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[English]

The Chair (Michael Coteau (Scarborough—Woburn, Lib.)):
I'd like to call the meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 32 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format, pursuant to
the Standing Orders. Members are attending in person in the room
and remotely using the Zoom application.

Before we continue, I'd like to ask all in-person participants to
consult the guidelines written on the cards on the table. These mea-
sures are in place to help prevent audio feedback incidents and to
protect the health and safety of all participants, including our inter-
preters. You'll also notice a QR code on the card, which links to a
short awareness video.

I'd like to make a few comments for the benefit of witnesses and
members.

Please wait until I recognize you by name before speaking. For
those participating by video conference, click on the microphone
icon to activate your mic, and please mute yourself when you are
not speaking. For those on Zoom, at the bottom of your screen, se-
lect the appropriate channel for interpretation: floor, English or
French. For those in the room, you can use the earpiece and select
the desired channel.

I remind you that all comments should be addressed through the
chair. For members in the room, if you wish to speak, please raise
your hand. For members on Zoom, please use the “raise hand”
function. The clerk and I will manage the speaking order as best we
can. We appreciate your patience and understanding in this regard.
Thank you.

Before I jump to the witnesses, I'd like to welcome our two new
members to the committee.

I also want to take this opportunity to thank all members of this
committee. I think we've worked very well together on these issues.
I just want to say thank you to all members, especially our folks on
the left side here and, of course, on the right, for working together
to champion these issues. Agriculture, as we know, represents a
large percentage of our GDP. It employs many people across this
county and has helped build this country.

I just want to say thank you for your hard work and dedication.

Yes, sir, go ahead.

Steven Bonk (Souris—Moose Mountain, CPC): Thank you for
that, but never again say that I'm on the left side, please.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Steven Bonk: I just want that on the record.
The Chair: Okay.

Now I'll go to the right. Then everyone will be angry at me.
MP Chatel.

[Translation]

Sophie Chatel (Pontiac—Kitigan Zibi, Lib.): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

I would like to acknowledge my colleagues and thank them for
their valuable collaboration over the past few months. I hope it will
remain the same, exactly as it was. We've conducted extremely im-
portant studies, and we are now in the midst of a very important
and relevant study.

For my part, and I can also speak on behalf of my colleagues, 1
would like to thank my colleagues and welcome our new col-
leagues. This is a wonderful committee, and I am very proud of it.
We work extremely well together, and it will remain that way.

Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ): Mrs. Cha-
tel, I just want to say thank you. Obviously, this raises certain con-

cerns, and we’ll see how it plays out. That said, I thought your
statement was so tactful. Thank you very much.

[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Thursday, September 18, 2025, the committee is re-

suming its study on business risk management programs in
Canada's agriculture sector.

I'd like to welcome our witnesses.

We have the Canadian Federation of Agriculture. You made it
just in time. I know you had a bit of a delay downstairs. Thank you
so much for being here.

We have Mr. Huber from the Saskatchewan Association of Rural
Municipalities.

Online, we have, from Keystone Agricultural Producers, Colin
Hornby, general manager.
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Welcome to each and every one of you. Thank you for being
here.

You'll have up to five minutes each. Then we'll open it up for
questions from the members.

We'll start with Mr. Huber for five minutes.

William Huber (President, Saskatchewan Association of Ru-
ral Municipalities): Good morning and thank you, Mr. Chair and
committee members, for the invitation to join you today. It's a privi-
lege to be here on behalf of the Saskatchewan Association of Rural
Municipalities, representing 296 rural municipalities and the thou-
sands of producers who make up the backbone of our province's
economy.

Saskatchewan's producers have built a reputation as some of the
most resilient and innovative farmers in the world, but that re-
silience has been tested by extreme weather events, market volatili-
ty and rising input costs. Business risk management programs are
intended to provide stability and confidence in times of uncertainty.
Unfortunately, what we hear from producers across this province is
that many of the programs, structures and eligibility requirements
are failing to meet that goal.

Our members consistently raise concerns about how eligible ex-
penses are defined within programs such as AgriStability, Agriln-
vest and Agrilnsurance. The issue isn't only the complexity, but the
disconnect between what is considered eligible under the program
and what producers actually spend to operate their farms today. The
costs of fuel, fertilizer, freight and interest have grown dramatically,
yet these real, unavoidable expenses are often capped, limited or
excluded in ways that erode the effectiveness of the BRM support.

As a result, the very producers these programs are meant to help
are too often left without meaningful assistance when they need it
the most. Many have found themselves paying into programs that
simply don't respond when their margins collapse or unforeseen
costs cut deeply into their operations. The intention behind BRM
programs is sound, but the way eligibility criteria are applied, par-
ticularly around input costs and depreciation, means that the calcu-
lation of support does not reflect the true cost structure of modern
farming in Saskatchewan.

I also want to stress the importance of flexibility and timeliness.
In agriculture, decisions are made in real time. When support pro-
grams take months to deliver assistance or require complex recon-
ciliations that push payments well past the period of need, that de-
lay can make the difference between staying afloat and leaving the
industry for good.

That's why SARM supports calls for program modernization,
clearer definitions of eligible expenses, faster mechanisms for pay-
ment and improved regional adaptability so that the program design
will recognize the unique cost pressures and production realities of
prairie agriculture.

Producers' confidence in BRM programs has declined because
the rules have fallen out of step with the realities on the ground.
Our goal is not to increase dependency, but to ensure fairness, so
that the programs producers pay into actually cover the risks and
costs they face. Saskatchewan producers are proud to manage risk

responsibly, but that management must be matched by federal pro-
grams that offer real relevance and value.

Mr. Chair and members of the committee, SARM appreciates
your commitment to reviewing these programs and to hearing di-
rectly from those affected. The future competitiveness and sustain-
ability of our agriculture sector depends on ensuring that the safety
net fits the modern farm business.

1 look forward to discussing ways to strengthen BRM programs
so that they serve producers as they are—not as they were a genera-
tion ago.

Thank you.
® (1110)

The Chair: Thank you very much, sir.

Next, we'll go to the Canadian Federation of Agriculture, for five
minutes.

Scott Ross (Executive Director, Canadian Federation of Agri-
culture): Thank you, Chair.

We apologize for our lateness. We did have some issues at secu-
rity. We appreciate everyone's patience here.

The Chair: No, that's beyond your control.

Scott Ross: Thank you for the opportunity to speak today. My
name is Scott Ross. I am the executive director of the Canadian
Federation of Agriculture.

The CFA is Canada’s largest general farm organization, repre-
senting more than 190,000 farmers and farm families across the
country.

Canada’s agricultural sector is operating in a risk environment
that has changed fundamentally and continues to change faster than
our current BRM tools were designed to handle. Producers today
are facing climate volatility, extreme and recurring weather events,
geopolitical instability, input cost spikes, animal and plant disease
pressures and ongoing market uncertainty. Events that were once
viewed as rare or extraordinary are now increasingly routine, yet
many of our core BRM programs were built for a different risk pro-
file, grounded in more traditional production and market-based
risks without the underlying context of ever-increasing climate
volatility.

As a result, we are seeing growing misalignment between the
risks producers face and the tools available to manage them. Pro-
grams have become increasingly fragmented and understood as
stand-alone instruments rather than as a coordinated tool box,
which creates gaps, inconsistent incentives and uneven coverage
across commodities.
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The result at the farm level is declining resilience, tighter mar-
gins and rising stress, highlighting that a uniform, one-size-fits-all
BRM approach is ill-suited to managing increasingly diverse and
evolving risks. Industry’s message is not simply that BRM needs
fixing; it’s that BRM must be reimagined as part of a broader Gov-
ernment of Canada approach that cuts across all government de-
partments to leverage the full breadth of programs and incentives
available.

Our vision is for agriculture to be treated as a national growth en-
gine, one that strengthens food security, supports innovation and
sustainability, creates value across the supply chain and expands
domestic and global market opportunities. To do that, we are rec-
ommending that the next policy framework support four strategic
priorities.

First, it should be designed to support growth across the sector
by enabling investment and expansion rather than discouraging it.
This will require federal investments focused on high-impact areas
supported by policies across government to remove barriers and un-
lock scale. In other words, we will need to look beyond the borders
of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada at how we can support a sec-
tor development approach to growth that includes coordinated in-
vestment and attention across the Government of Canada.

Second, it needs to drive innovation by improving coordination
and investment in new technologies from research to commercial-
ization and adoption.

Third, it needs to support resilience through flexibility by creat-
ing more choice in risk management programs, including greater
focus on prevention and adaptation versus solely ad hoc responses.
Practically speaking, this means exploring innovative approaches
and alternative service delivery models to supplement core risk
management programs like Agrilnsurance and AgriStability with
more targeted program offerings.

Canada’s agricultural sector is diverse. A one-size-fits-all BRM
approach no longer works for all producers. Some sectors still lack
effective insurance tools, including areas like forage and livestock
price insurance. Tailored solutions are needed that are better adapt-
ed to the unique risk profile of Canada’s diverse commodities.

Finally, the next policy framework needs to be anchored to the
goal of efficiency by simplifying programs and embedding ac-
countability to tangible, strategic outcomes. Producers are navigat-
ing multiple portals, reporting requirements and program rules
across governments. Industry is calling for a single federal portal,
streamlined delivery and a shift toward outcome-based perfor-
mance measurement focused on productivity and competitiveness
rather than participation numbers or administrative metrics.

In closing, we believe that the core question for this committee is
not whether BRM should cost more or less but whether it is fit for
purpose in the risk environment Canadian farmers now face. A
modern BRM framework must work with, not against, growth and
innovation, reduce reliance on ad hoc crisis responses, provide real
choice and flexibility for producers, deliver better value for taxpay-
ers and strengthen resilience across the entire agri-food system.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today. We appreciate the
committee's attention to this issue and look forward to your ques-
tions.

® (1115)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll go online now with Keystone Agricultural Producers.

You have five minutes, sir.

Colin Hornby (General Manager, Keystone Agricultural Pro-
ducers): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, committee members, for the invitation to speak today
on the topic of BRM programs within the context of the next policy
framework.

My name is Colin Hornby. I'm the general manager of Keystone
Agricultural Producers. We are Manitoba's general farm policy or-
ganization, providing a unified voice for all farmers on issues that
affect agriculture, whether it be livestock, crops or specialty prod-
ucts, and everything else in between. We are also members of the
Canadian Federation of Agriculture, and I'm glad to be here with
some other prairie folks, as well, from SARM.

Manitoba farmers grow what the world needs. With the majority
of our products destined for export markets, it's critical that any dis-
cussion around programs that aim to support ag production in
Canada is focused on one theme: competitiveness. The majority of
farmers sell into a global market and in many commodities are at its
mercy. As mentioned previously, one in eight jobs in Canada is at-
tributed to the agriculture sector, representing 7% of the GDP, so
the direction of the next policy framework matters not only to farm-
ers, but to the millions of Canadians whose livelihoods rely on this
industry.

Before I give some recommendations on BRM programs, I want
to talk quickly about the next policy framework and the six main
areas of focus that we believe will make for a more proactive and
effective framework.

The first is growth. Sustained growth in Canadian agriculture de-
pends on expanding market opportunities, supporting value-added
activity and enabling producers and processors to invest with confi-
dence. The next policy framework must reinforce market develop-
ment and diversification, both domestically and abroad, and support
value chain approaches for processing. The government must also
invest in their international presence in-market with trading part-
ners to deal with non-tariff barriers to trade.
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The second theme is competitiveness. Both cost pressures and
structural barriers must be addressed to strengthen Canada's posi-
tion as a reliable, innovative and sustainable supplier of goods. Pri-
oritizing productivity enhancement, efficiency and value addition in
eligibility criteria in any FPT programming is critical. This also in-
cludes ensuring that research investments maintain and focus on
public good research, while supporting public-private partnerships
for mutual benefit.

The third is resilience. This is to maintain a foundational objec-
tive of the next policy framework, and evolving business risk man-
agement programming to reflect today's risk profile, as discussed
by the other witnesses, should be a part of it. Focusing on equity of
outcomes rather than uniformity of programs will help farmers
have options to tailor their risk management support.

The fourth is innovation. This must be elevated as a core pillar of
the framework, including improved coordination between FPT gov-
ernments and the private sector around a common vision for
Canada's innovation continuum from research to adoption. Innova-
tion outcomes should be based on collective, measurable goals.

Two other ones to highlight are red tape reduction and outcome-
based policy design. Regulatory burden, as the committee well
knows, is consistently identified as a barrier to innovation and is
something you have put forward in a report recently, in December.
Prioritizing high-impact regulatory bottlenecks, rather than incre-
mental changes, and reducing the administrative burden in funding
programs should be a priority, including many of those recommen-
dations you put forward in December.

When it comes to BRM programs, there are some specific rec-
ommendations I would also highlight.

On the advance payments program, we would like to see a per-
manent extension of the $350,000 interest-free portion and index-
ing of all future increases to inflation. Maintaining the payment cap
of $6 million per program year as well is something we would like
to see.

On AgriStability, we would like to see increasing the compensa-
tion rate to 90% permanently, as the recent increase is just for the
one program year; increasing early payments from 50% to 75% to
ensure better cash flow in challenging years; and increasing the
trigger rate from 70% to 85% of reference margin.

On Agrilnvest, we would like to see the agri-environmental risk
assessment requirement, or cross-compliance, removed, which I
can discuss more in depth.

We would like to see the establishment of an accreditation pro-
gram for farm income tax preparers to reduce verification costs on
BRM claims, and have all levels of government increase invest-
ment in extension and research to help prevent losses and reduce
reliance on reactive BRM tools.

We would also like to see an impact analysis for the return on in-
vestment for BRM programs, specifically with AgriStability. Hav-
ing robust data illustrating Canada's investment return for tax dol-
lars spent on BRM programs would help reassure governments that
farm support ends up increasing agriculture's contribution to the
GDP and helps the Canadian economy at large. It would also com-

plement the concept of unleashing agriculture, as referred to in the
Barton report.

Thank you for your attention. I'm happy to answer any questions
you may have.

® (1120)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll go to the Conservatives for six minutes.

Mr. Bonk.

Steven Bonk: Thank you.

I'd like to start oft by asking Mr. Huber some questions.

We're equidistant or we live about the same distance from the In-
dian Head research centre. It has been announced that's been
closed. We're both well aware of the good work they've done there
when it comes to things like zero till, with Guy Lafond and Jim
Halford, who did that good work. It has basically had more impact,
when it comes to environmental protection of agriculture or sus-
tainability or carbon sequestration, than just about anything else
that's been developed in agriculture, especially in Canada.

I was just wondering, since you represent a large organization
made up primarily of farmers who are on the ground every day
working in this field, how many of your members have reached out
to you and told you they're happy that this research centre is clos-

ing.
William Huber: Not one of them has reached out.

Steven Bonk: I thought that might be the answer.

You mentioned AgriStability and Agrilnsurance, and some of the
ineligible expenses that producers aren't able to claim. Could you
expand on that? We haven't heard that yet in this committee.

William Huber: We all know the rising inflationary costs that
have been incurred by producers in the last number of years, espe-
cially in the last four or five. It's not all due to tariffs on aluminum
and steel. Land rent, which was $25 to possibly $50 an acre five or
six years ago, has risen to well over $100 per acre now. Those ex-
penses aren't eligible. Some of our machinery repairs, like tires and
engine overhauls, cost thousands of dollars. We can't use those as
expenses for AgriStability.
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It takes too long for these programs to react, too. We have pro-
ducers in the west and west-central part of the province, as you're
familiar with, Mr. Bonk, who have suffered through anywhere from
five to nine years of drought. A lot of them are enrolled in some of
these business risk management programs, like AgriStability, and
haven't collected a dollar. We've since heard, in the last month, that
Saskatchewan Crop Insurance is still working on 2024 claims. I
mentioned in my comments that sometimes, before farmers would
be eligible to collect some of this money or be entitled to it, the
auction sale would be over and they would have left the industry.

I think it's important at this time in Saskatchewan agriculture,
which has 44% of the arable land, that we make sure we can retain
as many farm families as possible on that land. Without some kind
of business risk management tool to sustain agriculture, it also re-
flects on food sustainability worldwide.

® (1125)

Steven Bonk: Could you elaborate on what you mentioned in
your answer? We'll use the Palliser Triangle as an example. I be-
lieve they're in their seventh year when they would have triggered
claims, but a lot of the people can't. Maybe talk about the reference
margin.

William Huber: One of my colleagues here in one of the indus-
try groups mentioned something about moving the margins up to
90%. I think that's important. Our provincial government in
Saskatchewan has announced some of those things—a few more el-
igible expenses to reflect on the livestock industry—but we need
those as permanent fixtures. Last summer, they increased it from
70% to 80% for some things, but those things need to be perma-
nent. When you start losing 20% to 30% of your revenue, that's
huge, especially in agriculture, where your profit margin is very
slim. It's not like some other industry components that have 15% to
20% return on investment. Agriculture very seldom sees a return
that big. I think those things have to be changed permanently.

Steven Bonk: We've had some talk here about Agrilnvest. Cur-
rently, it's at 1% of sales. There's been some talk about increasing it
to 3%. Do you have any thoughts on that?

William Huber: I think it should definitely be increased, be-
cause the point to collect is a maximum of $10,000, with $1-million
equity in it. That has to be increased, too. If we take the price of
farmland and our input costs, it's not even relevant to where it
should really be.

Steven Bonk: My next question is for you and Mr. Hornby. It's
about cross-compliance.

A lot of farmers are quite concerned. As you know, farmers are
probably the most green-minded people you'll ever find, because
they rely on the soil health for their livelihood. They are worried
about cross-compliance when it comes to regulations made in Ot-
tawa, which don't reflect the realities on the ground. Can you ex-
pand on that?

William Huber: We have some of the best production land in
Canada, and it's the newest land. Some of our farmland is only a
little over 100 years old. That's when our ancestors settled there and
broke the land. We have to make sure that the land is farmed prop-
erly.

We can talk about the research stations in Indian Head and Scott,
where along with Jim Halford from Indian Head, they've developed
programs on direct seeding and soil conservation. Those things are
valuable in preserving our soil. We've almost eliminated soil ero-
sion by wind and water from past years, from the 1930s and 1940s.
We have to recognize some of the producers' achievements and in-
novations—people like Jim Halford.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
We'll go to the Liberals for six minutes.

MP Harrison.

Emma Harrison (Peterborough, Lib.): Thank you very much.

To the CFA, are there any countries or any of our allies who have
gotten it right and modernized in a way that our producers are ask-
ing for in Canada? Do you have any examples?

Actually, any of the witnesses can answer.

Scott Ross: Every context is different in agriculture globally. I
don't think there's one foreign jurisdiction that says it has the mix
exactly right so we can lift that for Canada's purposes.

When we look at some of our major trading partners.... The U.S.,
for example, has adopted a much more tailored approach to its
management that targets individualized needs and focuses on devel-
oping products that are more tailored to the individual needs of
some of the diverse segments of their industry. While I wouldn't
suggest that the whole model is something we would lift, certainly
there are elements of the responsiveness at the heart of that pro-
gramming model that I think we would like to see adopted to a
greater extent in Canada.

Emma Harrison: In the European Union, with their cap, they
have a stable baseline income for their producers. Do you think
that's something that producers in Canada would be interested in?

® (1130)

Scott Ross: Again, [ would say the context is so wholly different
in the EU relative to Canada that it's hard to lift one isolated ele-
ment of their programming mix and suggest that it would fit in the
Canadian context. From our perspective, where we see a concern
there is the relative net spend of the EU in their agricultural sector
relative to Canada, where we are at a significant disadvantage. Say-
ing that, I do think we are very focused on ensuring that we have
programming that is focused on risk management rather than base-
line income, but at the same time ensuring that it is looking at it
from the stance of what risks farmers are currently facing, and
whether the tools are currently responsive to those.

1 think it is a very different context. We see a very different regu-
latory environment in general in the EU, but certainly the net
spending is significantly different between Canada and the EU, and
we do see that as a concern from a competitiveness standpoint.
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Emma Harrison: Mr. Huber, I'm a big fan of Saskatchewan. [
think it's one of the most beautiful provinces I've ever been in. |
drove across Canada after university, and I'd never spent any time
in Saskatchewan. I have a tremendous respect for the province as a
whole, and for the producers there.

Do you know what the current enrolment is among your produc-
ers in any BRM programs, more specifically AgriStability?

William Huber: We've asked that question several times, and
the number we get is that probably 20% of the producers are in it,
but they don't base it on the numbers of actual farmers. They base it
on the amount of dollars, or their eligible sales, so it's a different
formula. However, we're losing participants, and every year there
are fewer and fewer people signing up.

I know this from my farming operation. I have two sons who
have basically taken over. I continually tell them to stay enrolled,
keep paying their fees and make sure they're doing their books
right, because someday we may get a payment if we're fortunate
enough to get some changes made to this program. I say it would be
pretty disappointing if they pulled out and the next year we see
these changes, when it would have been beneficial to their opera-
tion.

The number is certainly declining.

Emma Harrison: Thank you for that.

I farm, and I've never enrolled in AgriStability, because my dad
didn't. We did for a little bit, but never qualified, so it became this
burden. As you've spoken to, the margins are so incredibly slim.

We talk about this in the committee, and I did last week as well.
People are so far removed from the world of agriculture and its
lifestyle. They see the beauty of it, the commercials, and all these
pieces about how their food comes to be, but they don't know the
tremendous amount of loss and just how slim the margins are, and
how some people are just holding on.

When we talk about modernization—and this can be for any of
the witnesses—specifically what would the producers like to see? I
know you spoke a little bit about one single system moving
through. Is there anything else you'd like to elaborate on that would
be helpful for the producers to be able to access these programs?

Scott Reoss: I think it's important to note that we're not suggest-
ing throwing the baby out with the bathwater here and getting rid of
programs like AgriStability. I think they do work for some produc-
ers, and they work quite well. There's certainly room for improve-
ment on eligibility of expenses, on timeliness and on understanding
of the program, which is quite complex.

Saying that, I think what we would like to see as a sort of evolu-
tion of these programs is a movement to start crowding in other op-
tions and allowing farmers to have more choice and flexibility in
terms of what suite of tools will serve their individual operation
better. That can be in AgriStability or Agrilnvest—the current
tools—or it can be an opportunity, a missed opportunity currently,
to advance innovative program solutions that are either public sec-
tor in nature or public-private partnerships with farmers to look at
some of the targeted risk exposure areas where we are not seeing
equitable support.

Price insurance was one point we referenced at the front end.
Certainly we are seeing rising concerns around access to farm busi-
ness insurance, for example, and accessibility concerns there. I
think that, more than anything, creating a space that allows the pri-
vate sector to see a role in supplementing what we have is critically
important. That requires supports like catastrophic risk coverage,
because that is often a point of concern for private sector entrants.
The cost of systemic risk is just so great that it puts them out of the
market altogether.

Just creating that space for innovation and more options for
farmers to pick and choose is really at the heart of what we think
needs to happen over time in this programming suite.

Emma Harrison: Mr. Huber, would you like to comment?

William Huber: Yes, I would.

We have a program in Saskatchewan that's available in Alberta
and some of the other provinces that are involved. It's at
Saskatchewan Crop Insurance. That program works very well. It's
time-sensitive. If you have a yield loss on a certain crop or variety
of crops, you put in a claim. Your claim is reviewed within days
and you have a cheque in the mail. Those things are so important.

I'm not saying that we should get rid of AgriStability or Agriln-
vest. I'm saying that we can make them better. There's an old say-
ing, “If it's not broke, don't fix it.” This program needs some repair.
It's not totally collapsed, but we need to make changes to it so it's
more time-sensitive and more expense is allowed, so that producers
have an opportunity to get some support to help them maintain this.

We have to realize that family farms in the province of
Saskatchewan are so important to our industry and to the growth of
productivity. They contribute to our GDP. We really have to be cog-
nizant of those things.

® (1135)

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll go to the Bloc for six minutes.

[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to thank all the witnesses.

I will begin with the representatives of the Canadian Federation
of Agriculture.
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Last week, the Union des producteurs agricoles, or UPA, told us
that, all things considered, risk management programs were gener-
ally working well, but that the problem was clearly a lack of fund-
ing. Canada has invested very little in agriculture, unlike many oth-
er OECD countries. The UPA suggested that Canada allocate 2% of
its budget to agriculture. Do you think that 2% should be subject to
a measure like what we see, for example, on military spending?

I had a meeting at my office this morning, and we were even dis-
cussing a recognized national strategic pillar that is identified and
part of the Canadian conversation.

What do you think of the notion that the government has an obli-
gation to invest a percentage of its budget in agriculture?

[English]
Scott Ross: Thank you for the question.

As a starting point, I would say that one of the critical elements
we want to see in the next policy framework is the setting of ambi-
tious targets for our sector. This includes focusing on our sector as
a national growth engine. In doing so, we have to talk about the rel-
ative level of investment we need. As I flagged in my earlier re-
sponse, there is no question that Canada is facing an uphill battle in
competing globally in the agri-food sector, due to the level of sup-
port we see some of our major trading partners providing.

At the end of the day, for business risk management specifical-
ly.... These are statutory programs, so the focus is on getting the
program mix right. The budget will follow, because it will be re-
sponsive. It's that responsiveness we see at the very heart of the
BRM conversation, specifically.

I don't know, Brodie, whether there is anything you would like to
add to this.

Brodie Berrigan (Senior Director, Government Relations and
Farm Policy, Canadian Federation of Agriculture): One of the
main points we're trying to get across in our advice around the next
policy framework, as Scott mentioned in his opening remarks, is
that it needs to be looked at from a whole-of-government approach,
not just Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. That means really
leveraging some of the investment tools that exist in other portfo-
lios across this government. Infrastructure funding, for example,
would support more proactive investments in water management,
which would go a long way in preventing a repeat occurrence of
certain types of negative effects on farms related to drought, etc. I
think we also need to be looking at tax incentives to support growth
and investment in this sector, and at streamlining regulatory burden
to support investment in value-added processing.

All these things need to be looked at in a coordinated fashion as
part of a whole-of-government lift toward supporting the agricul-
ture sector and Canada's food security, in particular.

[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: You partly answered my next question, but
I'll ask it anyway.

For several years now, extreme events such as forest fires,
droughts and floods have been on the rise. On top of those, we are
currently experiencing global uncertainty because of conflicts such
as those in Ukraine or the Middle East. We often get the impression

that each event requires a special program, when insurance pro-
grams should already be addressing these needs. All of this con-
tributes to the uncertainty.

In your opinion, which agricultural programs should be expand-
ed to respond to these new challenges? Should we instead create an
agricultural program that allows for nimble and rapid responses in
the event of disasters or global uncertainties—which are becoming
increasingly frequent and therefore predictable?

[English]

Scott Ross: Again, thank you for the question.

1 would say that, at the front end, we do need to take a very close
look at our disaster response framework, AgriRecovery, and look at
how we can make that a more timely, consistent program for farm-
ers who are operating in times of great duress, when they require
this support and are uncertain about what kind of data is required,
when a commitment will be made as to programming and who will
be eligible for support.

The case I cite regularly is the drought in 2021. We saw the U.S.
administration provide very timely support quickly. In many re-
spects, we were behind the eight ball. What we saw as a result of
that were significant feed shortages in western Canada competing
with farmers in the United States who already had guaranteed con-
sistent support available to them. We very much need to look at
how we can adopt a more off-the-shelf, timely response in those
very dramatic situations.

By extension, that goes back to the question of an integrated
suite of programs. If that is the case, what do we have in that space?
How can we then look at ensuring that products like AgriStability
are better understood and have the buy-in so that they are there and
are more timely, through increases to interim payments and the
like? I would suggest that at the heart of it, the concern is around
making sure that we can respond quickly and appropriately to en-
sure that farmers have the confidence that support will be there
when it's needed.

To Brodie's earlier point, I think the critical element in this is al-
so that we see, between these extreme weather events, that whole-
of-government approach to mitigation. It's not entirely in the agri-
food budget or space that those measures are needed. We need in-
frastructure investments. We need a long-term vision around re-
search and innovation that can support us in those same spaces. It
really is a conversation that starts in the disaster framework but ex-
tends to a much broader whole-of-government approach around
how we build in more resilience up and down our value chains.
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® (1140)
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: In my region, transportation costs are a barri-
er to agriculture. Shipping a load can easily cost $3,500, whereas in
a region closer to major urban centres, it’s around $700.

Should transportation costs get more recognition for our produc-
ers in remote regions?

[English]

Scott Ross: In general, yes, I think that in every respect what we
want to see is programming that is more responsive to the actual re-
alities lived by farmers and that is responding to those concerns.
Whether that's one program that exists already or a more tailored
new approach, we just want to make sure there's space for those
conversations and a continued review and evolution of the pro-
grams to continue responding as we see certain areas such as trans-
portation and freight costs rise as a point of concern for farmers.

The Chair: Thank you.
We'll go to the Conservatives for five minutes.

Go ahead, Mr. Epp.

Dave Epp (Chatham-Kent—Leamington, CPC): I'll deal with
the CFA.

The present APF has five pillars in it. Obviously, we don't know
exactly how many pillars will be in the next BRM, which is the
subject of this debate.

Cross-compliance has come up. The CFA represents a number of
organizations. Do you have a firm stand on cross-compliance be-
tween BRM and some of the other initiatives of government?

Scott Ross: Yes, we do. In simple terms, we are struggling to
maintain participation in critical programs for farmers who need
these tools when situations arise. They require them. Any barrier to
entry, whether through cross-compliance or other measures, just
creates an uphill battle for programs that are already struggling to
get producers engaged. We are opposed to cross-compliance.

Dave Epp: Thank you.

We've heard testimony at this meeting today that Agrilnsurance
is well supported and works well, etc., and AgriStability does not.
Would you agree with the following two statements? Over time,
AgriStability has moved from a stabilization program, its original
intent, to more of a disaster response and, quite frankly, it's not
working there. Also, what your producers are saying—what I'm
hearing from your testimony—is that they're not looking for
tweaks. They're looking for a major overhaul.

Scott Ross: On the first point, there's no question. There was an
explicit change made roughly after 2013 to move away from in-
come stabilization to disaster programming, but in saying that, I
think there's still an immense misunderstanding and lack of clarity.
One of the things we see as central in moving forward is a common
understanding about what these programs are doing. There is no
question right now that this does not exist at the grassroots.

On your second point, could you repeat the question? I didn't
quite capture it properly.

Dave Epp: Basically, we're not necessarily looking at tweaks to
try to fix AgriStability. We're looking at a major rewrite. I heard
that in your opening testimony.

Scott Ross: Yes, there's no question. In our view, the landscape
has shifted dramatically, and we have a lot of inertia behind the ex-
isting framework, which has carried through largely unevolved for
almost 20 years now. From our perspective, now is the moment. It's
a pivotal time for our sector to really seize our growth potential,
and it requires a transformative approach to how we change these
programs.

Dave Epp: A structure that has worked over time—over the
decades—since its inception with Agrilnsurance and that remains
well supported has been the insurance model. With the stabilization
approach, from a margin perspective, be it either margin or gross
revenue, both areas that are being looked at, why not take a look at
an insurance model as a broad framework? Is that a possibility or is
that out the window for a complete overhaul of AgriStability?

® (1145)

Scott Ross: Our premise, starting where we are today, is that we
need to be looking down those paths of whole-farm revenue insur-
ance and these tools that could work very well for some farmers
who feel underserved currently by the existing AgriStability pro-
gram. [ will say that, at the current moment, we would advise
against throwing AgriStability out and replacing it, but certainly
there's a need to explore these programs, pilot them and test them
out in real time so that we can see where they work, where they
don't and where there may be gaps that persist in that regard.

Dave Epp: I heard the call for diversified programming because
of our very diverse agriculture scene across the country. Could you
envision an AgriStability program that is an insurance-based model
where there is plug and play to feed into that broad framework from
the different regions and different sectors that work in those specif-
ic sectors?

Scott Ross: It's certainly possible. I think the devil is in the de-
tails for all these programs. The question at the end of the day is
this: Do we have the right mix of programming? If you move to an
insurance-based model, what new exposures and concerns does it
create?

I think that's at the heart of why we see the need for transforma-
tion, as you asked about earlier. When these programs were initially
designed, they were integrated. There was a sense of how Agriln-
vest supported AgriStability. Over time, as those programs have
been cut and have evolved, that integration has been lost. I think it's
that fundamental integration we need to see at the heart of all these
conversations.
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Dave Epp: In your testimony, you called for greater involvement
of the private sector, potentially. Again, in the one program in the
suite that works, Agrilnsurance, the private sector is involved.
Many people don't realize it, but it's involved in the background,
with the reinsurance industry providing stability to the producers
and premium rates over time and also to government so that there
aren't unexpected hits to their budgets due to the catastrophes we're
hearing about.

Again, going back to an insurance-based model with plug and
play, is there the potential for the reinsurance industry to benefit
both producers and governments in setting up a broad framework?

Scott Ross: Unquestionably, given the extremity of climate
volatility, coupled with the geopolitical instability we see right now,
we do need to be looking at every tool on the table. That includes
what role the private sector can play in building predictability and
resilience in the system. There's no question.

Dave Epp: One of the big knocks against AgriStability has been
the lack of acknowledgement of diversification on the farm for di-
versified risk. There are models in the U.S. that have actuarially
mapped that out from a discount matrix for that. Again, could you
see that as a possibility?

Scott Ross: Yes. I think it's one of the areas we hear about most
frequently from our members as a point of concern with AgriStabil-
ity. Highly diversified operations feel underserved by the program.
I think you can look at models like the whole-farm revenue insur-
ance pilot adopted in the United States. It actually had a sliding
scale of higher coverage rates if you could demonstrate a higher
level of diversification.

I think measures like that can really see those gaps addressed
with more attractive programming that will actually bring people in
so that we have programming in place when issues arise, instead of
requiring that whole reliance on ad hoc programming in those
spaces.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

MP Connors, you have five minutes.

Paul Connors (Avalon, Lib.): Thank you.
Thank you to all the witnesses for coming out.
It's nice to see you again, Mr. Ross.

You mentioned in your opening statement that the BRM tools
were designed for a different risk profile, and there is “growing
misalignment”. Can you elaborate on that a bit for me?

Scott Ross: Yes. I would say that we have seen in recent years,
and very acutely in the last five years or so, this mounting increase
in geopolitical instability, creating a new set of risks for farmers,
whether it's due to market closures, lost market access or non-tariff
barriers to trade that create a new set of dynamics that were not
there at the time. When these programs were designed, trade com-
pliance at the WTO and countervail risk loomed very large. I think
we have seen, in some respects, a move away from rules-based
trade, which creates increased risk but also increased opportunity to
potentially explore programs that can respond to that in a way that
wasn't the case 20 years ago.

Similarly, the extremity and frequency of climate events have
fundamentally changed. The idea that we now have 100-year events
happening subsequently, year after year, is the new norm. I think
programs like AgriStability, where you see a reference margin
erode over that period and lose the ability to get support, highlight
some of the reasons we need to take a closer look at the current risk
landscape.

Paul Connors: Thanks.

Mr. Huber, you mentioned Saskatchewan Crop Insurance. Is that
whole-farm or is it based on an individual crop?

William Huber: That's based on an individual crop. You may
have a suite of different crops that you seed, such as oilseeds, puls-
es and cereal grains. Those are all insured separately under the one
program. The problem with that is that the premiums have in-
creased over the years. The coverage has gone up also, but not in
line with the actual cost of production. We're getting our fixed costs
kind of covered, but when you put the fixed and variable costs to-
gether, the payouts generally aren't enough to really sustain that op-
eration to make it profitable. It's sort of like long-term pain for
short-term gain.

I think a gentleman over here talked a little bit about some of the
programs and maybe self-insurance on things. There are some pro-
grams out there. There's Global Ag Risk Solutions, and some of
those things. They work very well, but to get that funding in your
pocket soon, it's based on an accrual system in your accounting. It
takes 16 to 18 months until that finalized return is evaluated and
you get any funding.

Some of those things have their problems too.

® (1150)

Paul Connors: For confirmation, under the BRM suite of pro-
grams, it's whole-farm insurance, not individual crops. Is that right?

William Huber: Yes, certainly it is.

When you diversify it into, say, a grain and a livestock operation,
that's where it puts it off balance. I think Scott mentioned a little bit
about that. You try to diversify to make your farm more viable and
adaptable to some of these severe..whether it's trade, tariffs,
drought or certain things like that. They're still not responsive
enough.

Paul Connors: Scott, do you want to elaborate on that?

Scott Ross: I think he covered the issue quite well.
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This speaks to that question around diversification again. There's
certainly a concern out there that when you adopt solely whole-
farm programming, there is an underappreciation of some of the
costs involved in self-insuring, as you might say, through diversifi-
cation and the reality of very tight margins not being reflected ade-
quately.

This is why we want to see more focus on some of those areas
where there are sectors that feel underserved and do not have ac-
cess to equitable levels of support. In some instances, we may need
to move away from that whole-farm modality for certain program-
ming needs. There's no question.

Paul Connors: Mr. Hornby, in your opening remarks you men-
tioned that one of your recommendations was about Agrilnvest, and
you said you could discuss it in more detail. Do you want to elabo-
rate on that a bit for me?

Colin Hornby: What I was referring to was the cross-compli-
ance with Agrilnvest if you have over $1 million in net sales.

We administer the environmental farm plan in Manitoba, which
is one of the qualifying environmental risk programs that you can
use in order to get that contribution from the government to qualify
for the program. We're very strong supporters of the EFP program;
however, we do believe that the cross-compliance component is a
bit misguided. We're trying to achieve two separate policy out-
comes in requiring farms to opt into a program that perhaps doesn't
fit their operation or it's not something they have the capacity to do
at this time.

While we do encourage farmers to adopt and use the EFP pro-
gram, we don't believe it should necessarily be tied to the financial
components and the Agrilnvest program.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Mr. Lemire, go ahead for two and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Huber, I come from a rural region with many municipalities.
In these small communities, producers are often the village's largest
businesses.

In your opinion, how important is it to support producers in re-
gions farther from major urban centres?

[English]

William Huber: That's a tough question. I'm certainly not famil-
iar with your area of the country. Your agriculture community is
probably a little different from ours.

One big thing we really have to recognize is that we have a prod-
uct in Canada, no matter whether it's produced in western Canada
or eastern Canada, that's valued all over the world. We're proud to
say that we have the safest, most reliable exports, but we have to
make sure that our customers get those exports and their sales in a
timely manner.

Infrastructure is very important. Labour disruption is a huge
thing we have to be seriously taking a look at, whether it's port fa-

cility workers, postal workers or some of the rail services. Those
are so essential.

Even in eastern Canada, you have commodities that need to get
to tidewater, get on a ship and be exported. The happier you can
keep your customers, the better off it's going to be.

[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: On that note, I’d like to hear you speak about
the importance of shorter supply routes. I believe we need to ensure
that products—both from Saskatchewan and Quebec—end up in
our grocery stores, convenience stores and restaurants; in short, lo-
cal consumers must have real access to our products.

Are those aspects sufficiently supported in current agricultural
programs? I see a great deal of energy devoted to international mar-
keting or sales, but not enough is being done to help our local pro-
ducers develop their brands and their relationship with consumers.

Is it the same in your region? Should programs focus even more
on local markets?

® (1155)
[English]

William Huber: I think some of these programs should focus on
local markets, but at the same time, we can't ignore the bigger pic-
ture. It's sometimes the responsibility of our local municipalities
and community leaders to enhance some of those initiatives and de-
velop some of the programs. Both of them have to work together.

In Saskatchewan, we have 44% of the arable land, so it's a little
different landscape from what we have in other parts of Canada.
We concentrate more on the bigger picture, where we're exporting
large amounts to other countries. These are some of the other places
where we have to maintain food stability, not only worldwide but in
our own country and our own jurisdictions.

The Chair: Thank you.

We're going to go to the Conservatives for three minutes, and the
Liberals for three minutes.

We'll go to Mr. Bragdon.

Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being here today.
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I have a couple of things. Obviously, there's been a lot of talk
about potential disruptions, ruptures and whatnot regarding our
biggest and most valued trading partner to the south. I know that in
agriculture the relationship we have north and south of the border is
particularly vital and important. With the efforts to diversify trade,
which everyone thinks is great and wonderful, I think there are
some concerns—and I'm hearing from producers in my area as
well—that this relationship be prioritized and that any friction
points be addressed.

One of the things we've heard is that, in the push to maybe move
more of our products over to the EU, there's a big concern being
raised about how the EU has a food and feed bill that will ban crops
using some crop protections and will severely limit our ability to
export into those markets or even not allow access for Canadian
crops. There are already non-tariff trade barriers in place for beef
and pork.

I'd like to know from your vantage point, Mr. Ross—and Mr.
Huber can follow up—the concerns that you're hearing from your
producers as they relate to the paramount importance of a relation-
ship for agriculture and the trade going back and forth between
Canada and the U.S., and the potential huge barriers that we face in
gaining further access into European markets.

I'll start with you, Mr. Ross.

Scott Ross: That's a great question. I will defer to my colleague,
Mr. Berrigan. He can answer on behalf of the CFA here.

Brodie Berrigan: First, with regard to Canada-U.S. trade, there's
no doubt that the U.S. is Canada's largest market, and it very likely
always will be. It's a very important market, our most important
trading market. There are very practical reasons why we cannot di-
versify away from that market entirely. A lot of the perishable fruits
and vegetables that we ship to the U.S. market simply cannot be
shipped around the world in the same way. It's the same thing with
a lot of cattle and livestock. We're so deeply integrated with the
U.S. market that we cannot take our eye off the ball of just how im-
portant that market is, and it needs to continue to be a priority.

We do support diversification of trade. I mean, there are a lot of
opportunities out there, both in expanding existing markets and in
potentially breaking into new ones. The EU is a tricky one, for a lot
of the reasons you just mentioned. In fact, we have been unable to
fully utilize the market access that was negotiated through the
Canada-European Union free trade agreement. Last I checked, I
think we've utilized 0% of our pork access and a very minor pro-
portion—a single-digit percentage—of our beef access to that mar-
ket, which is largely due to non-tariff barriers to trade. It is proba-
bly one of the most significant barriers to actually taking advantage
of the existing markets that we already have in place.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll go to the Liberals for three minutes.
[Translation]

Sophie Chatel: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to thank the witnesses for joining us.

Mr. Ross, I'm quite interested in the four points you raised in
your remarks. Mr. Hornby, I'd say the same about the six points you

raised. I don't have much speaking time, but I would like more de-
tails on those. I would therefore ask you to provide this information
in writing.

We often hear that we need a risk management system that fac-
tors in new risks—especially on the international market, such as
the significant costs that wars impose on producers. Another aspect
is processing. How can we further innovate while supporting the
entire supply chain, as was so aptly said?

I leave it to you to provide us with further details. I only have
three minutes, but please feel free to submit your ideas to the clerk.
They will be very helpful when we start drafting our recommenda-
tions, making them very relevant.

I'll start with you, Mr. Ross, but I'd also like to hear Mr. Hornby's
thoughts.

® (1200)
[English]

Scott Ross: Thank you for the question.

I think that, when we look at value added in agriculture, it is un-
questionably one of the opportunities we think we most need to
seize here. Looking at that as a tool for building out both domestic
markets and global markets is a critical through line we see across
the board.

There's no question that right now we have challenges in fully re-
alizing our potential in that space. This again speaks to the need for
an integrated whole-of-government approach to this issue, in that
we really need to look at not only resilience in our sector with
BRM as a primary focal point but growth and what conditions we
need to advance there. This is why not just the framework itself but
what goes around that is so vitally important. We need to see red
tape reduction and continued regulatory modernization. In speaking
with processors, more than anything we hear that our regulatory en-
vironment is the biggest impediment to growth and increases in that
space.

Simultaneously, as Mr. Berrigan referenced earlier, tax incentives
and other tools to incentivize investment in capital modernization
are critically needed to create conditions for growth in that space.
That has the potential to lift all boats and support farmers with
more sustained diversified revenue, while at the same time creating
an opportunity to innovate and to create tools and products that bet-
ter serve global markets.

We can certainly provide more detail in writing, but from our
perspective that is, for us, one of the fundamental pillars on which
we need to focus.
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[Translation]
Sophie Chatel: Thank you, Mr. Ross.

Mr. Hornby, you have 20 seconds left, but I would also like you
to send us a written response.

Colin Hornby: Thank you for the question.
[English]
Yes, we're definitely happy to provide more in writing.

I think the big thing is to understand that agriculture has
changed, and that any business doesn't do the same thing for 20
years. We need to look at all of the programs we're offering. We
need to look at the risks—they've changed, as was discussed in de-
tail today—to make sure that the programs we have are being
proactive and supporting producers. What are the goals? What do
we want to achieve? What are the outcomes we want to achieve?
We want to grow Canada's footprint on the global market. We want
to strengthen our relationships in markets like the United States,
which will always be our biggest trading partner.

I'm definitely happy to provide more detail to the committee.
The Chair: Thank you very much.
I'd like to thank all of our witnesses for joining us here today.

We will suspend for about five minutes. Thank you.

® (1200) (Pause)

® (1210)
The Chair: I call the meeting back to order.

I would like to make a few comments for the benefit of the new
witnesses.

Before speaking, please wait until I recognize you by name or
until you're asked a question directly by a member. For those par-
ticipating by teleconference, click the microphone icon to activate
your mic, and please mute yourself when you are not speaking. For
those on Zoom, at the bottom of your screen, you can select the ap-
propriate channel for interpretation: floor, English or French. For
those in the room, you can use the earpiece and select the desired
channel.

I'd like to ask that all in-person participants consult the guide-
lines written on the cards on the table to help prevent audio feed-
back incidents, and to protect the health and safety of all partici-
pants, including our interpreters. This is a reminder that all com-
ments should be addressed through the chair.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Thursday, September 18, 2025, the committee is re-
suming its study of business risk management programs in
Canada’s agricultural sector.

I'd like to welcome our witnesses.

In person, we have Mr. Fagan, farmer and butcher from Beothuk
Land & Cattle Company.

By video conference, we have Mr. Hebert, president of the
Hebert Group.

Also by video conference, we have Mr. Lafontaine, farmer from
Ferme Lafontaine-Noél.

You each have up to five minutes, and then we'll open it up for
questions.

Perhaps we can start with you, Mr. Fagan, for five minutes.

Nelson Fagan (Farmer and Butcher, Beothuk Land & Cattle
Company, As an Individual): Good afternoon.

My name is Nelson Fagan, Jr. I own and operate a beef cattle
farm, Beothuk Land & Cattle Company. I am also a butcher and op-
erate under N. Fagan Meats in Conception Bay South, Newfound-
land and Labrador. I also grow root crops. I am the first and cur-
rently the only registered pedigree Charolais cattle breeder in my
province, which I'm quite proud of. They are my passion.

I sat as a chair of the Newfoundland and Labrador cattlemen's as-
sociation for five consecutive years. I am a relatively small farm
compared to others Canada-wide, but in our small province, I am
among the biggest beef cattle producers in my area. [ am a fifth-
generation farmer and butcher, and I grew up on a family farm. I
raise my animals from start to finish. I have an abattoir where I pro-
cess my own animals, as well as prepare them for consumers. My
operation truly is start to finish.

When [ think of business risk management, I think about live-
stock insurance, forage production and natural disasters. Under the
current provincial livestock insurance program, livestock is only
covered for death or injury due to dogs or predators. As a beef cat-
tle producer, I can say that dogs or predators like coyotes have yet
to be an issue in the province. Therefore, this type of insurance
does not benefit any beef producer in the province.

We need livestock insurance that will cover disease outbreak re-
sulting in a major loss of the herd. We also need livestock insurance
that would cover natural disasters, like wildfires, which have been
more common in our province. For example, last summer, we had a
forest fire break out on the opposite side of the highway, adjacent to
one of our summer pastures, only six kilometres away. It was only
by the grace of God that the wind never shifted and caused the fire
to move in the direction of our pasture. Had that happened, it would
have wiped out my entire herd and livelihood, with no protection.
With the scale of my farm, there is no way to recoup the loss.



April 28, 2026

AGRI-32 13

With regard to payouts for our current livestock insurance under
the provincial government, I reviewed the numbers and the payouts
for beef cattle in 2026-27. For grade and registered bulls and cows,
it ranges from $400 to $650 per head. For grade and registered
heifers and steers, it is from $200 to $400 per head. For grade and
registered calves, it ranges from $70 to just $100 per head. Even if
this insurance policy were to cover things outside predators and dog
attacks, it would not be worthwhile for me to invest my time and
money into this, with today's cattle markets. For example, Agriln-
surance would give me $650 to buy a breeding bull, but a breeding
bull at today's price is $7,500.

With regard to forage production, my situation is a unique one
for my area. I do not grow my own forage. I rely on purchasing the
surplus hay from a network of my fellow producers. When it comes
to climate risks, like droughts, which much of Atlantic Canada ex-
perienced last year, hay production is halted. This winter, under
SCAP, the province introduced the AgriRecovery forage assistance
initiative. I was unable to apply to this program. It was announced a
few days before the deadline for the hay to be purchased. With so
many producers searching at the same time, it was scarce to find.
The biggest issue with living on an island is the transport cost. It
was going to cost me more to transport the hay than the purchase
price of the hay.

I’m sure that our issues may differ from the rest of the country,
but in our province, we are all facing the same challenges in the
beef industry.

Thank you for having me speak. I greatly appreciate the opportu-
nity, and I hope that you will take these topics into serious consid-
eration.

® (1215)

The Chair: Thank you very much, sir. We appreciate your time.

Next, we'll go to Mr. Lafontaine for five minutes.
[Translation]

Eric Lafontaine (Farmer, Ferme Lafontaine-Noél, As an In-
dividual): Good morning, Mr. Chair and members of the commit-
tee.

My name is Eric Lafontaine, and I am a cattle producer in
Dupuy, Abitibi-Ouest, on the Lafontaine-Noél farm—a family farm
that has operated for over 100 years. My spouse and I have been
co-owners since 1993, and we own a herd of approximately
300 cows. Our daughter now wants to carry on the work that my
family has developed for generations.

I am here today to tell you about a catastrophic situation that oc-
curred in 2023 and which, three years later, continues to profoundly
affect my farm and many producers in my region.

First, in 2023, we had an abnormal winter: there was little snow
and a lot of ice very early in the season. That weakened our pas-
tures. Then, the forest fires in Abitibi and Northern Quebec forced
the urgent evacuation of our herd of about 800 head. Finally, there
was a historic drought, which resulted in a water deficit of
220 mm—a level never seen before. Even the region’s most long-
standing producers had never seen anything like it.

The consequences were devastating for every producer in the re-
gion. After an initial hay cut that was already very poor, it was im-
possible to harvest a second crop of hay. To adequately feed our
livestock, we were forced to use our hay reserves to feed the cows
on pasture and then to purchase enormous quantities of hay from
other regions at exorbitant costs.

Producers estimate their yield loss at approximately 70%. How-
ever, the Financiere agricole du Québec, as part of the crop insur-
ance program, assessed losses at 36% on average, which means a
compensation shortfall of approximately 34%.

I want to make this clear: The system could have done better.
This is not a technical issue; it is a matter of choice.

When the gap between the actual situation and the recognized
data exceeds the established framework by over 15%, the Finan-
ciére agricole has a duty to compensate insured producers. Three
years later, the impact on our business is still being felt, because the
entire income protection system failed to meet our needs. With our
current resources, it will take us at least six to eight years to return
to the levels we had before 2023. We may never be able to make up
for this lost growth, which could affect the next generation of farm-
ers. I want to make it clear that our situation is far from unique. In-
deed, many of Abitibi's producers find themselves in the same boat.

One essential point must be understood: hay is the foundation of
our production. In our business, more than two-thirds of our ex-
penses go toward forage crops. We are just as much forage crop
producers as we are beef producers—if not more so. Yet it is pre-
cisely these crops that are the least protected by the insurance pro-
gram, especially when compared to grains, which are often fully
covered.

Climate change is increasing our risks. There is more at stake
than just a bad year; it is the very survival of our farms. In practical
terms, one-size-fits-all solutions in farm risk management programs
must end. We need greater flexibility and we need to provide for
genuine exceptional measures. Programs must be adapted to re-
gional realities and ensure fairness on a national scale. Finally, in
exceptional situations, more on-site inspections are needed, be-
cause, all too often, the way data is interpreted does not reflect the
reality faced by producers. That is the crux of the problem.

The beef industry needs breathing room. The average age of pro-
ducers is high, and if we want to attract the next generation, the in-
dustry must become attractive again. Current prices are good, but
we cannot fully take advantage of the cycle. The catastrophic situa-
tion in 2023 meant we missed out on a favourable economic cycle,
and this setback continues to hinder the development of our busi-
nesses today.

Finally, I want to remind everyone that providing adequate com-
pensation to farmers is not an expense; it is an investment that will
be recouped, in the medium term, through tax revenue, but above
all through stable and sustainable economic benefits in rural areas
that, very often, rely heavily on their agricultural production.
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In closing, I ask one simple thing of you: give us tools that match
the risks we take. That is how we will be able to protect our farms,
support the next generation, and keep rural areas vibrant.

Thank you.
[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

Next, we'll go to Mr. Hebert for five minutes.

Kristjan Hebert (President, The Hebert Group of Companies
Ltd., As an Individual): Thank you, Chair and committee mem-
bers, for the invitation to discuss BRM. I appreciate your patience
with virtual attendance, as my seeders are literally driving by my
oftice window right now, starting to plant our farm.

I'm here representing the Hebert Group, which includes a family
farm called Hebert Grain Ventures. The first crop of 320 acres was
planted by my father Louis and my mother Karen in 1978. This
spring, in 2026, we'll crop 42,000 acres. We also have an agricul-
ture risk finance company called Maverick Ag, which deals directly
in BRM and finance management. One of our favourite offerings is
executive education for farmers through a program called “Farmer
Coach”, which helps with farm management learning.

I like to joke that I'm a recovering accountant. I'm a CPA by
trade, so I'm addicted to numbers and data. I spent quite a bit of
time in BRM, and I am a former chair of Global Ag Risk, one of
the few private crop insurance options in Canada.

I'll focus on grain farms, as that's what I understand best.

The average cost of production on a grain farm in Canada has in-
creased from around $250 or $300 an acre 10 years ago to be-
tween $550 and $600 an acre in 2026. On top of the doubling of the
risk farms take every year, we can see that policy risk in the last
five to seven years has been one of the biggest challenges. For ex-
ample, canola tariffs dropped revenue by between $120 and $150
an acre in a three- to four-month period this winter. That's just easy
math: three dollars a bushel times 40 to 50 bushels an acre. Consid-
ering that the average grain farm is targeting a profit of around $50
an acre, a trade policy can thrust them into a loss, with no manage-
ment option for the farmer.

Diesel fuel, obviously because of the Strait of Hormuz and our
neighbours to the south, has varied in the last three months from as
low as 81¢ a litre to $1.50 a litre. Depending on cash flow, storage
and the timing of planting, farms can be fairly handcuffed on their
costs. I could give the same example with fertilizer. Timing and
cash flow have become of the utmost criticality when managing the
farms specifically with these policy risks.

I would urge government not to focus on just food security at this
point in time. Instead, look at a national agri-food strategy that fo-
cuses on economic impact, global food security, national food
sovereignty and, most importantly, productivity and resilience. It
really is agriculture and food's time to shine and be a solution to our
lagging productivity and economic growth compared with some of
our global partners.

Obviously, a key part of this strategy will be BRM. FPT discus-
sions are starting this summer on new BRM programs, so I'll pro-
vide a few high-level comments on each program and welcome any
questions afterwards.

Agrilnsurance crop insurance is one of our staples. We need to
look pretty strongly at interprovincial consistency, how some of the
rules are applied and the separate rules in different provinces, such
as separate contracts for locations and grandfathering in previously
paid premiums. It's probably about time to look at the subsidy, real-
ize what it's actually costing the Canadian taxpayer and ask
whether we're getting the results we want from the program.

This is not a welcome opinion among some of my farm peers,
but I think we should get rid of the $10,000 matching and turn
Agrilnvest into a tax-deferred, income-smoothing account so that
when farmers put money in the account, it's a writeoff, no different
from what we do now for buying fertilizer or cattle. When we take
money out, it's income. That could help farms manage their taxes
and let government know how the industry is performing. It would
also help reserves and banks.

I'm a huge fan of AgriStability. I think it's the best program the
government offers. I realize that's not a widely held opinion. The
accounting industry has not helped the government's ability to im-
plement AgriStability. The accounting industry tends to cause is-
sues of timing and slowness of payments. There are a number of
things I would change in AgriStability, such as eliminating caps
and allowing enterprise accounting.

I have a transformative-change idea: a private-public voucher
system.

For BRM, I would strongly urge you to look at the Canadian
Agricultural Loans Act program, which has government-backed
loans to 95% on a $500,000 max. This should be adjusted and tied
to new BRM talks.

I truly believe we have a succession and transition opportunity,
not a problem. However, a number of tax things put in over the last
decade have made it very tough. We need to look at capital gains,
the 21-year trust rule, taxable capital, corporate partnerships and
section 85 expansion.

Thanks for your time today.

® (1225)

The Chair: Thank you very much to all of our witnesses.
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I'll go to the Conservatives for six minutes.

Mr. Gourde.
[Translation]

Jacques Gourde (Lévis—Lotbiniére, CPC): Thank you,
Mr. Chair.

My question is for Mr. Lafontaine.

If I understand correctly, during past events—namely the drought
in 2023, the fires, and the loss of forage—the risk management pro-
gram did not work for you. You suffered a massive loss of forage,
given the size of your herd. To feed 300 cows, you probably need
around 2,000 tonnes of forage per year.

Please explain your strategy. Indirectly, your strategy may have
actually worked against you. The program is so broad that you have
to suffer a significant loss of income for it to apply. On the other
hand, according to the program, a loss of forage isn't considered a
loss of income, because you still sold animals—and you may even
have sold more due to the lack of forage.

Please explain what happened on your farm so we can fully un-
derstand.

Eric Lafontaine: Actually, the drought occurred at the begin-
ning of the season. In Abitibi, we're used to having more water, and
at the start of the season, we had no water at all. We thought it
would rain at some point, but there was no rain. We had to use the
hay we were harvesting to feed the pasture animals. In the end, we
still had to buy quite a lot of it. We managed to find some in Témis-
camingue. What we needed was money to buy hay during the sum-
mer, during the harvest, because we knew that everyone in the re-
gion, everyone in Abitibi, needed to buy hay. At that point, we did
pressure the Financicére agricole du Québec to try to get advance
payments, but there was a long wait. We received the first payment
in August. When you know that everyone wants hay, you have to
act quickly.

As for the decrease in our herd, we had 350 cows; we sold about
50 of them to make it through the winter with the forage stocks we
had and managed to secure. However, that's catching up with us
now, because we have 50 fewer calves to sell, which is another loss
of income. We haven't received much compensation. At the same
time, selling off the herd means that today we have even less in-
come.

I hope that answers your question, Mr. Gourde.
® (1230)

Jacques Gourde: We understand that transportation costs are
not necessarily included in the compensation for hay. You men-
tioned Quebec’s hay crop insurance. I'm quite familiar with this
program, as I am also enrolled in it.

When it comes to risk management, the federal program factors
in the average financial viability of the farm. However, it does not
factor in the weather-related issues your region experienced in
2023. Would there be a way to determine a specific amount at the
regional level? As you say, the fact that it was impossible to buy
hay from a neighbour—because they needed it just as much as you
did—must be taken into account. You had to go further afield to

buy it. The price of hay had gone up somewhat, and transportation
costs were very high. It would be even worse this year. Could there
be a way to consider this a regional climate-related issue?

Eric Lafontaine: Actually, there is the AgriRecovery program,
but it often comes into play a bit too late in the process.

We met with Minister MacAulay at the time, and he told us he
couldn’t do much about it. All he could do was talk to Minister La-
montagne, who could provide compensation through the Financiére
agricole du Québec. I feel like I’'m paying a hefty premium for crop
insurance. We really wanted the crop insurance to compensate us,
but we were never compensated for the full extent of our losses.

Jacques Gourde: When you met with the minister, he told you
he couldn’t do anything. Perhaps he hadn’t turned to the right per-
son. I recall that in 1984, under Brian Mulroney’s Conservative
government, there was a widespread drought in Quebec and the
government took action. It provided financial assistance to all pro-
ducers to compensate for the lack of forage, both those who were
insured and those who were not. So it was possible for the govern-
ment to do something. You received a negative response, but I find
it hard to accept that the current government did not want to help
you. The programs exist. It doesn’t want to change them. It would
have been possible to create an ad hoc program to help the region,
to help you, but that wasn’t done. What you’re telling us is that the
current government, unfortunately, didn’t do anything.

Eric Lafontaine: That's exactly right. I can't say otherwise.

Jacques Gourde: Thank you.

How much time do I have left, Mr. Chair?
[English]

The Chair: You have 24 seconds.
[Translation]

Jacques Gourde: In that case, I'll leave it there, Mr. Chair.
[English]

The Chair: We'll go to the Liberals, with MP Dandurand, for six
minutes.

[Translation]

Marianne Dandurand (Compton—Stanstead, Lib.): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being with us. I also want to
thank them for sharing their experiences with the business risk
management programs and talking about the other challenges they
face in agriculture.

This is for Mr. Hebert.

We rarely hear ideas like yours. I was quite surprised by a num-
ber of your recommendations, but I'm very intrigued. This is the
first time I've come across a similar recommendation for the Agri-
Invest program.
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Could you elaborate on it? How do you see the government im-
proving Agrilnvest, to help farmers become more resilient?

® (1235)
[English]

Kristjan Hebert: I'm not going to disagree with you. My ideas
aren't always that wide-stream. The reason I struggle with Agriln-
vest is that currently, as I said, it's a $10,000 matching the minute
you qualify for that, so it's implemented differently on every size of
farm. Really, it's 100% return on the farmers' money given to them
by the government, for which then a lot of times we hear com-
plaints because they have to pay tax on free money when they take
it out. My personal opinion is, let's take it away.

One of the greatest advantages agriculture has is cash-to-accrual
accounting. We can file tax on a cash basis, so in a lot of good years
for farms, they buy cattle or fertilizer before the end of the year to
reduce their tax bill. It's deferred income smoothing. We're allowed
to do it. I think we should be able to use Agrilnvest so that instead
of giving the money to a different farmer or retail, we put money in
Agrilnvest, which is deductible. We can invest it. Let's not just have
it invest at 1%. Let's call it a 3% or a 5% guaranteed investment
and let the government and the banks work together. Therefore,
we'd get our win by the tax savings over the years when we do that.
When we take that money out, it's taxable, so we can manage when
we're going to pay tax on that when we have a weaker year. | would
argue that is what Agrilnvest is meant to be, which is to build up a
self-insurance fund to help us in a bad year.

I also think it's a bit of a win for the government. If you have bil-
lions of dollars in Agrilnvest that have been put there by farmers to
pay less tax, to save money for poorer years, that's a pretty good in-
dicator that the industry is in a good spot, specifically if they have
to say whether they're a grain farmer, a cattle farmer or a dairy
farmer. If there's no money in Agrilnvest, because it has all been
pulled out and they've been willing to pay tax on it in order to help
their situation in a bad year, you guys will know the industry is not
in a good spot.

I think it's a win for farmers. I think it's a win for the govern-
ment. Lastly, I'm sure it's a win for banks, because they seem to
love billions of dollars of our money in it, both the government's
and mine.

[Translation]

Marianne Dandurand: That's a really interesting perspective.
I'd ask that you submit all of your proposals to the committee in
writing so we can consider them. You covered a number of recom-
mendations in your opening remarks, but I don't think five minutes
was enough time. You seem to have a lot of ideas that you've given
a lot of thought. If you could submit them to us in writing, it would
be particularly helpful and relevant when we're drafting our report.

Now I'd like to talk about AgriRecovery. There are still questions
about the timeliness of the support. It was tested in British
Columbia, among other places. Following a disaster, a certain per-
centage, based on a preliminary assessment, was provided to help
roll out the support quickly. Afterwards, a full assessment was done
and adjustments were made.

Do you think that approach could be applied more widely, to all
the situations covered by AgriRecovery?

[English]

Kristjan Hebert: For sure, I think AgriRecovery could be adapt-
ed. My perfect world is one where we have two or three programs
that are good already and we don't have to do AgriRecovery.
AgriRecovery means that we're having to do it ad hoc, which
means something is wrong, or something has come up that we
haven't thought about.

For instance, if an AgriStability program is built correctly and al-
lows enterprise accounting so that operations that have separate
units aren't being penalized and you have early payments allowed
in AgriStability.... Today's world of bookkeeping is significantly
different. We do the books on a 40,000-acre farm in fewer hours
than we used to on a 1,000-acre farm. Now farms need to step up
and do a better job of having books done correctly, but I think tech-
nology would allow government to do interim payments very rapid-
ly through a well-run AgriStability program, with some changes
that, to be honest, have a potential to no longer require AgriRecov-
ery. You're going to have the odd one because of a major event or
an industry that has four or five bad years back to back, because
their margins would be gone, but as I said, in a perfect world, we
should adjust our current programs so that AgriRecovery is not
needed as often.

[Translation]

Marianne Dandurand: That leads me to ask you a more general
question.

My sense is that, over the years, the business risk management
programs were designed to address fairly exceptional circum-
stances that are increasingly becoming structural risks—in other
words, more and more extreme weather events happening at more
and more frequent intervals.

Do you agree with me that one of the issues with the business
risk management programs is that they aren't suited to the new real-
ity facing farmers when it comes to climate risks?
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[English]

Kristjan Hebert: I think the crop insurance, or the Agrilnsur-
ance program, is set up for climate risk. I mean, for us in
Saskatchewan and western Canada, that is mainly drought or too
wet. I'm pretty lucky; I farm in an area where I've been affected by
drought only once. I own way too many $1,000 tow straps to pull
my equipment out, because we're too wet. Those are the climate
events we deal with.

Personally, I think the biggest issue with the programs is that
they haven't adapted to the rapid increase in the cost of production.
For instance, in AgriStability specifically, a cap of $3 million is one
of the craziest ideas I've ever heard of. There's no cap on—

The Chair: I'll have to stop you there. We're over time. I'm sorry
about that.

We'll go to the Bloc for six minutes.
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Lafontaine, I'm especially proud to be hearing from you to-
day. A few years ago in our region, the winter frost, drought and
wildfires—which, I would remind everyone, hit Abitibi-Ouest es-
pecially hard—all came together to create the perfect storm. It led
to dire situations, such as people having to move herds immediate-
ly, to say nothing of the mental toll on farmers' and the conse-
quences for their well-being.

You led an important effort, alongside Maxime Fontaine, Math-
ieu Dumont and Alexandre Bégin. I'm talking about the red letter,
which I have with me here. It starts with a petition signed by every,
or just about, farmer in Abitibi-Ouest. In the letter, you were sound-
ing the alarm. You were trying to make your voice heard. You were
trying to put Abitibi-Ouest on the map, because you weren't on the
radar. The programs weren't being deployed in a timely way, which
had major consequences.

I'd like to know the consequences you're still living with today.
You talked about it in your opening remarks.

Further to my colleague Mr. Gourde's questions about your pas-
tures or grazing, I'd like you to tell us about the consequences of
that situation.

Eric Lafontaine: The drought was actually so serious that our
oldest pastures died completely. Currently, there's no forage there,
but we still have to feed our herd. We can't renew all our pastures in
the same year. It's also very expensive. It costs almost $200 an acre
to replant a pasture, and we have at least 1,200 acres. What's more,
it takes five or six years to do all that, as I said.

We now have additional expenses because we have to replant the
pastures, on top of having to buy hay. Our pastures can't provide
what we need. We now have 50 fewer cattle, and with the current
calf price, that's nearly $200,000 in revenue we don't have.

Sébastien Lemire: At the time, we met with Minister MacAulay
together. Overall, the minister was receptive and listened to your
concerns, as you said earlier. Obviously, the federal government
contributes 60% of program funding, with the provinces and territo-

ries providing 40%. The department officials following these pro-
ceedings know they have a responsibility.

We were basically told that the federal government sets out the
guidelines but that it was up to the other government to implement
them, in this case, the Quebec government. As you mentioned,
Quebec's response was about the same, saying that it couldn't do
anything under the framework it had been given. At the end of the
day, farmers are the ones who suffer the consequences. Still, some
changes were made. I remember going to see you and you showing
me the numbers.

How did the governments adjust the programs, and what effect
did it have on your business?

® (1245)

Eric Lafontaine: When we met with the minister, we showed
him the numbers, but everything the government did ultimately
produced little.

The government ended up providing what it considered to be fair
compensation. Quebec ended up compensating us through a minis-
terial initiative, because it couldn't find a way to resolve the matter
and it didn't want to open the crop insurance program. However, it
had the ability to do so, since we were above the 15% difference
with the weather station data.

Personally, I expect my insurance provider to cover me if I'm
paying for insurance. If my house burns down, I expect the insur-
ance company to pay for the damage. I don't expect the insurance
provider to pay for just half the damage and then have to find an-
other program.

Sébastien Lemire: You're saying that you would have needed
double or triple the amount. You were given up to $50,000 or $135
per head, which was nowhere near how much you needed.

Adjustments were then made. I'd like to highlight how ridiculous
the situation was. It rained on May 1 or June 1, if I recall correctly,
so that meant farmers weren't short of water, even though the ef-
fects of the drought were visible. Almost the entire field was grey.

How were the programs, the indicators, adjusted in subsequent
years? What was the financial impact on your profitability?

Eric Lafontaine: They adjusted the program midstream, but
they cut the compensation grid by almost half.

In the end, the program still isn't responsive. It's worse than it
was before, I think.
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Sébastien Lemire: When it comes to farmers' needs, communi-
cation between the governments has been impacted. That's what I'm
hearing today.

Thank you.
Eric Lafontaine: Yes.
[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll go to the Conservatives for five minutes.
John Barlow (Foothills, CPC): Thanks, Mr. Chair.

I want to start with Mr. Fagan.

You were talking about the importance of programs like a live-
stock insurance program. Conservatives have been pushing for a
national insurance program for quite some time. It's good to hear
that it may be implemented as early as tomorrow.

I would assume that market certainty would also be very impor-
tant to you as a producer. The current government allowed the Unit-
ed Kingdom accession to the CPTPP. Beef imports from the United
Kingdom are up by 150% over one year, with zero Canadian beef
going to the United Kingdom. Over the next few months, the gov-
ernment is looking at signing a trade deal with Mercosur, which in-
cludes Brazil and Argentina. Imports of low-quality, cheap Argen-
tinian and Brazilian beef into Canada are up by 300%, despite a
26% tariff. I think it could be devastating to the Canadian cattle in-
dustry if the government signed a free trade agreement that would
eliminate that tariff. We would see a massive influx of low-quality
South American beef into Canada, which would displace Canadian
products that are produced at a much higher standard.

Would this raise some concerns with you as a cattle producer
about the impact this could have on your business?

Nelson Fagan: With regard to marketing, there is no federal
slaughterhouse at home. We're all provincially regulated, so we sell
within our province. I have my market secured. I travel around ru-
ral Newfoundland. I have 21 stores, and counting, that carry my
products. Keeping the animals on the island and attaining them at a
fair price is the problem.

As for the rest of the country, the boys are going to be in trouble
if that happens.

John Barlow: They would be bringing Brazilian beef into
slaughterhouses here—or trim—mixing it with Canadian beef and
selling it across the country. There's not a part of the country that
would be safe from this.

Thank you very much for that answer.

I'm going to pass the rest of my time to my colleague, Mr. Bonk.

Steven Bonk: I have a question for Kristjan Hebert.

A few years ago, we were chatting, and I remember that you
mentioned at the time that the biggest risk to your farming opera-
tion was government policy. Then we sat down and we talked a lot
about private insurance, as opposed to government-funded insur-
ance. I'm just wondering if you could tell us a bit about your expe-

rience, because you've dealt with a lot in that industry and you un-
derstand it very well.

Could you compare the two, what we currently have with our
BRM products that are funded by the government and those that are
private?

® (1250)

Kristjan Hebert: The main private product that most people un-
derstand is hail insurance, but there's Global AG Risk Solutions,
and another one called Agi3. They are variations of AgriStability or
revenue insurance. They work quite well at building around the
current government programs. The detriment to private products, if
we wanted to take away a bunch of the liability and operational
risk, is that the subsidy for crop insurance that the federal and
provincial governments pay is so astronomical.

If I were to give you what I would do for transformative change,
I would go to a voucher type of system. I would make the provin-
cial crop insurance companies run as subsidiaries, no different than
SaskTel having to run as a subsidiary in the province of
Saskatchewan and competing against Bell and Rogers. As a farmer,
as I decide which insurance works best for me, I buy it. I submit my
receipt, and I get the exact same subsidy whether I buy private crop
insurance or whether I buy AgriStability. They wouldn't replace
government insurance, but they would build products that work
very well for different types of operations and different regional
changes all around the government programs, and they would re-
move liability and improve timeliness on some of the stuff.

On top of that, I think you could really look at reinsurance diver-
sification. The federal government could look at taking on catas-
trophic risk, from a reinsurance standpoint, for all of the products
combined, and through that diversification would probably get sig-
nificantly better reinsurance rates, for both the private companies
and themselves.

Steven Bonk: Could you maybe expand on the reinsurance side
of it? We had that in the first round. We talked a little bit about it.
Can you expand on that and how you think that could help us with
minimizing our risk?

Kristjan Hebert: In the world of private insurance, most compa-
nies wouldn't be large enough to take on all that risk. They sell that
reinsurance risk to reinsurers around the world. You get a better
reinsurance rate based on your client book claiming less and on
spread of risk. If you only have a very concentrated group of farms
in southeast Saskatchewan, you're going to pay more reinsurance. If
you have farmers all the way across the country—B.C., Manitoba,
Saskatchewan, Alberta and out east—you can see better reinsur-
ance rates, because the total claim across the whole country will be
less than for a specific region.

I think it's a critical piece for the catastrophic risk—the one-
in-50, one-in-100, one-in-200 risk—for both the government and
the private sector.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We're going to go to Mr. Connors for five minutes.

Paul Connors: Thank you to all the witnesses for coming out,
especially to Mr. Fagan for coming up to us to present some
thoughts on the BRM programs.
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Mr. Fagan, from your experience as president of the cattlemen's
association and your experience with the Newfoundland and
Labrador Federation of Agriculture, is there a large participation
rate in the BRM suite of programs in Newfoundland and Labrador?

Nelson Fagan: I would say no. There aren't a lot of people who
would be aware of this whole thing and the finer details of it, to
take advantage of it.

Paul Connors: Do you think it's cost-prohibitive, or do the pro-
grams not suit the smaller farms in Newfoundland and Labrador?

Nelson Fagan: Smaller farms, no.... They would have to have
capital to put into it first.

Paul Connors: Going back to the livestock insurance, you
briefly spoke about this. Can you elaborate a little bit more on the
challenges you have with the livestock insurance?

Nelson Fagan: The livestock insurance challenges, for me,
would be that the only thing they cover is the hunter or predator.
We have climate change. We had three forest fires in the last two
years, right next to my barn. I have farm insurance on my barn. If a
fire broke out in my barn, the animals in the barn are covered. To
be honest with you, I feel there is a higher probability of losing my
animals to a forest fire on one of the community pastures.

Paul Connors: Have you investigated any insurance that would
cover that? Does the BRM suite of programs cover that?

Nelson Fagan: Not through you guys, but privately, I have. I did
call one. In 2021, I reached out to an insurance company. I forget
their name, but they were in Saskatchewan. I was purchasing a
pedigreed Charolais bull and bringing him home. I asked about ani-
mal insurance in general, and the only thing they would cover, in
my area, was the transport to get him to my farm. After that, I was
on my own. They didn't have any programs for me.

® (1255)

Paul Connors: You mentioned the climate change issues and the
forest fires. I'll ask a question about the forest fires. If your cattle
had been affected by the forest fires last year, that would have
wiped your business out.

Nelson Fagan: If that happens, I'm done.

In today's markets, a feeder calf now goes for $3,800 at seven or
eight months of age. I cannot afford to retain him and feed him for
the next eight months and get a carcass out of that in my market. I'd
be better off just shipping him. At the same time, the breeding stock
is just as much, and then there's the transport to Newfoundland.

Paul Connors: I want to go to the forage issue that was in New-
foundland and Labrador last year—in most of Atlantic Canada,
probably, or in all of Canada. AgriRecovery kicked in to allow peo-
ple to participate after the fact. I don't know if it was in your open-
ing statement or in answer to a previous question. Did you benefit
from that, or do you know farmers who benefited from it? What
would be the reasons that you never benefited from it?

Nelson Fagan: Well, the reason I never benefited from it was
that I got the email at four o'clock on a Tuesday afternoon, and I
had to have hay sourced, transportation arranged, and the invoice
by the end of the day on Friday. When you have no one to go to in
order to start sourcing it, three days is not a lot of time to source

hay, arrange transportation and have it paid for, so that was one rea-
son.

I am aware of one beef producer in my area who did take advan-
tage of it, and there is another one, I believe, who did also. I have
not spoken to him directly, but I heard he did. I don't know every-
one, but there are up to two beef people.

Paul Connors: Do you think climate change is going to impact
your businesses?

Nelson Fagan: Absolutely.

1 didn't mention.... As you know, I am the chair and vice-chair of
two community pastures in my area that we use. I micromanage
them with several other beef producers. I've been using one pasture
since my childhood, and I now run it. This past July, I walked that
pasture in my tennis shoes, and the grass crunched like maple
leaves on your lawn in the fall. I've never seen the pasture like that.
We thought we were done, that it wasn't going to recuperate. It did
come back, although poorly. We've thought about doing different
things, but Newfoundland is rocky and hilly. However, we did, this
past March, take advantage of doing some frost seeding. We're in-
terested to see where that goes.

We took over these pastures from people who had them for 30
years, and nothing was done with them, so we're trying to build
them up. Hopefully things will change. The fertilizer—

The Chair: Thank you. I'm sorry to cut you off.

We'll go to the Bloc for the last two and a half minutes.
[Translation]

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Lafontaine, I'd like you to talk more about the insurance pro-
gram.

Currently, we're talking a 40% premium, a $100,000 deductible
and 15% of insurable value. The farmer, then, pays the first 15%.
The farmer has to have lost at least $100,000 to access any protec-
tion under the program. You pay $18,000 a year to be insured,
whether you're paid or not.

Does that system work well for you? What would the ideal sys-
tem look like?

Eric Lafontaine: What's missing is that the system fails to take
into account the actual circumstances on the ground. That doesn't
happen now. The system relies on weather station data, without fac-
toring in field visits. If the grids for analyzing the weather station
data are wrong, the system can't work. At the very least, the system
has to allow for field monitoring.
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We've seen 10% premiums in the past. Crop insurance payments
have been made, which increases premiums. The risk is still there.
We know the risks are growing because of climate change, so there
has to be a way to protect farmers without making them fork out
the first $100,000. We can't move forward like that.

Sébastien Lemire: Your farm is north of Dupuy. As the crow
flies, how many kilometres away is the closest weather station?
® (1300)

Eric Lafontaine: The weather station is right there, on the farm.
Weather station data should really reflect—

Sébastien Lemire: The data aren't reliable.

Eric Lafontaine: The data are reliable, but the analysis grids
aren't when it comes to yield. It's as simple as that.

Sébastien Lemire: That's very interesting.

You know as well as I do that many farms in Abitibi and Témis-
camingue are some 50 kilometres away from the weather station.

I have one last quick question.

Does not having a federal or provincial slaughterhouse in
Abitibi-Témiscamingue affect your business? What impact does it
have?

Eric Lafontaine: The big problem is animal welfare because of
all the transportation required. We talked about local distribution
channels and the ability to sell products locally. Now, the animals
have to travel 800 kilometres to the slaughterhouse, and then the
meat has to be brought back. Today, there's a lot of focus on animal
welfare and local distribution channels. It's a real issue.

Sébastien Lemire: Thank you very much.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

I'd like to thank all of our witnesses for joining us here today, vir-
tually or in person. We appreciate your insights and your advice for
the committee.

Is it the will of the committee to adjourn the meeting?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Thank you so much. The meeting is adjourned.
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