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Abstract 

This thesis examines the perceived impact of agriculture programming at the 

ground level in the Rural Municipality of Albert in Manitoba, and the Rural Municipality 

of Storthoaks in Saskatchewan. It provides a description of agriculture as it was practiced 

in these communities in 2008, as well as an analysis of how producers perceived the 

outcome of three specific programs: the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization 

(CAIS) account, Production Insurance (PI) and the Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) 

program. The Agricultural Policy Framework, implemented in 2003, was the structure 

upon which these programs originated from. 

The research measures the effectiveness of the programs as perceived by 

producers and as compared to national program objectives. The thesis examines how 

programs occur at the ground level in two rural municipalities and explores whether or 

not the perceptions of agricultural programming differs between the communities. 

Program differences on the ground level can result from a number of factors. 

First, the negotiation process preceding the signing of agreements between the federal 

and provincial governments can create regional differences in the allocation of funding 

and program objectives as government priorities and needs are merged. In addition, the 

agency selected for program administration (e.g., federal government, provincial 

government or a third-party agency) can impact the level of uniformity in program 

outcome due to differences during program development. Furthermore, the manner by 

which the program is delivered and the challenges that accompany the implementation 

process can result in program variations. In the end, the same national program can have 

varied results.  
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Specifically, differences were expected between the RMs in two of the three 

programs analyzed. The Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account was 

expected to have similar results due to Manitoba and Saskatchewan‟s reliance on the 

federal government for program administration. In comparison, Production Insurance and 

the Environmental Farm Planning program were administered by different agencies as a 

result of the federal-provincial agreements. It was in these circumstances that differences 

in program outcomes were expected. 

Case study communities were selected based on their similarities in order to allow 

for program differences between the RMs to become evident. A questionnaire survey was 

conducted in 2008 to solicit information from producers, with additional data obtained 

from Statistics Canada and government documents.  

The perceived effectiveness of government programming in meeting program 

objectives varied. The Agricultural Policy Framework outlined a total of 22 objectives for 

the three programs under investigation. The Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization 

account was identified as „ineffective‟ in meeting all of its objectives. Respondents 

perceived Production Insurance and the Environmental Farm Planning program as being 

„somewhat effective‟ in meeting program objectives at the ground level. Results indicated 

similar outcomes between the RMs in 20 of the 22 objectives. This research showed that 

provincial location played a minimal role in the outcomes of programs as they differed 

between RMs. In fact, program outcomes were found to be similar in most circumstances. 

For those objectives that were deemed as „ineffective‟, the research offers producer 

feedback in an effort to explain the occurrences.  
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Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 
 

General Background of the Thesis 

 

 The number of agriculture producers in Canada continues to decline. For a 

considerable time, producers have had to adapt to a changing industry and external 

pressures beyond their control, a fact recognized by government which has provided 

assistance for producers since the 1930s (Wilson, 1990). The federal government has 

been influential since that time with the provincial governments becoming key players 

during the 1970s (Wilson, 1990). Since then, agricultural policy making has been an 

exercise in balancing a national vision with the provinces‟ constitutional rights, and has 

been marked by federal-provincial negotiation and compromise (Wilson, 1990). Today, 

both levels of government are responsible for the development and implementation of 

agriculture programming. The responsibilities of each are outlined in federal-provincial 

agreements. Considerable effort has been made to develop effective programming for the 

industry, but any such attempt has had to face the difficult challenges posed by 

geographical variation and diversity of agricultural output. This challenge is addressed by 

creating both national and provincial programming. 

 The Canadian government provides programming focused on risk management, 

skill development, food safety and regulation, and environmental stewardship. The 

continued flux of the agricultural sector and the downturn in producer numbers creates 

pressure on the federal government to develop programming that provides stability in the 

sector. A more recent focus on environmental sustainability at the national and 

international level has created pressure on the federal government to address factors 



2 

 

affecting the environment. In addition, the volatile state of the sector has pressured 

governments to address income losses.  

Research Question 

 

 The purpose of this research is to develop an understanding of the impact of 

agricultural programming on farm operators in two rural municipalities in different 

provinces. The research explores whether or not the perceptions of agricultural 

programming occurs between these municipalities, one located in Manitoba and one in 

Saskatchewan. These provinces were selected for the research due to their comparable 

nature in the agricultural context. The selection of two rural municipalities with high rates 

of farm operators as a percentage of the population provides insight into similarities and 

differences as to how such programs are both perceived and carried out in different RMs 

(Figure 1.1). 

 The research assesses the effectiveness of government programming in 

accordance to producer feedback and national program objectives. This inquiry, while 

often disregarded due to time requirements and the fiscal resources required to conduct 

this type of research, is a necessary component in understanding how programming 

works at the ground level. Firstly, the research examines whether or not the programs 

meet the objectives outlined during policy formulation as identified through producers‟ 

perceptions. Secondly, the research assesses the effectiveness of these programs as 

perceived by producers within the case study communities. Thirdly, the research 

identifies similarities and differences as they exist between municipalities.  
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Figure 1.1: Location of Case Study Municipalities 

 

 

 While national programs attempt to achieve consistent results for all producers 

regardless of location, a number of factors contribute to differences in program outcome. 

Provincial differences exist as a result of signed agreements between individual provinces 

and the federal government. These agreements are developed as a result of negotiation 

and compromise between governments, and set forth the objectives and outcomes desired 

from the framework. The negotiation process can create agreements that differ from 

province to province, as federal and provincial needs and goals are merged. This can be 

noted in the agreements signed by the provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003a; Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003b). 
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 Additionally, program administration can impact the uniformity of the programs‟ 

outcomes at the ground level. Federal administration of programs, as was the situation 

with the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account in Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan, signifies that program development and delivery decisions are mainly the 

responsibility of the federal government. Therefore, regions with similar agricultural 

production should achieve similar program outcomes. A second option for program 

delivery is provincial administration, as was the case with Production Insurance. Here, 

differences can result from variations in provincial decision-making as programs are 

developed and delivered according to provincially-specific needs. In the case of 

Production Insurance, provincial governments have the authority to determine program 

components such as insurable commodities, coverage levels, eligibility requirements and 

application deadlines. As a result, program outcomes can vary between provincial 

boundaries. The third option for program administration is the selection of a third-party 

agency (i.e., non-government organization) to deliver the program, as was the situation 

with the Environmental Farm Planning program. In this circumstance, the provincial 

government is responsible for the selection of a third-party organization and the decision-

making during program development, while the third-party organization is responsible 

for program delivery. This further perpetuates program variations. 

From a delivery perspective, a number of problems can arise. These include 

changes in program personnel throughout the implementation stage, failure to provide 

consistent training for those involved in the delivery of the program and lack of 

coordination between governments and extension offices (National Planning 

Commission, 2008). Additionally, variations in staff performance, improper use of 
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resources, lack of uniformity during program delivery and failure to meet program 

deadlines can contribute to differences in the outcome of programming (National 

Planning Commission, 2008). 

Differences between the RMs are expected in the provincially administered 

Production Insurance program and the third-party delivered Environmental Farm 

Planning Program as a result of provincial decision-making. Due to the federal 

administration of the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account in the 

provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan, the RMs were expected to experience similar 

program results. 

Available Research 

 

 Agricultural research has largely concentrated on the economic analysis of the 

industry and focused on the impacts of globalization, new technologies and structural 

change. Research has also examined human resource efficiency and cost-benefit 

measurements. Little attention has been paid to the impact of national programming at the 

ground level and the variations of these programs as they occur spatially according to 

producers. With the success of agricultural programming relying heavily on the precision 

of the planning, attention is called to the micro-analysis of the programs‟ outcomes. 

 With little attention paid to the ground level outcome, the planning has occurred 

at a macro or generalized level. “Attempts to explain the performance of underdeveloped 

economies have largely been made in terms of macro-analysis, with relatively little 

attention given to lower levels of aggregation. However, increases in agricultural output 

are not the result of some action by the agricultural sector, but rather are the result of 

actions taken by individual farmers” (Gregory, 1964: 16). The aggregation of data 
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concerning farming output (such as income, production levels, commodity type) does 

little to explain the decisions made by producers at the ground level. A micro-scale 

analysis attempts to provide insight that can contribute to the development of future 

programming. 

Organization of the Thesis 

 

 The thesis is organized in the following manner. Chapter 2 provides an overview 

of agriculture and the factors affecting the sector. It provides details on the structural 

change in the sector inclusive of declining farm numbers, changing operation structures 

and producer characteristics. Furthermore, it briefly discusses prairie agriculture as it has 

changed over time. 

 Chapter 3 details the federal government and its intervention in the sector. It 

briefly discusses government organization, followed by a description of the manner in 

which policy is formulated, implemented and evaluated. The discussion concludes with 

an overview of historical government intervention in the sector since the loss of the Crow 

Rate in the 1980s; a time period viewed as substantially impacting the agriculture sector.  

 An overview of the policy framework being researched is included in Chapter 4. 

The Agricultural Policy Framework (2003-2008) has since been replaced by the Growing 

Forward initiative. The chapter describes the comprehensive nature of the framework and 

its components including business risk management, environment, food quality and 

safety, innovation and renewal. In addition, it briefly discusses the individual agreements 

signed by the provinces with the federal government. 
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 Chapter 5 includes the selection criteria for RMs, a brief description of the RMs, 

the manner by which programs were selected, and the research methods including data 

acquisition, questionnaire design and delivery and data analysis. 

 Chapter 6 provides data specific to the selected programs including the Canadian 

Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) account, Production Insurance (PI), and the 

Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) program. Additionally, it provides an overview of 

how these programs were delivered in Manitoba and Saskatchewan. 

 Chapter 7 presents the research findings. It provides descriptive statistics of the 

case study communities in order to identify any differences that may affect the outcome 

of government programming at the ground level. This is followed by details of specific 

program objectives as they occurred within the case study communities. Producer 

feedback is included in the discussion. 

Chapter 8 provides a summary of the research findings, identifies research 

limitations and presents potential avenues for future research.  
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Chapter 2 AGRICULTURE IN CANADA 

 Historically, agriculture has been at the heart of many rural communities in 

Canada. Today, agriculture maintains an important role in the Canadian economy by 

providing employment and generating income for rural Canadians. In 2007, the 

agriculture and agri-food sector accounted for 8 percent of Canada‟s total gross domestic 

production (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2007a). Growth in the sector not only 

impacts those directly involved, but the Canadian economy as a whole. For example, “for 

every $1 of direct GDP created in primary agriculture, an additional $1.8 of GDP is 

indirectly created” (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2007a: 35). In addition, the entire 

system (inclusive of primary agriculture, food, beverage and tobacco processing, food 

retail and wholesale and foodservice) accounts for one in eight jobs, employing nearly 

2.1 million people (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2007a). 

The agriculture and agri-food system has been increasing at an average rate of 2.4 

percent per year (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2007a). According to the 2006 

census, provincial variations in agriculture and agri-food contributions exist with the 

most prominent contribution to the GDP by primary agriculture seen in the provinces of 

Saskatchewan (7 percent) and Manitoba (5 percent) (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 

2007a). The impact of primary agriculture in the provincial employment rates are highest 

in Saskatchewan, followed by Prince Edward Island and Manitoba (Agriculture and Agri-

Food Canada, 2007a). 
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Agricultural Restructuring 

 

 Agriculture has undergone a number of structural changes through the decades 

and as such, has been the focus of agricultural geographers for many years. These 

changes, along with their causes and the decision-making process of producers, are 

studied in an attempt to explain the change occurring in the sector. Referred to commonly 

as agricultural restructuring, the research area is “defined and characterised with respect 

to the forces underlying change and the responses that individuals make” (Ramsey, 

2010:92). The role that political and economic forces play in the restructuring of 

agriculture is well documented in the literature (Evans, 2009; Marsden et al., 1996; 

Ramsey, 2010). 

 The study of agricultural restructuring by geographers hit a turning point during 

the 1980s. Before then, agricultural geographers focused exclusively on the actions of 

producers as an independent entity (Evans, 2009). Failure to address the farmer‟s place in 

the larger context provoked geographers to broaden their scope. Since that time, a wide 

range of perspectives have been used to analyse agricultural change including political 

economy, restructuring, agency and structure, adaptation, diversification, and post-

productivism (Ramsey, 2010). The political economy approach dominated agricultural 

research in the late 1980s and early 1990s, at which time, farm adjustment strategies 

became an influential concept (Evans, 2009). 

 Farm adjustment strategies describe the responses to agricultural restructuring and 

are categorized according to their scale of application. At the broadest scale, farm 

households are classified according to the income-generating importance of their 

operation. Three strategic categories of farm businesses include: hobby farms, farms 
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employing survival strategies, and farms accumulating wealth (Marsden et al., 1989). At 

the intermediate scale, six dominant business development paths emerged. These paths 

include to: “extend the agro-industrial model of farming through further development of 

conventional products; redeploy resources into the development on-farm of new 

agricultural products or services; redeploy resources into non-food/fibre products on-

farm; redeploy human resources into off-farm employment; continue with conventional 

production and accept lower business income; and move to hobby farming or semi retire” 

(Evans, 2009: 219). 

 It is at the intermediate scale that state policies act as a major determinant of the 

path individual farm businesses follow (Evans, 2009). Government intervention is greater 

in agriculture than in any other sector of the economy. The institution has had, and 

continues to have, an influential role in the structuring of agriculture, the production of 

goods and the agricultural practices employed. In Canada, the impact of institutional and 

corporate restructuring is obvious and can be seen in many circumstances on the Prairie 

landscape. Two of these instances include an increase in crop diversification in 

Saskatchewan and an increase in hog production in Manitoba, both of which are linked to 

political and economic forces (Carlyle, 2004; Ramsey & Everitt, 2001). 

  While the broad and intermediate scales of adjustment act as descriptors of 

business actions by producers, the smallest scale details the elements of farm adjustment. 

The seven elements of change by which adaptation can be measured are: farm enterprise, 

labour, business structure, tenure, operation size, economic centrality and diversification 

(Evans, 2009).  
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 While the political economy approach dominated the field of agricultural research 

during the 1980s and early 1990s, three factors led to its demise. Firstly, the approach 

was difficult to grasp theoretically and prove empirically (Evans, 2009). Secondly, 

farmers were not credited with enough choice during the analysis (Evans, 2009). Lastly, 

the approach ignored the socio-cultural goals of producers during a time when human 

geography was experiencing a cultural turn (Evans, 2009). As a result, some researchers 

have turned towards interdisciplinary approaches as a means to explain agricultural 

change. Nonetheless, agricultural restructuring continues to be a focus in rural studies and 

researchers continue to search for a means to explain the changing sector (Ramsey, 

2010). 

Structure of Agriculture 

 

 Agricultural restructuring has caused noticeable changes in the agriculture sector. 

The sector today is characterized by an increase in farm size, a decrease in full-time 

farmers and operations, and an increase in the concentration of production by large farms. 

Additionally, changes in the financial characteristics have included an increase in both 

asset values and the amount of debt as a percentage of total assets. Furthermore, 

production management styles have changed as seen by an increase in the use of 

contracts or hedging practices, and in the diversity and specialization of operations.  

 Since 1921, the number of farms in Canada has continued to decline (Figure 2.1). 

The 2006 census reported 229,373 Canadian farms as compared to 711,090 farms in 1921 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2008). While the number of farms has steadily 

declined, the number of acres per farm has increased (Figure 2.1). Farm size has 
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increased from approximately 200 acres per farm in 1921 to 728 acres per farm in 2006 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2008).  

 

 

Figure 2.1: Number of Farms and Average Farm Size in Canada (1921-2006) 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2008) 

 

 

Additionally, agriculture has experienced a growth in productivity over the past 

40 years. Research and technological advancements ranging from advances in production 

management, to plant and farm mechanization, to development in precision farming have 

transformed the sector (Culver et al., 2001). Higher yields are seen in livestock 

production as a result of larger litter sizes and heavier carcasses (Agriculture and Agri-

Food Canada, 2008). A steady growth in crop yields is related to seed breeding and an 

increase in the use of chemicals (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2008). 

 Agricultural goods are increasingly becoming produced by very large farms or 

those with gross revenues over $500,000. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada detailed 

that the share of total agricultural production by very large farms increased to 55 percent 
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in 2003 (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2008). Farms with gross revenues of less 

than $250,000 contributed to only 27 percent of total production in 2003 (Agriculture and 

Agri-Food Canada, 2008). When further separated into production types, differences 

were noted. Very large farms produced close to 28 percent of all production by grain and 

oilseed farms and almost 39 percent of dairy farm production. The increase in production 

concentration is not unique to Canada, as it is seen throughout the United States as well 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2008). 

 An increase in the diversity of farm operations has occurred. A broad 

classification for farms has been established by Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada that 

displays this structural change. The four main categories for family farming operations 

include: i) retirement farms; ii) lifestyle farms; iii) low income farms and; iv) business-

focused farms (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2002). These groups are 

distinguishable by the age of operator, amount of off-farm income, total family income 

and farm revenue. 

Retirement farms are those operations managed by an operator 60 years and over 

who is responsible for the day-to-day operations of the farm and is receiving a pension 

income. Lifestyle farms are those entities managed by families with gross revenues of 

$10,000 to $49,999, combined with an off-farm income greater than $50,000. Low-

income farms are those operations with gross revenues ranging from $10,000 to $99,999 

which are managed by families with a total income less than $28,000. 

Business-focused farms are those operations where producers do not receive 

pension income, do not have off-farm income that exceeds $50,000 and where the total 

family income is above $28,000. The category is further broken down according to the 
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farm‟s revenue stream and includes: small (revenues $10,000 to $49,999), medium 

($50,000 to $99,999), large ($100,000 to $499,999) and very large ($500,000 or more). 

These definitions have since changed to accommodate changing farm demographics
1
. 

In addition, farming has diversified, even in the Prairie region where wheat once 

dominated. Primary cereal production no longer dominates prairie agriculture. Farming 

operations now produce many crops. Increasingly, operations include the production of 

livestock and cereal grains or specialization in regulated industries such as hog 

production or PMU (pregnant mare urine) production. Agricultural diversification has 

come to encompass a number of actions such as “engaging in off-farm employment, 

performing non-agricultural activities on the farm, specializing in a different commodity 

and adding a new commodity to the existing farm operation” (Ramsey & Everitt, 2001: 

7).  

 At the same time, many operations are becoming increasingly specialized in an 

attempt to capture economies of scale and size, and lower overall operating costs (Culver 

et al., 2001). With increased specialization, however, comes increased risk. Those 

operations relying on one commodity are more vulnerable to price fluctuations than 

mixed production operations. To off-set this risk, farm operators now use production and 

marketing contracts. These contracts allow producers to reduce the risk associated with 

price fluctuations and increase their market position (Pennings & Leuthold, 2000). The 

type of goods produced on the farm is related to the producers‟ use of these contracts. For 

                                                 
1
 As of 2011, retirement farms include pension farms where the operator is either 65 years of age and older 

or 60 to 64 years of age and receiving pension income. The definition of lifestyle farms remains the same; 

however, low-income family farms now include those “farms with gross revenues between $10,000 and 

$249,999 that are operated by families with a total income below Statistics Canada‟s low-income 

measures.” Business-focused farms are identified by the following characteristics: small farms (revenues 

between $10,000 and $99,999); medium farms (revenues between $100,000 and $249,999); large farms 

(revenues between $250,000 and $499,999); and very large farms (revenues between $250,000 and 

$499,999) (Statistics Canada, 2011). 
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example, barley and wheat prices are established by the Canadian Wheat Board and 

therefore, producers do not employ contracts for these commodities.  

 Furthermore, farm operators are aging and fewer young people are entering the 

industry. The days of intergenerational transfer are gone. Additionally, a change in farm 

organization and management has occurred. In 2001, 20 percent of farms operated as 

partnerships and farm corporations in comparison to 12 percent in 1981 (Agriculture and 

Agri-Food Canada, 2008). While individual proprietorship remains the dominant type of 

farm management, an increasing number of farms are operated as partnerships and family 

corporations (Veeman & Veeman, 1985. The reasons for this organizational change 

include liability reasons, tax strategies, multiple family operational strategies and 

intergenerational transfer strategies. Despite this, the majority of farms remain family-

owned at 98 percent. 

 The state of agriculture has long been one of volatile income fluctuations for 

producers, something acknowledged by governments through the development of income 

stability programming. At the farm level, “every economic indicator is positive – 

production, revenue, exports, output per acres, output per farmers, cost per unit, etc – 

every indicator, that is, except net farm income” (National Farmers Union, 2005: 10). On 

average, farmers retained about one dollar of net income out of every two that they 

generated in the late 1940s. In 2003, farmers retained approximately one dollar of every 

ten, with transnational businesses (such as Cargill, ConAgra, Tyson, General Mills) 

claiming the remainder (National Farmers Union, 2003). Additionally, the sector has 

become more capital-intensive, in turn, increasing debt to asset ratios for producers. In 
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2004, debt equalled on average 19 percent of total assets (Agriculture and Agri-Food 

Canada, 2008). 

 A number of federal developments have contributed to these changes in the 

agriculture sector. These developments have included the rapid expansion of exports and 

a focus on production for export. This has in turn, placed greater pressure on the sector to 

increase the quantity and quality of production. Canada has signed a number of free trade 

agreements resulting in the disappearance of economic barriers and the creation of a 

hyper-competitive market (Qualman & Wiebe, 2002). Additionally, the government has 

implemented measures to attract foreign investment. This has caused a number of 

previously Canadian-owned agri-processing plants to become owned by foreign 

transnationals (Qualman & Wiebe, 2002). 

 Additionally, consumer-related concerns have caused the sector to impose new 

food safety regulations and production traceability mechanisms. These regulations have 

increased the costs associated with production. Producers are now required to conform to 

this regulatory market and are subject to the fees that accompany the process.  

 The agriculture sector has also seen a dramatic decrease in government spending 

over the years. Program cuts included the termination of the Dairy Subsidy in 2001, the 

Crow Benefit in 1995, the Gross Revenue Insurance Program in 1995, the Feed 

Assistance Program in 1995, Tripartite Stabilization in 1994, the Western Grains 

Stabilization Program in 1991, and the Special Canadian Grain Program in 1988. These 

decisions, combined with the deregulation process of the sector, have left producers at the 

mercy of the market. This strategy by government is aimed to decrease government 
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spending and costs to taxpayers, but these actions have resulted in increased producer 

costs. 

 While researchers and analysts continue to debate what single event or factor led 

to the current state of agriculture, there are a number of factors that have created today‟s 

situation. It is the current state of farming operations and agricultural production that 

provides the benchmark upon which farming and government programming will evolve, 

and such will be the case in another 10 or 20 years.  

Prairie Agriculture 

 

 The state of agriculture in Manitoba and Saskatchewan mirrors that of the country 

as a whole. Both provinces have experienced a decline in the number of farms since the 

1940s; Manitoba with 53,252 farms in 1921 to less than half that number (19,054) in 

2006, and Saskatchewan with 119,451 farms in 1921 and 44,329 farms in 2006 (Figure 

2.2.) 

 

 
 

Figure 2.2: Number of Farms (1921-2006) 

(Statistics Canada, 2009) 
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Together, Manitoba and Saskatchewan accounted for 27.6 percent of Canada‟s 

total farms in 2006 (Statistics Canada, 2009). While Saskatchewan only ranked third in 

Canada for the greatest number of farm operations at 19.3 percent, the province 

accounted for 38.5 percent of total farm area in Canada and 41.7 percent of all cropland. 

Manitoba, on the other hand, accounted for 8.3 percent of Canada‟s farms (ranked sixth) 

and included 11.4 percent of total farm area and 13.1 percent of cropland. The two 

provinces combined accounted for 49.9 percent of total farm area in Canada (Statistics 

Canada, 2009). 

 Changes in cropping patterns across the Prairie Provinces have occurred since the 

1960s. Major changes have included a decline in the amount of spring wheat, oats and 

flaxseed produced, while increases have been noted in the production of canola, durum 

wheat, barley, speciality crops and alfalfa (Carlyle, 2002). Generally speaking, changes in 

cropping patterns can be linked to the following factors: price variations and the pursuit 

for the highest return; institutional changes and regulations; transportation costs and the 

location of processing facilities; phasing out of subsidies; liberalization of trade through 

trade agreements; crop breeding and scientific research; intensification of agriculture 

through increased use of commercial fertilizers; environmental concerns about the impact 

of farming practices; and crop diversification and cropping patterns (Carlyle, 1997; 

2002).  

 In the case of the Prairie Provinces, these factors contribute to the production 

changes experienced. Spring wheat remains the dominant crop in the prairies due to its 

high production value in both global and local markets (Carlyle, 2002). An increase in the 

amount of barley and oat production is linked to the scientific approach of livestock feed 
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rations and the increase of beef production in Canada (Carlyle, 2002). The increase in 

tame hay and fodder is related to increased fertilizer costs, and an increase in the number 

of beef cattle in specific regions (Carlyle, 2002). Increases in canola production and 

decreases in flaxseed production are linked to their position in the domestic market 

(Carlyle, 2002). Additionally, specialty crops have become increasingly important since 

the 1960s. In Manitoba, this has resulted from favourable growing conditions and soil 

compatibility, while Alberta‟s irrigation measures have contributed to the increase 

experienced there. Saskatchewan has seen a growth in the production of specialty crops 

since the 1980s due to a desire to become less reliant on spring wheat as a result of its 

declining price (Carlyle, 2002). 

Much like the rest of Canada, Manitoba and Saskatchewan have experienced a 

growth in the size of individual farms since 1921 (Figure 2.3). Manitoba increased on 

average from 274 acres per farm in 1921 to 1,001 in 2006. Saskatchewan farm size 

increased from an average of 369 acres in 1921 to 1,449 acres per farm in 2006. 
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Figure 2.3: Average Farm Size (1921-2006) 

(Statistics Canada, 2009) 

 

 

 The average total income for farm operators in Manitoba was $54,731 in 2007, of 

which, $27,171 was off-farm income (Statistics Canada, 2010). In Saskatchewan, farm 

operators averaged $59,263 in 2007, of which, $32,541 was off-farm income (Statistics 

Canada, 2010). These numbers imply that Manitoba producers had an average farm 

income of $27,560 in 2007, while Saskatchewan producers had an average farm income 

of $26,722 in 2007. 

 Due to the volatile nature of the sector, the federal and provincial governments 

develop agriculture policy designed to increase the stability of the sector and create an 

avenue where federal and provincial objectives can be achieved. They do this through 

programming which provides the tools, knowledge and financial resources required to 

achieve sector priorities. The following chapter further discusses the reasons for 

government intervention in the sector and the policy process. 
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Chapter 3 GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION 

 The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the reasons why 

governments intervene in agriculture. As well, it outlines the organization of the 

Department of Agriculture and Agri-Food. An explanation of the policy process 

including formulation, implementation and evaluation is offered followed by a brief 

summary of historical intervention in the sector. 

Reasons for Government Intervention 

 

Federal policy and programming has changed considerably over time in the 

agriculture sector. The focus of governments is to develop policy that addresses sector 

challenges and opportunities while at the same time, taking measures to make the sector 

more efficient and market resilient in the future. Additionally, governments must ensure 

that programming is aligned with the long-term interests of the public. Furthermore, 

policies and programming vary as governing parties and agricultural conditions change. 

Governing bodies intervene for a number of reasons. These reasons include 

maintaining the economic viability of producers, minimizing dependence on imports, 

expanding agricultural exports, responding to food problems or farm problems and 

ensuring adequate food supplies (National Planning Commission, 2008). Additionally, 

some of the externalities impacting agriculture, such as the environment and 

globalization, are transboundary issues that require planning and coordination at 

international, national and provincial levels. 
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 Other reasons for government intervention include catastrophic events that affect 

the sector. The discovery of BSE within the Canadian livestock chain had disastrous 

effects as noted in the following quote: 

“The consequences of this discovery were devastating for cattle producers and 

other industry stakeholders in Canada as the potential risks to human and animal 

health from BSE has become a major economic and political issue. Cattle prices 

at one Alberta auction dropped from $1.20 a pound to 32 cents before most cattle 

were taken home again. Slaughter plants in Canada stopped accepting new cattle. 

The Canadian government stopped all beef shipments not already in transit. Some 

live animals already in the United States were returned to Canada” (Le Roy & 

Klein, 2005: 383). 

 

The BSE crisis is only one of the catastrophic events that have impacted the Canadian 

agriculture sector. Events such as these, where producers cannot plan for or prevent the 

outcome, can have detrimental effects on individual operations. 

The federal and provincial governments have the fiscal and human resources 

required to intervene in the sector and entice change. The instability of farm incomes has 

become an area of focus for government bodies. Government programs “seek to reduce 

the extent or impact of price and income variability, but there has been a growing 

tendency for some of these programs to move to income enhancement on a commodity 

basis with little attention paid to income distribution consequences” (Veeman & Veeman, 

1978: 766). Many farm operators rely on government intervention to stabilize their 

income rather than altering their management practices to accommodate change in the 

agriculture sector: 

“While these programs are not supposed to affect decision making by farmers at 

the margin, they have apparently affected farmers‟ willingness to adjust to 

changing market conditions. In other words, in the face of falling prices of certain 

farm commodities, farmers have not decreased their production as they otherwise 

would because they anticipate that government will make direct payments and 

allow them to put off adjustment or avoid it altogether” (Mussell & Martin, 2001: 

530). 
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While government intervention may have increased, transfer payments have been costly 

and largely ineffective in meeting federal objectives (Huff, 1997). While many producers 

require government intervention to remain profitable, others oppose the current level of 

government involvement in support of less intervention in the agriculture sector (Widdis, 

2006). 

Government Organization 

 

 Prior to 2000, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada was organized into separate 

branches with individual responsibilities. Nineteen research centres throughout Canada 

focused on regional issues, with support service being delivered in a decentralized 

fashion (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2003). According to one estimate, the 

result was the creation of some 500 systems with minimal communication between them 

(Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2003). 

While influential policy and programming was developed in this disjointed 

manner, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada has shifted to become a more horizontal 

organization with an emphasis on collaboration and partnership. Reasons for this 

included that the previously isolated manner caused missed opportunities for synergy, the 

Minister had to deal individually with a number of personnel, and the opportunities for 

collaboration and reinforcement of activities between provincial governments were 

limited (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2003).  

The organizational structure under which the Agricultural Policy Framework was 

developed was of this more cooperative nature. A Board of Directors, with priorities 

aligned with departmental activities, acted as sub-committees of the Executive Council 
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(Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2009). Branches developed, implemented and 

delivered programs under the Board‟s supervision. These horizontal teams existed to 

enable the government to work collectively and included: Business Risk Management; 

Environment; Food Safety and Quality; Innovation/Science; Renewal; and Markets and 

Trade (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2009).  

Policy Process 

 

 Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada is the federal governing body responsible for 

agricultural policy and programming. The policy process by which the government 

identifies opportunities and constraints, and develops measures to address sector needs 

can be identified according to three policy categories: formulation, implementation and 

evaluation.  

 

 Policy Formulation 

 

 The effectiveness of agriculture programming begins with the manner by which 

the policy is developed. Policies and programs exemplify the objectives of those involved 

in the process. Policies are established and it is under these broad parameters that specific 

objectives are determined. Attention to consistency and compatibility with overarching 

federal and provincial priorities is essential during program development in order to 

achieve sector goals (Gregory, 1964). 

 The degree to which a policy includes targeted objectives has a significant impact 

on its outcome. A targeted policy “is more effective in achieving its objectives, and 

moreover only provides transfers in pursuit of specific objectives to specific spatially 

defined areas and specific (farm) population groups” (Van Tongeren, 2008: 12). Creating 
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a policy with multiple objectives that span levels of governing bodies creates a challenge 

for policy implementation and a scenario where multiple programs must be implemented.  

 While targeted policies are ideal for evaluative purposes, objectives are often 

undeclared during the public dissemination of the program as it lays out expectations 

available to the public for measurement. In areas such as risk management, governments 

are able to produce direct targets such as operator income and commodity production. For 

instances where transboundary objectives exist (i.e., those that span political boundaries 

such as the environment), targeted objectives are more difficult to establish. Therefore, 

policy tends to be created in a broad framework in order to provide an array of 

programming that addresses multiple objectives (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003).  

While government develops policy that impacts the sector and its producers, 

inclusion of producers in the process is minimal. Formulation often includes input from 

key actors such as government officials, industry and academics with expertise in the 

sector. A lack of producer input in the process is commonly noted. It is this top-down 

approach that this research questions. Creating a policy that impacts the sector and its 

producers without input gained from the producers, means that policy and programming 

lacks a degree of ground-level sensitivity.  

 

 Policy Implementation 

 

 Policy implementation is the process by which policies are put into practice. 

During this process, government determines who the target group will be, what the 

appropriate instrument for implementation is and who the relevant actors are.  

 The nature of the target group is of great importance to the selection of 

implementation mechanisms. The structure and characteristics of the target group often 
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dictates the instruments that will be employed. In the case of Canadian agriculture, where 

the area is vast and the producers are diverse, governments are faced with a challenge. 

The more diversified the target group, the more difficult it is to alter its behaviour with 

any one program.  

Factors contributing to instrument choice include the level of desired behavioural 

change, previous experience with implementation measures, the nature of the policy 

target group, resource constraints, the severity of the circumstances, political pressures, 

and the policy objectives set forth (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003). In the case of agriculture, 

an appropriate example would be the size of the target group. The large number of 

producers means that government will use passive (voluntary) instruments rather than 

active (compulsory) ones due to the cost of implementation and monitoring (Howlett & 

Ramesh, 2003).  

 Mechanisms can only be determined once a policy and its objectives are fully 

understood. Instruments are often understood as economic variables such as taxes, 

subsidies, regulations, payments for service delivery or direct provision of services and 

products (Van Tongeren, 2008). Instruments are chosen according to individual program 

objectives. For instance, environmental programs often use regulations or payments for 

service delivery, while risk management programs rely heavily on the use of subsidies. 

Economic instruments are used on a limited basis due to their cost to government and 

taxpayers, but are seen as effective in achieving objectives (Weersink et al., 1998).  

 The constraint of top-down development is its dependence on the viewpoints of 

senior politicians and government officials (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003). These personnel 

play a minimal role in the implementation of programming at the ground level. So as with 
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policy formulation, top-level officials often determine policy mechanisms without regard 

to those implementing the programs. Often-times, these ground-level implementers have 

insight into the challenges of meeting policy objectives at the ground level. This lack of 

communication between ground-level and top-level officials can create challenges for 

program delivery. 

 

 Policy Evaluation 

 

 The effectiveness of policy formulation and implementation is measured by the 

outcome of the program. The success of a program is measured in accordance to policy 

objectives, perceived intentions and results obtained. Governments face the challenges of 

proper instrument selection, a lack of benchmarks and measurable outcomes, and 

insufficient resources to evaluate the outcome of a program (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003).  

 Governments have access to a number of policy evaluation tools and a variety of 

evaluation methods. Performance evaluation is common as it provides insight into the 

outcome of individual programs: 

“Performance evaluation involves more complexity than simply adding up 

program inputs or outputs; it is intended to find out if the program is doing what it 

is supposed to be doing. In this type of evaluation, the performance of a given 

program is compared to its intended goals to determine whether the program is 

meeting its goals and/or whether the goals need to be adjusted in the light of the 

program‟s accomplishments” (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003: 211). 

 

In some circumstances and in an attempt to broaden evaluative methods, governments 

have promoted public participation in the process (Howlett & Ramesh, 2003). 

Unfortunately, public participation in assessment is likely to be dismissed due to the 

financial costs associated with the evaluation. It is in this regard that the research aims to 

contribute by providing feedback from producers regarding program outcome. 
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 One of the many challenges of policy evaluation is the lack of fixed criteria for 

measuring success and failure. For example, in the case of the environmental sector, the 

resources required to establish the necessary benchmarks by which policy can be 

measured, is unrealistic to government and taxpayers. In this case, the aim is to change 

the behaviour. However, governments often disregard qualitative research during 

program evaluation. Failing to do so leaves the government without an avenue to 

undertake outcome evaluation. In the case of risk management, where aspects such as 

operator incomes or commodity production are of a more measurable and available 

nature, the programs lend themselves to evaluation. 

Historical Intervention in Canada 

 

The Canadian government has had a long history of intervention in the agriculture 

sector. The following commentary is focused on policies devised during the last 40 years. 

Agriculture is one of two areas under the Canadian constitution where jurisdiction is 

jointly shared by two levels of government. While this may be the case, prior to the 

1970s, the federal government assumed sole responsibility for agricultural assistance 

within Canada (Skogstad, 1987; Wilson, 1990). Since then, provincial governments have 

played a more substantial role in developing and implementing national priorities and 

programs. The Mulroney government triggered their presence by “institutionalizing the 

annual meetings and giving the provinces more influence over general institutions and 

agenda” (Wilson, 1990: 189). However, “this development had complicated the policy-

making process and sometimes created a form of paralysis as conflicting provincial 

visions clashed, making a national viewpoint almost impossible” (Wilson, 1990: 185). It 
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was not until the late 1980s, that the provinces arrived as permanent players (Wilson, 

1990: 189). 

 The 1970s was a period where agriculture was greatly affected by international 

price instability and inflation including “a lengthy period of low commodity prices, high 

and growing levels of grain stocks, inter-provincial trade disputes, farmer unhappiness 

with a cost-price squeeze, little optimism for growth in domestic demand, expectations of 

continuing supply increases and more aid than trade in international grain markets” 

(Huff, 1997: 1401). The result was a major turning point in Canadian agriculture policy 

where a substantial increase in government intervention occurred in an effort to alleviate 

challenges faced by producers. This turning point was instigated by a federal task force 

report that outlined 100 recommendations and drove a number of policy actions in the 

sector (Huff, 1997). 

 These actions included the development of several programs. Operation LIFT 

(1970) was a land set-aside program where producers were paid to take approximately 

half of Canada‟s wheat acreage out of production due to the international grain surpluses 

and depressed prices (Easter, 2005). The program concluded when wheat prices returned 

to normal. The Feed Grains Policy of 1974 provided a prairie-wide net cash flow for the 

major cereal and oilseed crops at the previous five-year average, while the Two Price 

Wheat program (1973) established a domestic price for food wheat (Huff, 1997). These 

programs aimed to manage the production supply and lessen the severity of market 

failures and low prices. The programs have since been replaced due to a transformation in 

government focus and philosophical belief. 
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 During the 1980s, the federal government focused on increasing production and 

the export of products through “expand[ing] market development, more mission-oriented 

research and a strengthening of the resource base” (Huff, 1997: 1403). It was at this point 

that government‟s perspective transferred from a focus on income stability to a focus on 

production (Huff, 1997). The demise of the Crow Rate during the early 1980s is widely 

accepted to have been pivotal in agricultural policy (Ramsey & Everitt, 2001). From its 

origin in 1897, the Crow Rate offered reduced freight rates for grain producers in the 

Prairie Provinces. The subsidy, withdrawn due to the fiscal pressures at the federal level, 

was essentially replaced by the Western Grain Transportation Act in 1983. The change 

meant that the rate-control experienced by producers since the Crow Rate‟s inception was 

no longer available and replaced by an act that allowed shipping rates to increase. The 

impacts were perceived to be detrimental by the majority of producers (Widdis, 2006). 

 During that same time, increasing government subsidies elsewhere pressured the 

Canadian government to increase its compensation package regardless of its new 

production focus. This led to the development of programs such as the Special Canadian 

Grains Program, the Gross Revenue Insurance Program (GRIP) and the Net Income 

Stabilization Account (NISA). The impacts of these programs at the producer level varied 

depending on production type; however, programs such as GRIP and NISA were 

perceived as beneficial by most producers (Widdis, 2006). The GRIP program, 

implemented in 1989, was operated with a tripartite funding mechanism involving the 

federal government, provincial governments and producers. Payouts were based on a 

producer‟s 15-year average income and resulted in substantial payouts to producers in the 

early 1990s during a time of low commodity prices. The NISA program, implemented 
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during the same year, provided producers with an account where their contributions were 

matched by the government. The aim was to help producers achieve long-term income 

stability where producers could make withdrawals when gross margins fell below a three-

year average or a minimum family income level (Culver et al., 2001). 

 During the 1990s, farm businesses were in distress due to declining land prices, 

high interest rates, low commodity prices and a series of droughts throughout the Prairies 

(Huff, 1997). Regardless, in 1995, government “expenditures for agriculture 

were…reduced by 35 percent over three years” due to changing agricultural policy (Huff, 

1997: 1404). As a result, a number of programs previously established were terminated 

including the Western Grain Transportation Act, which subsidized prairie farmers 

approximately $560 million annually for the transportation of grain from the prairies for 

export. Additionally, the Gross Revenue Insurance Program (GRIP) was eliminated in 

1996 resulting from increased dissatisfaction among producers and the fiscal constraints 

of government (Gellner & Rattray, 2001). Canadian agriculture entered a new stage of 

support in the 1990s, one focusing on the “longer-term competitiveness and strength of 

the sector and the importance of science, new technology, skills and innovation for 

success” in a time when deficit fighting and global trade had become the focus (Culver et 

al., 2001: 509). 

The millennium brought a continuation of this ideology. In 2003, the Agricultural 

Policy Framework was introduced to producers by federal and provincial governments. 

This thesis assesses the impact of three programs within this framework as they occur in 

two municipalities. The following chapter discusses the Agricultural Policy Framework 

and its pillars in detail. 
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Chapter 4 AGRICULTURAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 The Agricultural Policy Framework (APF), a five-year joint agreement between 

the federal and provincial governments, was implemented in 2003. The action plan was 

conceptualized on the premise that the Ministers of Agriculture (federal and provincial) 

desired a jointly developed agricultural policy that was comprehensive, integrated and 

ensured that farmers had the tools to address issues, be competitive and capture 

opportunities in the areas of science, food safety and environmental sustainability 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2007b).  

A special group, the North Star Task Team, consisting of 40 individuals from 

various levels of government was given three weeks to create a vision for the sector. The 

team developed the foundations of what would become the Agricultural Policy 

Framework. This included discussions with industry and a formal platform for 

stakeholder consultation which resulted in 10 round tables. Representatives from each 

stage in the value chain were in attendance including producers, processors, distributors, 

marketers, retailers and representatives from federal/provincial/territorial governing 

bodies (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2003). Based on this, the federal 

government was able to form its position prior to beginning discussions with provinces 

and territories. In 2001, the federal and provincial Ministers of Agriculture agreed in 

principle to the proposed vision resulting in the Whitehorse Accord. 

 From there, governing bodies engaged in a negotiation process that resulted in the 

development of implementation and operational agreements. In 2003, the Agricultural 

Policy Framework (APF) was agreed to by federal and provincial governments. Its intent, 

a comprehensive long-term plan, included a number of issues such as risk management, 
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long-run sectoral viability through technology and innovation, food safety and 

environmental responsibility (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development, 2008). The goal of the policy was to “foster an economic and social 

advantage for Canada to help ensure Canadian producers and agri-food companies not 

only [met] these challenges, but capture[d] the opportunities they present[ed] for 

continued prosperity” (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2007c: 2). The policy 

framework was comprised of five pillars: i) Business Risk Management; ii) Environment; 

iii) Food Safety and Quality; iv) Science and Innovation; and v) Renewal. It was on the 

basis of these five pillars (Figure 4.1) that the federal government developed services and 

programs available to producers in collaboration with the provincial governments. 

 

 
 

Figure 4.1: Agricultural Policy Framework 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005) 
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Risk Management pillar fulfilled this mandate with the provision of whole-farm income 

stabilization programming. The pillar addressed gaps in previous programming by 

expanding coverage in Production Insurance to include the development of new 

commodities and to provide coverage to livestock producers. In addition, the Canadian 

Agricultural Income Stabilization account was enhanced to address short-term income 

decreases caused by challenges beyond the producer‟s control with a long-term 

investment component (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005).  

The pillar also sought to increase private sector products to address areas where 

federal protection was not available, and provide loan guarantees to enable producer 

organizations to borrow funds from qualified lenders (Agriculture and Agri-Food 

Canada, 2005). Furthermore, the pillar included strategies to provide a degree of market 

stability by purchasing and selling agricultural products during uncertain market 

conditions and developing strategies to address future risk exposures related to health and 

protection in the sector (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005). 

 Business risk management programming has become a critical component of 

producer livelihoods. Individual farm incomes vary greatly between regions and among 

commodities produced. Davey (1994: 485) listed six reasons why the Canadian 

government has become interested in farm business management comprising: (i) a 

concern about the financial health of the industry during the 1980s; (ii) a recognition that 

farmers must have the ability to alter their farming practices in response to a changing 

sector; (iii) a realization that governments play a key role in creating an avenue where 

farmers can manage their risk; (iv) a belief that farmers must improve the 

competitiveness of their business in order to become profitable; (v) a recognition of the 
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wide range of operating margins, production costs and farm incomes for all types of 

farms; and (vi) a belief that there is a need to assist start-up producers acquire 

management skills.  

 Davey also identified a number of government priorities. Firstly, there is a move 

towards creating pro-active programs that address the cause of the farm income problems 

and away from passive or reactive programming. Additionally, improved competitiveness 

of the agri-food sector remains a focus, along with helping the sector adapt to changing 

market conditions, policies and programs (Davey, 1994: 488). 

Environment 

 

 The second pillar, Environment, was focused on helping the sector achieve 

environmental sustainability in the areas of water, air, soil and biodiversity (Agriculture 

and Agri-Food Canada, 2005). The pillar included developing policies and instruments 

that allowed the sector to contribute to national objectives and international 

commitments. These included aspects such as toxic substance use, climate change and 

environmental sustainability. Additionally, priority was given to the development of 

environmental indicators that could be used to evaluate the outcomes of programs and 

increase the decision-making capacity of the sector (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 

2005). 

 The goal of the pillar was to reduce the impact of agriculture on the environment 

through an increase in the amount of scientific and technical knowledge in the sector. 

This increased knowledge was to be used to advise producers, extension specialists and 

policy makers on effective environmental management systems. The presence of 

environmental knowledge at the ground level contributes to the governments‟ ability to 
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achieve environmental goals. The programs focused on encouraging producers to 

implement environmentally friendly management practices. This was done through the 

creation of environmental farm plans and by providing financial incentives for beneficial 

management practices (BMPs).  

 Agriculture programs that focus on environmental sustainability are increasingly 

becoming an important part of government programming. Programs are aimed at 

improving the environmental performance of agriculture (Cooper, 2003). These programs 

address factors such as damage caused to the environment by residuals and by-products 

inclusive of pesticides, soil sediments, disease organisms, mineral salts, nutrients and 

heavy metals (Libby & Boggess, 1990). In 1984, environmental sustainability was 

identified as one of the four pillars in the reform of Canadian agriculture policy 

(Weersink et al., 1998). Since then, the environment has remained a focal point. It 

remains common practice for policymakers to establish environmental objectives and 

standards.  

Food Safety and Quality 

 

 Increasingly, consumers have become concerned about the safety and quality of 

their food. The Food Safety and Quality pillar focused on achieving a number of 

objectives. These included reducing the extent to which consumers were exposed to 

hazards, increasing confidence in the safety and quality of agriculture products, enabling 

the sector to meet and exceed safety and quality standards, and providing opportunities 

for producers to adopt these systems (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005). 

Additionally, these systems included increasing the sector‟s ability to trace products from 

origin to final product and the development of certification standards and product quality 
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recognition. The government has continued to work with industry and academic 

institutions for research purposes. This collaboration has resulted in the continued 

development of technology and innovative tools to enable the sector to adapt to food 

safety and quality concerns.  

Innovation 

 

 The objective of the Innovation pillar was to provide the sector and its producers 

with the knowledge and ability to be competitive in a changing sector. The goal was to 

“equip the sector with bio-based products and processes, knowledge-based production 

systems, and strategies to capture opportunities” (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 

2005: 105). Three focal points for the pillar were established including sustainable 

production systems, bio-products and bio-processes, and science and innovation. The 

pillar focused on increasing the sector‟s ability to evolve as the rate of technological 

advancements accelerated. These advancements allowed for the development of new 

products and farming practices. New innovations help the sector adapt and can be seen in 

Canada by the diversification of farm businesses and a decreased reliance on non-

renewable resources. The pillar also aimed to address environmental concerns and protect 

human health through improvements in food safety (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 

2007c).  

Renewal 

 

 The Renewal pillar focused on programming for new and established farm 

families. The programming was designed to provide producers with the skills, 

knowledge, tools and advice to help them respond to consumer and market demands in an 
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attempt to increase their profitability (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005). Similar 

to that of the Innovation pillar, the focus was on adapting to the increasing rate of 

scientific and technological advancements and the global marketplace. As farming 

operations become larger and more complex, producers face the challenge of adapting to 

new technologies and manners by which agricultural commodities are produced. This is 

done by “acquiring knowledge, developing new skills and incorporating strategic 

planning and management activities on an ongoing basis” (Agriculture and Agri-Food 

Canada, 2005: 105). The programming provided producers not only the skills to assess 

their current production situations and options, but those required to succeed in the 21st 

century of agricultural production (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005).  

Agreements 

 

The Agricultural Policy Framework required agreements to be signed between the 

Ministers of Agriculture from the federal and provincial governments. Initially, 

implementation agreements were signed to outline the objectives and expected outcomes 

of the framework. The provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan entered into the 

framework on September 5, 2002 and June 27, 2002 respectively. Following a 

negotiation period where federal and provincial priorities were merged, operational 

agreements were signed to outline the program objectives, specific targets, audit 

requirements and reporting obligations. Both provinces signed their respective 

agreements with the federal government on April 1, 2003 (Agriculture and Agri-Food 

Canada, 2003a; Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003b).  

The principle underlying the agreements was that the governing bodies agreed to 

“strengthen the agricultural and agri-food sector by developing a comprehensive and 
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integrated national agricultural and agri-food policy that: i) foster[ed] confidence in food 

safety and food quality systems and the environment; ii) accelerate[d] advances in 

science and technology; and iii) provide[d] farmers with the risk management and 

renewal tools that they need[ed] in order to be more profitable” (Agriculture and Agri-

Food Canada, 2003a: 1). Termination dates for all parties was agreed upon as March 31, 

2008. At that time, governing bodies were to assess their progress and agree upon future 

programming (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003b). 

The devolution of responsibility to include the provinces during the 1970s meant 

the federal government was no longer solely responsible for funding agricultural 

programming. As a result, costs associated with the Agricultural Policy Framework 

programs, particularly those in the Business Risk Management pillar, were cost-shared by 

governing bodies. The cost-shared nature of the program often increases the length of the 

negotiation process. In these circumstances, individual governing bodies have concepts of 

how programs should be administered, in addition to statutory regulations and acts that 

must be abided by. Financial contributions by federal and provincial governments 

occurred on a 60/40 cost-shared basis for the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization 

account and Production Insurance. The financial agreements of non-business risk 

management programming varied greatly. 

The financial contributions of governments detail the differences in federal and 

provincial priorities (Table 4.1, Table 4.2). The differences in transfer payment 

allocations between provinces are the result of negotiations between governments, the 

identification of provincial needs and the cost of implementation for individual provinces. 

In the case of the Business Risk Management programming, associated costs were to be 
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determined as a result of producers‟ contributions, income instability levels and 

unforeseeable events. Therefore, the required capital was not outlined in the 

implementation agreement. The agreement between the Province of Manitoba and the 

federal government outlined an expected $94.13 million commitment for four of the five 

framework pillars (Table 4.1). The agreement between the Province of Saskatchewan and 

the federal government outlined a commitment of $207.05 million (Table 4.2).  

 

Manitoba-Federal APF Financial Agreement 

Framework Components 
Federal Resources 

($ millions) 

Provincial Resources 

($ millions) 

Total 

($ millions) 

Renewal $ 11.25 $ 19.96 $ 31.22 

Food Safety and Food Quality  $ 10.67 $   3.75 $ 14.42 

Science and Innovation $   1.88 $   3.50 $  5.38 

Environment $ 32.67 $ 10.44 $ 43.11 

Business Risk Management N/A N/A N/A 

Totals $ 56.47 $ 37.65 $ 94.13 
 

Table 4.1: Manitoba-Federal APF Agreement 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003a) 

 

 

 
 

Saskatchewan-Federal APF Financial Agreement 

Framework Components 
Federal Resources 

($ millions) 

Provincial Resources 

($ millions) 

Total 

($ millions) 

Renewal $ 62.28 $ 31.69 $ 93.97 

Food Safety and Food Quality  $ 17.99 $   8.75 $ 26.74 

Science and Innovation $   4.14 $ 17.44 $ 21.58 

Environment $ 39.82 $ 24.94 $ 64.76 

Business Risk Management N/A N/A N/A 

Totals $ 124.23 $ 82.82 $ 207.05 

 

Table 4.2: Saskatchewan-Federal APF Agreement 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003b) 

 

 

 Three programs from the Agricultural Policy Framework comprise the basis for 

this research. The programs analyzed include the Canadian Agricultural Income 

Stabilization account and Production Insurance from the Business Risk Management 
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pillar, in addition to the Environmental Farm Planning program from the Environment 

pillar. The reasons for program selection are detailed in the following chapter. While the 

national framework strives to provide producers with consistent programming, provincial 

differences may occur because of program administration differences. In circumstances 

where the provincial government or a third-party organization is responsible for program 

delivery, differences in program outcomes may occur because of the provinces‟ ability to 

adjust programming to accommodate regional needs. The thesis endeavours to identify 

these differences and similarities as they exist between the two RMs. 
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Chapter 5 METHODOLOGY 

Case Study Communities 

 

 The research asks whether three Agricultural Policy Framework programs varied 

in outcome between two case study areas, and whether national program objectives were 

achieved at the ground level. Due to the diversity of agriculture in Canada, the provinces 

of Manitoba and Saskatchewan, and in particular two adjoining municipalities, were 

selected based on their similarities. The rural municipality was viewed as the spatial scale 

that best met the requirements for selection of an area where agriculture was the 

dominant activity
2
. 

 The case study area includes the RM of Albert in Manitoba and the RM of 

Storthoaks in Saskatchewan. The RM of Albert includes Townships 5 and 6 in Ranges 26 

to 29 West of the Principal Meridian, and the RM of Storthoaks consists of Townships 4 

to 6 in Ranges 30 and 31, West of the Principal Meridian. The study area contains 14 

townships and a total of 1,353 square kilometres of land. Physiographically speaking, the 

case study area lies in the Great Plains of the Interior Plains. More specifically, the rural 

municipalities are located in the Saskatchewan Plains. The eastern half of the RM of 

Albert is in the Antler River Plain, while the western portion is in the Souris Plain. The 

RM of Storthoaks is located in the Souris Plain. Elevation ranges from 440 to 510 metres 

above sea level. 

                                                 
2
 Conservation Districts, Statistics Canada Agricultural Census Regions and Manitoba Regional Boundaries 

were deemed unacceptable due to the heterogeneous nature of the economic reliance within the varied 

political boundaries. For example, Manitoba Conservation Districts range in composition from three 

municipalities in urban areas to 15 municipalities in rural areas and are not inclusive of all rural 

municipalities within Manitoba (Manitoba Conservation Districts Association, 2006). 
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Border municipalities were selected to preserve a level of homogeneity in 

agricultural practices, agricultural land capability and climate for analysis purposes. The 

homogeneity of the case study communities provides the context by which differences in 

program outcome can be noted. Agricultural production in the case study area was mostly 

cattle ranching, and oilseed and grain farming (90 percent). While the most homogenous 

RMs were selected, a production difference did exist between the RMs. As of 2006, 46 

percent of the operators in the RM of Albert were engaged in cattle ranching while 41 

percent were involved in oilseed and grain production. Comparatively, 25 percent of 

operators in the RM of Storthoaks were cattle ranchers while 68 percent were involved in 

oilseed and grain production. 

The land capability for agriculture varies in the case study area, ranging from 

Canada Land Inventory (CLI) class 2 to 5. The RM of Storthoaks is mostly comprised of 

Class 2 where moderate limitations restrict the range of crops and moderate conservation 

practices are required (Department of Energy, Mines and Resources, 1967a). The RM of 

Albert is comprised mainly of Class 2 and 3 with the exception of the south eastern 

portion where variations of Class 4 and 5 exist (Department of Energy, Mines and 

Resources, 1967b). Class 4 and 5 have severe limitations that impact agricultural 

production which may explain the greater reliance on livestock production in the RM of 

Albert. These restrictions can affect the following practices: tilling and the ease of tillage, 

choice of crops, planting and harvesting, and methods of conservation. 

Temperature and precipitation data for the area can be approximated from the 

Canadian Climate Normals 1971 to 2000 for the Fertile meteorological station situated in 

the central portion of the study area. Mean monthly temperatures for January and July 
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were -16.1°C and 18.7°C respectively. The maximum daily temperatures were -10.8°C 

and 25.5°C, with the extreme temperatures recorded for these years as -40°C and 38°C. 

Precipitation averaged 498.1 millimetres per year, with the heaviest accumulations 

occurring in June (Environment Canada, 2011). 

Case Study Selection 

 

 The selection of case study municipalities was based on an assessment of the 

number of farm operators within each of the 25 rural municipalities along the Manitoba-

Saskatchewan border. The number of farm operators for individual municipalities was 

compiled to determine the municipality, respective of each province, with the highest 

percentage of inhabitants identified as farm operators. Data were acquired from the 2001 

Census of Agriculture. Agricultural profiles by census divisions were analyzed to 

compare agricultural production between rural municipalities.  

Rankings of the rural municipalities, according to the percentage of the population 

identified as farm operators for both Manitoba and Saskatchewan, are displayed in Table 

5.1 and Table 5.2. 

 

Manitoba Rural Municipalities with the Highest Percentage of Farm Operators 

Rural Municipality Farm Operators (N) Population % of Farm Operators 

Albert 170 382 44.50 

Archie 125 378 33.07 

Edward 170 679 25.04 

Shellmouth-Boulton 180 946 19.03 

Park (North) 55 339 16.22 

 

Table 5.1: Manitoba RMs with the Highest Percentage of Farm Operators 

(Statistics Canada, 2002) 

 

 



45 

 

Saskatchewan Rural Municipalities with the Highest Percentage of Farm Operators 

Rural Municipality Farm Operators (N) Population % of Farm Operators 

Livingston 180 482 37.34 

Calder 200 618 32.36 

Storthoaks 155 482 32.16 

Maryfield 180 783 22.99 

Spy Hill 170 891 19.08 

 

Table 5.2: Saskatchewan RMs with the Highest Percentage of Farm Operators 

(Statistics Canada, 2002) 

 

 

From these rankings, a further analysis was completed to identify two rural 

municipalities with similar characteristics for the purposes of this research. The RM of 

Albert was selected in Manitoba due to the prominence of farm operators in the area. 

While the RM of Storthoaks was the third highest ranking in Saskatchewan, its 

characteristics and locational attributes suggested the highest level of similarity with the 

RM of Albert. These rural municipalities are border communities and therefore, are 

essentially the same space, divided by an arbitrary provincial border.  

Program Selection 

 

 Because of the range and diversity of programming available under the 

Agricultural Policy Framework, program participation surveys were distributed to 

producers in both the RM of Albert and the RM of Storthoaks to identify those programs 

most participated in by producers. A total of 55 surveys (Appendix A) were distributed 

upon approval from the University of Regina Ethics Board (Appendix B), accounting for 

20 percent of the 274 landowners identified on the RM maps. In total, 24 surveys were 

returned (17 in the RM of Albert and seven in the RM of Storthoaks). Surveys distributed 

to producers varied between RMs as differences in program titles and programs offered 

between provincial boundaries existed. This variation was caused by differences in 
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provincial objectives and funding allocations. All of the available programming was 

included in addition to descriptions of individual programs to avoid program confusion. 

The results of these surveys were analyzed to identify the programs most used by 

producers within individual municipalities. 

 The following tables display the rankings of the top 10 programs by respondents 

in the RM of Albert (Table 5.3) and the RM of Storthoaks (Table 5.4).  

 

RM of Albert (Manitoba) Program Participation Survey Results 

Program Name 
Total Number of Respondents 

Participating in the Program (n = 17) 

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) n = 9 

Grains & Oilseeds Payment Plan n = 8 

Production Insurance (PI) n = 7 

Prairie Shelterbelt Program n = 7 

Advance Payments Program (APP) n = 7 

Cover Crop Protection Program n = 6 

Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) n = 5 

Spring Credit Advance Program (SCAP) n = 4 

National Farm Stewardship Program (NFSP) n = 3 

Environmental Certification n = 3 

 

Table 5.3: RM of Albert Program Participation Survey Results 
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RM of Storthoaks (Saskatchewan) Program Participation Survey Results 

Program Name 
Total Number of Respondents 

Participating in the Program (n = 7) 

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) n = 5 

Production Insurance (PI) n = 4 

Advance Payments Program (APP) n = 4 

Grains & Oilseeds Payment Plan n = 3 

Spring Credit Advance Program (SCAP) n = 2 

Prairie Shelterbelt Program n = 2 

Cover Crop Protection Program n = 2 

ManureNet n = 1 

Livestock Tax Deferral Plan n = 1 

Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) n = 1 

 

Table 5.4: RM of Storthoaks Program Participation Survey Results 

 

 

 Following this ranking, those programs not listed under the Agricultural Policy 

Framework were removed from the program sample, leaving the following programs for 

consideration: Canadian Income Stabilization Account program (CAIS), Production 

Insurance (PI), and the Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) program. The Canadian 

Agricultural Income Stabilization account and Production Insurance formed the core 

programming of the Business Risk Management pillar in the APF, while the 

Environmental Farm Planning program was one of several programs available to 

producers in the Environment pillar. 

Research Methods 

 The behavioural approach was employed in this research in order to gain insight 

into the perceptions and behaviours of producers. Since its introduction in the 1960s, the 

role of decision-making has become a subject of great interest in location analysis. A 

number of factors can affect the decision-making process of producers. These factors, as 

outlined by Robinson (1998), include: situation characteristics (e.g., farm size, 



48 

 

specialization, capital); personal characteristics (e.g., education, income, age); 

psychological characteristics (e.g., goals, motivations); sociological characteristics (e.g., 

participation, status, use of information channels); and macro-environmental 

characteristics (e.g., government policy, economic situation, technological state). 

Integration of these variables into the analysis is critical. Without this knowledge, the 

researcher fails to identify the underlying forces that may contribute to producer 

perceptions. The principle method for collecting behavioural information is by means of 

a questionnaire survey (Robinson, 1998). 

Questionnaire Design 

 Surveys were sent to landowners in both municipalities in order to gain insight 

into the outcome of government programming on individual operations. The information 

for this thesis was gathered through a questionnaire survey delivered to each of the 200 

active landowners identified in the RM of Albert and the RM of Storthoaks. One 

questionnaire per farm operation was requested, with the responses to be supplied by the 

major decision maker. This method is consistent with that used in the Census of 

Agriculture to gather agricultural information. Only those completed questionnaires from 

producers actively working the land were used. 

 Due to the extensive scope of the research, the questionnaire resulted in 101 

questions in eight sections. (Appendix C). Questionnaire design was developed with the 

aid of survey experts at the University of Regina. The survey questions focused on 

determining the effectiveness of government programming at the producer level. They 

included questions focusing on: demographic information such as age, education and 

occupation; farm related information such as ownership, operation age, and financial 
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aspects; land use and production of commodities; and program participation, awareness 

of programming and the overall impact of government programming. As well, questions 

focused on the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account, Production 

Insurance, and the Environmental Farm Planning program. Finally, the survey included 

questions focusing on future government programming and producer perceptions.  

 Most questions in the survey were of a closed format. In cases where data were 

provided in ordinal format, subjective numeric scores were attached to the responses. 

Typical responses for 5-point scales ranged from „effective‟ to „ineffective‟. Due to the 

range of information sought, individual questions were designed to stand alone as an 

indicator or measurement of some attribute or perception. It was felt that multiple 

questions to measure the same attribute would increase the length of the questionnaire 

beyond where producers would participate. As a result, reliability checks for the internal 

validity of producers‟ responses were not included. For the respondent, closed questions 

made the survey quick and simple to complete. For the researcher, the abundance of data 

was simplified because the results were already categorized. 

 A closed questionnaire is not without its limitations (Robinson, 1998). Categories 

may suggest ideas to the respondent that they may not have thought of otherwise. 

Respondents with limited knowledge are still able to answer and it can be difficult to 

identify misinterpretation of the questions. Finally, the format restricts the amount of 

information the respondent can provide, especially in circumstances where complex 

issues are being addressed. Due to these limitations, open-ended questions were included 

in the final section of the survey. These „fill-in-the-blank‟ questions elicited more 

detailed responses and focused on future government programming. „Open‟ questions 
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often extract a greater amount of information than closed questions, although the data 

may be more difficult to analyse. In this study, open responses were limited to future 

programming and elicited responses from 41 participants. Responses varied greatly in 

length and detail. 

Questionnaire Delivery 

 

 Survey information is typically obtained through telephone, personal interviews 

or postal services, all of which have inherent advantages and disadvantages. Telephone 

surveys are often the most economically feasible option for researchers; however, they 

often result in a lower response rate. Personal interviews are typically the most time 

consuming for both the participant and the researcher and, as a result, are often an 

undesirable option for samples of substantial size. Postal surveys generally have a lower 

response rate; however, researcher biases can be controlled to a greater degree. In many 

cases, the telephone can be used to encourage participants to complete questionnaires 

delivered by mail.  

 For this research, the use of postal services combined with telephone when 

required was used. With mail surveys, participants have the ability to work at their own 

pace and their anonymity is guaranteed (Pennings et al., 2002). In addition, a wide 

distribution of the questionnaire is possible and the method allows for the attainment of 

sensitive information (Pennings et al., 2002). In the same context, some of the method‟s 

advantages also serve as its greatest weaknesses. The researcher cannot control the speed 

of the responses or participation rates and the explanation of questions is not possible 

(Pennings et al., 2002).  
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To help obtain an adequate response rate, respondents were telephoned regarding 

the arrival of the survey in an effort to make personal contact. The survey packet included 

an explanation of the study, a description of the researcher and researcher‟s intent, a 

questionnaire, a waiver form, and a self-addressed stamped envelope for its return. These 

steps were taken in an attempt to ensure that some degree of trust was placed in the 

researcher by the respondent, that they would feel that the study being undertaken was 

legitimate, and that the costs associated with completing the survey were limited for the 

respondent. A follow-up phone call was placed to those respondents who had not 

returned the survey by the requested deadline. 

 Using maps obtained from the case study municipalities, 274 landowners (176 in 

Albert, 98 in Storthoaks) were identified in the study area. After discussions with 

municipal officers who identified deceased and retired landowners, 200 landowners (104 

in Albert, 96 in Storthoaks) were selected for participation. The survey was distributed to 

all 145 remaining landowners (excluding 55 pilot study participants) in the case study 

area. This included hobby farmers (i.e., townspeople that maintain farm homesteads) and 

those with a sole reliance on agriculture for employment, both of which are eligible for 

government programming. The covering letter stipulated that the primary decision-maker 

for the operation complete the survey. The questionnaire was delivered between January 

and February, 2008, a period chosen to fall after harvest and before spring seeding 

(Pennings et al., 2002). 

A record was kept of each questionnaire delivered by placing a number inside 

each return envelope and coding this same number on the researcher record sheet. 

Producers that had not responded by the requested deadline were contacted via telephone. 
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Forty-eight surveys (27 in Albert, 21 in Storthoaks) were returned accounting for a 26 

percent response rate from the RM of Albert and a 22 percent response rate from the RM 

of Storthoaks. While a higher response rate may have been desired, the sample obtained 

was the most achievable sample given the size of the case study area. The land base 

farmed by the 48 respondents represented more than 40 percent of the farmland in the 

study area. In addition to the completed and returned surveys, the researcher was 

contacted via telephone and email by several landowners (who had retired or were no 

longer active in agriculture) who indicated that they would not be participating in the 

survey. 

Questionnaire Analysis 

 

 The data used in this thesis came from two sources: Statistics Canada and a 

producer questionnaire. The questionnaire provided information on how agriculture was 

practiced in the study area in 2008 and the producers‟ perceptions of government 

programming. The collection of data detailed the similarities and differences of the two 

adjoining municipalities, as they exist in different provinces. The comparison of these 

data to the program objectives outlined the effectiveness of programming at the ground 

level in the two RMs. 

 Producers were asked to rate the effectiveness of program objectives. The rating 

was based on a 5-point likert scale comprising „effective‟ (5), „somewhat effective‟ (4), 

„neutral‟ (3), „somewhat ineffective‟ (2) and „ineffective‟ (1). The 5-point scale was 

selected to ensure symmetry between response levels, and therefore, allow for the 

conversion of data into numerical and measurable responses.  
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 A number of statistical analyses were considered including Chi Square and 

Kolmogrov-Smirnov. These tests were deemed as unsuitable due to the characteristics of 

the data. In the circumstance of Chi Square, the method of analysis was inappropriate due 

to the data‟s inability to meet the expected frequency requirement, even following data 

aggregation (Hammond & McCullagh, 1974). In other words, several program objectives 

received an „ineffective‟ or „somewhat ineffective‟ rating by all respondents. As a result, 

three of the five possible categories had no responses and therefore, were less than the 

expected frequency. In the circumstance of the Kolmogrov-Smirnov method of analysis, 

an unequal sample size removed this test as a possible analysis option (Hammond & 

McCullagh, 1974). In this case, the RM of Albert provided 27 responses while the RM of 

Storthoaks provided 21 responses. While inferential statistics were not able to be 

performed, strong patterns became apparent throughout the descriptive interpretation. 

 The following chapter provides an overview of the programs under analysis. This 

includes a description of the programs and outlines the objectives upon which producer 

perceptions were measured. In addition, the chapter provides details on how the 

nationally driven programs were delivered at the ground level. This includes discussion 

on program administration, decision-making responsibilities and program components. 

The chapter describes how nationally driven programming, with its intent to provide 

consistent programming for all producers regardless of location, can have different 

outcomes at the ground level.  



54 

 

Chapter 6 CASE STUDY PROGRAMS 

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) Account 

 

 The Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) account commenced in 

2003. The program integrated disaster protection and income stabilization, replacing the 

Net Income Stabilization Account (NISA) and the Canadian Farm Income Program 

(CFIP). CAIS was the main source of income support for producers under the 

Agricultural Policy Framework. The focus was on providing an environment where 

producers could manage both small and large decreases in their agricultural income. The 

program‟s objectives were to: “provide a whole farm stabilization and disaster approach; 

provide equitable treatment for all producers regardless of the commodities they produce; 

assist in dealing with short-term income fluctuations as a result of risks outside a 

producer‟s control; manage risks that threaten the future profitability of farm operations; 

increase farm income stability; and increase the producer‟s ability to manage agricultural 

risks” (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005: 3). 

In 2003, the federal government projected a contribution of $5.5 billion over five 

years with a cap of $3 million designated for producer support in individual program 

years (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005: 4). The CAIS program represented the 

majority of federal and provincial spending under the Agricultural Policy Framework. 

The program was a cost-shared program with producers and government bodies 

contributing funds. The federal and provincial governments contributed on a 60/40 cost-

shared basis which was the typical arrangement for business risk management 

programming under the Agricultural Policy Framework.  
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Eligibility for the program was based on a number of criteria. Producers must 

have farmed for a minimum of six consecutive months and have completed a production 

cycle. Additionally, they must have reported a farming income loss for income tax 

purposes. The producers were required to open a program account, make the required 

deposit, choose a level of protection, and complete and submit the required documents by 

the established deadlines (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005). Producers could 

then make deposits and withdrawals according to program conditions. A reference 

margin was determined based on the producer‟s historical income average. If the 

administration determined that the farming operation had experienced a margin decline 

relative to their reference margin, the producer was eligible to receive benefits. Farmers 

received three different tiers of coverage. As the producer‟s loss deepened, the 

government assumed a greater share of the cost required to cover that loss (Table 6.1):  

“In years where the producer‟s margin [fell] below the reference margin, they 

[were] allowed to make a withdrawal from the account and receive a matching 

payment according to the extent of their shortfall relative to their reference 

margin. If the farmer‟s actual margin in the current year [was] less than 70 

percent of their reference margin, the government [would] pay four dollars for 

every dollar of the producer‟s own funds withdrawn from their CAIS account. 

This ratio [fell] to 7:3 for margin between 70 percent and 85 percent of the 

reference level, and 1:1 for the balance of the difference between current and 

reference margin” (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 

2005: 121). 
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Producer-Government Cost-Sharing 
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Table 6.1: Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization Account Cost-Sharing 

(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2005) 

 

The Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account was either a federally or 

provincially administered program under the Agricultural Policy Framework, dependent 

on the operational agreements of individual provinces. The provinces of Alberta, Ontario, 

Prince Edward Island and Quebec delivered the CAIS program through their provincial 

departments, while the remainder of the provinces opted for federal administration. As a 

result, the program was delivered by Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada‟s Farm Income 

Program Directorate in Winnipeg, Manitoba for the remaining provinces. 
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While the operational agreements signed by the provinces outlined individual 

objectives, the CAIS program was similarly delivered in the provinces of Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan
3
 (Wipf, 2008): 

“Because the program was not commodity specific, was based on income and not 

production, and was delivered by the federal government in all provinces except 

Alberta, Ontario, Quebec and PEI, there was little room for provincial flexibility” 

(Government of Manitoba Policy Analyst, 2011).  

 

Program guidelines, evaluation problems and program issues were decided upon 

by the CAIS Administrators working group, comprised of two federal representatives and 

eleven provincial/territorial representatives (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2010): 

 “The program was governed by a multilateral agreement only, and any changes 

required the consent of seven provinces representing at least 50% of farm income. 

Changes were made through multilateral discussions and changes were made a 

number of times to amend deadlines, eligibility rules, deposit requirements, 

etcetera” (Government of Manitoba Policy Analyst, 2011). 

 

As a result, provinces that elected federal administration as the delivery agent 

would be expected to have similar program outcomes. The provinces of Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan negotiated federal administration during the signing of their respective 

operational agreements (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003a; Agriculture and 

Agri-Food Canada, 2003b). As a result, program delivery was the sole responsibility of 

the Farm Income Program Directorate and differences in program outcomes were not 

expected between the RMs. 

 

 

                                                 
3
 With the exception of an administrative error that caused Saskatchewan forage producers to receive an 

additional $13.5 million in extra compensation in 2003. The overpayments were distributed to 5,681 

producers who had decreased their forage operations. The federal and provincial governments did not 

request repayment of the funds (Briere, 2010). 
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Production Insurance (PI) 

 

 Production Insurance was a program designed to offset the producers‟ risks of 

damage to their production levels caused by the natural environment. The objective of 

Production Insurance was to “ensure that producers in the agriculture and agri-food 

industry across Canada [had] access to affordable insurance programs, by funding a 

portion of producers‟ premiums and provincial administrative expenses and by offering 

reinsurance” (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005: 5). 

The Production Insurance program was most commonly known to producers as its 

predecessor, Crop Insurance, and built upon the components of the previous program. 

The name change primarily signalled the inclusion of livestock producers, while the 

previous program provided loss protection exclusively to crop producers. The program 

changes were expected to result in an increased number of insurable commodities in most 

provinces and territories, in addition to an increase in producer participation. Production 

Insurance aimed to move away from ad hoc compensation and reduce the gaps in 

previous programming.  

 The program was a provincially delivered tripartite program with the costs shared 

between the federal and provincial governments and producers. The federal government 

provided deficit financing to provinces under this agreement (Agriculture and Agri-Food 

Canada, 2005). The provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan both participated in the 

program by offering the insurance option to their agricultural producers. While the intent 

of the Agricultural Policy Framework was to provide consistency for producers 

throughout the country, programs such as Production Insurance varied across provincial 

boundaries. The operational agreements signed by each province determined the 
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objectives by which the program was developed. While the federal government outlined 

guidelines within the agreement, a certain degree of flexibility was available to the 

provinces due to their administrative responsibility. In the provinces of Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan, a number of program differences occurred:  

“Each province continued to administer their own program, with a national 

standard for funding and scope, but with several distinct features in each province. 

Because Production Insurance was governed by a combination of bilateral 

agreements within a multilateral framework, provinces were often able to make 

adjustments and add programs and features that met their specific needs. This 

had…benefits because of regional production differences. Changes could be made 

by amending the bilateral agreement, provided it did not contravene the 

multilateral agreement. For example, there were certain limits on how small 

deductibles could be” (Government of Manitoba Policy Analyst, 2011).  

 

 “With Production Insurance, we delivered the program in Saskatchewan. And 

there were differences between provinces in Production Insurance. There were 

differences in terms of the crops that were covered, when producers could seed 

last, how much there was in terms of unseeded acreage. And there were small 

administrative differences as well” (Government of Saskatchewan Policy Analyst, 

2011). 

 

 One of those differences was identified in the types of natural perils covered by 

the provincial insurance programs. While the basic natural hazards were covered by both 

provinces (drought, excess moisture caused by flood or rainfall, frost, hail, accidental 

fire, wind, wildlife, insect and plant disease), Manitoba provided insurance in the case of 

extreme heat while Saskatchewan‟s insurance included snow, lightning, hurricanes and 

tornadoes (Manitoba Agricultural Services Corporation, 2007; Saskatchewan Crop 

Insurance Corporation, 2007). Additionally, differences existed in the number of 

coverage options available to producers. Manitoba offered coverage levels of 50 percent, 

70 percent and 80 percent, while Saskatchewan offered an additional coverage level of 60 

percent. For new crops, the Saskatchewan program limited coverage to a maximum of 70 

percent (Meyers Norris Penny, 2008). Furthermore, individual yield methodologies 
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differed between provinces. While both provinces used a 10-year production average, 

Saskatchewan introduced new records with a one-year lag period, while Manitoba had a 

two-year lag period. New records were introduced as 10 percent for the most current year 

and 90 percent for previous years; however, Manitoba limited the maximum change in a 

producer‟s individual yield for any given year. The limit of 30 percent was implemented 

to cushion producers from extreme yield changes resulting from unmanageable events. 

 In addition to these differences, the number of crops and forage crops insured 

under the multi-peril programs varied between provinces (Manitoba Agricultural Services 

Corporation, 2007; Saskatchewan Crop Insurance Corporation, 2007). Furthermore, the 

compensation rate for insured commodities differed. Prices in Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan were set according to the Market Analysis Division of Agriculture and 

Agri-Food Canada‟s crop forecast (Table 6.2). These prices represented the base price 

producers could expect for the production year. In Saskatchewan, producers were able to 

select an additional coverage option. This included the Low Price Option, where crops 

were insured at 85 percent of the base price (Saskatchewan Crop Insurance Corporation, 

2007).  

 

Commodity 
Manitoba 

(price per bushel) 

Saskatchewan 

(price per bushel) 

Hard Red Spring Wheat $3.21 $2.97 

Durum Wheat $3.18 $3.40 

Barley $2.07 $1.96 

Field Peas $3.13 $3.13 
 

Table 6.2: 2006 Manitoba and Saskatchewan Commodity Prices 

 

 

 A comparative analysis of the insurance programs offered in the Prairie Provinces 

provided additional insight into the provincial differences that exist: 
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“Differences between the provinces mostly stemmed from differences in the sizes 

of risks. In the prairies, Manitoba and Alberta have lower production risks, while 

Saskatchewan has the highest production risk. Geographically, it also receives the 

lowest prices. So, when producers in Saskatchewan had to pay higher rates, they 

were looking for higher indemnity rates. However, the crops are worth less in the 

province. The biggest difference between the provinces of Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan was the premium indemnity rate. All of the provinces get to 

administer their programs according to different agreements, under the guidance 

of the framework” (MNP Auditor, 2011).  

 

Due to the provincial variations noted in program delivery, differences were expected in 

the perceptions of the program outcomes as they occurred in the two RMs. 

Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) Program 

 

 The Environmental Farm Planning program focused on increasing the 

environmental management of the sector. The program provided technical assistance to 

help producers recognize their impact on the environment and create an action plan to 

address their deficiencies. This was done by encouraging producers to develop farm plans 

and implement beneficial management plans (BMPs). These plans focused on the 

national priorities of land, water, air and biodiversity. The program objectives, as outlined 

in the Agricultural Policy Framework, were:  

“to establish principles of environmental action; to achieve measureable progress 

in meeting environmental goals for the landscape; to reinforce public confidence 

that Canadian agricultural resources are being managed in a sustainable fashion; 

to brand Canada as a source of safe, high-quality food produced using 

environmentally sustainable systems; and to support producers and landowners in 

taking actions that reduce the risk to the environment from agricultural 

operations” (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2005: 13). 

 

 The Environmental Farm Planning program, combined with the National Farm 

Stewardship program, was expected to be a $293 million initiative. This expenditure 

aimed to increase the number of farm plans throughout the agriculture sector and increase 

the level of knowledge about environmental practices. The program, under the 
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Agricultural Policy Framework, was a cost-shared program between the government and 

producers with an expected participation rate of 75 percent by 2008 (Agriculture and 

Agri-Food Canada, 2009).  

 The federal-provincial agreements outlined program objectives, expectations and 

components as they varied between provinces. Provincial differences became clear 

during the development of environmental targets and objectives (Table 6.3). It is in these 

circumstances that provincial variations first arose, and it is these principles that program 

development was based upon.  

 

Outcome 

Goals By 

2008 

Manitoba 

Targets and Indicators 

Saskatchewan 

Targets and Indicators 

Water 

 

 Reduce residual nitrogen levels 

on provincial farmland by 12 

percent 

 Reduce residual nitrogen levels on 

provincial farmland by 7 percent 

 Establish a target for the reduction 

of nitrogen water contamination 

 Develop the methodology to 

determine the risk of phosphorus 

contamination of water 

 Establish a target for the reduction 

of the risk of phosphorus water 

contamination 

Soil 

 Reduce water erosion on 

provincial crop land by 16 

percent 

 Reduce water erosion on provincial 

crop land by 15 percent 

 Increase annual change in 

agricultural soil carbon by 373 

percent 

 Increase annual change in 

agricultural soil carbon from 2.2 Mt 

to 3.0 Mt 

Air 
 Reduce agricultural greenhouse 

gas emissions by 22 percent 

 Reduce agricultural greenhouse gas 

emissions from 10.1 Mt to 8.0 Mt 

CO2 equivalent  

 Report on agricultural greenhouse 

gas emissions for province 

consistent with reporting by other 

parties 

Biodiversity 

 Increase total agricultural 

habitat availability index by 5 

percent  

 Work towards an increase in the 

total habitat availability index by 4 

percent 

 

Table 6.3: Environment Pillar Targets and Objectives 

(Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003a; Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2003b) 
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While the federal government contributed greatly to the program, program 

delivery was to be performed by third-party organizations, as set forth in the 

implementation agreement. The selection of a third-party provided an opportunity for 

provincially-specific programming to be developed under a national framework. In 

Saskatchewan, the Provincial Council of Agricultural Development and Diversification 

Board (PCAB) was selected for delivery purposes:  

“With the Environmental Farm Plan, there was a third party that was responsible 

for its delivery. We, as a province, set the parameters and we determined what the 

acceptable criteria are. All they did was the delivery and the administration. They 

provided us feedback on what was working and what was not working, but we 

made the program decisions” (Government of Saskatchewan Policy Analyst, 

2011). 

 

In Manitoba, the selection of a third-party agency was prolonged due to extended 

negotiations between the federal and provincial governments. In the end, the Farm 

Stewardship Association of Manitoba (FSAM) Incorporated was created in 2004. While a 

third-party organization was developed, the agency was responsible merely for the 

confidential review of workbooks whereas workshops were delivered by Agriculture and 

Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) and Manitoba Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives 

(MAFRI). This tripartite form of delivery differed from that found in Saskatchewan. 

In addition to the variations in program administration, a difference existed in the 

time frame by which the program was delivered. While delivery of the Environmental 

Farm Planning program was underway in Saskatchewan by fall of 2004, the program was 

not unveiled in Manitoba until the summer of 2005. This difference was expected to 

impact the outcome of the program due to the shortened length of the time the program 

was available to producers. 
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Due to the fact that the program was a new concept in Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan, the provinces performed a review of existing programs in addition to 

consulting with producers in order to develop their workbook. While the process was 

similar between provinces, the targets set forth in the implementation agreement drove 

the program priorities. Additionally, the beneficial management practices offered as 

incentives
4
 for participation in the Environmental Farm Planning program varied between 

provinces in both description and financial incentives. In this circumstance, the province 

of Manitoba provided additional funding to its producers as a „top-up‟ to the funding 

already offered by the federal government for Nutrient Management Planning beneficial 

management plans. In comparison, the province of Saskatchewan provided no additional 

funding to its producers in this particular program (Brethour et al., 2007). The types of 

incentives and funding available were a contributing factor in the involvement of 

producers in the program.  

In the case of the Environmental Farm Planning program, the agreements 

established between the provincial and federal governments offered some flexibility for 

program implementation. While guidelines were provided and required adherence, 

provincial differences occurred during program delivery due to differences in program 

administration, program targets and incentives, and program delivery timeframes. As a 

result, differences were expected between the RMs in the perceived effectiveness of the 

Environmental Farm Planning program. 

The three programs selected were deemed as the most commonly used programs 

by producers during the program participation survey. The focus of this thesis was to 

                                                 
4
 In order for producers to be eligible for funding offered under the Farm Stewardship program, the 

completion of the Environmental Farm Planning program was required. The Farm Stewardship program 

offered financial incentives for environmentally friendly actions. 
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determine the outcome of these programs as they occurred at the ground level in 

comparison to the program objectives outlined during policy formulation. Furthermore, 

the research aimed to identify the similarities and differences as they occurred in two 

RMs divided by an arbitrary provincial boundary. The following chapter provides the 

results of the research. 
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Chapter 7 SURVEY FINDINGS 

Characteristics of Farm Operators and Operations 

 

The surveys produced information on farm operations and producers‟ perceptions 

of government programming in the case study communities. In this section, the 

characteristics of farm operators are provided in order to identify any factors that may 

have contributed to the perceived outcome of government programming. This is followed 

by a discussion on the similarities and differences between the RMs as they relate to 

producers‟ perceptions. In total, 48 respondents completed and returned the survey from 

the RM of Albert (n = 27) and the RM of Storthoaks (n = 21). Both relative percentages 

and absolute numbers have been provided to grant the reader a full understanding of the 

research data.  

Respondents in both RMs were similar in many ways. Over 94 percent of 

respondents in both RMs were male. The average age of respondent was 53 years in 

Albert and 51 years in Storthoaks. Respondents had lived in their respective location for 

an average of 45.1 years, with Albert respondents indicating an average of 43.6 years and 

Storthoaks respondents indicating an average of 46.3 years.  

Yet, some differences existed between the RMs. As a whole, 46 percent (n = 22) 

of all respondents had some post-secondary education (Table 7.1). Differences between 

the RMs existed with 59 percent (n = 16) of the RM of Albert respondents obtaining 

post-secondary education in comparison to 29 percent (n = 6) in the RM of Storthoaks. 

Educational levels have been found to relate to producer perceptions of government 

programs, especially in the case of program participation and policy views. As education 
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levels increase, so too does participation in commodity-specific programming due to the 

higher level of education required for program comprehension (Barkley & Flinchbaugh, 

1990). 

 

Education Level 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Grade 12 or less 11 40.7 15 71.5 26 54.2 

Partial or Full Completion 

of Post-Secondary 
16 59.2 6 28.7 22 45.8 

 N = 27  N = 21  N = 48  
 

Table 7.1: Education Level of Respondents 

 

 

Producers were asked to provide details of their net income level (Figure 7.1). 

The most common ranges were: $30,000 to $39,999 (24.4 percent); $20,000 to $29,999 

(22.0 percent); and $100,000 and over (12.2 percent).  

 

 
 

Figure 7.1: Net Income of Respondents 

 

 

According to Statistics Canada, in 2007, the average total income for farm 

operators in Manitoba was $54,731 and $59,263 in Saskatchewan (2010). The 
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prominence of oil exploration in Saskatchewan may have contributed to this difference 

due to extra income generated by land leases and oil exploration rights. While 

provincially aggregated data show an average income greater than $50,000, case study 

communities show median incomes of $30,000 to $39,999. Those producers with lower 

incomes, such as is the case in the study communities, may be more susceptible to 

agriculture income variability and as a result, may perceive government programming 

more negatively. 

 In addition, respondents identified changes in their income levels between 2002 

and 2007 (Table 7.2). Overall, 54 percent (n = 25) of respondents indicated that their 

income increased or stayed about the same, while 26 percent (n = 12) experienced a 

decrease in income. 

 

Income Levels 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Income Stayed the Same 

or Increased 
13 50.0 12 60.0 25 54.3 

Income Decreased 8 30.8 4 20.0 12 26.1 

Income Fluctuated 5 19.2 4 20.0 9 19.6 

 N = 26  N = 20  N = 46  
 

Table 7.2: Income Changes between 2002 and 2007 

 

 

The majority (83 percent) of respondents identified their primary employment as 

farming. Those respondents that indicated this were asked whether they held additional 

employment. Approximately 43 percent of all farm operators hold a secondary 

occupation (41 percent in the RM of Albert and 44 percent in the RM of Storthoaks). The 

two primary reasons for holding a secondary occupation included to supplement income 

year round (67 percent of respondents) and to obtain income during the winter months 

(17 percent). Those farm operators holding additional employment had done so for an 
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average of 12 years. Producers relying on off-farm income may be less dependent on 

agricultural programming and therefore, perceive programming differently than those 

solely relying on agriculture for their income (Barkley & Flinchbaugh, 1990). 

The average year of operation start-up for respondents was 1980 in Albert and 

1979 in Storthoaks. Farming has been a long-standing tradition in many rural 

communities and families. Farm size in the rural municipalities has increased greatly 

since that time. On average, farms in the RM of Albert were larger (775 acres) than those 

in the RM of Storthoaks (476 acres) at the time of start-up. Since then, farms in the case 

study communities have increased greatly in size. In 2007, operations in the RM of 

Albert averaged a total of 2,459 acres, while those in the RM of Storthoaks averaged 

1,853 acres. Farms have continued to expand with an average increase of 562 acres in the 

RM of Albert and 108 acres in the RM of Storthoaks between 2002 and 2007. 

Operations in the RM of Albert and the RM of Storthoaks were greater in size 

than their provincial averages. In 2006, the averages were 1,001 acres in Manitoba and 

1,449 acres in Saskatchewan. The range of operation size in the case study communities 

is broad. In the RM of Albert, operation sizes ranged between 480 and 5,280 acres. In the 

RM of Storthoaks, operations ranged in size from 320 to 5,600 acres (Statistics Canada, 

2008). 

The type of production varied between RMs. In the RM of Albert, 62 percent (n = 

16) of respondents indicated mixed farming (i.e., production of two or more 

commodities) as their production type in 2007 (Table 7.3). Alternatively, 55 percent (n = 

10) in the RM of Storthoaks identified grain and crop production as their commodity 

type. Only 6.8 percent (n = 3) of all respondents relied solely on livestock for production 
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purposes. Previous research has found that farm production can impact a producer‟s 

opinion of government programming (Barkley & Flinchbaugh, 1990).  

 

2007 Commodity 

Production 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Mixed Production 16 61.5 7 38.9 23 52.3 

Grains and Crops 8 30.8 10 55.6 18 40.9 

Livestock 2 7.7 1 5.6 3 6.8 

 
N = 26  N = 18 

 
N = 44  

 

Table 7.3: Commodity Production of Farms 

 

 

In terms of production, 44 percent of respondents in the RM of Albert indicated 

that their production had changed between 2002 and 2007, in comparison to 24 percent in 

the RM of Storthoaks. More than 40 percent of respondents had future changes planned. 

This varied slightly between RMs with 44 percent of the RM of Albert respondents 

planning future changes, in contrast to 36 percent in the RM of Storthoaks. These 

differences may indicate producer willingness and ability to adapt to a changing sector as 

it varied between municipalities. 

Respondents were asked how often government bodies consult producers when 

developing policies and programming. Approximately 36 percent of all respondents 

indicated that consultation does not occur, while 55 percent indicated it occurs some of 

the time (Figure 7.2). Results were similar between the RMs. 
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Figure 7.2: How Often Do Governments Consult Producers? 

 

 

Information was requested on the respondents‟ familiarity with the programming 

offered under the Agricultural Policy Framework. Few respondents (4.2 percent) were 

knowledgeable about all of the programs. Respondents in the RM of Storthoaks indicated 

a greater level of program awareness than their counterparts as 19 percent of respondents 

indicated familiarity with most or all of the programming, in comparison to 4 percent in 

the RM of Albert. This may suggest a degree of program suitability as it relates to 

commodity production in individual RMs. Additionally, it may be indicative of an 

increased amount of program extension or program promotion found within the RM of 

Storthoaks, which may in turn, contribute to the producers‟ perception of government 

programming. 
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 Familiarity With 

Government Programming 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

All of them 1 3.7 1 4.8 2 4.2 

Most of them 0 0.0 3 14.3 3 6.3 

About half of them 8 29.6 2 9.5 10 20.8 

Some of them 18 66.7 15 71.4 33 68.8 

None of them 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

 
N = 27 

 
N = 21 

 
N = 48 

 
 

Table 7.4: Respondent Familiarity with Government Programming 

 

 

While the results show that the RM of Albert producers are less aware of 

government programming, on average, they participated in a total of five programs. This 

was comparable to the RM of Storthoaks respondents who on average, indicated 

participation in four programs. Additionally, respondents were asked to identify which 

agriculture programs they most often participated in. Responses between case study 

communities were similar. The three programs identified as the most often participated in 

were: the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) account, Production 

Insurance (PI) and Advance Payments Program (APP)
5
. Programs that followed varied 

between RMs (Table 7.5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5
 While the Advance Payments Program (APP) was deemed as one of the programs most participated in by 

the respondents, the program was not offered as part of the Agricultural Policy Framework. Therefore, the 

Advance Payments Program (APP) was not included for analysis purposes.  
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Program rating 
All Respondents Albert Storthoaks 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Canadian Agricultural Income 

Stabilization (CAIS) 
14 29.8 8 29.6 6 30.0 

Production Insurance (PI) 10 21.3 6 22.2 4 20.0 

Advance Payments Program 

(APP) 
6 12.8 2 7.4 4 20.0 

Environmental Farm Planning 

(EFP) 
1 2.1 1 3.7 0 0.0 

Cover Crop Protection (CPP) 1 2.1 1 3.7 0 0.0 

Spring Credit Advance 

Program (SCAP) 
1 2.1 1 3.7 0 0.0 

Farm Debt Mediation Service 

(FDM) 
1 2.1 0 0.0 1 5.0 

Canadian Farm Families 

Options (CFFO) 
1 2.1 0 0.0 1 5.0 

 
N = 35 

 
N = 19 

 
N = 16 

 
 

Table 7.5: Program Usage by Respondents 

 

 

Respondents were asked to indicate whether agriculture programs have had a 

positive, negative or no impact on their farming operation. Forty-five percent of the RM 

of Storthoaks respondents perceived the impact to be positive, in comparison to 31 

percent in the RM of Albert (Figure 7.3). The majority of respondents (50 percent) 

perceived government programming to have „no impact‟ on their farming operation. 

Slight differences occurred between the provinces with 45 percent in the RM of 

Storthoaks indicating „no impact‟ in comparison to 54 percent in the RM of Albert. 

Therefore, the RM of Storthoaks perceived government programs as not only having a 

greater impact overall, but the impact was perceived as being more positive. These 

overarching perceptions may contribute to producer attitudes towards specific 

programming. 
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Figure 7.3: Perceptions of Impact 

 

 

 Respondents were asked to identify to what extent government programming 

impacts their commodity production, financial well-being, environmental awareness and 

land-use practices. The results displayed similarities and differences between the RMs. 

The most obvious differences were in the cases of income/financial well-being and 

environmental awareness, while commodity production and land-use related questions 

resulted in similar responses. Overall, the RM of Storthoaks respondents perceived a 

greater degree of impact in all circumstances. 

In the case of commodity production, 21 percent (n = 9) of all respondents agreed 

that their choice of commodity was influenced by government programming, 33 percent 

(n = 14) of respondents were neutral and the remaining 45 percent (n = 19) disagreed 

(Table 7.6, Figure 7.4). The differences between case study communities were minimal. 
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Government agriculture 

programs impact the type 

of commodity I produce 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Agree/Strongly Agree 5 20.0 4 23.5 9 21.4 

Neutral 9 36.0 5 29.4 14 33.3 

Disagree/Strongly Disagree 11 44.0 18 47.1 19 45.2 

 N = 25 
 

N = 17 
 

N = 42 
 

 

Table 7.6: Government Programs Impact the Type of Commodity I Produce 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 7.4: Government Programs Impact the Type of Commodity I Produce 

 

 

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which agriculture programs 

influenced their farm income/financial well-being. Approximately 38 percent (n = 16) of 

producers agreed that government programs impacted their farm income, while 24 

percent (n = 10) were neutral and the remaining 38 percent (n = 16) disagreed (Table 7.7, 

Figure 7.5). The greatest degree of variance between the RMs was seen in this 

circumstance. The RM of Storthoaks had a greater percentage of producers who felt their 

farm income was impacted (47 percent, n = 8) in comparison to the RM of Albert (32 

percent, n = 8). 
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Government agriculture 

programs impact my farm 

income/financial well-being 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Agree/Strongly Agree 8 32.0 8 47.1 16 38.1 

Neutral 8 32.0 2 11.8 10 23.8 

Disagree/Strongly Disagree 9 36.0 7 41.2 16 38.1 

 N = 25 
 

N = 17 
 

N = 42 
 

 

Table 7.7: Government Programs Impact My Farm Income/Financial Well-Being 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 7.5: Government Programs Impact My Farm Income/Financial Well-Being 

 

 

The results showed the degree to which government programs were perceived as 

having impacted producers‟ environmental awareness. Overall, 42 percent (n = 18) of 

respondents agreed that government programs impacted their environmental awareness, 

35 percent (n = 15) were neutral and 23 percent (n = 10) disagreed (Table 7.8, Figure 

7.6). Case study communities responded comparably. The environment has increasingly 

become an area of focus for governing bodies. The survey results show the ground-level 

outcome of this.  
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Government agriculture 

programs impact my 

environmental awareness 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Agree/Strongly Agree 10 40.0 8 44.4 18 41.9 

Neutral 9 36.0 6 33.3 15 34.9 

Disagree/Strongly Disagree 6 24.0 4 22.2 10 23.3 

 
N = 25 

 
N = 18 

 
N = 43 

 
 

Table 7.8: Government Programs Impact My Environmental Awareness 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 7.6: Government Programs Impact My Environmental Awareness 

 

  

Producers identified whether government agriculture programs influenced their 

land-use practices. The results showed that 16 percent (n = 7) agreed that programming 

impacted their land-use practices, 44 percent (n = 19) remained neutral and 40 percent (n 

= 17) disagreed (Table 7.9, Figure 7.7). Differences existed between the RMs with a 

higher proportion of Storthoaks respondents disagreeing (44 percent) in comparison to 

the RM of Albert (36 percent). Few producers (16 percent) agreed that programming 

impacted their land-use practices. This may be an indicator that while producers have 
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become aware of environmental concerns, their land-use practices may not have adapted 

to address these concerns.  

 

Government agriculture 

programs impact my land-

use practices 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Agree/Strongly Agree 4 16.0 3 16.7 7 16.3 

Neutral 12 48.0 7 38.9 19 44.2 

Disagree/Strongly Disagree 9 36.0 8 44.4 17 39.5 

 
N = 25 

 
N = 18 

 
N = 43 

 
 

Table 7.9: Government Programs Impact My Land-Use Practices 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 7.7: Government Programs Impact My Land-Use Practices 

 

 

Additionally, survey participants perceived programming to target operations of a 

particular size. More than 62 percent (n = 15) of respondents in the RM of Albert and 52 

percent (n = 10) of respondents in the RM of Storthoaks perceived programming as 

directed towards farms over 5,000 acres in size (Table 7.10). Only 21 percent (n = 5) of 
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producers in the RM of Albert believed that programming was not size specific, 

consistent with 26 percent (n = 5) of respondents in the RM of Storthoaks.  

 

In your opinion, is 

government programming is 

directed towards… 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Over 5000 acres 15 62.5 10 52.6 25 58.1 

1001-4999 acres 4 16.7 2 10.5 6 14.0 

Under 1000 acres 0 0.0 2 10.5 2 4.7 

All sizes 5 20.8 5 26.3 10 23.3 

 N = 24 
 

N = 19 
 

N = 43 
 

 

Table 7.10: Government Programming Is Directed Towards…Acres 

 

 

 Furthermore, producers perceived programming as being directed towards grain 

and crop production (Table 7.11, Figure 7.8). Fifty-seven percent of respondents from the 

RM of Albert perceived grain and crop production to be the commodity most targeted by 

government, followed by livestock production (30 percent). Respondents from the RM of 

Storthoaks identified grain and crop production (50 percent), as well as mixed production 

(36 percent) as being the commodities of focus for government. Only 11 percent of all 

respondents stated that governments do not target specific commodity types. 

 

In your opinion, is 

government programming is 

directed towards… 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Livestock Production 7 30.4 0 0.0 7 18.9 

Grain and Crop Production 13 56.5 7 50.0 20 54.1 

Mixed Production 1 4.3 5 35.7 6 16.2 

All Production 2 8.7 2 14.3 4 10.8 

 N = 23 
 

N = 14 
 

N = 37 
 

 

Table 7.11: Government Programming Is Directed Towards…Production 
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Figure 7.8: Commodity Targeted Programming 

 

 

 While the Agricultural Policy Framework had five pillars, producers perceived 

two as being of the greatest priority to governments. The RM of Albert respondents (45 

percent) perceived environmental sustainability as the priority, while the RM of 

Storthoaks respondents (35 percent) identified food safety and quality as the priority 

(Figure 7.9). Few producers (13.5 percent) identified managing risk as a priority, even 

though it accounted for the majority of government spending under the Agricultural 

Policy Framework. The financial requirement for the business risk management pillar far 

exceeds the requirements of the remaining pillars due to the income based nature of 

support.  
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Figure 7.9: Government’s Current Focus 

 

 

Perceived Program Effectiveness 

 

While the previous data described the characteristics of farm operations, the 

following section details the outcome of program objectives as perceived by respondents. 

Eighty-five percent (n = 41) of all respondents participated in the Production Insurance 

program (Figure 7.10). This was followed by the Canadian Agricultural Income 

Stabilization account with 77 percent (n = 37), and the Environmental Farm Planning 

program with 31 percent (n = 15). Overall, the RM of Albert had a higher participation 

rate in all three programs.  
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Figure 7.10: Case Study Program Usage 

 

 

In total, the effectiveness of 22 objectives outlined in the Agricultural Policy 

Framework was explored. The greatest differences between the case study communities 

were found in two program objectives: i) to provide equitable treatment for all producers 

regardless of the commodity produced (CAIS); and ii) to stabilize producers‟ incomes 

(PI). Data detailing these differences are provided in the following section, with the 

remainder of the data included as Appendices D through F.  

 Program objectives set forth by the government under the Agricultural Policy 

Framework had varied results. The program receiving the lowest rating in meeting 

objectives by respondents was the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account. 

The most effective program as determined by producers was Production Insurance. 
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Perceived Effectiveness of Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS) 

account 

 

The Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account was federally delivered 

by the Farm Income Program Directorate in both case study communities. As a result, 

differences in program outcomes as perceived by producers were not expected. The CAIS 

account was used by 81 percent of producers (n = 22) in the RM of Albert. In 

comparison, 71 percent of producers in the RM of Storthoaks (n = 15) used the program. 

Survey respondents participated in the program an average of 4.6 years. Minimal 

differences existed between the RMs with the RM of Albert averaging 5.1 years and the 

RM of Storthoaks averaging 4.2 years. Of those years, respondents received a payment an 

average of 1.5 years.  

 Producers were asked to determine the effectiveness of the program based on the 

objectives outlined in the Agricultural Policy Framework. The CAIS program is 

perceived by producers as being „ineffective‟ in meeting all of its six objectives (Table 

7.12). 

 

Canadian Income Stabilization Account 

Program Objectives 

All Respondents 

Mean Rating 

All Respondents 

Modal Class 

 Provide a whole farm stabilization and disaster 

avoidance approach 
2.63 1 

 Provide equitable treatment for all producers, 

regardless of the commodities they produce 
2.23 1 

 Assist in dealing with short-term income 

fluctuations as a result of risks outside a 
producer's control 

2.67 1 

 Manage risk that threaten that future 

profitability of farm operation 
2.62 1, 4 

 Increase farm income stability 2.73 1, 4 

 Increase the producer's ability to manage 

agricultural risks 
2.59 1 

Mean of all program objectives 2.55  

 

Table 7.12: Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization Objectives 
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This dissatisfaction stems from a number of issues. In both RMs, 72 percent (n = 

31) of respondents relied on their accountants to complete their CAIS application. Only 

23 percent (n = 10) of respondents completed the application themselves, while the 

remaining 5 percent (n = 2) completed the application by other means. Frustration over 

paperwork and program complexity was cited by several producers: 

“We need programs that are more simple to fill out and where we do not have to 

pay accountants exorbitant fees to potentially get a payment from the 

government” (Producer A-75, 2008). 

 

“Government seems to think [that] a bunch of different programs are needed. In 

my opinion, most of the programs are [about] job creation. They actually do more 

for the government employees than they do for farmers. CAIS is a prime example. 

It is a real cash cow for accountants” (Producer S-103, 2008). 

 

Another added that the program needs to take into account the actual costs associated 

with production: 

“A program with a guaranteed margin of profit over and above our cost of 

production and also indexed for inflation, the cost of living and a return for our 

labour. Also, a program that is simple, free from complicated paper work and not 

needing the assistance of an accountant to complete” (Producer A-142, 2008). 

 

Many producers felt that the program‟s focus on whole-farm income stabilization was of 

little to no assistance to their diversified operation: 

“When you have cattle and grain, they lump them together. So if there‟s a 

payment for grain, they lump your cattle income together and you don‟t get as 

much as you should because you have cattle income” (Producer S-52, 2008). 

 

“When ADDA and CAIS first started, I spent a large amount of time learning 

about the programs and I know to file the forms, but I have come to realize that it 

isn‟t worth the effort or cost to worry about the new CAIS. Because I have cattle 

and grain, they cross insure themselves, thus no payments. It seems like the 

government wants us to diversify when the only operations they will qualify for 

payments are single commodity farm. (i.e., large hay barns, feedlots, large grain 

farms with 1 or 2 crops)” (Producer A-101, 2008).  
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While this opinion is consistent among producers with mixed commodity operations, the 

program was never intended to cover losses associated with specific commodities. 

Rather, the program‟s objective was to provide whole-farm income stabilization. 

Regardless, the program‟s ability to stabilize producers‟ incomes is brought into 

question with the continued decline of producers by more than 7 percent in Manitoba and 

10 percent in Saskatchewan between 2001 and 2006 (Statistics Canada, 2008). The 

research showed that 43 percent of respondents held additional off-farm employment to 

sustain their farming operation. The continued decline in the number of producers 

combined with the need for off-farm employment identifies the persistent challenge of 

income instability, even following the implementation of the Canadian Agricultural 

Income Stabilization account. 

Results from the RMs were approximately equal with the exception of one 

objective: „to provide equitable treatment for all producers regardless of the commodities 

produced‟ (Table 7.13). The case study communities displayed differences with the RM 

of Storthoaks rating the objective‟s effectiveness greater than the RM of Albert. The RM 

of Albert rated the objective as a 1.71 while the RM of Storthoaks respondents indicated 

a 3.00, with the modal classes being Ineffective (1) and Somewhat Effective (4) 

respectively. In this circumstance, a larger proportion of the Albert population perceived 

the program as „ineffective‟ or „somewhat ineffective‟ (66.6 percent) in comparison to 

Storthoaks (25.1 percent). 
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Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Ineffective (1) 14 58.3 3 18.8 17 42.5 

Somewhat ineffective (2) 2 8.3 1 6.3 3 7.5 

Neutral (3) 2 8.3 4 25.0 6 15.0 

Somewhat effective (4) 3 12.5 5 31.3 8 20.0 

Effective (5) 0 0.0 1 6.3 1 2.5 

I don't know 3 12.5 2 12.5 5 12.5 

Total Respondents N = 24 100.0 N = 16 100.0 N = 40 100.0 

Mean 1.71 3.00 2.23 

Modal Class 1 4 1 

 

Table 7.13: Provide Equitable Treatment for all Producers Regardless of the Commodities Produced 

 

 

This is consistent with data that showed that the RM of Albert respondents (68 

percent) perceived programming as having targeted particular commodities. In this case, 

Albert respondents believe that grain and crop production is the targeted commodity, 

while most producers within the RM of Albert (62 percent) have a mixed commodity 

operation. If producers with mixed operations are „cross insured‟ as stated by 

respondents, they may not receive CAIS payouts as frequently or as substantial in size as 

single commodity operations. Therefore, because the program is not impacting the 

producers to as great of an extent, they may deem the program as ineffective. In 

comparison, the RM of Storthoaks, which is largely reliant on grains and crop (56 percent 

of operations), identified the program as more effective. While the RMs have on average, 

received a payment the same number of years, substantial differences in the size of 

individual payouts are likely to have occurred. Although a difference exists between the 

two municipalities, data show that factors other than provincial location are likely to have 

contributed to this difference in perception. The data and feedback obtained from 

producers relates this difference more so to the type of commodity produced rather than 

the provincial location of the municipality. 
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Perceived Effectiveness of Production Insurance (PI) 

 

Production Insurance was used by 89 percent of respondents in the RM of Albert 

(n = 24) and 81 percent of respondents in the RM of Storthoaks (n = 17). The study 

showed that Production Insurance was the most widely used program amongst all 

respondents. Seventy-eight percent of the respondents indicated they participated in the 

program in order to minimize the economic effects of production caused by natural 

hazards such as drought, flood, hail, frost, excessive moisture and disease, while 17 

percent stated their participation was due to their desire to stabilize their agriculture 

income. 

On average, respondents participated in the program for a total of 23.7 years and 

received payment for 5.6 of those years. Data varied slightly between case study 

communities. The RM of Albert respondents participated an average of 21.3 years, in 

comparison to 26.1 years in the RM of Storthoaks.  

In the case of Production Insurance, the program objectives received a rating 

ranging from 3.64 to 3.78 with a modal class of 4 (Table 7.14). This indicated that 

respondents in both case study communities perceived the program as being „somewhat 

effective‟ in meeting its outlined objectives.  

 

Production Insurance Program Objectives 
All Respondents 

Mean Rating 

All Respondents 

Modal Class 

 Stabilize producers' incomes 3.64 4 

 Minimized the economic effects of production 

losses caused by natural hazards like drought, 

flood, hail, frost, excessive moisture and 

diseases 

3.78 4 

Mean of all program objectives 3.71  

 

Table 7.14: Production Insurance Objectives 
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 This perception may be attributed to the length of time that the program has been 

in place. The program has been a key support program since 1959. This time period 

implies that producers are familiar with the program and the support they are likely to 

receive from it. In addition, forecasted crop prices are provided to producers well in 

advance of spring seeding meaning producers are familiar with compensation rates. 

Therefore, program expectations may be more accurate resulting in a higher level of 

program satisfaction. Producer feedback concerning the program was of general 

satisfaction: 

“The program that we have now works” (Producer A-58, 2008).  

 

“Continue the Crop Insurance program with a better disaster assistance package 

from CAIS” (Producer A-49, 2008). 

 

 While producers generally perceived the program as being effective, they offered 

a number of areas for improvement. Concerns were expressed over the increasing cost of 

inputs that fail to be accounted for: 

“Production Insurance that covers the increased fertilizer and chemical and fuel 

costs at an economical price” (Producer A-32, 2008). 

 

“A formula that guarantees an income even as input costs continue to increase” 

(Producer S-54, 2008).  

 

“Cost of production program” (Producer A-54, Producer A-85, Producer S-65, 

Producer S-103).  

 

Another producer indicated the program‟s failure to insure all crop types needed to be 

addressed in the future: 

“A better crop insurance program would cover all crops, without need for the 

other [CAIS] program” (Producer S-103, 2008). 

 

While the ratings indicate effectiveness, differences existed between case study 

communities in the objective of stabilizing producer‟s incomes (Table 7.15). In this case, 
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the RM of Albert respondents rated its effectiveness as greater than that of Storthoaks 

respondents with a mean rating of 4.00 and a modal class of Somewhat Effective (4). In 

comparison, the RM of Storthoaks respondents had a mean rating of 3.09 and a modal 

class of Neutral (3). 

  

 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Ineffective (1) 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 3.6 

Somewhat ineffective (2) 1 5.9 1 9.1 2 7.1 

Neutral (3) 3 17.6 5 45.5 8 28.6 

Somewhat effective (4) 8 47.1 4 36.4 12 42.9 

Effective (5) 5 29.4 0 0.0 5 17.9 

I don't know 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total Respondents N = 17 100.0 N = 11 100.0 N = 28 100.0 

Mean 4.00 3.09 3.64 

Modal Class 4 3 4 

 

Table 7.15: Stabilize Producers’ Incomes 

 

 

 While differences existed in the delivery of Production Insurance between the 

case study communities, the variations do not appear to explain this finding. In addition, 

a number of variables (e.g., net farm income, payment years, participation years, 

commodity production) were compared to the results. In this circumstance, the 

underlying reasons as to why the RM of Albert perceived the program as more „effective‟ 

are beyond the scope of the research questionnaire. 

Perceived Effectiveness of Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) Program 

 

Research on the Environmental Farm Planning program resulted in limited 

responses due to limited program participation. Only 31 percent of producers, 33 percent 

in the RM of Albert (n = 9) and 29 percent in the RM of Storthoaks (n = 6), participated 
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in the Environmental Farm Planning program. As a result, differences in program 

outcomes between the RMs are inconclusive. In this circumstance, the most obvious 

obstacle for the program was its low participation rate of 31 percent in comparison to its 

original target of 75 percent (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2009). The research 

shows that this target was not achieved in either of the case study communities. The 

reasons as to why respondents did not participate in the program included an 

unawareness of the program (28 percent or n = 8), an inability to attend a workshop (24 

percent or n = 7), that the program was complex (17 percent or n = 5) and that the 

program was not applicable to their farming operation (15 percent or n = 4). Other 

reasons included that the respondent missed the application deadline (7 percent or n = 2) 

and other (10 percent or n = 3). 

Producers identified the primary reason for program participation was due to the 

financial incentives offered for environmentally-friendly actions (n = 11). This was 

followed by the fact that the program was applicable to their individual farming 

operations (n = 3). Those participating in the program had done so for an average of 2.2 

years; with Albert respondents averaging 2.5 years, and Storthoaks producers averaging 

1.8 years. The average number of years that funding was provided to respondents was 1.5 

years, with Albert at 1.6 years and Storthoaks at 1.4 years.  

Participants were asked to rate their environmental-friendliness prior to EFP 

implementation (2002) and again, in 2007. A total of 33 producers responded. The 

majority of participants (n = 28 or 85 percent) perceived their operation to be somewhat 

or very environmentally-friendly in 2002. In 2007, this had increased slightly to 88 

percent (n = 29). The data do not show a substantial increase in environmentally friendly 
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actions resulting from the implementation of the Environmental Farm Planning program 

as seen in Table 7.16.  

 

Perceived Rating of 

Environmental Friendliness 

Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

2002 2007 2002 2007 2002 2007 

Very friendly/Somewhat friendly 90.0% 95.0% 76.9% 77.0% 84.8% 87.9% 

Neutral 10.0% 5.0% 15.4% 23.1% 12.1% 12.1% 

Somewhat unfriendly/Unfriendly 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 

 
N = 20 N = 20 N = 13 N = 13 N = 33 N = 33 

 

Table 7.16: Perceived Rating of Environmental Friendliness 

 

 

Respondents were asked to identify the impact the program had on their farming 

operation. All respondents who participated in the program (n = 15) indicated that the 

program had an impact on their farming operation. Those impacts included the adoption 

of new technologies (33 percent or n = 5), increased environmental awareness (13 percent 

or n = 2), conversion into environmentally friendly management in an economically 

feasible manner (13 percent or n = 2), and increased land productivity over the long-run 

(13 percent or n = 2). Respondents identified a number of reasons why they were inclined 

to participate in the program. These included that the program was not dependent on the 

previous years‟ production or income (27 percent or n = 4), and that the program covered 

enough of the costs associated with implementing beneficial management plans (27 

percent or n = 4). Producers additionally stated that the program was applicable to their 

farming operation (13 percent or n = 2) and the program increased their financial stability 

(13 percent or n = 2). 

Reasons why the producers did not like the program included that the financial 

reimbursement process took too long (40 percent or n = 6), and that the program did not 

cover enough of the costs (13 percent or n = 2). Others noted that the program paperwork 
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was time-consuming (13 percent or n = 2) and the application was too complex (13 

percent or n = 2). 

 The Environmental Farm Planning program had 13 objectives outlined in the 

Agricultural Policy Framework. The objectives received an overall mean rating ranging 

from 3.23 to 3.92 and a modal class of 4 (Table 7.17). This indicated an overall rating of 

neutral to „somewhat effective‟. 

 

Environmental Farm Planning Program 

Objectives 

All Respondents 

Mean Rating 

All Respondents 

Modal Class 

 Establish principles for environmental action 3.45 4 

 Achieve measurable progress in meeting 

environmental goals for the landscape 
3.22 4 

 Reinforce public confidence that Canadian 

agricultural resources are being managed in a 

sustainable fashion 

3.56 4 

 Brand Canada as a source of safe, high-quality 

food produced using environmentally 

sustainable systems 

3.60 4 

 Support producers and landowners in taking 

actions that reduce the risk to the environment 

from agricultural operations 

3.55 4 

 Encourage farmers to develop farm plans 3.73 4 

 Encourage farmers to implement beneficial 

management practices 
3.64 4 

 Encourage farmers to continuously evaluate 

their environmental performance 
3.55 4 

 Promote the continuous growth of the 

stewardship ethic within the agriculture sector 
3.64 4 

 Help the agriculture sector recognize its impact 

on the environment 
3.82 4 

 Ensure the long-term health of land related 

resources used for agriculture 
3.55 4 

 Minimize or avoid negative impacts and risks to 

the environment 
3.55 4 

 Does not negatively impact the long-term 

economic viability of producers 
3.52 4 

Mean of all program objectives 3.57  

 

Table 7.17: Environmental Farm Planning Objectives 
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Those producers who participated in the program rated the program as being 

„somewhat effective‟ in meeting all of its objectives. Producers may perceive the 

program as being effective due to a number of reasons. Producers feel as though the 

information gained from the program was useful: 

“The program has made producers aware of the environmental impact and made it 

easy to adopt the practices” (Producer A-46, 2008).  

 

“We [producers] have received good advice about protecting water quality, 

[keeping] feed lots away from streams, etc” (Producer A-48, 2008).  

 

“Continue with information on environmental issues and how to keep the 

environment clean and fresh” (Producer S-99, 2008).  

 

A noteworthy program constraint was the government‟s failure to allot the financial 

resources required for the program: 

“Bring back the Environmental Farm Plan. They ran out of money” (Producer S-

39, 2008). 

 

“The government farm plan was working well until the program ran out of 

money. So [they need to] fund it properly” (Producer A-101, 2008). 

 

Others indicated that the program lacked flexibility: 

“Guidelines that are not too stiff that producers can apply themselves” (Producer 

A-85, 2008).  

 

Many felt the pressure to change their farming practices, but lacked the personal finances 

required to participate in the program: 

 “Due to the low financial returns to producers at the present time, any 

environmental programs should be exclusively funded by governments for the 

benefit of all of society” (Producer A-142, 2008).  

 

“Government must bear most of this cost and not push it onto farmers” (Producer 

A-54, 2008). 

 

 The research findings provide insight into the effectiveness of government 

programs at the ground level. Few differences were identified between the RMs. This 
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implies that the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account, Production 

Insurance and the Environmental Farm Planning program had similar outcomes in the 

two RMs. In this circumstance, provincial location did not appear to play a substantial 

role in the differences found between the RMs. The following chapter provides a 

summary of the research and highlights a number of recommendations for future program 

development based on producer feedback. In addition, it outlines the research 

contributions and details research limitations. Finally, a number of future research 

avenues are discussed as having resulted from this research.  
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Chapter 8 CONCLUSION 

Summary 

 

The thesis attempted to describe the outcome of three national agriculture 

programs as they occurred at the ground level in two rural municipalities, one in 

Manitoba and one in Saskatchewan. The research further attempted to describe the 

similarities and differences as they resulted between case study communities. 

Furthermore, the research provided feedback from farm operators as it pertained to 

government programming. 

The research provided information on the ground-level effectiveness of the 

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account, Production Insurance, and the 

Environmental Farm Planning program. The CAIS program was found to be „ineffective‟ 

in meeting all of its six objectives. Dissatisfaction with the program stemmed from a 

number of issues as described by the respondents including the complexity of the 

program and paperwork in addition to the program‟s whole-farm income stabilization 

approach. Production Insurance was perceived as being „somewhat effective‟ in meeting 

its outlined objectives. Reasons for this may have included familiarity with the program 

as variations of crop insurance have been in effect since 1959. Additionally, 

compensation rates are established prior to spring seeding which may contribute to 

satisfaction levels as expectations are pre-established. The Environmental Farm Planning 

program was found to be „somewhat effective‟ in meeting its national objectives at the 

ground level; however, the program had the lowest participation rate. In fact, the program 

failed to achieve its participation target of 75 percent by 2008. While that may have been 
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the case, the program was deemed valuable by those producers who participated in it. 

Reasons for producer satisfaction included that the knowledge gained from the program 

was useful to their operation and financial incentives were provided for beneficial 

management plans. In summary, two of the three programs were deemed effective by 

producers in meeting their intended objectives. 

Differences in program outcomes can vary spatially as a result of formal 

agreements between governments, selection of program administration and decision-

making during program development. The Agricultural Policy Framework, while national 

in concept, provided a certain degree of flexibility to the provinces. This flexibility varied 

dependent on the level of administration deemed appropriate for program delivery and 

the guiding principles outlined in the overarching framework. Generally, federally 

administered programs leave little room for differences in program outcomes to occur, 

while provincial and third-party administration provides an opportunity for provincially-

specific programming to be developed. As a result, differences in program outcomes 

were expected between the RMs in the case of Production Insurance and the 

Environmental Farm Planning program. 

The thesis data showed that while differences did occur, variations in the 

perceived effectiveness of government programming between case study communities 

were limited. The effectiveness ratings were similar in 20 of the 22 program objectives. 

In the two instances where differences did occur, factors other than the respondent‟s 

location were identified as contributing factors, supported by available data and producer 

feedback. One of the differences that arose was in the Canadian Agricultural Income 

Stabilization account with the objective „to provide equitable treatment regardless of the 



97 

 

commodity produced‟. In this circumstance, the RM of Albert respondents perceived the 

objective as being less effective than those respondents in the RM of Storthoaks. In this 

case, the RM of Albert respondents perceived grain and crops as being the commodity 

targeted by government programming, while the majority of producers in the RM 

operated mixed farms. In addition, producer feedback described that mixed farm 

operators were „cross-insured‟, in turn, decreasing their chances of receiving a program 

payment. As a result, the producers may perceive the programs as ineffective for their 

agricultural operation. 

The second instance where a difference was determined was in the case of 

Production Insurance. Here, the objective „to stabilize producers incomes‟ was perceived 

differently by the RMs. While a number of variables were compared to this finding, the 

reasons as to why a difference existed were beyond the scope of the questionnaire. While 

variations in program implementation practices did exist, strong patterns within the data 

outlining the reasons for the difference were not present. The only explanation for the 

finding without future research extension is that a difference existed as a result of the 

compensation rates for insured commodities. Geographically, the province of 

Saskatchewan receives lower prices for commodities produced than the province of 

Manitoba. 

These findings imply that provincial location played a minimal role in the 

outcomes of the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account, Production 

Insurance, and the Environmental Farm Planning program as they occurred in the RM of 

Albert in Manitoba and the RM of Storthoaks in Saskatchewan. In fact, program 

outcomes were found to be similar in most circumstances. 
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Recommendations 

 

As a result of the research findings, a number of recommendations can be 

proposed. To begin with, one recommendation stemming from this research is to increase 

the number of ground level individuals in the consultation process. Lack of producer 

insight during program development limits the ability of governments to develop 

programming that is applicable to producers and their operations, as it fails to incorporate 

farm gate knowledge. Failure to include feedback from implementation officials creates a 

cycle where governments may produce programming that is not easily implemented and 

therefore, is ineffective at the ground level. Increased participation from producers and 

implementation staff during the consultation process may increase the suitability of 

programming at the ground level. Program extension officers understand their region and 

have a greater understanding of producers‟ needs within their region. While expanding 

the consultation process is a costly endeavour, increased gains can be made by obtaining 

this feedback.  

The continuation of provincial involvement in program development is an 

important component of future program development. While developing a comprehensive 

framework for producers throughout Canada was the intention in 2001 when the North 

Star Task Team was developed, the country is vast and agriculture is diverse as 

exemplified in the following quotes: 

“No program can work right for every province. There is a huge difference 

between western and eastern Canada” (Producer S-114, 2008).  

 

“A potato farm in PEI does not have the same needs for support as a mixed farm 

in Saskatchewan” (Producer S-109, 2008).  

 

“All provinces have different needs” (Producer A-106, 2008). 
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The federal government‟s awareness of this is seen through its willingness to 

provide provinces with the flexibility to adapt programming to meet provincial needs. 

One area for improvement is identified as resulting from an inconsistency in 

government programming over the years. Program turnover often occurs in conjunction 

with changes in political governance: 

 “The government did provide a program called Western Grain Stabilization. This 

was a good program that with some modifications could still be in effect today. 

But they did away with it with a change in federal governing parties” (Producer S-

31, 2008). 

 

“After 20 years of watching programs come and go, it seems that government is 

less interested in helping the average producer than making big publicity 

announcements about programs that don‟t work” (Producer A-101, 2008). 

 

If proper evaluative practices are put into place, governments increase their ability to 

adjust programming to accommodate a changing sector rather than replacing the program 

entirely. 

Governments and policymakers need to place a great deal of attention towards 

succession planning in Canadian agriculture. The research described the average 

producer‟s age as being 52 years old. In fact, only three out of 48 respondents were under 

the age of 30. Increasingly, younger generations are deciding not to enter into agriculture: 

“There should be more done in terms of young farmers. The government should 

be doing more to attract the young farmers” (Producer A-46, 2008). 

 

Without sufficient programming put in place to entice entry into the sector, Canadian 

agriculture will continue to see a decline in the number of producers. Younger 

generations “who want to farm and carry on the family business are now thinking twice 

before entering the profession of their parents. This is a concern since many farmers 

today are close to a retirement age and therefore not only is the family farm structure in 
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jeopardy but there is a new reality of depopulation of small and medium towns in 

agricultural areas” (Senate Canada, 2006:3).  

 The connection between the farm and rural Canada still exists. Increasing the 

number of horizontal relationships and multi-department planning opportunities may aid 

in the government‟s ability to address overlapping challenges. The continuation of 

declining farm proprietorships directly impacts the rural sector. Agriculture and Agri-

Food Canada must realize the impact that a production focused sector has had on the 

rural landscape. Producers are requiring secondary employment to sustain their 

operations. When no employment exists, producers withdraw from the sector and often 

times from rural communities. Canadians must understand that “agriculture does more for 

us than just supply food – it creates jobs in towns and cities, it provides habitat to 

wildlife, it has environmental benefits such as storing carbon in the soil, and it is a source 

of innovative products such as biofuel. It is truly the backbone of rural Canada” (Senate 

Canada, 2006: 3). 

 Although apparently simple, any changes to the structure and workings of 

government organizations can be difficult to implement.  

Research Contribution 

 

 This research contributes to the knowledge of the ground-level impact of 

agricultural programming in two municipalities. Many resources, both fiscal and human, 

are required to formulate policy and implement programming for the agriculture sector. 

The sector is the recipient of large amounts of financial support from governments 

through varied programs. Therefore, attention should be paid as to whether or not these 

programs are working as intended. This research provides insight into the impact that 



101 

 

three national programs had on producers, while at the same time, offers avenues to 

potentially increase the effectiveness of future programming. 

 One of the contributions of this research is the manner in which the data were 

obtained. The research focused on producer feedback of government programming, with 

a bottom-up approach to data collection. Producers base their decisions on a number of 

factors. If producer decision-making is taken into account, government policymakers 

have an increased understanding of ground level impact. In turn, this aids in the 

development of programming that is applicable and relevant at the ground-level which as 

a result, makes programming more effective in meeting its objectives through increased 

producer participation. Farmers‟ decisions are “based on, among others, their beliefs that 

are formed by perceptions (Pennings & Leuthold, 2000: 908). These perceptions and 

beliefs are then translated into their behaviour (Pennings & Leuthold, 2000: 916). 

Understanding the thinking styles of farmers may “aid in targeting marketing campaigns 

and credit programs specifically to farmers, help with designing effective extension 

programs, and generally provide insight as to how farmers think for those who work 

directly with farmers” (Howard et al., 1997: 40). While financial and management 

characteristics are important indicators of a farm‟s overall success, it is the operator‟s 

decisions that are responsible for whether or not the farm succeeds (Howard et al., 1997).  

 Assessing the effectiveness of government programming in a spatial manner is 

promising due to the diversity of agriculture producers. Many researchers have realized 

that the agriculture sector should be analyzed in an interdisciplinary nature because of 

this diversity. While research by agricultural economists, rural sociologists, animal 

scientists, political scientists or soil scientists does provide an understanding of specific 
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factors, it does not account for all of the variables required to understand the depth of the 

issues faced by the sector. While carefully bonded studies produce interesting results, 

“they often fail to consider some of the major factors that affect farmer decisions or 

judgements about the usefulness of the data in their farming operation” (Klein et al., 

1998: 259). The need for a more interdisciplinary focus is gradually becoming supported 

with its output increasingly influential (Klein et al., 1998). An interdisciplinary approach 

is often employed by those researchers concerned with generating results useful to public 

and private decision-makers (Duffy et al., 1997: 141). 

Specific Research Limitations 

 

 The research is not without its limitations. Data acquisition from the Agricultural 

Census of Canada often presents limitations in itself. Data aggregation issues, census 

boundary changes and changes in definition are prevalent in the data required by 

agricultural researchers (Pennings et al., 2002). These limitations are present in this 

research as municipal data dating back to the 1920s are aggregated at a different spatial 

scale. As a result, municipality level agricultural data used for this research is limited to 

years of comparable data and is sufficient for the nature of this research. Deficiencies in 

individual stakeholder data exist in Statistics Canada data, which was addressed by the 

acquisition of primary data.  

 Additionally, the number of potential respondents available within the case study 

communities is a limitation. Landowner identification on individual rural municipality 

maps does not necessarily denote active producers. As a result, the number of 

respondents available is less than the land ownership map implies. Due to the limited 
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number of producers, the entirety of the municipalities was sampled. This resulted in the 

most achievable response rate given the size of the case study communities. 

Future Research 

 

 Due to the breadth of the research topic, a number of future research opportunities 

are available. In 2009, the Agricultural Policy Framework transitioned into what is 

currently known as Growing Forward. The new Conservative government changed the 

structure of the Agricultural Policy Framework and its programming. One such alteration 

was the division of the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization account into 

AgriStability and AgriInvest. An analysis into the changes that these programs underwent 

during the division and producer reaction to the new programming is relevant. Under 

what rationale was the policy and programming altered? And how did producers adjust to 

these changes? 

 This research included three programs in two of the five Agricultural Policy 

Framework pillars. The three remaining pillars – Food Quality and Safety, Renewal, and 

Science and Innovation – and their programming could be a future avenue of research. 

While the programs analyzed were identified as having the highest participation rate of 

all agricultural programs, research into additional programs is possible due to the 

diversity of programs offered.  

 In addition, this research focused specifically on the impact of the Canadian 

Agricultural Income Stabilization account, the Environmental Farm Planning program 

and Production Insurance within a specific spatial boundary. The research provides a 

snapshot of two rural municipalities within the provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan, 

but does not draw conclusive evidence that the impact is prevalent throughout the 
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provinces. Research extension may include increasing the number of rural municipalities 

or focusing on a specific type of operation (e.g., based on farm size, type of commodity 

produced, income levels). Variations in agriculture are diverse and complex. Researching 

individual typologies may increase the governments‟ ability to formulate programming 

specific to regional needs or production types.  

 As much as operations vary within provincial boundaries, the spatial vastness of 

Canada provides an even greater challenge for any nationally developed program. 

National differences are obvious in agriculture due to topography, climate and soil 

typology. Future research may include the addition of the remaining provinces and 

territories. The variations that exist are considerable and the research would measure the 

practicality of a nationally developed framework. While current programming attempts to 

provide Canadian producers with equivalent federal support, the variations that exist may 

call for increased sensitivity and regionally-specific program development. 

 Additionally, the research displayed that the majority of producers were unaware 

of the programming offered by government. While a number of factors may have 

contributed to this, further research into government extension efforts would identify 

areas for improvement. Producer distance from extension officers and government offices 

may be included in this research avenue. While the current research gained insight from 

producers, an increased level of knowledge from implementation staff would provide 

invaluable insight into the challenges and opportunities faced during program 

implementation. 

 Lastly, programs that are national in concept often become the responsibility of 

provincial governing bodies or third-party organizations for implementation purposes. 
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While the research includes programs that are delivered by different agencies, further 

investigation is required to determine whether these differences affect the ground-level 

outcome. A future avenue of research may include the assessment of the same national 

program as it is delivered by different program administrators. 
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Appendix A: Pilot Study Survey 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RURAL MUNICIPALITY OF ALBERT 

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES PARTICIPATION SURVEY 

 

Survey Guidelines: 

 Please have the major decision maker for this operation complete the survey. 

 To ensure consistency of responses among producers, please use the attached 

document explaining individual programs. 

 If you are currently or have previously participated in the program, please indicate 

this with a Yes response. 

 If you have never participated in the program and/or the program is not applicable 

to your operation, please mark No response. 

 

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your input is greatly appreciated! 
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The following is a list of federally funded programs that Manitoba producers are eligible 

for. If you are currently or have previously participated in the program(s) listed below, 

please indicate this with a Yes response. If you have never participated in the program 

and/or the program is not applicable to your operation, please indicate this with a No 

response. 

 

PROGRAM NAME YES NO 

Advance Payments Program (APP)   

Benchmarking for Success   

Bio-Fuel Opportunities for Producers Initiative   

Bio-Products & Bio-Fuels Inquiries Line   

BSE Recovery Program   

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS)   

Canadian Agricultural Skills Service (CASS)   

Canadian Farm Families Options Program   

Canadian Rural Information Service   

Cicrovirus Inoculation Program (CIP)   

Community Pasture Program   

Cover Crop Protection Program   

Drought Watch    

EcoAgriculture Biofuels Capital Initiative (ecoABC)   

Environmental Certification   

Environmental Farm Planning (EFP)   

Farm Business Assessment (FBA)   

Farm Debt Mediation Service (FDMS)   

Farm Improvement and Marketing Cooperatives Loans Act (FIMCLA)   

Greencover Canada (GCP)   

Golden Nematode Disaster Program   

Grains & Oilseeds Payment Plan   

Livestock Tax Deferral Plan   

ManureNet   

National Farm Stewardship Program (NFSP)   

National Land and Water Information Service (NLWIS)   

National Water Supply Expansion Program (NSWEP)   

Planning and Assessment for Value-Added Enterprises (PAVE)   

Prairie Shelterbelt Program   

Production Insurance (PI)   

Ruminant Slaughter Loan Loss Reserve Program   

Shelterbelt Enhancement Program (SEP)   

Specialized Business Planning Services   

Spring Credit Advance Program (SCAP)   

Technical Support   

Other (please specify)   

Other (please specify)   
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The following is a list of federally funded programs that co-operatives, grower 

organizations and provincial governments are eligible for. If you believe these 

initiatives have an impact on your operation and/or have participated in programs 

available through these initiatives, please indicate this with a Yes response. If you are 

unaware of these programs or/and do not believe the initiative has an impact on your 

operation, please indicate this with a No response. 

 

PROGRAM NAME YES NO 

Agri-Food Research and Development Initiative   

Agri-Environmental International Exchange   

Agri-Opportunities   

Applied Investigation – Crop Producer Systems   

Broker Program   

Canadian Rural Partnership   

Covering New Ground (CNG)   

Crop Diversification Centres   

Information Gaps in Water Quality and Nutrients (GAPS)   

Irrigation Development Initiative    

Manitoba Soil Survey   

National Agri-Health Analysis and Reporting Program (NAHARP)   

Pesticide Reduction and Minor Use Programs   

Study of Environmental Regulations for Agriculture   

Technology Transfer   

Other (please specify)   

Other (please specify)   

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation in this research study. 

 

Your time is greatly appreciated! 
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RURAL MUNICIPALITY OF STORTHOAKS 

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES PARTICIPATION SURVEY 

 

Survey Guidelines: 

 Please have the major decision maker for this operation complete the survey. 

 To ensure consistency of responses among producers, please use the attached 

document explaining individual programs. 

 If you are currently or have previously participated in the program, please indicate 

this with a Yes response. 

 If you have never participated in the program and/or the program is not applicable 

to your operation, please mark No response. 

 

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your input is greatly appreciated! 
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The following is a list of federally funded programs that Saskatchewan producers are 

eligible for. If you are currently or have previously participated in the program(s) listed 

below, please indicate this with a Yes response. If you have never participated in the 

program and/or the program is not applicable to your operation, please indicate this with 

a No response. 

 

PROGRAM NAME YES NO 

Advance Payments Program (APP)   

Benchmarking for Success   

Bio-Fuel Opportunities for Producers Initiative   

Bio-Products & Bio-Fuels Inquiries Line   

BSE Recovery Program   

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS)   

Canadian Agricultural Skills Service (CASS)   

Canadian Farm Families Options Program   

Canadian Rural Information Service   

Cicrovirus Inoculation Program (CIP)   

Community Pasture Program   

Cover Crop Protection Program   

Drought Watch    

EcoAgriculture Biofuels Capital Initiative (ecoABC)   

Environmental Certification   

Environmental Farm Planning (EFP)   

Environmental Review and Technology Transfer Program   

Farm Business Assessment (FBA)   

Farm Debt Mediation Service (FDMS)   

Farm Improvement and Marketing Cooperatives Loans Act (FIMCLA)   

Greencover Canada (GCP)   

Golden Nematode Disaster Program   

Grains & Oilseeds Payment Plan   

Livestock Tax Deferral Plan   

ManureNet   

National Farm Stewardship Program (NFSP)   

National Land and Water Information Service (NLWIS)   

National Water Supply Expansion Program (NSWEP)   

Planning and Assessment for Value-Added Enterprises (PAVE)   

Prairie Shelterbelt Program   

Production Insurance (PI)   

Ruminant Slaughter Loan Loss Reserve Program   

Shelterbelt Enhancement Program (SEP)   

Specialized Business Planning Services   

Spring Credit Advance Program (SCAP)   

Wildlife Program   

Other (please specify)   

Other (please specify)   
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The following is a list of federally funded programs that co-operatives, grower 

organizations and provincial governments are eligible for. If you believe these 

initiatives have an impact on your operation and/or have participated in programs 

available through these initiatives, please indicate this with a Yes response. If you are 

unaware of these programs or/and do not believe the initiative has an impact on your 

operation, please indicate this with a No response. 

 

PROGRAM NAME YES NO 

Adaptation Development   

Agri-Environmental International Exchange   

Agri-Opportunities   

Broker Program   

Canadian Rural Partnership   

Crown Land Environmental Stewardship Program   

Environmental Monitoring and Indicator Program   

Information Gaps in Water Quality and Nutrients (GAPS)   

National Agri-Health Analysis and Reporting Program (NAHARP)   

Pesticide Reduction and Minor Use Programs   

Study of Environmental Regulations for Agriculture   

Other (please specify)   

Other (please specify)   

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your participation in this research study. 

 

Your time is greatly appreciated! 
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Appendix B: University of Regina Research Ethics Approval 
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Appendix C: Survey Package 
 

Hello, 

 

I am contacting you to ask for your assistance in a research study I am completing in your 

Rural Municipality. I grew up on a farm in Manitoba and am currently enrolled in the 

Masters program at the University of Regina. As a result, I have decided to focus my 

research on the implementation and effectiveness of federal agricultural programs and 

services for agricultural producers. The purpose is to determine which programs are 

perceived as effective by producers and why, as well as identifying from the producers‟ 

perspective, what changes are necessary to increase the effectiveness of government 

support. Two rural municipalities have been selected to participate in the study (based on 

the number of producers within each R.M.) and include the R.M. of Storthoaks in 

Saskatchewan and the R.M. of Albert in Manitoba. This research is not funded by any 

external organizations (such as government, seed companies or any other agricultural 

related organizations). My goal as a researcher and a farm girl is to research this topic at 

its fullest without any biases that can be created by receiving external funding. 

 

This anonymous questionnaire asks you to provide your opinion about current 

agricultural programming and its‟ impact on your farming operation. The questionnaire 

should take approximately 30 minutes to complete. Please return the completed 

questionnaire in the postage-paid addressed envelope provided. You will notice that the 

addressed envelope has a number on it. This is to allow me to follow up with those who 

do not respond by January 31, 2008. Once the data collection is complete, the list linking 

the participants to the survey packages will be destroyed. The data obtained from this 

survey will in no way be linked to the participants.  

 

Your participation is voluntary and you may refuse to answer any questions. Completion 

of this questionnaire implies consent to participate in the project. This project was 

approved by the Research Ethics Board at the University of Regina. If you have any 

questions or concerns about your rights or treatments as participants, you may contact the 

Chair of the Research Ethics Board at the University of Regina at (306) 585-4774 or by 

e-mail: research.ethics@uregina.ca. If you have any questions regarding the research or 

this questionnaire, please do not hesitate to contact me in the Department of Geography 

at the University of Regina at 596-0134 or by e-mail at canart1c@uregina.ca. 

 

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated! 

 

Thank you very much for your time. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Christina Canart 

mailto:research.ethics@uregina.ca
mailto:canart1c@uregina.ca
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Letter of Consent 

 

The objective of this research is to gain insight into the effectiveness of agriculture 

programming for producers within the provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan. The 

purpose is to determine which programs are perceived as effective by producers and why, 

as well as identifying from the producers‟ perspective, what changes are necessary to 

increase the effectiveness of government support. 

 

The undersigned, ___________________________________________ agrees to 

participate in the program of research entitled Implementation and Effectiveness of 

Government Programming for Agricultural Producers: A Manitoba/Saskatchewan Case 

Study Comparison to be undertaken by Christina M. Canart, as the topic of her Master of 

Arts degree at the University of Regina, under the following terms and conditions: 

 

1. Participation in this project is completely voluntary. I understand that my 

involvement in this study is entirely voluntary and I can decline participation or 

withdraw at any time. 

2. The questionnaire will take approximately 20-25 minutes to complete and will 

allow the participant an opportunity to provide information on the effectiveness of 

current agricultural programming. 

3. The participant has the right to refuse to answer one or more of the questions and 

may continue to be a part of the study. 

4. A summary report will be produced detailing the outcome of the study that will be 

made available to the participant upon request. 

5. The participant understands that there are no known risks involved in this study. 

The only costs to the participant will be the time required to complete the 

questionnaire. 

6. Any information derived from participants in the study will be keep confidential 

by the researcher. At no point in time will the participant‟s identify be disclosed. 

7. This project was approved by the Research Ethic Board, University of Regina. If 

the research subjects have any questions or concerns about their rights or 

treatment as participant, they may contact the Chair of Research Ethics Board at 

306-585-4775 or by e-mail: research.ethics@uregina.ca. 

 

I, ___________________________________________, agree to the conditions stated in 

this letter of consent. 

 

______________________________________             ________________________ 

                Signature of Participant             Date 

 

Questions concerning the study can be directed to the researcher, Christina M. Canart, by 

e-mail at canart1c@uregina.ca.  

 

 

mailto:canart1c@uregina.ca
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RURAL MUNICIPALITY OF ALBERT 
 

AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMMING 

 

PRODUCER SURVEY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please have the major decision maker for this operation complete the survey. 

 

Thank you for participating in this survey. 

Your input is greatly appreciated! 
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SECTION I: PERSONAL INFORMATION 

 

I. What is your gender? 

 Male 

 Female 

 

II. What is your year of birth? __________ 

 

III. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Grade 8 or less 

 Grade 9 to Grade 12 

 Partial Completion of Technical/Trade School 

 Full completion of Technical/Trade School 

 Partial Completion of University 

 Full Completion of University 

 Other courses/workshops (please specify) _______________________________ 

 

IV. Where is your current residence 

 R.M. of Albert 

 On a farm/acreage 

 In town (please specify town) __________________________________ 

 Outside of the R.M. of Albert 

 On a farm/acreage (please specify R.M.) _________________________ 

 In town (please specify town) __________________________________ 

 

V. If you live on a farm/acreage, what is your township and range number? _____________ 

 

VI. How long have you lived in this community? __________ years 

 

VII. What was your net income (before paying taxes) for your last tax year? 

 Under $10,000 

 $10,000 to $19,999 

 $20,000 to $29,999 

 $30,000 to $39,999 

 $40,000 to $49,999 

 $50,000 to $59,999 

 $60,000 to $69,999 

 $70,000 to $79,999 

 $80,000 to $89,999 

 $90,000 to $99,999 

 Over $100,000 

 

VIII. In general, over the past 5 years (since 2002), has your net income (before paying 

taxes)… 

 Increased 

 Stayed about the same 

 Decreased 

 Fluctuated 
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IX. During the past 12 months, were you mostly working (check only one): 

 At a full-time job 

 At a part-time job 

 For your family‟s business with pay 

 For your family‟s business without pay 

 Looking for work 

 Unable to work 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

X. What is your primary occupation? 

 Self-employed farm operator (Producer) 

 Employed by another farming operation (producer) 

 Off farm-employment (specify your occupation) __________________________ 

 

XI. Do you hold off-farm employment as a secondary occupation?  

 No 

 Yes 

 If yes, what is your occupation? ________________________________  

 If yes, were you mostly working (check only one): 

 Full-time permanent 

 Part-time permanent 

 Full-time temporary 

 Part-time temporary 

 Seasonal full-time 

 Seasonal part-time 

 Casual 

 If yes, how long have you held off-farm employment? _______________  

 If yes, why do you hold off-farm employment? 

 Supplement on-farm income year round 

 Maintain income during agriculture off-season 

 Other (please specify) __________________________________ 

 

If you are the primary operator of a farming operation, please continue with the rest of the survey. 

The following questionnaire includes questions that focus on your farm operation and perceptions 

of current agriculture programming. 

 

If you are not the primary operator of a farming operation, you have completed the sections of 

this questionnaire relevant to you. Please return these pages to the address provided. Thank you 

very much for your time. Your input is greatly appreciated! 
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SECTION II: FARM DEMOGRAPHICS 

 

I. In what year did you start farming your operation? __________ 

 

II. And how did you get into farming? By... 

 Taking over your parent‟s farm 

 Buying someone else‟s farm 

 Starting your own operation 

 Marriage 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

III. What was the size of your farm when you first started farming (in acres)? __________ 

 

IV. What is the current size of your farm (in acres)? __________ 

 

V. Currently, what is the operating agreement of your farming operation? 

 Sole proprietorship 

 Partnership without a written agreement 

 Partnership with a written agreement 

 Family corporation (including corporations with one stakeholder) 

 Non-family corporation 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

VI. Are you the sole operator of the farm? 

 Yes 

 No          If no, how many people are employed by this operation? __________ 

 

VII. How many other people contribute to your farm/ranch by either… 

 Sharing Machinery      __________ 

 Helping out financially      __________ 

 No others contribute to the farm/ranch    __________ 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ __________ 

 

VIII. Please estimate the approximate TOTAL value of all of your farm equipment in 2002 and 

2007. 

 2002 _______________ 

 2007 _______________ 

 

IX. Please estimate the approximate TOTAL value of your farm buildings, excluding your 

home, in 2002 and 2007.  

 2002 _______________ 

 2007 _______________ 

 

X. Currently, how much debt does your farm carry? 

 No debt 

 ¼ of the farm value 

 ½ of the farm value 

 ¾ of the farm value 

 All of the farm value 

 More than 100% of the farm value 

 Not Applicable/Don‟t Know 
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SECTION III: FARM LAND USE AND PRODUCTION OF COMMODITIES 

 

I. In 2002, how many acres of land did you farm? __________ 

 Of those, how many acres were… 

 Owned       __________ acres 

 Leased from governments    __________ acres 

 Rented or leased from the private sector (other operators)__________ acres 

 Crop-shared with others     __________ acres 

 Other (please specify) __________________________ __________ acres 

 

II. In 2002, how many acres were used for the following purposes? 

 Land in crop       __________ acres 

 Summer fallow land     __________ acres 

 Tame or seeded pasture     __________ acres 

 Natural land for pasture     __________ acres 

 Woodlands, wetlands and Christmas tree area  __________ acres 

 Other (please specify) __________________________ __________ acres 

 

III. In 2002, what land-use practices did you employ (check all that apply)? 

 Crop rotation 

 Rotational grazing 

 Winter cover crops 

 Plowing down green crops 

 None of the above 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

IV. In 2002, what land features were prominent on the land you farm (check all that apply)? 

 Buffer zones around water bodies 

 Windbreaks or shelterbelts (natural or planted) 

 None of the above 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

V. How many acres of land do you currently farm? __________ 

Of this, how many acres are… 

 Owned        __________ acres 

 Leased from governments    __________ acres 

 Rented or leased from the private sector   __________ acres 

 Crop-shared from others    __________ acres 

 Other (please specify) __________________________  __________ acres 

 

VI. Of the land that you currently farm, how many acres are used for the following purposes? 

 Land in crop       __________ acres 

 Summer fallow land     __________ acres 

 Tame or seeded pasture     __________ acres 

 Natural land for pasture     __________ acres 

 Woodlands, wetlands and Christmas tree area  __________ acres 

 Other (please specify) __________________________ __________ acres 
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VII. Currently, what land-use practices did you employ (check all that apply)? 

 Crop rotation 

 Rotational grazing 

 Winter cover crops 

 Plowing down green crops 

 None of the above 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

VIII. Currently, what land features are prominent on the land you farm (check all that apply)? 

 Buffer zones around water bodies 

 Windbreaks or shelterbelts (natural or planted) 

 None of the above 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

  

IX. Have you converted any of your land from a perennial cover into annual crop production 

within the past 5 years? If so, why? 

 Increase in crop and grain prices 

 Low livestock prices 

 No longer in livestock production 

 High input cost in livestock production 

 Low input cost in crop and grain production 

 To break up poor quality pasture 

 Influence/experience of neighbouring farmers 

 To participate in a government program 

 I have not converted land from perennial cover to crop production in the past 5 

years 

 Other (please specify) __________________________ 

 

X. Have you converted any of your land from annual crop production into a perennial cover 

within the past 5 years? If so, why? 

 Increase in livestock prices 

 Low crop and grain prices 

 No longer in crop and grain production 

 High input cost in crop and grain production  

 Low input cost in livestock production 

 To pasture poor quality crop land 

 Influence/experience of neighbouring farmers 

 To participate in a government program 

 I have not converted land from crop production to perennial cover in the past 5 

years 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 
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XI. Which of the following commodities do you currently produce? (check all that apply) 

 Livestock    

 Feeder Cattle 

 Cow/Calf 

 Horse 

 Hog and Pig 

 Sheep and Goat 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 And how many acres in total are allocated for the above livestock 

purposes? __________ 

 

 Grains and Crops   

 Oilseed and grain 

 Hay and forage 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 And how many acres in total are allocated for the above grain and crop 

purposes? __________ 

 

XII. Have you changed the type of commodity that you produce since 2002? 

 No – If no, why haven‟t you? 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

 Yes – If yes, have you…(check all that apply)? 

 Increased livestock production 

 Increased crop and grain production 

 Decreased livestock production 

 Decreased crop and grain production 

   And what are the reasons for the above change(s)? 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

 

XIII. In the near future (5 years), do you plan to change your production type? 

 No – If no, why not? 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Yes – If yes, will you…(check all that apply)? 

 Increase livestock production 

 Increase crop and grain production 

 Decrease livestock production 

 Decrease crop and grain production 

 And what is the reason for the anticipated change(s)? 

_________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 



130 

 

SECTION IV: PARTICIPATION IN GOVERNMENT PROGRAMMING 
 

I. The following is a list of federally funded programs that Manitoba producers are eligible for. 

If you are currently or have previously participated in the program(s) listed below, please 

indicate this with a Yes response. If you have never participated in the program and/or the 

program is not applicable to your operation, please indicate this with a No response. 

 

PROGRAM NAME YES NO 

Advance Payments Program (APP)   

Benchmarking for Success   

Bio-Fuel Opportunities for Producers Initiative   

Bio-Products & Bio-Fuels Inquiries Line   

BSE Recovery Program   

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization (CAIS)   

Canadian Agricultural Skills Service (CASS)   

Canadian Farm Families Options Program   

Canadian Rural Information Service   

Cicrovirus Inoculation Program (CIP)   

Community Pasture Program   

Cover Crop Protection Program   

Drought Watch    

EcoAgriculture Biofuels Capital Initiative (ecoABC)   

Environmental Certification   

Environmental Farm Planning (EFP)   

Farm Business Assessment (FBA)   

Farm Debt Mediation Service (FDMS)   

Farm Improvement and Marketing Cooperatives Loans Act (FIMCLA)   

Greencover Canada (GCP)   

Golden Nematode Disaster Program   

Grains & Oilseeds Payment Plan   

Livestock Tax Deferral Plan   

ManureNet   

National Farm Stewardship Program (NFSP)   

National Land and Water Information Service (NLWIS)   

National Water Supply Expansion Program (NSWEP)   

Planning and Assessment for Value-Added Enterprises (PAVE)   

Prairie Shelterbelt Program   

Production Insurance (PI)   

Ruminant Slaughter Loan Loss Reserve Program   

Shelterbelt Enhancement Program (SEP)   

Specialized Business Planning Services   

Spring Credit Advance Program (SCAP)   

Technical Support   

Other (please specify)   
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II. How many of the above programs are you familiar with? 

 None of them 

 Some of them 

 About half of them 

 Most of them 

 All of them 

 

III. Please rate the programs in which you participate, according to how important they are to your 

current farming operation. Rank the programs from 1 to 5, with 1 being the most important to 

your farm. 

1. _____________________________________ 

2. _____________________________________ 

3. _____________________________________ 

4. _____________________________________ 

5. _____________________________________ 

 

IV. To date, have you participated in any government workshops or agriculture related courses? If 

so, please list them in the space provided. 

_______________________________________ 

_______________________________________ 

_______________________________________ 

_______________________________________ 

 

V. Do you currently participate in an agricultural related co-operative or farm related 

organization? 

 No 

 Yes (please specify co-operative/organization name) 

   ______________________________ 

   ______________________________ 

   ______________________________ 

   ______________________________ 

 

VI. The following chart has a number of statements concerning the impact of government 

programming. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following 

statements? 

 

Statement 
Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Government agriculture 

programs impact the type of 

commodity I produce 

     

Government agriculture 

programs impact my farm 

income/financial well-being 

     

Government agriculture 

programs impact my 

environmental awareness 

     

Government agriculture 

programs impact my land-use 

practices 
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VII. Which of the following statements do you agree with the most? Agriculture programs have 

had…(check only one) 

 …a positive impact on my farming operation 

 …a negative impact on my farming operation 

 …no impact on my farming operation 

 

VIII. Which of the following statements do you agree with the most? Current agriculture 

programs…(check only one) 

 …work for producers 

 …sometimes work for producers 

 …don‟t work 

 

IX. Are there any positive impacts for producers in your area as a result of government agricultural 

programming? 

 No 

 Yes          If yes, what are they (check all that apply)? 

 Increases producers‟ incomes  

 Helps to maintain the number of producers in the area 

 Helps to maintain the number of farms in the area 

 Helps to maintain the rural population 

 Helps young farmers start farming 

 Has had a positive impact on the ecosystem 

 Increases diversification and specialization in the area 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

X. Are there any negative impacts for producers in your area as a result of government agricultural 

programming? 

 No 

 Yes          If yes, what are they (check all that apply)? 

 A decrease in the number of producers 

 A decrease in the rural population 

 A decrease in land prices in the area due to producers 

leaving the farm 

 Other (please specify) ______________________________ 

 

XI. In your opinion, is government programming directed towards…(check only one) 

 Large farms (approximately __________ acres) 

 Average-sized farms (approximately __________ acres) 

 Small farms (approximately __________ acres) 

 All farms regardless of size 

 

XII. In your opinion, is government programming directed towards…(check only one) 

 Livestock production 

 Specialty livestock 

 Grain and crop production 

 Specialty grain and crop production 

 Mixed production 

 All farmers regardless of farm size 
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XIII. In your opinion, which of the following is the government‟s primary focus in the agriculture 

sector? 

 Managing risk 

 Environmental sustainability 

 Food safety and quality 

 Innovation and science in the agriculture sector 

 Assist farmers through increasing knowledge and adaptability 
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SECTION V: EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNMENT PROGRAMMING 

 BUSINESS RISK PILLAR OF THE AGRICULTURAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 

The Business Risk Management Pillar seeks to improve producer capacity to manage risk though 

developing an integrated framework. The programs under investigation include the current 

Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization Account (CAIS) and Production Insurance 

(previously known as Crop Insurance). 

 

CANADIAN AGRICULTURAL INCOME STABILIZATION ACCOUNT (CAIS) 

The objective of the CAIS program is to help producers manage risks that result in both large and 

small decreases in income. For reference purposes, the CAIS program has recently been re-named 

AgriStability, AgriInvest and AgriRecovery.  

 

I. Do you currently use the Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization Account for your 

farming operation? 

 Yes (If yes, please proceed to question II) 

 No, I have never used the CAIS program (please proceed to question III) 

 No, but I have used the CAIS program in the past (please proceed to question IV) 

 

II. Why are you currently participating in the CAIS program (check all that apply)? 

 Stabilizes my agriculture income 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

  Please proceed to question VI and complete the remaining questions in this 

section. 

 

III. What are the reasons why you have never participated in the CAIS program (check all 

that apply)? 

 CAIS does not fit the needs of my farming operation 

 I do not meet the eligibility requirements 

 I missed the application deadline 

 The program was too complex to participate in 

 I have never heard of the CAIS program 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

  Please proceed to Section VI: Production Insurance. 

 

IV. Why have you participated in the CAIS program in the past (check all that apply)? 

 Stabilized my agriculture income 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

Please proceed to question V and complete the remaining questions in this 

section. 

  

V. And what are the reasons why you no longer participate in the CAIS program (check all 

that apply)? 

 CAIS no longer fits the needs of my farming operation 

 I no longer meet the eligibility requirements 

 I missed the application deadline 

 The program was too complex to participate in 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 
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VI. Who completes/completed your CAIS documents on a regular basis? 

 My accountant 

 I do it myself 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

VII. How many years have you/did you participate in the CAIS program? __________ 

 

VIII. How many of those years have you/did you receive a CAIS payment? __________ 

 

IX. On a scale of 1 to 5, to what extent does the CAIS program influence the way you farm? 

 Not at all 

 Some of the time 

 Half of the time 

 Most of the time 

 All of the time 

 

X. What impact does/did the CAIS program have on your farming operation (check all that 

apply)? 

 Stabilizes my farm income 

 Increased the lifespan of my farming operation 

 Changed the type of commodities I produce 

 Increased my farm size and amount of production 

 Altered my land-use practices 

 No impact 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XI. I like/liked the CAIS program because (check all that apply)… 

 It increases my financial stability 

 The application is straight forward 

 The paperwork is basic 

 Financial reimbursement is quick enough 

 It is dependent on previous years‟ incomes 

 It is applicable to my farming operation 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XII. I do not/did not like the CAIS program because (check all that apply)… 

 It has not increased my financial stability 

 The application is complex 

 The paperwork is time-consuming 

 Financial reimbursement takes too long 

 It is dependent on previous years‟ incomes 

 It is not applicable to my farming operation 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XIII. Which of the following statements do you agree with the most (check only one)? 

 The program is effective for my farming operation 

 The program is somewhat effective for my farming operation 

 The program is ineffective for my farming operation 
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XIV. How effective do you feel the program has been in meeting the following objectives? 

 

Objective Ineffective Somewhat 

Ineffective 

Neutral Somewhat 

Effective 

Effective I don‟t 

know 

Provide a whole farm 

stabilization and 

disaster avoidance 

approach 

      

Provide equitable 

treatment for all 

producers, regardless 

of the commodities 

they produce 

      

Provide equitable 

treatment of all 

producers, regardless 

of their production 

size 

      

Assist in dealing with 

short-term income 

fluctuations as a result 

of risks outside a 

producer‟s control 

      

Manage risk that 

threaten the future 

profitability of farm 

operation 

      

Increase farm income 

stability 

      

Increase the 

producer‟s ability to 

manage agricultural 

risks 
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SECTION VI: PRODUCTION INSURANCE (PREVIOUSLY KNOWN AS CROP INSURANCE) 

 

The objective of the Production Insurance program is to ensure that producers in the agriculture 

and agri-food industry across Canada have access to affordable insurance programs, by funding a 

portion of producers‟ premiums and provincial administrative expenses and by offering 

reinsurance.  

 

I. Do you currently use Production Insurance/Crop Insurance for your farming operation? 

 Yes (If yes, please proceed to question II) 

 No, I have never used the Production Insurance/Crop Insurance (please proceed 

to question III) 

 No, but I have used Production Insurance/Crop Insurance in the past (please 

proceed to question IV) 

 

II. Why are you currently participating in Production Insurance/Crop Insurance (check all 

that apply)? 

 Stabilizes my agriculture income 

 Minimizes the economic effects of production losses caused by natural hazards 

such as drought, flood, hail, frost, excessive moisture and disease 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

Please proceed to question VI and complete the remaining questions in this 

section. 

 

III. What are the reasons why you have never participated in the Production Insurance/Crop 

Insurance program (check all that apply)? 

 Production Insurance/Crop Insurance does not fit the needs of my farming 

operation  

 I do not meet the eligibility requirements 

 I missed the application deadline 

 The program was too complex to participate in 

 I have never heard of Production Insurance/Crop Insurance 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

  Please proceed to Section VII: Environment Pillar. 

 

IV. Why have you participated in Production Insurance/Crop Insurance in the past (check all 

that apply)? 

 Stabilized my agriculture income 

 Minimized the economic effects of production losses caused by natural hazards 

such as drought, flood, hail, frost, excessive moisture and disease 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

V. And what are the reasons why you no longer participate in Production Insurance/.Crop 

Insurance (check all that apply)? 

 Production Insurance/Crop Insurance no longer fits the needs of my farming 

operation 

 I no longer meet the eligibility requirements 

 I missed the applications deadline 

 The program was too complex to participate in 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

Please proceed to question V and complete the remaining questions in this 

section. 
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VI. How many years have you/did you participate in Production Insurance? __________ 

 

VII. How many of these years have you/did you receive a Production Insurance payment? 

__________ 

VIII. To what extent does the Production Insurance/Crop Insurance influence the way you 

farm? 

 Not at all 

 Some of the time 

 Half of the time 

 Most of the time 

 All of the time 

 

IX. What impact does/did the Production Insurance/Crop Insurance program have on your 

farming operation (check all that apply)? 

 Stabilize my farm income 

 Increase the lifespan of my farming operation 

 Decrease external risks associated with crop production 

 Impact the type of commodities I produce 

 Minimizes risk associated with crop production 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

X. I like/liked the Production Insurance program because (check all that apply)… 

 It increases my financial stability 

 The application is straight forward 

 The paperwork is basic 

 Financial reimbursement is quick enough 

 It is applicable to my farming operation 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XI. I do not/did not like the Production Insurance program because (check all that apply)… 

 It has not increased my financial stability 

 The application is complex 

 The paperwork it time-consuming 

 Financial reimbursement takes too long 

 It is not applicable to my farming operation 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XII. Which of the following statements do you agree with the most (check only one)? 

 The program is effective for my farming operation 

 The program is somewhat effective for my farming operation 

 The program is ineffective for my farming operation 
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XIII. How effective do you feel the program has been in meeting the following objectives? 

 

Objective Ineffective Somewhat 

Ineffective 

Neutral Somewhat 

Effective 

Effective I don‟t 

know 

Stabilize producers‟ 

incomes 

      

Minimize the 

economic effects of 

production losses 

caused by natural 

hazards like drought, 

flood, hail, frost, 

excessive moisture 

and diseases 
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SECTION VII: EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNMENT PROGRAMMING 

 ENVIRONMENT PILLAR OF THE AGRICULTURAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 

The Environment Pillar programming is intended to help the agriculture and agri-food sector 

achieve environmental sustainability in the areas of soil, water, air and biodiversity. The program 

under investigation is the Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) program. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL FARM PLANNING (EFP) 

 

I. Do you currently use the Environmental Farm Planning (EFP) Program for your farming 

operation? 

 Yes (please proceed to question II) 

 No, I have never used the EFP program (please proceed to question III) 

 No, but I have used the EFP program in the past (please proceed to question IV) 

 

II. Why are you currently participating in the EFP (check all that apply)? 

 The program pertains to my farming operation 

 The program provides financial incentives for environmentally-friendly practices 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

Please proceed to question VI and complete the remaining questions in this 

section. 

 

III. What are the reasons why you have never participated in the EFP program (check all that 

apply)? 

 EFP does not fit the needs of my farming operation 

 My application was not accepted 

 Unable to attend a workshop 

 I do not meet the eligibility requirements 

 I missed the application deadline 

 Upfront costs are too high 

 The program was too complex to participate in 

 I have never heard of the EFP program 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

  Please proceed to Section VIII: Future Government Programming. 

 

IV. Why have you participated in the EFP in the past (check all that apply)? 

 Stabilized my agriculture income 

 Provided financial incentives for environmentally-friendly practices 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

Please proceed to question V and complete the remaining questions in this 

section. 
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V. And what are the reasons why you no longer participate in the program (check all that 

apply)? 

 EFP no longer fits the needs of my farming operation 

 My application was not accepted 

 Unable to attend a workshop 

 I no longer meet the eligibility requirements 

 I missed the application deadline 

 I have completed all components of the program 

 Upfront costs are too high 

 The program was too complex to participate in 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

VI. How many years have you/did you participate in the EFP program? __________ 

 

VII. How many of those years have you/did you receive EFP funding? __________ 

 

VIII. How environmentally friendly were your agricultural practices prior to participating in 

the EFP program? 

 Very friendly 

 Somewhat friendly 

 Neutral 

 Somewhat unfriendly  

 Unfriendly 

 

IX. How environmentally friendly are your agricultural practices currently? 

 Very friendly 

 Somewhat friendly 

 Neutral 

 Somewhat unfriendly  

 Unfriendly 

 

X. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? The EFP program influences 

the way I farm. 

 Not at all 

 Some of the time 

 Half the time 

 Most of the time 

 All of the time 
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XI. What impact(s) has the EFP program had on your farming operation (check all that 

apply)? 

 Increased the longevity of my farming operation 

 Altered my land use practices 

 Reduced my fertilizer inputs 

 Reduced my chemical inputs 

 Changed the type of commodity that I produce 

 Increased/decreased the amount of each type of commodity I produce 

 Changed the way I view the landscape 

 Increased my environmental awareness 

 Increased the value of my land 

 Increased the productivity of my land over the long run or will in the future 

 Allowed me to adopt new technologies 

 Allows me to be environmentally friendly in an economically feasible manner 

 No impact 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XII. I like/liked the EFP program because (check all that apply)… 

 It increases my financial stability 

 The program covers enough of the costs 

 Reimbursement is quick enough 

 The workshops are beneficial 

 The application is straight forward 

 The paperwork is basic 

 It is not dependent on previous years‟ agriculture production or income 

 It is applicable to my farming operation 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XIII. I do not/did not like the EFP program because (check all that apply)… 

 It has not increased my financial stability 

 The program does not cover enough of the costs 

 Reimbursement takes too long 

 The workshops are not beneficial 

 The application is complex 

 The paperwork is time-consuming 

 It is not dependent on previous years‟ agriculture production or income 

 It is not applicable to my farming operation 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

XIV. The EFP workbook is comprised of three sections. Which did you find the most useful? 

(check only one) 

 Resource base – assessment of the resource base including soil and farm site 

characteristics 

 Management Assets and Risks – management decisions into resource base 

 My Farm Plan – action plan to document proposed future actions 

 The whole workbook 

 None of the workbook 

 

 

 



143 

 

XV. Which of the following Beneficial Management Practices have you participated in or are 

currently participating?  

Beneficial Management Practice Yes No 

No, But 

Maybe In The 

Future 

Improved Manure Storage and Handling    

Manure Treatment    

Manure Land Application    

In-Barn Improvements    

Farmyard Runoff Control    

Relocation of Livestock Confinement Facilities    

Winter Site Management    

Product and Waste Management    

Water Well Management    

Riparian Area Management    

Erosion Control (Riparian Areas)    

Erosion Control (Non-Riparian Areas)    

Land Management for Soils at Risk    

Improved Cropping Systems    

Winter Cover Crops    

Improved Pest Management    

Nutrient Recovery from Wastewater    

Irrigation Management    

Shelterbelt Establishment    

Invasive Alien Plant Species Control    

Enhancing Wildlife Habitat and Biodiversity    

Species at Risk    

Preventing Wildlife Damage    

Nutrient Management Planning    

Integrated Pest Management Planning    

Grazing Management Planning    

Soil Erosion Control Planning    

Biodiversity Enhancement Planning    

Irrigation Management Planning    

Riparian Health Assessment    

 

XVI. Which of the following statements do you agree with the most (check only one)? 

 The program is effective for my farming operation 

 The program is somewhat effective for my farming operation 

 The program is ineffective for my farming operation 
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XVII. How effective do you feel the program has been in meeting the following objectives? 

 

Objective Ineffective Somewhat 

Ineffective 

Neutral Somewhat 

Effective 

Effective 

Establish principles for environmental 

action 

     

Achieve measurable progress in meeting 

environmental goals for the landscape 

     

Reinforce public confidence that 

Canadian agricultural resources are being 

managed in a sustainable fashion 

     

Brand Canada as a source of safe, high-

quality food produced using 

environmentally sustainable systems 

     

Support producers and landowners in 

taking actions that reduce the risk to the 

environment from agricultural operations 

     

Encourage farmers to develop farm plans      

Encourage farmers to implement 

beneficial management practices 

     

Encourage farmers to continuously 

evaluate their environmental performance 

     

Promote the continuous growth of the 

stewardship ethic within the agriculture 

sector 

     

Help the agriculture sector recognize its 

impact on the environment 

     

Ensure the long-term health of land 

related resources used for agriculture 

     

Minimize or avoid negative impacts and 

risks to the environment 

     

Does not negatively impact the long term 

economic viability of producers 
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SECTION VIII: FUTURE GOVERNMENT PROGRAMMING 

I. In your opinion, what is the biggest challenge facing producers today (check only one)? 

 Increased fertilizer costs 

 Increased chemical costs 

 Increased seed costs 

 Increased pressure to pursue environmentally friendly practices 

 Expensive land conversion procedures for environmentally friendly practices 

 Increased cost of living 

 Increasing land prices 

 Increasing machinery, fuel and labour costs 

 Increasing pressure to extend production to remain profitable 

 Increasing pressure diversify 

 Lack of consistency in government support 

 Reliance on government for income subsidies 

 Market fluctuations 

 Other (please specify) 

____________________________________________________ 

 

II. In your opinion, what should the government‟s focus be on (check only one)? 

 Reducing interest rates on farm debt 

 Encouraging farmers to start more machinery polls and production co-ops 

 Limiting farm size 

 Eliminating income supports and subsidies and let the market determine which 

farms are viable 

 Charging a higher price for agricultural products consumed in Canada 

 Eliminating all tariffs to encourage multi-lateral free trade between Canada, the 

U.S. and other countries 

 Increasing programming available to producers 

 Including producers in consultations for program development 

 Subsidizing according to farm size (production) 

 Subsidizing according to farm income 

 Subsidizing according to commodity type (diversification) 

 Other (please specify) 

____________________________________________________ 

 

III. A number of programs are currently formulated at the federal level. How much do you 

feel as though government consults producers on their needs in order to develop these 

programs? 

 None of the time 

 Some of the time 

 Half of the time 

 Most of the time 

 All of the time 

 

IV. Do you feel as though programming would be more suitable to producers‟ needs if 

developed at the provincial level? 

 Yes 

 Somewhat 

 No 

  Please explain your answer___________________________________________ 

  _________________________________________________________________ 
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V. The number of producers in Canada continues to decline. In your opinion, why is this 

(check only one)? 

 An increase in the size of farms 

 Farming is not economically viable 

 Increasing mechanization in the agriculture sector 

 Government programming is inconsistent due to changing governments 

 Other (please specify) ___________________________ 

 

VI. As a producer, what would your ideal program for crops and grain production entail? 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 

VII. As a producer, what would your ideal program for livestock production entail? 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 

VIII. As a producer, what do you need from the government in terms of “Business Risk 

Management” programming (programs that aim to provide financial stability to 

producers)? 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 
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IX. As a producer, what do you need from the government in terms of “Environment” 

programming (programs that aim to encourage producers to adopt environmentally 

friendly practices)? 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 

X. If you wish to provide additional comments, please do so in the space provided below. 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you so much for your participation in this research! 

Your assistance and time is greatly appreciated! 
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Appendix D: Production Insurance Results 
 

 

Objective: Stabilize producers‟ incomes 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 9.1% n = 1 3.6% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 5.9% n = 1 9.1% n = 2 7.1% 

Neutral (3) n = 3 17.6% n = 5 45.5% n = 8 28.6% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 8 47.1% n = 4 36.4% n = 12 42.9% 

Effective (5) n = 5 29.4% n = 0 0.0% n = 5 17.9% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 17 1 n = 11 1 n = 28 100.0% 

Mean 4.00 3.09 3.64 

Modal Class 4 3 4 

 

Objective: Minimize the economic effects of production losses caused by natural hazards 

such as drought, flood, hail, frost, excessive moisture and diseases 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 1 4.3% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 2.4% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 3 13.0% n = 2 11.1% n = 5 12.2% 

Neutral (3) n = 1 4.3% n = 3 16.7% n = 4 9.8% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 9 39.1% n =13 72.2% n = 22 53.7% 

Effective (5) n = 8 34.8% n = 0 0.0% n = 8 19.5% 

I don't know n = 1 4.3% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 2.4% 

Total Respondents n = 23 100.0% n = 18 100.0% n = 41 100.0% 

Mean 4 3.61 3.78 

Modal Class 4 4 4 
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Appendix E: Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization 
 

 

Objective: Provide a whole farm stabilization and disaster avoidance approach 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 8 34.8% n = 3 18.8% n = 11 28.2% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 3 13.0% n = 3 18.8% n = 6 15.4% 

Neutral (3) n = 3 13.0% n = 4 25.0% n = 7 17.9% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 5 21.7% n = 4 25.0% n = 9 23.1% 

Effective (5) n = 3 13.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 3 7.7% 

I don't know n = 1 4.3% n = 2 12.5% n = 3 7.7% 

Total Respondents n = 23 100.0% n = 16 100.0% n = 39 100.0% 

Mean 2.63 2.64 2.63 

Modal Class 1 3, 4 1 

 

Objective: Provide equitable treatment for all producers regardless of the commodities 

produced 

 Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 14 58.3% n = 3 18.8% n = 17 42.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 2 8.3% n = 1 6.3% n = 3 7.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 2 8.3% n = 4 25.0% n = 6 15.0% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 3 12.5% n = 5 31.3% n = 8 20.0% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 6.3% n = 1 2.5% 

I don't know n = 3 12.5% n = 2 12.5% n = 5 12.5% 

Total Respondents n = 24 100.0% n = 16 100.0% n = 40 100.0% 

Mean 1.71 3.00 2.23 

Modal Class 1 4 1 
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Objective: Assist with short-term income fluctuations as a result of risks outside a 

producer‟s control 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 7 29.2% n = 6 37.5% n = 13 32.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 4 16.7% n = 3 18.8% n = 7 17.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 2 8.3% n = 2 12.5% n = 4 10.0% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 6 25.0% n = 4 25.0% n = 10 25.0% 

Effective (5) n = 4 16.7% n = 1 6.3% n = 5 12.5% 

I don't know n = 1 4.2% n = 0  0.0% n = 1 2.5% 

Total Respondents n = 24 100.0% n = 16 100.0% n = 40 100.0% 

Mean 2.83 2.44 2.67 

Modal Class 1 1 1 

 

Objective: Manage risk that threaten the future profitability of farm operations 

 Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 6 25.0% n = 4 26.7% n = 10 25.6% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 4 16.7% n = 4 26.7% n = 8 20.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 4 16.7% n = 3 20.0% n = 7  17.9% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 7 29.2% n = 3 20.0% n = 10 25.6% 

Effective (5) n = 1 4.2% n = 1 6.7% n = 2 5.1% 

I don't know n = 2 8.3% n = 0 0.0% n = 2 5.1% 

Total Respondents n = 24 100.0% n = 15 100.0% n = 39 100.0% 

Mean 2.68 2.53 2.62 

Modal Class 4 1, 2 1, 4 

 

Objective: Increase farm income stability 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 5 21.7% n = 5 33.3% n = 10 26.3% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 4 17.4% n = 2 13.3% n = 6 15.8% 

Neutral (3) n = 6 26.1% n = 2 13.3% n = 8 21.1% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 5 21.7% n = 5 33.3% n = 10 26.3% 

Effective (5) n = 2 8.7% n = 1 6.7% n = 3 7.9% 

I don't know n = 1 4.3% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 2.6% 

Total Respondents n = 23 100.0% n = 15 100.0% n = 38 100.0% 

Mean 2.77 2.67 2.73 

Modal Class 3 1, 4 1, 4 
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Objective: Increase the producer‟s ability to manage agricultural risks 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 8 34.8% n = 3 18.8% n = 11 28.2% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 4 17.4% n = 4 25.0% n = 8 20.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 3 13.0% n = 4 25.0% n = 7 17.9% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 4 17.4% n = 3 18.8% n = 7 17.9% 

Effective (5) n = 3 13.0% n = 1 6.3% n = 4 10.3% 

I don't know n = 1 4.3% n = 1 6.3% n = 4 5.1% 

Total Respondents n = 23 100.0% n = 16 100.0% n = 39 100.0% 

Mean 2.55 2.67 2.59 

Modal Class 1 2, 3 1 
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Appendix F: Environmental Farm Planning 
 

 

Objective: Establish principles of environmental action 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 1 7.7% n = 1 11.1% n = 2 9.1% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 4 30.8% n = 2 22.2% n = 6 27.3% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 7 53.8% n = 4 44.4% n = 11 50.0% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 2 22.2% n = 2 9.1% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.31 3.67 3.45 

Modal Class 4 4 4 

 

Objective: Achieve measurable progress in meeting environmental goals for the 

landscape 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 1 7.7% n = 1 11.1% n = 2 9.1% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 1 11.1% n = 2 9.1% 

Neutral (3) n = 5 38.5% n = 3 33.3% n = 8 36.4% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 6 46.2% n = 3 33.3% n = 9 40.9% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.23 3.22 3.22 

Modal Class 4 3, 4 4 
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Objective: Reinforce public confidence that Canadian agricultural resources are being 

managed in a sustainable fashion 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 1 7.7% n = 1 11.1% n = 2 9.1% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 4 30.8% n = 1 11.1% n = 5 22.7% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 7 53.8% n = 4 44.4% n = 11 50.0% 

Effective (5) n = 1 7.7% n = 2 22.2% n = 3 13.6% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n =13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.54 3.56 3.56 

Modal Class 4 4 4 

 

Objective: Brand Canada as a source of sage, high-quality food produced using 

environmentally sustainable systems 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 4 30.8% n = 3 33.3% n = 7 31.8% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 8 61.5% n = 2 22.2% n = 10 45.5% 

Effective (5) n = 1 7.7% n = 2 22.2% n = 3 13.6% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.77 3.33 3.60 

Modal Class 4 3 4 

 

Objective: Support producers and landowners in taking actions that reduce the risk to the 

environment 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 2 22.2% n = 2 9.1% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 2 15.4% n = 0 0.0% n = 2 9.1% 

Neutral (3) n = 2 15.4% n = 1 11.1% n = 3 13.6% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 9 69.2% n = 3 33.3% n = 12 54.5% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 3 33.3% n = 3 13.6% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n =13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.54 3.56 3.55 

Modal Class 4 4,5 4 

 

 



154 

 

Objective: Encourage farms to develop farm plans 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 2 22.2% n = 3 13.6% 

Neutral (3) n = 1 7.7% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 4.5% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 9 69.2% n = 4 44.4% n = 13 59.1% 

Effective (5) n = 2 15.4% n = 2 22.2% n = 14 18.2% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.92 3.44 3.73 

Modal Class 4 4 4 

 

Objective: Encourage farmers to implement beneficial management practices 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 2 22.2% n = 3 13.6% 

Neutral (3) n = 3 23.1% n = 0 0.0% n = 3 13.6% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 7 53.8% n = 4 44.4% n = 11 50.0% 

Effective (5) n = 2 15.4% n = 2 22.2% n = 4 18.2% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.77 3.44 3.64 

Modal Class 4 4 4 

 

Objective: Encourage farmers to continuously evaluate their environmental performance 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 4 30.8% n = 2 22.2% n = 6 27.3% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 8 61.5% n = 5 55.6% n = 13 59.1% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.54 3.56 3.55 

Modal Class 4 4 4 
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Objective: Promote the continuous growth of the stewardship ethic within the agriculture 

sector 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 3 23.1% n = 3 33.3% n = 6 27.3% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 9 69.2% n = 2 22.2% n = 11 50.0% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 3 33.3% n = 3 13.6% 

I don't know n = 0  0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.62 3.67 3.64 

Modal Class 4 3, 5 4 

 

Objective: Help the agriculture sector recognize its impact on the environment 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 2 15.4% n = 2 22.2% n = 4 18.2% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 8 61.5% n = 3 33.3% n = 11 50.0% 

Effective (5) n = 2 15.4% n = 3 33.3% n = 5 22.7% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.85 3.78 3.82 

Modal Class 4 4,5 4 

 

Objective: Ensure the long-term health of land related resources used for agriculture 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 1 7.7% n = 1  11.1% n = 2 9.1% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 0 0.0% n = 1 4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 3 23.1% n = 2 22.2% n = 5 22.7% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 8 61.5% n = 3 33.3% n = 11 50.0% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 3 33.3% n = 3 13.6% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0  0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.38 3.78 3.55 

Modal Class 4 4,5 4 
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Objective: Minimize or avoid negative impacts and risks to the environment 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1  4.5% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 7.7% n = 0 0.0% n = 1  4.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 5 38.5% n = 2 22.2% n = 7 31.8% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 7 53.8% n = 4 44.4% n = 11 50.0% 

Effective (5) n = 0 0.0% n = 2 22.2% n = 2 9.1% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 13 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 22 100.0% 

Mean 3.46 3.67 3.55 

Modal Class 4 4 4 

 

Objective: Does not negatively impact the long term economic viability of producers 

 
Albert Storthoaks All Respondents 

 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Ineffective (1) n = 0 0.0% n = 1 11.1% n = 1 4.8% 

Somewhat ineffective (2) n = 1 8.3% n = 1 11.1% n = 2 9.5% 

Neutral (3) n = 2 16.7% n = 4 44.4% n = 6 28.6% 

Somewhat effective (4) n = 7 58.3% n = 2 22.2% n = 9 42.9% 

Effective (5) n = 2 16.7% n = 1 11.1% n = 3 14.3% 

I don't know n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% n = 0 0.0% 

Total Respondents n = 12 100.0% n = 9 100.0% n = 21 100.0% 

Mean 3.9 3.1 3.52 

Modal Class 4 3 4 

 


