes in
AgriRecovery assessments to industry associations, including publishing an AgriRecovery
Guide on the AAFC website and making presentations to six major national commaodity
organizations.

Case studies examining two of the AgriRecovery initiatives implemented under GF2
assessed stakeholder perceptions on the appropriateness of the refined assessment
criteria and their application. Stakeholders interviewed as part of the 2013 Canada-Nova
Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative case study indicated that the AgriRecovery
assessment criteria were appropriate and accurately assessed the events in question as
disasters.

In the case of the 2014 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and Transportation Assistance
Initiative there was general agreement among stakeholders interviewed that the criteria
were fair. However, questions were raised about whether the criteria were applied
appropriately. Given that AgriRecovery had previously responded to excess moisture
events affecting Manitoba livestock producers in 2008, 2010 and 2011, some questioned
whether the 2014 flooding represented a recurring event. The AgriRecovery guidelines
provide some flexibility as to when and the type of insurance products that could be
developed. While Manitoba made certain improvements to their insurance coverage,
these improvements did not lead to increased participation in insurance and highlighted
additional work necessary to provide producers an effective product, and as a result, the
event was not considered to be recurring. Of note, while Manitoba requested an
AgriRecovery response in 2014, Saskatchewan did not make a similar request; while the
province did experience flooding, the Saskatchewan government indicated that the
impacts of the flooding within their province were different than those experienced in
Manitoba and did not warrant a request for federal assistance.

The initiative’s forage assistance was provided to producers in the Lake Manitoba and
Lake Winnipegosis regions impacted by rising lake levels, and the related multi-year
impacts. Although this could be considered a recurring initiative under the Framework’s
criteria, existing insurance products did not cover producers in those regions.

Despite the questions raised above, evaluation evidence indicates that the refined
AgriRecovery assessment criteria were appropriate and represented an improvement to
program design.
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3.2.1.2 ADRP Program Performance Measurement

Following the renewal of the AgriRecovery Framework under GF2, the ADRP updated its
PPMRMS in November 2014, including a new Performance Measurement Strategy.
Evidence from key informant interviews and the document and file review indicated that
the 2014 PPMRMS adjusted the ADRP’s performance measures to better assess how
initiatives are delivered. However, the ADRP should ensure that the final reports on
AgriRecovery initiatives submitted by the affected province or territory include
performance data collected once initiatives are completed in order to obtain a full picture
of program results. They could use, for example, producer surveys, contact with industry
representatives, or analysis of producers’ financial situation, as appropriate to assess the
impact of AgriRecovery assistance. Of the 14 AgriRecovery initiatives reviewed as part of
this evaluation for which final reports had been submitted, five, or 36 per cent, did not use
producer survey results to assess the impact of AgriRecovery assistance on recipients,
though the reports provided regional/sectoral intelligence on the impact of the initiatives,
based on information obtained through other means such as contact with the industry.?®

Following recommendations arising from the 2011 Evaluation of the ADRP by OAE and
the 2013 OAG audit, AAFC introduced the BRM Cost-Sharing System, an online FPT
financial and reporting system that allows AAFC to set and track milestones throughout
the AgriRecovery process. The ADRP began using the new system under GF2 in April
2013. According to program staff, the new system, in addition to standardized assessment
and agreement templates, has reduced the time taken for the administration of
AgriRecovery initiatives. Several provincial representatives spoke positively about the
ease of submitting information through the new system. However, one provincial
representative found the frequency of reporting unnecessarily onerous, given the low
materiality of the initiative in question.

While the ADRP should ensure that all final reports for AgriRecovery initiatives include
data on the impact of the initiative on producers’ ability to recover from disaster,
refinements to the program’s PPMRMS and the creation of the BRM Cost-Sharing System
represent improvements to the ADRP’s performance measurement capacity.

3.2.1.3 Timeliness

AgriRecovery initiatives implemented under GF2 to date have met their initial output
targets with respect to timeliness, though challenges to the delivery of timely assistance
remain. The AgriRecovery Framework was put in place to “speed up the delivery of
assistance to producers affected by disaster events so that they can recover as quickly as
possible”®*, compared to the delivery of ad hoc assistance.

2 In January 2016, ADRP revised the funding contribution agreement template to incorporate data collection
as part of the final reporting of all AgriRecovery initiatives.

* AAFC (2014) Program Performance Measurement and Risk Management Strategy for Agricultural
Disaster Relief Program (ADRP) under the AgriRecovery Framework, p.3.
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Under GF, the ADRP had a target of 10.5 months for the delivery of AgriRecovery
initiatives from the time a request was made: 1.5 months for completing an AgriRecovery
assessment and a further nine months for delivering 75 per cent of payments to
producers.

Under GF2, the ADRP has a 10-month target for its AgriRecovery initiatives from the time
the initial assessment is completed by the ADRP and the impacted province or territory.
Once a formal AgriRecovery assessment is initiated, AAFC and the province/territory have
four months in which to inform producers whether an AgriRecovery initiative will be put in
place and a further six months to deliver 75 per cent of payments to producers. Figure 2
presents a summary of the timeliness indicators for the ADRP, showing the changes
between GF and GF2.

Figure 2: ADRP Timeliness Performance Targets®

GF AgriRecovery timeline 10.5 months

Assessment Payments (9-month target)
(2.5-month
target)

GF2 AgriRecovery timeline 10 months

Announcement

(4-month target, which starts at
the beginning of the formal Payments (6-month target)
assessment)

The performance target for having 75 per cent of initiative payments to producers has
been reduced to 10 months under GF2, from 10.5 months under GF. However, the
timeline now begins with the completion of the preliminary assessment and the start of the
formal assessment process. Under GF, timelines included initial assessment of the
disaster.

Evidence from the case studies indicated producers require timely information on whether
they will be receiving assistance through AgriRecovery in order to make business
decisions related to recovery activities. Many of the producers and producer association
representatives interviewed noted the crucial element for timely disaster recovery is
having the knowledge that assistance will be provided. With that knowledge, producers
can cash-manage until the assistance arrives. For four of the six AgriRecovery
assessments reviewed as part of the case studies, producers and producer
representatives found information was communicated to them, either formally or through

* Figure adapted from Office of the Auditor General of Canada (2014) Report of Auditor General of Canada:
Chapter 8 Disaster Relief for Producers—Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, p 6.
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informal channels, on the availability of assistance within the timeframes required for them
to make business decisions.

Timeliness under Growing Forward

Of the 13 AgriRecovery initiatives approved under GF during the period covered by the
evaluation, 15 per cent met the performance target for completing an the AgriRecovery
assessment within 1.5 months and 54 per cent met the 10.5 month target for the delivery
of 75 per cent of payments to producers. According to the 2013 OAG report, while the
AgriRecovery initiatives affecting the largest numbers of producers with the highest dollar
values were generally delivered within the targeted timelines, smaller responses more
often failed to meet their timeliness targets. Table 5 below presents a list of these 13
initiatives and indicates which met their timeliness targets.

Table 5: ADRP Achievement of Timeliness Targets under Growing Forward

AgriRecovery

0,
AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under GF (April 2011 Assessment 180 0
) Payments Made
to March 2013) Completed in 1.5 in 10.5 Months
Months :
2011 Canada-Saskatchewan Excess Moisture Program Not met Met
2011 Canada-Alberta Excess Moisture Initiative Il Met Met
2011 Canada-Manitoba Agricultural Recovery Program Met Met
20'1.1 .Canada-Quebec Excess Moisture and Flooding Not met Met
Initiative
2011 Canada-British Columbia Feed Assistance & Pasture
. L Not met Not met
Restoration Initiative
2011 Canada-British Columbia Excess Moisture Initiative Not met Met
2011 Canada-Manitoba Avian Influenza Assistance Initiative Not met Not met
2011 Canada-British Columbia Bovine Tuberculosis
; e Not met Not met
Assistance Initiative
2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative Not met Not met
2011 Canada-New Brunswick Excess Moisture Initiative Not met Met
2011 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and Restoration
; e Not met Met
Assistance Initiative
2012 Canada-Quebec Drought Eorage and Livestock Not met Not met
Transportation Assistance Initiatives
2012 Canada-Ontario Forage and Livestock Transportation
Not met Not met

Assistance Initiative

Many of the provincial and federal officials interviewed said that delays in adhering to
AgriRecovery assessment timelines were partly due to the time needed to collect
comprehensive information on the impact of an event on producers. In the case of
weather-related disasters involving crops, it was not possible to calculate the losses
incurred by producers until harvesting was completed. Some key informants noted that,
with respect to the immediate aftermath of disease-related disasters they had observed,
producers were often too busy undertaking urgent recovery activities to provide
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government officials with the information required for an assessment until those activities
were completed or well underway. These constraints contributed to formalizing the
requirement under GF2 that a preliminary assessment be conducted, allowing the formal
assessment to proceed only once relevant information is available.

Timeliness under Growing Forward 2

All three AgriRecovery initiatives undertaken under GF2 during the period covered by the
evaluation were announced within the 120-day target outlined in the ADRP’s updated
PPMRMS. However, producers involved in two of those initiatives indicated that
announcements were made too late for them to make relevant business decisions.

For the three AgriRecovery initiatives completed under GF2 during the period covered by
the evaluation, AAFC met its target for the delivery of 75 per cent of payments within 10
months for two of the initiatives. The target was not met for the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia
Strawberry Assistance Initiative. Provincial officials in Nova Scotia noted the ADRP’s 10-
month target for delivery of 75 per cent of payments did not align with the initiative’s
design, which required most producers to undertake recovery activities across two
growing seasons, a process that took longer than 10 months from the request for
assistance. Producers interviewed as part of that case study indicated they received their
payments in a timely manner.

Table 6 below presents a list of AgriRecovery initiatives undertaken under GF2 to March
2015, and indicates which met the updated timeliness targets.

Table 6: ADRP Achievement of Timeliness Targets under Growing Forward 2

. . . Announcement of 75% of Payments
AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under GF2 (April 2013 Assistance Made in Made within 10
to March 2015)

4 months Months
2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative Met Not met
2014 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and Transportation *

. e Met Met
Assistance Initiative
2014 Canada-British Columbia Avian Influenza Assistance *

L Met Met
Initiative

* Note: Progress reports submitted by Manitoba show that payments under the 2014 Canada-Manitoba
Forage Shortfall and Transportation Assistance Initiative were completed by July 2, 2015, in advance of the
July 20, 2015 target.

** Note: Progress reports submitted by British Columbia show that payments under the 2014 Canada-British
Columbia Avian Influenza Assistance Initiative were completed in July 2015, in advance of the November 5,
2015 target.

Findings indicated that administrative challenges to the timely delivery of AgriRecovery
initiatives remain. In interviews, provincial and federal officials emphasized that the
primary goals of the AgriRecovery Framework present competing pressures on the ADRP:
to provide timely assistance to producers recovering from disaster, while ensuring that the
assistance being provided covers only extraordinary costs and does not overlap with other
assistance. One official stated: “Delays arise from trying to get better data to inform
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decision-making, determining whether there is a rationale for an initiative, seeing what
losses were incurred, determining how other BRM programs responded, and coming
together with the province. When an assessment takes a long time, it's usually because
FPT officials are trying to answer the assessment questions and follow the process.”
These findings indicate that each disaster assessed under the Framework presents
unique challenges, scopes, risks, complexities, and circumstances, making a consistent
timeframe for all assessments impossible.

A further challenge to timely delivery of assistance to producers is the current approvals
process for AgriRecovery initiatives. Prior to 2010-11, the ADRP could seek Treasury
Board approval for AgriRecovery initiatives within its $125 million annual allotment, up to
$20 million per initiative. Since the program exceeded its allotment in 2010-11 and 2011-
12, the ADRP must obtain approvals from central agencies for all AgriRecovery initiatives,
regardless of materiality. Additionally, the respective provincial or territorial government
must also seek approval of the initiative prior to implementation.?® Many of the federal and
provincial officials interviewed stated that current federal approval processes have slowed
the announcement and delivery of initiatives.

Timeliness data from the three AgriRecovery initiatives undertaken under GF2 at the time
of the evaluation, findings from the BRM Cost-Sharing System, ADRP files, and key
informant interviews suggested that timeliness has improved under GF2.

3.2.1.4 Risk-Based Program Delivery

As described in Section 3.2.1.3 (Timeliness) above, the evaluation found that smaller-
scale AgriRecovery initiatives were less likely to meet timeliness targets than larger
initiatives. Federal and provincial officials noted this was often due to the challenges in
assessing whether smaller, more localized events met the assessment criteria for disaster
assistance. With respect to the challenges of assessing smaller-scale possible disasters in
a timely manner, the 2013 OAG report recommended that the ADRP adopt a risk-based
process for streamlining administrative efforts for smaller, lower-value initiatives. The FPT
governments have subsequently agreed on a risk-based approach to disaster
assessments and initiatives intended to better balance the competing needs for timeliness
of assistance delivery and the administrative processes and effort necessary to ensure
assistance is targeted to the extraordinary costs of disaster recovery. This approach takes
into consideration common risks and challenges related to the AgriRecovery assessment
process, including: the urgency of notifying producers of assessment results; the
complexity of the event in question; the availability of data related to the event; and the
potential costs of a disaster response.

In May 2015, the FPT Assistant Deputy Ministers approved a two-stage process for rating
initiatives as low, medium or high risk based on the risks and challenges identified above.
Using a risk review template, a pre-assessment risk review phase is to be conducted

% This requirement changed in January 2016 allowing more discretion for the Minister of AAFC to proceed
on agricultural related disasters.

Page 27 of 49
2016-12-29



Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada
Evaluation of the Agricultural Disaster Relief Program

shortly after a request for assistance is made, to ensure resources are applied to the key
areas of concerns for the assessment. The second phase is to be conducted prior to
completing the formal assessment, to ensure a common understanding of the key risks
and to highlight any risk mitigation measures in the AgriRecovery response. This risk-
based approach was not in use during the period covered by the evaluation.

3.2.1.5 Producer Reporting Requirements

The parameters for AgriRecovery initiatives, including application processes and producer
reporting requirements, are determined separately for each initiative. As part of the efforts
undertaken in the period covered by the evaluation to ensure AgriRecovery assistance
covers only necessary recovery activities, AAFC and the participating provinces have
developed initiatives requiring applicants to provide detailed farm-level information,
including in many cases submission of receipts for expenses incurred on recovery
activities. This change followed the refinements made to the AgriRecovery Guidelines in
2013, intended to better define the role of the Framework in focussing on the extraordinary
costs pertaining to a producer’s recovery. This enhancement was triggered by concerns
that large disaster recovery initiatives under GF, such as the 2011 Canada-Manitoba
Forage Shortfall and Restoration Assistance Initiative, went beyond recovery assistance
by including coverage of losses incurred by producers. Under GF2, the AgriRecovery
criteria shifted to reimbursement of eligible producer costs incurred over the course of
recovery activities, in an attempt to address concern that producer need, as determined
through the assessment process, may be overstated in some cases.

Key informant responses were mixed as to the implementation of the receipt-based
application process. Findings on the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance
Initiative indicated the receipt-based process worked well. However, key informants
interviewed about the 2012 Canada-Ontario Forage and Livestock Transportation
Assistance Initiative considered that while the verification ensured that payments only
went to producers who had undertaken necessary recovery activities, the receipt-based
design slowed the delivery of assistance to producers. Provincial officials who had
administered that initiative noted they often had to follow up with producers several times
to obtain required documentation.

3.2.2 Achievement of Expected Outcomes

The extent to which the ADRP has achieved its expected outcomes was assessed in this
evaluation through the document and file review, key informant interviews, and case
studies. It was found that the program to a great extent achieved its immediate outcome of
disaster-affected producers have the capacity to cover their extraordinary costs of
recovery and are undertaking the necessary recovery activities. While it was too early to
fully assess the longer-term results of the AgriRecovery initiatives implemented under
GF2, evidence suggests that the ADRP is making progress toward the achievement of its
intermediate outcome of disaster-affected producers resume business operations and/or
mitigate the impacts of the disaster as quickly as possible. It was also determined that a
positive outcome of the work of the ADRP, beyond those indicated in the program’s logic

Page 28 of 49
2016-12-29



Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada
Evaluation of the Agricultural Disaster Relief Program

model?’, has been its contributions to improving other business risk management
programs for producers.

3.2.2.1 Immediate Outcome

Evidence indicates the ADRP has achieved its immediate outcome of ensuring that
disaster-affected producers have the capacity to cover their extraordinary costs and to
undertake necessary recovery activities. Participation targets for AgriRecovery initiatives
have been met and evidence suggests that participating producers undertook the
necessary recovery activities.

The performance indicator for the immediate outcome of the ADRP is the percentage of
AgriRecovery initiatives in which at least 70 per cent of impacted producers or units of
production participated in an AgriRecovery initiative?®, with a program-level target of 70
per cent of initiatives meeting the expected participation rate. Program data from the
period covered by the evaluation demonstrated the ADRP exceeded this target: 81 per
cent, or 13 of the 16 AgriRecovery initiatives approved during this time met their
participation targets. Table 7 below presents a breakdown of participation rates for each of
these initiatives.

The three AgriRecovery initiatives approved under GF2 at the time of the evaluation
exceeded the performance target of 70 per cent of affected producers participating in the
initiative. Findings from the case study indicated that, with regard to the 2013 Canada-
Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative, both producers and provincial officials
indicated a much higher rate of completion of necessary recovery activities was achieved
than would have been without the AgriRecovery initiative. Many key informants noted that
providing an incentive to producers to take the necessary steps to eradicate the
strawberry virus complex benefitted all producers, by reducing further transmission of the
virus complex across the province.

The three AgriRecovery initiatives undertaken within the evaluation period that did not
meet their participation targets, all approved under GF, were designed to assist livestock
producers with forage shortfalls by providing assistance for the purchase or transportation
of animal feed. According to federal and provincial key informants, the assessments had
overestimated producers’ need for transporting purchased forage long distances.

The case studies provided in-depth information on the extent to which producers had
undertaken all necessary recovery activities as part of AgriRecovery initiatives
implemented during the period covered by this evaluation.

*"The logic model for the ADRP is found in Annex C.
8 The participation target under GF was 80% of affected producers apply for assistance once a disaster is
designated. This target was revised to 70% under GF2.
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Table 7: ADRP Achievement of Immediate Outcome Targets

AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under GF (April 2011 to
March 2013)

Percent of Producers
Affected by Disaster Applying
for Assistance

(Target 80%29)
2011 Canada-Saskatchewan Excess Moisture Program 80%
2011 Canada-Alberta Excess Moisture Initiative Il 90%
2011 Canada-Manitoba Agricultural Recovery Program 81%
2011 Canada-Quebec Excess Moisture and Flooding Initiative 85%

2011 Canada-British Columbia Feed Assistance & Pasture
Restoration Initiative

59% (target not met)

2011 Canada-British Columbia Excess Moisture Initiative 92%
2011 Canada-Manitoba Avian Influenza Assistance Initiative 100%
2011 Canada- British Columbia Bovine Tuberculosis Assistance 100%
Initiative

2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative 90%
2011 Canada-New Brunswick Excess Moisture Initiative 83%
2011 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and Restoration 91%

Assistance Initiative

2012 Canada-Quebec Drought Forage and Livestock
Transportation Assistance Initiatives

25% (target not met)

2012 Canada-Ontario Forage and Livestock Transportation
Assistance Initiative

27% (target not met)

AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under GF2 (April 2013 to
March 2015)

Percent of Producers
Affected by Disaster Applying
for Assistance

(Target 70%)
2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative 80%
2014 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and Transportation 81%
Assistance Initiative
2014 Canada-British Columbia Avian Influenza Assistance 100%

Initiative

Evidence from the forage case study indicated that for the forage-related AgriRecovery
initiatives reviewed, producers had the capacity to undertake the necessary recovery
activities following initiatives payments. However, in the case of the 2011 Canada-
Manitoba Forage Shortfall and Restoration Assistance Initiative undertaken under GF,
some key informants noted that it was not clear whether the funds available through the
initiative were needed to ensure this capacity. Under this initiative, more than 1,500
payments were provided to producers for forage purchase and transportation assistance,

2 ibid
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due to a local forage shortfall. Of those payments, approximately half included claims for
feed transport assistance. Some key informants suggested the low uptake of
transportation assistance indicated local forage shortfalls were not as great as assessed
at the outset of the disaster event, while others noted the discrepancy could indicate the
assessment did not take into consideration alternative ways in which producers could
minimize the impacts of the disaster. For subsequent forage-related initiatives examined
as part of the case study, AgriRecovery payments were made following submission of
receipts demonstrating that producers had undertaken the necessary activities; in these
cases, it was clear that the initiatives contributed to producers’ recovery.

In the case of the 2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative, 91 per cent of
affected producers received AgriRecovery assistance. The initiative was designed such
that assistance was only provided once producers submitted evidence that they had
undertaken the necessary recovery activities: destruction of the impacted birds; cleaning
and disinfection; and replacement of the birds. The design of the 2013 Canada-Nova
Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative also ensured that all producers receiving
AgriRecovery assistance had completed the necessary recovery activities. In that case,
reimbursement was only available to producers once they provided evidence that both the
plow-down and replanting had taken place. This procedure was followed in order to
prevent producers from undertaking some, but not all, of the necessary recovery activities.

Overall, performance measurement targets for the ADRP’s immediate outcome were met
and evidence suggested that AgriRecovery initiatives undertaken during the period
covered by the evaluation ensured that disaster-affected producers had the capacity to
cover extraordinary costs and undertake recovery activities.

3.2.2.2 Intermediate Outcome

While it was too early to fully assess the intermediate results of several AgriRecovery
initiatives undertaken during the period covered by the evaluation, evidence showed that
the ADRP is making progress toward the achievement of its intermediate outcome of
disaster-affected producers resuming business operations and/or mitigating the impacts of
the disaster as quickly as possible. Evidence from the case studies indicated that for
three-quarters of the completed initiatives reviewed, producers indicated the initiative had
a significant positive impact on their ability to recover from a disaster event.*

A challenge to assessing the achievement of this outcome was incomplete performance
reporting on some initiatives. The performance indicator and target for the ADRP’s
intermediate outcome, that 75 per cent of AgriRecovery recipients would indicate
AgriRecovery payments played a role in their recovery from a disaster, was intended to be

* The initiatives noted as having had a significant positive impact were the 2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella
Enteritidis Initiative, the 2011 Canada-Manitoba Agricultural Recovery Program, and the 2013 Canada-Nova
Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative. Case study findings on the 2012 Canadian-Ontario Forage and
Livestock Transportation Initiative indicated it did not have a significant impact on producers’ ability to
recover.
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assessed through producer survey results or equivalent information. Of the 14 initiatives
implemented in the period covered by this evaluation for which a final report had been
completed, five reports did not include such information. Initiative final reports indicated
the ADRP achieved its target in 46 per cent, or six of 13, initiatives delivered under GF.
Further, the ADRP met its secondary target of 70 per cent of recipients still farming one
year after the disaster payment in all of the initiatives for which data were available. Of the
three initiatives approved under GF2 in the period covered by the evaluation, a final report
had been received for one: the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance
Initiative. Data from that report indicated the initiative had played an important role in the
recovery for well over 80 per cent of recipients, though that figure was determined by the
number of producers who carried out all necessary recovery activities as outlined in the
initiative, rather than being obtained through data collected following completion of the
initiative. Table 8 below presents results against intermediate outcome indicators, for all
AgriRecovery initiatives undertaken during the period covered by the evaluation.
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Table 8: ADRP Achievement of Intermediate Outcome Targets

AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under GF (April
2011 to March 2013)

Percentage of Recipients
Where AgriRecovery
Played a Role in Their

Percentage of
Recipients Still Farming
One Year after Disaster

Recovery Payment
(Target 75%) (Target 70%)
2011 Canada-Saskatchewan Excess Moisture No data available >90%
Program
2011 Canada-Alberta Excess Moisture Initiative I 67% (target not met) 99%

2011 Canada-Manitoba Agricultural Recovery Program

No data available

No data available

2(_)1_1 _Canada—Quebec Excess Moisture and Flooding 100% No data available
Initiative

2011 Canada—Bnpsh quumbla Feed Assistance & 90% >700%%2
Pasture Restoration Initiative

291_1 _Canada—Brltlsh Columbia Excess Moisture 89% 99%
Initiative

291_1 _Canada—Manltoba Avian Influenza Assistance 100% 100%
Initiative

201_1 Canada_—l_3r|'t|sh Columbia Bovine Tuberculosis 100% 100%
Assistance Initiative

2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative 78% 100%
2011 Canada-New Brunswick Excess Moisture No data available 96%

Initiative

2011 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and
Restoration Assistance Initiative

No data available

No data available

2012 Canada-Quebec Drought Forage and Livestock
Transportation Assistance Initiatives

60% (target not met)

100%

2012 Canada-Ontario Forage and Livestock
Transportation Assistance Initiative

No data available

No data available

AgriRecovery Initiatives Approved under GF2
(April 2013 to March 2015)

Percentage of Recipients
Where AgriRecovery
Played an Important Role
in Their Recovery
(Target 75%)

Indicator Not Used
under GF2

2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance
Initiative

95%

2014 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and
Transportation Assistance Initiative

Final report to be completed
by March 31, 2016

2014 Canada-British Columbia Avian Influenza
Assistance Initiative

Final report to be completed
by March 31, 2016

The case studies provided additional context on the achievement of the ADRP’s
intermediate outcome. Survey results showed there was lower satisfaction among
producers involved in weather-related AgriRecovery initiatives, particularly forage shortfall
initiatives, compared with those that were disease-related. Two of the five weather-related

% For this survey, 50% of respondents said AgriRecovery had a moderate to high impact on their recovery,

while 50% said it had a low impact.

% Of the 470 participants, 332 participated in a survey and 330 of those were still in business one year

following the receipt of the payment.
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initiatives for which producer survey data were available did not meet the 75 per cent
satisfaction target. Conversely, results from all four disease-related initiatives for which
survey results were available indicated producer satisfaction targets were met. While
these results are not conclusive, they were supported by key informant interviews with
AAFC officials, some of whom indicated that AgriRecovery responses to disease-related
disasters had a greater impact on the affected sector than responses to weather-related
disasters.

Results from the forage case study, the only case study to examine AgriRecovery
initiatives implemented following weather-related disasters, were mixed with respect to the
achievement of the ADRP’s intermediate outcome. Producers, producer associations, and
provincial officials interviewed on the 2011 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and
Restoration Assistance Initiative noted the $11 million in payments to producers had a
significant impact on their ability to recover from flooding. Producers and producer
association representatives indicated that in the absence of the AgriRecovery initiative, a
large number of producers who did not have the revenue required to cover extra feed
costs at the time of the flooding would have been forced to exit the sector. For this
initiative, there was clear evidence that the intermediate outcome was met. Conversely,
given low participation rates in the 2012 Canada-Ontario Forage and Livestock
Transportation Initiative and the opinions expressed in producer interviews, this initiative
appeared to have had little impact on producers’ ability to recover from drought. The
initiative provided assistance to producers for the transportation of forage and livestock,
but producers were disappointed that the higher costs of purchasing forage were not
included, as they had been under the 2011 Canada-Manitoba initiative.

Evidence from the document and file review, case studies, and key informant interviews
demonstrated that disease-related initiatives have played an important role in enabling
disaster-affected producers to resume business operations and/or mitigate the impacts of
the disaster as quickly as possible.

Producers interviewed as part of the two disease-related case studies confirmed that
AgriRecovery assistance allowed them to maintain their operations. All producers
interviewed on the 2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative indicated that the
assistance had played a significant role in allowing them to remain in business or return to
their previous scale of operations. Evidence from the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia
Strawberry Assistance Initiative, from interviews with producers, a producer association
and a provincial Crown Corporation, suggested the initiative contributed to mitigating the
impacts of the virus complex, stabilizing the strawberry sector in the province, and
assisting producers in resuming normal business operations earlier than would have
otherwise been possible. Further, several federal representatives interviewed as part of
the evaluation pointed to the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative
as one that was particularly successful in mitigating the impacts of disaster.

Available evidence showed that overall, the ADRP is contributing to disaster-affected
producers resuming business operations and/or mitigating the impacts of disaster as
quickly as possible.
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3.2.2.3 Outcomes Related to Other BRM Programs

Given AgriRecovery’s role as a disaster response mechanism, emerging agricultural
business risks are often identified through its assessments and initiatives. When this
occurs, the ADRP coordinates with other programs in the BRM suite to update their risk
management tools in order to effectively and efficiently respond to similar events in the
future. Evidence from the document review, interviews and case studies indicated the
ADRP has contributed to longer-term changes in insurance products and farming
practices that will assist industry in addressing and mitigating future disaster events.

The AgriRecovery initiatives in response to flooding on the Prairies in 2010 and 2011
signalled the need for adjustments to agricultural insurance products to address what had
become a recurring event. This led federal and provincial governments to enhance
unseeded acreage benefits for crop producers under Agrilnsurance to ensure that
sufficient coverage was available to help producers should they be faced with excess
moisture in future years.

Further, AgriRecovery assessments related to forage shortfall initiatives identified gaps in
forage coverage under Agrilnsurance. A federal/provincial/sectoral Forage Task Team
was subsequently developed and, in 2012, made recommendations regarding forage and
livestock insurance products. AAFC has worked with the provinces to adopt new forage
insurance products, including Manitoba’s suite of forage insurance products introduced in
2014. Some producers interviewed as part of the case studies described the insurance as
a useful tool.

While the 2012 Ontario Tree Fruit Frost Damage Assessment did not result in an
AgriRecovery initiative, it did recommend funding through GF2 for strategic initiatives that
would help producers mitigate future frost events. The Canada-Ontario Apple and Tender
Fruit Risk Mitigation Strategy, which followed that recommendation, provided funding to
producers to develop plans to mitigate the impacts of future weather-related events, such
as frost.

In the case of the 2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative, disaster
recovery work and educational outreach supported by the federal and provincial
governments and producer associations contributed to long-term changes to business risk
management practices in the Nova Scotia strawberry sector. According to most case
study interviewees, producers are now more aware of the benefits of shorter plant
replacement cycles for reducing the likelihood of virus infection. In addition, aphid®
monitoring and control systems have been put in place as a long-term risk mitigation
strategy. The 2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative was also credited by
stakeholders for having led farmers to undertake preventative measures to prevent similar
outbreaks in the future.

% Aphids are insects that, in the case of this disaster event, acted as vectors transmitting the virus complex
between plants.
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These findings illustrate a positive outcome of the ADRP and AgriRecovery Framework
beyond those indicated in the program’s logic model: they are contributing to

improvements in other BRM programs and to agricultural business risk management more
generally.

3.2.3 Efficiency and Economy

The administrative cost of the ADRP during the period of the evaluation increased
between 2011-12 and 2012-13, then declined over the following two fiscal years. Program
officials noted that this decline was due to a shift to the ADRP receiving a base allocation
each fiscal year as of 2012-13, as fewer and smaller initiatives were funded. As seen in
Table 9 below, due to the unpredictable nature of disasters, the program’s ratio of
administrative (Vote 1 and Employee Benefit Plans) costs to total program costs has
varied depending on the number and value of disaster initiatives it administered in a given
year. Over the four-year period covered by this evaluation, a total of $5,840,810 was spent
on Vote 1 and Employee Benefit Plan costs, while $260,087,237 was spent overall
(including Vote 1, Employee Benefit Plans, and statutory grants and contributions
spending). The costs to administer the ADRP therefore represented 2.2 per cent of the
total cost of the federal contribution to the AgriRecovery Framework during the period
covered by the evaluation.

Table 9: ADRP Expenditures ($)

. * Statutory Grants and
Vote 1 and Employee Benefit Plan Contributions”
Fiscal Federal Federal
Year Employ_ee I Non-Pay Sub-Total, Payments Payments for Vil
Salary Benefit Recover- Operatin Vote 1 and to Deliver
Plans ables P 9 EBP y
Producers Costs
581; 835,808 144,768 10,249 383,997 1,374,822 | 235,279,862 2,459,234 | 239,113,918
ggig' 842,868 | 143,110 | 121,751 | 749,020 | 1,856,750 | 11,545,821 369,017 | 13,771,588
5812 779,684 147,806 153,604 535,362 1,616,456 1,277,789 (53,232)34 2,841,013
581‘51 625,502 95,114 0 272,167 992,782 3,231,972 135,964 4,360,718
Total 3,083,862 530,798 285,604 1,940,546 5,840,810 | 251,335,444 2,910,983 | 260,087,237

* Note: The Vote 1 and Employee Benefit Plan actuals include salary, TB recoverables, non-pay operating and contributions to
Employee Benefit Plan, but exclude accommodation.
** Note: The Statutory Grants and Contributions from 2011-12 to 2014-15 reflect payments to producers and payments for

delivery costs. The amounts are net of recoveries and include Payables at Year End net of writedowns. Payables at Year End
writedowns are netted against the year they were set up.

Evidence from the ADRP financial reporting showed that the direct delivery costs for most
AgriRecovery initiatives are reasonable. The 2014 ADRP PPMRMS established a target
for AgriRecovery initiative delivery costs of no more than 6 per cent of the value of
payments to producers. Table 10 below presents the federal share of the delivery costs of

% The negative value in 2013-14 is due to an overpayment made in 2011-12 being refunded/ credited to the
statutory fund over subsequent fiscal years. In 2013-14, the credit to adjust this overpayment exceeded the
payments made that fiscal year.
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all AgriRecovery initiatives in the period covered by the evaluation, as a percentage of the
value of the federal share of payments to producers. Generally, the participating province
or its delivery agent has administered the delivery of the initiatives; consequently, the
delivery costs of each initiative are linked to the provincial cost structure in question.

Table 10: Federal Delivery Costs as Percentages of Federal Producer Payments

Federal Federal Ratio of
AgriRecovery Initiatives under GF (April 2011 to March Direct Delivery Costs
Producer .
2013) Delivery to Producer
Payments
Costs Payments
2011 Canada-Saskatchewan Excess Moisture Program $141,359,450 $1,000,000 0.7%
2011 Canada-Alberta Excess Moisture Initiative $22,238,309 $300,000 1.3%
2011 Canada-Manitoba Agricultural Recovery Program $66,953,339 $474,675 0.7%
2011 Canada-Quebec Excess Moisture and Flooding Initiative $44,424 $7,464 16.8%
2011 Canada-_3r|t_|sh Columbia Feed Assistance & Pasture $763,456 $30,000 3.9%
Restoration Initiative
2011 Canada-British Columbia Excess Moisture Initiative $1,369,429 $30,000 2.2%
2011 Canada-Manitoba Avian Influenza Assistance Initiative $131,324 $1,707 1.3%
201; Canada.— .Br.msh Columbia Bovine Tuberculosis $95,538 $9,000 9.4%
Assistance Initiative
2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative $1,171,637 $4,591 0.4%
2011 Canada-New Brunswick Excess Moisture Initiative $4,896,811 $9,269 0.2%
201; Canada.-l.vla}nltoba Forage Shortfall and Restoration $6.742,579 $360,874 5 4%
Assistance Initiative
2012 Canada-Quebec Drought Forage and Livestock o
Transportation Assistance Initiatives (Federal Delivery) $113,382 %0 0.0%
2012 Canada.—Qn.tarlo Forage and Livestock Transportation $162,844 $60,000 36.8%
Assistance Initiative
AgriRecovery Initiatives under GF2 (April 2013 to
March 2015)
2013 Canada-Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative $728,197 $28,057 3.9%
201_4 Canada_—l_\/lgmtpba Forage Shortfall and Transportation $2,820,000 $120,000 4.3%
Assistance Initiative
2014 Canada-British Columbia Avian Influenza Assistance $405,153 i i

Initiative”

*Note: These initiatives did not have final reports at the time the evaluation was completed; the values in this

table represent reported totals as of November 2015.

For the AgriRecovery initiatives completed in the period covered by the evaluation, 80 per

cent, or 12 of 15, had delivery costs below the 6 per cent benchmark. The two

AgriRecovery initiatives with federal delivery costs significantly above the target were the
2011 Canada-Quebec Excess Moisture and Flooding Initiative, for which direct delivery
costs represented 16.8 per cent of payments to producers, and the 2012 Canada-Ontario
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Forage and Livestock Transportation Initiative for which direct delivery costs represented
36.8 per cent of payments. Evidence from the case study of the 2012 Canada-Ontario

Forage and Livestock Transportation Initiative indicated the high ratio of delivery costs to
producer payments resulted from lower than expected participation rates for the initiative.

In addition to the direct delivery costs of AgriRecovery initiatives, AAFC had a staff of nine
full-time equivalents at the time of the evaluation administering the ADRP, a decrease
from 10 in 2011-12. In addition to conducting disaster assessments and administering the
federal component of the AgriRecovery Framework, these staff members negotiated the
AgriRecovery Framework with the provinces, conducted AgriRecovery assessments in
coordination with affected provinces, obtained funding authorities for initiatives, arranged
contribution agreements with affected provinces, and monitored and reported on
AgriRecovery initiatives and emerging disaster events nationally.

The case studies conducted as part of the evaluation were intended to examine the
benefits of AgriRecovery initiatives beyond program financial files. The 2013 Canada-
Nova Scotia Strawberry Assistance Initiative cost AAFC and the province $1.2 million in
payments to producers, and $46,762 in administrative costs. In contrast, the losses
anticipated in Nova Scotia’s strawberry sector due to the virus complex were estimated to
represent at least 30 per cent of the annual value of Nova Scotia’s $10.5 million
strawberry sector, or at least $3.15 million. The recovery activities required as part of the
initiative also prevented further spread of the virus complex, reducing it to levels that could
be managed on-farm in future years, thereby preventing future losses and resulting
program payments. All of this suggests that the benefits of this initiative outweighed its
costs to government.

Further, the case studies of the 2011 Canada-Manitoba Forage Shortfall and Restoration
Assistance Initiative and the 2011 Canada-Alberta Salmonella Enteritidis Initiative found
that AgriRecovery helped individual producers cover the short-term costs associated with
disaster recovery and allowed them to resume business operations. Overall, interviews
conducted as part of these case studies found that stakeholders generally considered the
benefits of AgriRecovery initiatives outweighed their costs to governments.

However, in the case of the 2012 Canada-Ontario Forage and Livestock Transportation
Initiative, given its low uptake and limited impact, it appears that the $222,844 cost of the
AgriRecovery initiative to the federal government outweighed the benefits to producers.
This view was expressed by producer representatives and provincial officials in key
informant interviews.

Federal and provincial officials interviewed as part of this evaluation emphasized that the
real value for money of the ADRP and AgriRecovery Framework was in having an
established mechanism and clearly-defined assessment criteria to enable a relatively
timely and consistent response to agricultural disaster events. This was widely considered
to be a more efficient and economical approach than the ad hoc approach to disaster
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response in place prior to the establishment of the AgriRecovery Framework. This view is
consistent with international literature on agricultural disaster relief.*®

The structure provided by the AgriRecovery Framework was found to be an efficient and
economical alternative to ad hoc disaster relief initiatives, and the delivery costs were
reasonable over the period covered by the evaluation. Given the unpredictable nature of
disaster events, the ADRP’s administrative costs can appear high, relative to their
expenditures, in years in which few AgriRecovery initiatives were undertaken.

% Melyunkhina, O. (2011) “Risk Management in Agriculture in New Zealand” OECD Food Agriculture and
Fisheries Papers, No. 42 OECD Publishing; Melyunkhina, O. (2011b) “Risk Management in Agriculture in
the Netherlands”, OECD Food Agriculture and Fisheries Papers, No. 41, OECD Publishing.
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS

The evaluation findings present evidence of an ongoing need for agricultural disaster
relief, particularly given the general consensus among researchers that extreme weather
events will increase in frequency over time.

One of the most frequently cited advantages of the AgriRecovery Framework noted by key
informants is the increased clarity it brings to the federal government response to
agricultural disasters. By defining the principles and types of assistance available, it
reduces the need for ad hoc responses, which evidence showed are likely to be more
costly and less coordinated than those initiated through a framework.

The AgriRecovery Framework is well-placed within the BRM program suite, particularly
since disaster events impose costs that are not covered or are not covered in a timely way
by other BRM programs or private sector mechanisms. While in some cases disaster
costs under AgriRecovery are ones that would be covered by AgriStability, AgriRecovery
payments are calculated into AgriStability margins to avoid duplication.

It was determined that the ADRP continues to align with federal priorities and
departmental strategic objectives. Evidence demonstrated the AgriRecovery Framework
and the ADRP fulfill an important federal role by providing an effective national
mechanism to address agricultural disasters by helping to ensure consistent and
coordinated responses across jurisdictions.

With respect to design and delivery, the evaluation findings indicated that while the
program has implemented a number of changes to track and overcome issues with timely
delivery of AgriRecovery initiatives, some challenges remain. These include the trade-offs
between the need for initiatives to be implemented as quickly as possible and the need for
comprehensive assessments, as well as the processes currently in place for seeking
spending authority for initiatives. Despite these challenges, the three AgriRecovery
initiatives implemented so far under GF2 have met their timeliness targets for the
announcement of disaster initiatives, and two have met their targets for payments to
producers. The updated PPMRMS has refined the ADRP’s performance means, but the
program needs to ensure that producer surveys or other adequate methods, necessary to
measure initiative performance, are conducted. The ADRP has begun implementation of a
risk-based approach to assessments, which could contribute to improving the timeliness of
lower-risk AgriRecovery initiatives.

The ADRP has achieved its immediate outcome of helping producers cover the
extraordinary costs related to disaster recovery and that producers are undertaking the
necessary recovery activities. While incomplete performance reporting precluded a full
assessment, evidence indicates the ADRP is progressing toward the achievement of its
intermediate outcome of helping disaster-affected producers resume business operations
and/or mitigate the impacts of the disaster as quickly as possible. The ADRP has also
contributed to longer-term changes in insurance products and farming practices.
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In most cases, the direct delivery costs for AgriRecovery initiatives are reasonable. The
total costs of administering the ADRP have declined over the past two years. Federal and
provincial officials emphasized that the value of the AgriRecovery Framework is in
providing an established mechanism through which FPTs can respond to disaster events
in an efficient and economical manner.
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5.0 ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The evaluation includes the following issues and recommendations:
1) Availability of Performance Data Related to Producer Satisfaction

Issue: Participating provinces and territories are responsible for collecting and reporting
on performance data as part of the final reporting on AgriRecovery initiatives. Producer
surveys or other adequate means of assessing the ADRP’s outcomes are an important
element of an initiative’s final reporting. Surveys assessing producer satisfaction had not
been completed for approximately one third of initiatives completed during the period
covered by the evaluation, though some of those reports provided regional/sectoral
intelligence on the impact of the initiatives. Without this information available for all
initiatives, it was not possible to fully assess whether the AgriRecovery Framework’s
intermediate performance target of 75 per cent of recipients indicating that payments
played an important role in their disaster recovery was met.

Recommendation: The Programs Branch should work with the provinces and territories
to ensure that adequate data are collected and reported on to address the AgriRecovery
Framework’s performance targets for all initiatives.

Management Response and Action Plan

Programs Branch agrees with this recommendation and the FPT BRM Working Group has
been engaged. A producer survey guestionnaire template has been developed that will be
reviewed by the FPT BRM Working Group. The survey questionnaire template will allow
provinces and territories to adjust the questions for their specific situations to obtain the
data necessary to address AgriRecovery’s performance indicators and initiative outcomes.
If and when surveys are not feasible, the province/territory may undertake other data
collection methods to address the performance indicators.

Program officials will discuss with the provinces and territories proposed language for
future contribution agreements that will require the provinces and territories to collect and
provide performance indicator data.

Target date for Completion

September 30, 2016

Responsible Position

Assistant Deputy Minister, Programs Branch
Director General, Business Risk Management Programs Directorate
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2) Timeliness of Low-Risk Assessments and Initiative Implementation

Issue: In 2013, the OAG recommended that the ADRP adopt a risk-based process for
streamlining administrative efforts for smaller, lower-value initiatives. This evaluation also
found that smaller initiatives were less likely to meet their timeliness targets, due to the
challenges of determining whether the AgriRecovery assessment criteria are met. During
the period covered by this evaluation, the ADRP and FPT BRM Working Group had begun
work on a risk review template for AgriRecovery assessments.

Additionally, key informants noted that for some initiatives, the reporting requirements
placed on producers in order to receive payments were considered onerous given the size
of the initiative, and in some cases slowed delivery of the initiative.

Recommendation: The Programs Branch should develop and implement a risk review
template and other risk-based tools, as needed, in order to reduce the time taken to
assess and implement AgriRecovery initiatives of relatively low risk or materiality.

Management Response and Action Plan

Programs Branch agrees with this recommendation. AAFC obtained concurrence from the
FPT Policy Assistant Deputy Ministers Working Group with the application of a risk lens to
the AgriRecovery assessment process that includes a two stage approach to risk review.
The first stage is early in the assessment process and is used to ensure resources are
applied to the key areas of concern for the assessment, thereby strengthening the
assessment process. The second phase is near the end of the assessment process and
guides any risk mitigation measures that need to be included in the design of the
AgriRecovery response. The program will continue to maintain a balance between
providing timely assistance and materiality without creating a liability for AAFC. A template
has been developed to direct both of these reviews.

The template was used for two Nova Scotia initiatives (the 2016 Canada-Nova Scotia Fire
Blight Initiative and the 2016 Canada-Nova Scotia Maple Syrup Sector Initiative) that were
launched in January 2016, and will be used for all initiatives going forward.

Target date for Completion

Completed January 2016

Responsible Position

Assistant Deputy Minister, Programs Branch
Director General, Business Risk Management Programs Directorate
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ANNEX B: Business Risk Management Programs Map

AAFC’s business risk management process is outlined below.

““To provide producers with tools to manage financial risks and impacts of natural disasters while allowing adaptation to market signals”

Event > Cause > Conditions > Responses > Expected Impacts
"( \ Agrilnvest (FPT)
Producer-government matching Producers have funding
. > savings account to assist with income =1 and flexibility in managing
Severe !ncome declines and make investments to risks
declines manage farm risk
AgriStability (FPT)
Farm-specific, structurally adjusted, N
(ﬁ X X X Short-term large income
protection against severe margin ) "
Is th df > declines (i.e., >30%). Can provide —> <T|sses_ are :jm 'tgi.e ,tw e
s there a need for interim payment assistance, and a o:l:g.a arl) CUTIREY
F. o I I cash-flow B Targeted Advance Payments to assist market signa®s
InNancial Im paCt assistance? with short-term cash flow
o ere \_ J
SIgmflcant Price Decllne Agrilnsurance (FPT) flnanc;al |m:actt§ Ofl
Event (E . di t \ > Protection against severe, infrequent > ;r:seurl;:ti;);:SEduE;on 0s5€s
Occurs X0 .mary COSES production losses ind iti id out
o Increased resulting from indemnities paid ou
- €.8., sudden = | natural disaster not
price decline, Expenses covered through
o Advance Payments Program (Fed.) Producers have improved
drought or - \ existing programs / Provides repayable cash advances on cash-flow to enable them
flood Produc“on agricultural commodities to assist —>1 to make better marketing
with cash management and decisions about their
Problem marketing roducts
Does the producer P
need to_ transition | | Producers have the
Other Risk Management Tools or Assistance to different AgriRecovery (FPT) capacity to cover the
production? TN FPT framework to assess the impacts N extraordinary costs of
Compensation mechanisms from other government of nfa?ural dlsa?sters, a.nd det.ermlneﬁ necegsary ac'Flvmes
L . additional assistance is required associated with recovery
agencies (i.e., CFIA compensation under Health of "
i N A N ) from a natural disaster
Animals Act or Plant Protection Act, Disaster Financial Could oth
Assistance Arrangements) ou. other Industry’s understanding
el 2 of risk exposure and their
: riRisk Initiatives (Fed./FPT,
Provincial risk management/assistance programs, in place to manage Aer (Fed./FPT) level of engagement in
X ik Assists in the development and
analogues to CFIA programs or federal assistance this risk? implementation of new risk —>| the development and
mechanisms L management tools adoption of new and

Private insurance products

Note: Developed by AAFC’s Programs Branch

existing risk management
tools are increased
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ANNEX C: AgriRecovery Logic Model

The following logic model is based on the ADRP/AgriRecovery’s Performance

Measurement and Risk Management Strategy, November 2014:

Objective (s) To allow the governments to assess and, where necessary, respond to regional natural disaster events
with joint federal-provincial/territorial initiatives designed under the AgriRecovery/ADRP to assist
affected producers with the extraordinary costs of:

e activities necessary to resume business operations as quickly as possible, and/or
e short-term actions necessary to mitigate/contain the impacts of the disaster.

Program . Authorities / Initiative Initiative Implementation

Components AgriRecovery Assessment Development and Dpelivery

(optional)

Activities e Assess disaster Obtaining authorities, Receive and review
events to determine negotiating applications; Process
whether the event agreement, initiative payments
meets the terms and conditions, Program uptake,
AgriRecovery criteria and other program financial, and
and, if so, the level material (e.g., performance
and type of assistance applications, etc.) monitoring,
necessary to help with province/territory processing (claims),
affected producers; and reporting
Set milestone targets activities
and monitor progress Wrap up activities
against these targets (Final Reports,

Recipient Audits,
etc.)

Outputs e Assessment report, Program authorities Payments to
with recommendations Initiative recipients
to participating FPT announcement Reimbursements to
Ministers on level and Contribution province/
type of assistance agreement administrator

o Agreed to (F/P) Terms and conditions Final reports
timeline milestones Application forms Recipient audits

Immediate Disaster-affected producers have the capacity to cover their extraordinary costs of recovery and are

Outcomes undertaking the necessary recovery activities.

Intermediate Disaster-affected producers resume business operations and/or mitigate the impacts of the disaster as

Outcomes quickly as possible.

End Financial risks and impact of natural disasters are mitigated while still allowing for adaptation to market

Outcomes signals.

(BRM Level)

Link to PAA Business Risk Management Program

AAFC Strategic

Outcome

A competitive and market oriented agriculture, agri-food and agri-based products sector that proactively
manages risk.
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ANNEX D: AgriRecovery Assessment Flow Chart

Formal Assessment Measures

s it a Collective Experience?
. - - Affects enough producers in a region that it
_ I | impacts the sector in that region. ©
Preliminary Assessment Questions > : Q
@)
) ) ' . g . ?
Is this event considered to not be a 1_ Are gl Slgnlflcaqt Neggtlve Impapts. -
NO Recurring Event? - Severe enough that it significantly impairs Q
- AgriRecovery can respond twice at the most, unless the the,ab'“ty of farmers to produce or market their E
FPT BRM Working Group determined other tools are not agricultural products.
feasible, in which case AgriRecovery could respond again. E
YEs What are the Extraordinary Costs YES o
. » > (@)
NO ) associated with recovery and are they Q
Is this an Abnormal Event? \~| Significant? I~
- An event that farmers could not have foreseen i | = Amounts to an impact to producers
and prepared for. I | significant enough to warrant assistance. Q
YES v | 8
|
NO Are there Extraordinary Costs necessary 1| Capacity to Manage: With the help of @)
for recovery? | existing programs, are extraordinary costs o
resulting from actions they must take to recover manage? )
from the disaster. o
YES EE
NO
y
> No AgriRecovery Response
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