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● (0815)

[English]
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow (Foothills, CPC)): Good

morning, colleagues and witnesses.

Thank you to everybody for being here, bright-eyed and bushy-
tailed, on a Thursday morning and to Ms. Murray for being here re‐
ally bright and early out in B.C.

Colleagues, I call this meeting to order. This is meeting 116 of
the House of Commons Standing Committee on Agriculture and
Agri-Food.

We have a couple of witnesses who have not been with us before
and a few who are no strangers to this committee. I will try to go
over a couple of our housekeeping rules for our witnesses.

For our witness Mr. Docherty, you can speak in the language of
your choice. I hope you have this figured out. Where it's plugged
into the side for the microphone, you can switch to ensure you're
hearing the English.
[Translation]

My colleague, Mr. Perron, has access to the French interpreta‐
tion.
[English]

When you're ready to start speaking, you can press the button on
your microphone. The red light will come on and then you know
that you are up. Just make sure it's off when you're not speaking.
Speak slowly and clearly, as best you can, for our interpreters, who
are here today as well. All of your comments are to be addressed
through the chair.

You'll have five minutes for your opening statement. I'll put up
my hand when you have about 30 seconds or so left, just to tell you
to wind it up. We do have a good amount of time today, and we will
try to make sure you get your statements in.

Colleagues, we are starting the first meeting of our study on the
capital gains inclusion rate change and intergenerational transfers
on the family farm.

I'd like to introduce our first panel of witnesses. As I said, we
have a few who we have certainly come to know.

With us today, we have, from the Canadian Federation of Agri‐
culture, Scott Ross, executive director, and Julie Bissonnette, a di‐
rector with the CFA.

It's good to see you.

We also have with us, from the Grain Growers of Canada, Kyle
Larkin, executive director.

Kyle, it's good to see you.

From Skye View Farms, we have Alex Docherty, president, and
Logan Docherty, secretary.

Welcome to all of you who are here today.

We will start with Mr. Larkin for his opening statement for five
minutes, please.

Mr. Kyle Larkin (Executive Director, Grain Growers of
Canada): Thank you, Chair.

Thank you, members of the committee, for inviting us today.

My name is Kyle Larkin. I'm the executive director of Grain
Growers of Canada, also known as GGC.

As the national voice for Canada's grain farmers, GGC repre‐
sents over 65,000 producers through our 13 national, provincial and
regional grower groups. Our members produce over 280 million
metric tons of grain annually for Canadians and over 150 countries
worldwide, creating $40 billion in export value. As the farmer-driv‐
en association for the grains industry, GGC champions federal poli‐
cies that support the competitiveness and profitability of grain
growers across the country.

We would like to thank the committee for studying intergenera‐
tional transfers and succession planning, as this is critical for family
farms. In fact, over 97% of farms across the country are family op‐
erated. However, due to the challenging realities of farming,
Canada is losing 500 to 1,000 family farms each year. This is due to
an increase in the challenges that farmers are facing, which in‐
cludes increasing input prices, changing weather patterns and in‐
creasing taxes. When operating a farm is already so difficult, the
last thing farmers need is increased taxation from the federal gov‐
ernment.
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That is why we have opposed the capital gains tax increase since
its introduction in budget 2024. In response to this tax hike, GGC,
in conjunction with farm tax accountants, conducted research to un‐
derstand the effects of the policy change on family farms at the
time of succession. Our research showed that farmers would gener‐
ally pay 30% more in taxes due to the increased capital gains inclu‐
sion rates. This capital gains tax increase targets farmers' retirement
plans, moves the goalposts for the next generation of farmers and
prices out many families from their own operations.

With the average cost per acre at $6,900 in Alberta and $19,275
in Ontario, young farmers are already facing significant financial
challenges. National farmland values appreciated 11.5% last year
alone, further increasing the burden. The capital gains tax increase
moves the goalposts for these future farm owners, adding hundreds
of thousands or even millions of dollars to the cost of taking over
family farms.

In August, the government released draft legislation on capital
gains, which included revisions to the Canadian entrepreneurs' in‐
centive, which now allow farmers to access it. Through further re‐
search, we noted that the overall changes to the capital gains inclu‐
sion rate, even with the addition of this incentive, will continue to
represent higher taxes for most farmers, who produce the majority
of the food that Canadians and the world rely on.

For example, farms with revenues above $500,000 comprise only
around 25% of Canadian farms yet account for nearly 90% of farm
revenues. While smaller farms will see some benefit from the CEI,
mid-sized farms and larger, which produce most of the food, will
see an increased capital gains tax bill.

Lastly, these changes further complicate the tax code at a time
when most economists and financial experts are asking for a sim‐
pler code. The added complexity introduced by these changes will
drive up accounting and legal expenses for all farmers, putting fur‐
ther pressure on their finances. While larger accounting firms will
benefit, grain farmers will be forced to spend more in fees.

To protect and support family farms, we're calling on the govern‐
ment to allow intergenerational farm transfers, as enshrined in law
through Bill C-208 and clarified through subsequent budgets, to be
taxed at the original one-half inclusion rate. This will ensure that
government can be an equal partner in supporting family farms, en‐
suring they remain the backbone of Canadian agriculture.

Thank you. I'd be happy to take any questions.
● (0820)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you very much, Mr.
Larkin. You even gave us some time. I appreciate that.

Now we'll go to the Canadian Federation of Agriculture. We
have Mr. Ross and Ms. Bissonnette.

[Translation]
Ms. Julie Bissonnette (Director, Canadian Federation of

Agriculture): Thank you, Mr. Chair and committee members.

Thank you for inviting me here today to talk about a key issue
for Canadian agriculture.

My name is Julie Bissonnette. I'm an administrator at the Canadi‐
an Federation of Agriculture, or CFA. For the past 10 years, I've al‐
so owned a dairy farm in the municipality of L'Avenir, Quebec. I
acquired this farm through a non‑family transfer.

Before sharing our recommendations, I would like to set the
stage. Over the past 50 years, the average farm size has almost dou‐
bled. In 30 years, the average price of farmland in Canada has
jumped by 727%. Since 40% of farmers are expected to retire with‐
in the next 10 years, billions of dollars in farm assets will change
hands.

Whether you're new to the industry or already living on a family
farm handed down through the generations, in many ways, the chal‐
lenges remain quite similar. No model is straightforward.

The first challenge concerns access to assets. Modern farming
operations amount to millions of dollars in fixed assets. Farmers in‐
vest everything in their operations to innovate, adapt or become
more efficient. They rely on these fixed assets to fund their retire‐
ment. That said, they must also face climate, market and supply
chain risks largely beyond their control. They must be able to count
on an effective risk management program to ensure the long‑term
financial health of Canadian agriculture. Every dollar lost to uncon‐
trollable risks means a dollar no longer available to support the fi‐
nancial health of the next generation. Remember that cash flow re‐
mains a key issue for the next generation of farmers.

In addition to asset limitations, the complexity of farm manage‐
ment can discourage farmers from handing over the reins to the
next generation, or even from simply passing on management ad‐
vice. At the very least, the complexity can delay the process. This
may discourage the next generation and create additional risk for
the business. Farmers are discouraged by the idea of spending years
planning to successfully hand over their farm.
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In Quebec, 44% of young farmers work outside the home in ad‐
dition to being full‑time farmers. The struggle to secure suitable
child care means added pressure for farm families. Juggling the re‐
alities of working outside the farm and arranging child care, not to
mention the human component, while managing a complex farm
transition or purchase project makes transferring or selling a farm
business a complicated process.

The recent increase in the capital gains inclusion rate has only
made matters worse for people preparing to transfer or sell their
farms. All business structures, schedules and established plans must
be reassessed and adapted. For large farms, the tax owed will likely
be much higher than anticipated. This could compromise the finan‐
cial health of a future business.

Given these realities, the CFA has five recommendations.

Our first recommendation is to review the increase in the capital
gains inclusion rate, together with farmers, to avoid compromising
the financial health of family farms.

Our second recommendation is to make the rules for transferring
family farms more flexible. For example, expand the current provi‐
sions on the transfer of family farms to other family members when
a working relationship on a family farm can be proven; apply the
lifetime capital gains exemption to family farms in the event of a
retirement or a transfer to the next generation; and increase the life‐
time capital gains exemption for farmers to take into account the
significant rise in farmland values and capital requests.

Our third recommendation is to immediately launch a review of
the Government of Canada's business risk management programs to
ensure that they keep pace with changing risks, while also taking
measures to support young farmers. For example, raise the limits on
interest‑free cash advances under the advance payments program
for new farmers and increase the support provided to new farmers
by AgriStability and AgriInvest. This all ties in with the cash flow
referred to earlier.

Our fourth recommendation is to work with the provinces to in‐
vest in suitable child care in rural areas to ensure the delivery,
availability and non‑standard schedules of these services.

Our fifth recommendation is to invest in young farmer networks
across the country to promote peer‑to‑peer learning and information
sharing and to help prepare the next generation of farm managers.

In closing, the financial health of the next generation of farmers
remains a highly complex and multi‑faceted issue. Each of our pro‐
posed measures would help to directly support this group.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak. I look forward to an‐
swering your questions.
● (0825)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Ms. Bisson‐
nette.

Mr. Docherty, you now have the floor for five minutes.
[English]

Mr. Alex Docherty (President, Skye View Farms Ltd.): Good
morning, everyone.

My name is Alex Docherty, and with me is one of my sons, Lo‐
gan. I am the president of Skye View Farms Ltd. We are a seven-
generation seed potato farm in Prince Edward Island, and we're
honoured to be here this morning to discuss farm issues as they per‐
tain to our farm and all farmers across Canada. My comments today
are on behalf of all of us, including my other son, Jordan, who is
home on the farm.

Too often, we wonder who the federal government is really try‐
ing to help when it comes to agriculture. Today actually marks
1,085 days since the Department of Agriculture and Agri-Food
Canada, with a stroke of a pen, destroyed what it took our farm
generations to build. To this day, we still cannot sell our high-quali‐
ty seed outside of our own province, even though potato wart has
never been exported from P.E.I.

Another major issue we are also facing daily as Canadian farm‐
ers is climate change, and how too many uneducated Canadians au‐
tomatically blame farmers for causing it.

Our farm spent over five years being dragged through the court
system by the federal government. Why, you might ask? Because a
one in 740-year rain event caused disastrous flooding on our farm,
resulting in fish being killed. If we had been a small town or a com‐
munity that experienced this disaster, the government would have
tripped over itself for photo ops and funding to say it was there to
help. What happened to us? The federal government kept appealing
each loss at every level in the provincial court system. Knowing
what my legal fees were, I expect the federal government wasted at
least $1 million of taxpayers' money.

The two most recent issues the federal government has imposed
on agriculture are affecting the future of our family farm and every
other one across Canada.

First, in my mind, is the carbon tax. I estimate this new tax has
increased our own farm costs by approximately 20% in the last
year. This is onside with Dr. Sylvain Charlebois, a professor at Dal‐
housie University, who stated the number to be 19% on most farms.
If this hidden tax were allowed to continue increasing every year, I
would have to wonder what the magic number of Canadians forced
to food banks and fewer farms operating would have to be for the
government to recognize that things have gone way too far.
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Second, and even more personal for me, is the capital gains
changes on June 25 this year. This change in taxes has affected the
succession of our family farm and every family farm across this
country. On our own farm, had we sold after June 25, we would
have paid an extra 24% in taxes, which, in turn, would mean 11%
less income from the sale. This income is what most of us farmers
see as our retirement. I often joke that I am on the “freedom 85
plan”, but I cannot afford to retire with returns like this.

Further to the capital gains issue, I want to note a few more situa‐
tions that this increase has caused.

One, it's just another hit to the viability of family farms, the same
farms who struggle with increasing costs and shortages of labour,
despite the profession being something they passionately love.

Two, on P.E.I., many generational farms have decided agriculture
is too much to deal with. They are now either selling their farms,
dividing the land or subdividing the land, for which there is no re‐
placement.

Three, the new Canadian entrepreneurs' incentive is not an op‐
tion for us. It is only for individuals, not incorporated farms.

Four, most farms carry very large debt, yet if farmers have an as‐
set sale, the capital gains exemption increase will do nothing to
benefit the farmers, as they still pay tax on the value of the asset,
which may be fully leveraged.

How would each of you feel if, last June 25, you learned that
someone reached into your pension or your RRSP and took 12% of
it overnight?

Ladies and gentlemen, farming is not an easy way of life, but
most of us do it because we literally love what we do. Succession
planning is very challenging at best. Instead of adding unnecessary
stress by increasing the tax burden on our future farmers, govern‐
ments should be doing everything they can to inspire our young
farmers in generations after them, rather than throwing roadblocks
in their way at every chance possible.

Thank you for your time today. Logan has a couple more com‐
ments.

Thank you.
● (0830)

Mr. Logan Docherty (Secretary, Skye View Farms Ltd.):
Good morning, everyone.

My father has said everything that I feel needs to be said here ex‐
cept for two things.

As a young farmer who wants to see our next generation contin‐
ue farming, I have to wonder if any of you care about family farms.

This fall, we harvested our 400 acres of seed potatoes. The ma‐
chinery and the buildings used to make this happen are worth more
than $6 million. Also, you need to know that this does not include
any of our land. How do you expect young farmers to buy into an
existing or start-from-scratch farm?

My second concern is in some ways more important than my
first. It is a comment made by the MP for Malpeque, my riding,

who sits on this committee. He publicly stated on March 22, 2022
that nothing comes out of these meetings anyway. We came here to
try to make you understand the difficult situations the federal gov‐
ernment has put us in, and now I need to understand if you really
care.

Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Mr. Docherty.
We appreciate your candid comments.

Now we will turn to the question-and-answer opportunity. We
will turn to the Conservatives for the first block of six minutes.

Go ahead, Mr. Steinley, please.

Mr. Warren Steinley (Regina—Lewvan, CPC): To answer
your question, we definitely do care.

I come from a third-generation farm, a beef farm in southwest
Saskatchewan, so we know exactly some of the struggles you're go‐
ing through.

In this very committee, we had the agriculture minister here, and
I asked him point-blank who he talked to about the capital gains in‐
crease before the budget. I asked him twice, and he finally admitted
that he couldn't talk to anyone, because he did not know that the
capital gains increase was in the budget.

My question is for the Docherty family. The Minister of Agricul‐
ture is from P.E.I. Has he talked to any producers about the capital
gains increase since it was announced? Who do you think he's real‐
ly listening to?

Mr. Alex Docherty: I'll answer that.

To my knowledge, no, he certainly never contacted us, but he
certainly never contacted us on the seed issue.

Now, he may have had a meeting at a phone booth maybe with a
few locals. I don't know. He also went on record saying that the
people he's talked to think the carbon tax is a great thing. Now, I'd
really like to meet those people. They're obviously not farming, so
you can take all that with a grain of salt.

Mr. Warren Steinley: Logan, you mentioned that capital gains
is probably one of the biggest hurdles to young farmers. To your
knowledge, has the minister or anyone consulted with the young
farmers in P.E.I. about how the capital gains increase is going to af‐
fect the intergenerational transfer of a family farm?

Mr. Logan Docherty: As far as I know, there hasn't been a sin‐
gle meeting with any young farmers of P.E.I. There hasn't been any
reaching out to the MP for Malpeque.

Unfortunately—to get back to my question—do they really care?
They're all going to have a cushy pension, so why would they wor‐
ry about us?
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Mr. Warren Steinley: This probably won't make you feel better,
but you're not alone in not being listened to.

I have a press release from the Government of Saskatchewan. On
August 9, at the federal-provincial-territorial meetings of agricul‐
ture ministers across the country, seven ministers, those from
Saskatchewan, Alberta, Ontario, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia,
Prince Edward Island and Manitoba, all the provincial ag ministers,
asked for this to be reversed, because it does nothing to help the
agriculture sector in our country. You're not alone with this agricul‐
ture minister not listening to anyone in the sector.

I'm going to shift to the grain growers. You have some documen‐
tation. If you have any other documentation when it comes to capi‐
tal gains, I'd love for you to table it for this committee. I want to
read one of the line items you have here. It says, before June 25, the
capital gains tax would have been $3,020,000. After June 25, on an
average farm in Saskatchewan, the capital gains payment went up
to $3.9 million, an increase of $924,000.

Do you think any farm can withstand that hit and make the next
generation viable in farming in Saskatchewan or any other
province?
● (0835)

Mr. Kyle Larkin: No, absolutely not. As we know and as the
Dochertys certainly know, young farmers are already facing mil‐
lions of dollars in debt to take over their family farms.

What I said in my opening remarks when I mentioned that the
government has moved the goalposts for those young farmers is
that they've moved the goalposts by either $900,000, $1 million, $2
million or $3 million. It depends the size of your farm and your op‐
eration, obviously, but most farmers across the country are going to
face a very much higher capital gains tax bill at the time of succes‐
sion.

Mr. Warren Steinley: I'll move back to the Dochertys for a sec‐
ond.

I have a simple question. Over the last nine years of this Liberal
government, can you think of one agriculture policy that they've
implemented that's helped the family farm?

Mr. Alex Docherty: I certainly can't. I guess my mind gets bog‐
gled with the fact that our federal government last year gave $15.5
billion away, not to Canadians but to other countries, yet we have
farmers struggling. We're feeding the country, and there's absolutely
no recognition for that. I don't know of a thing they've done, but
they've pretty well destroyed anything they've touched.

I'm speaking especially on behalf of the seed potato growers in
Prince Edward Island.

Mr. Warren Steinley: You said your costs have gone up by
about 20% just because of the carbon tax. Can you share with the
committee how much you've received back in rebates on the carbon
tax?

Mr. Alex Docherty: We've received absolutely nothing, zero. I
just don't get it.

The problem with the carbon tax is that it's hidden. We have no
idea.... I'll give you an example. I bought a bearing for my potato
digger this fall at $180. How many times was the carbon tax put on

that bearing, from the cardboard it was packaged in to the plastic?
We have no idea.

We just know it's 20%. Over the next five years, how much is
our cost going to go up, 100%?

There are two million people going to the food banks now. What
do they want, 50% of the country starving to death?

Mr. Warren Steinley: Thanks for that.

Mr. Larkin, you've done some numbers when it comes to the car‐
bon tax as well. Can you tell us what it's going to cost the grain
growers across the country when the carbon tax is fully implement‐
ed by 2030?

Mr. Kyle Larkin: That's a great question. I don't have the num‐
bers with me right now, but the research that we just did through
the Agriculture Carbon Alliance found that the average grain
farmer right now is paying around $18,000. That's going to in‐
crease, obviously, exponentially going into 2030.

Throughout the life of the carbon pricing scheme, we see indi‐
vidual farmers paying upwards of $400,000, which could be spent
on more innovative technologies, such as the most innovative grain
dryers that exist today.

Mr. Warren Steinley: How much would they be getting back?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): That's time. I'll let Mr.
Larkin answer that later, perhaps.

Now we'll go to the Liberals and Mr. Morrissey for six minutes,
please.

Mr. Robert Morrissey (Egmont, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

I have a couple of questions to get some perspective here.

Mr. Larkin, you referenced mid-sized, small and large farms. I
direct the question to Mr. Ross as the executive director of the
Canadian Federation of Agriculture.

What's the asset size of a small farm? Would you know that? If
you don't, could you provide it to the committee?

Mr. Scott Ross (Executive Director, Canadian Federation of
Agriculture): The challenge in answering that question is that, de‐
pending on the commodity and the form of production, it differs
dramatically.

Mr. Robert Morrissey: I understand.

Mr. Scott Ross: We could certainly pull some numbers together
with that, but there's not really a one-size-fits-all answer to it. I
would say it's more often categorized across the amount of gross
revenue they're generating on an annual basis.

Mr. Robert Morrissey: Okay, so you do not know the asset lev‐
el of each category of farm.
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Mr. Scott Ross: There are different definitions. I would typically
suggest that the numbers that Mr. Larkin referenced around some‐
thing under $250,000 in gross annual revenue would typically be
considered a very small operation. Then, when you get
over $500,000 to about a $1 million or $2 million, you're in the
middle sizes and then upwards from there.
● (0840)

Mr. Robert Morrissey: Okay, but you do not have it by com‐
modity. It would be, I expect, easy on a dairy farm to categorize
that.

Mr. Scott Ross: There are different definitions of this as well,
but I can certainly bring those numbers to the committee's attention.

Mr. Robert Morrissey: I would ask you to do that by various
commodities and various impacts for the benefit of the committee
and those outside the farm community who often do not fully ap‐
preciate the contribution from the farm community on that asset
side.

On the net profit of a farm, like any other business, what's the
marginal tax rate today, Mr. Larkin or Mr. Ross? You said you had
a financial analysis done to back up the comments you made to this
committee. What is the tax rate?

Mr. Kyle Larkin: I can't speak to the marginal tax rates because
we've only done research on the capital gains tax rate, which takes
effect during succession planning and the transfer, that intergenera‐
tional transfer—

Mr. Robert Morrissey: To build that asset, the asset is tax de‐
ductible as you build—

Mr. Kyle Larkin: I don't have that number with me, but I can
table it afterward.

Mr. Robert Morrissey: For the net profit from any business, in‐
cluding a farm, what's the tax rate you pay on that?

Mr. Kyle Larkin: I can't speak exactly to net profit because, as
Mr. Ross was saying, every year is different and every farm is dif‐
ferent.

Mr. Robert Morrissey: I realize that, but the tax rate—
Mr. Kyle Larkin: We can speak of net loss as well.
Mr. Robert Morrissey: That's fair.

I would like to know what analysis you've done, because the
marginal tax rate on small business in general has come down, I be‐
lieve, by about 18% over the past number of years.

Mr. Ross, do you have information on that?
Mr. Scott Ross: I think the challenge is what Mr. Larkin spoke

to. The concern about the capital gains is just at that moment of
succession, where there is that more significant capital gain. It does
vary significantly by farm size.

Mr. Robert Morrissey: On a small farm, there was actually
more of a shelter. Is that correct?

For the record, it went from $1 million to $1.25 million.
Mr. Scott Ross: Our assessment is that with a smaller size of op‐

eration, there is a—

Mr. Robert Morrissey: That's within each shareholder within
the farm, so if there are multiple partners, you could multiply
that $1.25 million. Is that correct?

You've said you've done the analysis—

Mr. Scott Ross: The assessments we've seen to this effect.... We
didn't reference that we've done an analysis, but I do agree that we
have looked at it. The assessment we've seen is that, once you get
over around $6.25 million, that is where the cost starts to increase
dramatically for farms.

One of the important points to make is that people often—

Mr. Robert Morrissey: To clarify then, the impact is felt at the
sale of an asset of $6.25 million.

Mr. Scott Ross: Yes. The numbers I'm referencing are coming—

Mr. Robert Morrissey: What would be the tax impact differ‐
ence on the sale of a $6.25-million asset?

Mr. Scott Ross: I would have to look at that. A number of indi‐
vidual variables will affect this, to the point of your comment about
what the shareholder structure is—

Mr. Robert Morrissey: I realize that, but the accountants will
structure to maximize the benefit and minimize the tax gain, as well
they should. Everybody who operates a particular business has the
right to do that.

I'm familiar...and I have met extensively with farmers in my
community on this issue, as well as every other issue. There were
farmers who expressed a concern to me about the amount of move‐
ment. Could you explain a bit more? A lot of people do not under‐
stand the intergenerational transfer size. That's an issue that comes
up from time to time.

That's for Mr. Ross or Mr. Larkin—whoever feels comfortable
on that.

We don't have much time left.

Mr. Scott Ross: I'm not sure I understand the question.

Mr. Robert Morrissey: The intergenerational has always been a
sticking point in the farm community and some other family-owned
businesses.

You referenced in your opening statement the impact on that ver‐
sus where it was before.

Mr. Scott Ross: One of the most immediate impacts is that those
who have active plans in place.... We do regularly hear that succes‐
sion planning can take upwards of a decade to operationalize and
work through.
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One of the challenges we heard right away with the sudden in‐
crease in the capital gains inclusion rate was the reality that anyone
who was midway in that process had to go back, reassess, retool
and potentially change what could be a plan that has been in place
and been completed for years at that point in time. That is one of
the most immediate concerns.
● (0845)

Mr. Robert Morrissey: That was verified by CRA.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Morrissey.

That's your time.

Thanks, Mr. Ross.
[Translation]

Mr. Perron, you have the floor for six minutes.
Mr. Yves Perron (Berthier—Maskinongé, BQ): Thank you,

Mr. Chair.

I want to thank the witnesses for joining us today. We all know
that their time is valuable and that they have other things to attend
to on their farms.

Ms. Bissonnette, I would like to address your five proposals.

First, you proposed a collaborative review of the increased capi‐
tal gains inclusion rate with the community. Can you take about
30 seconds to explain your position on this?

Ms. Julie Bissonnette: As with all agricultural measures, we
prefer to be involved. Sometimes, the government thinks that it's
taking the right approach. However, we can see that it isn't working
in reality. The approach may work for a few years in other busi‐
nesses, but not in agriculture. It's important to work with us to es‐
tablish common criteria or objectives.

Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you.

We're working on something a bit vague here. We don't have any
details regarding the implementation of the increased capital gains
inclusion rate. That's why we invited you here. We wanted to hear
from people in the farming community so that they could make rec‐
ommendations for us to implement.

Can you explain your proposal to relax the rules surrounding the
transfer of farms to other family members? I thought that
Bill C‑208 resolved a good portion of this issue.
[English]

Mr. Scott Ross: The challenge in that regard is specific to a cou‐
ple of issues. One is that treatment is available to the majority
shareholder and not necessarily to minority shareholders in those
corporations. Therefore, when we see multiple families operating as
shareholders under a single farm, some may not have access to that
treatment.

The other is also for unincorporated farms. There is still not the
same breadth of family relations included in those treatments
around the agricultural rollover provisions.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: Okay. Thank you.

At just about every committee meeting, I talk about business risk
management programs. At times, we can get a bit discouraged too.

Ms. Bissonnette, how do you feel about a government that seem‐
ingly wants to wait until 2028 less two days before starting to con‐
sult the farming community, when we know full well that the busi‐
ness risk management programs simply aren't working? Nothing's
working anymore. I bet that you can hardly wait to get started now,
tomorrow morning.

Ms. Julie Bissonnette: I personally considered it vital to point
out this aspect, meaning farm transfers. We've been saying all along
that these transfers are worth millions of dollars. In addition to the
transfer, we have the human component, the agreement with the
family, the new inputs, and so on. The pressure of millions of dol‐
lars is then placed on young farmers. If it rains all summer, they
could lose their crop. Risk management programs must be adapted
to meet our needs in the face of climate change.

It's also important to control everything beyond our control. This
would mean less stress for young farmers. They're asked to take on
so many millions of dollars in debt, even though they may not end
the year with any income. It's really necessary to insure, if you will,
everything beyond our control. That's all.

It's important to eliminate as much stress as possible. We're talk‐
ing about farm transfers, but we also need to consider the interests
of young farmers. Families used to be large. However, as the years
go by, families are shrinking, farms are growing and the situation is
becoming more complex. It's vital to look beyond the issue of farm
transfers. It's really important to ensure that young people will con‐
tinue to enjoy farming. This can be accomplished by removing
sources of stress and by relieving pressure. This definitely figures
into the next solutions to consider, in order to achieve tangible re‐
sults.

Mr. Yves Perron: Okay. Thank you.

I see that my time is running out. I would like you to send the
committee your five recommendations in a clear written format so
that we can analyze them properly.

I'll give you time to explain your fourth and fifth proposals in
greater detail.

Ms. Julie Bissonnette: I spoke a bit about child care earlier.
People work outside the home and farming in general requires
many hours of work to begin with. At the very least, we need child
care services adapted to farmers' schedules. We start work early in
the morning and finish late in the evening, depending on the crops.
Pilot projects are under way, but they must be made available
across Canada. This would also take some of the pressure off the
daily lives of all families, including grandparents at times. This
would take the pressure off everyone.
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Second, I think that it's important to focus on young farmers' or‐
ganizations. It's a real asset to have networking opportunities. Each
farm transfer is different. For some transfers, the process moves
quite quickly, while for others, it takes a long time. We might take
part in training courses and conferences, but each case is different.
The networking opportunities available to young farmers give us
the chance to talk about these issues. By talking to each other, we
come to understand things, which helps us to grow. We're always
alone on the farm, and farming isn't easy. It's important to have a
place to go out, to network, to share ideas and to give young people
support, training and information. In my opinion, the next genera‐
tion of Canadian farmers must be well represented across Canada
and in the provinces.
● (0850)

Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you, Ms. Bissonnette.
Ms. Julie Bissonnette: Thank you.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Mr. Perron and

Ms. Bissonnette.
[English]

Now we go to Mr. Cannings for six minutes, please.
Mr. Richard Cannings (South Okanagan—West Kootenay,

NDP): Thank you.

Thank you, all, for being here. I'm going to start with Mr. Larkin.

It's good to see you again. It was only yesterday or the day be‐
fore, I think, that we met and had a conversation about this.

I think it was you who mentioned the increasing complexity of
the tax structures. I think the government brought in this change to
the capital gains to try to capture some of the income that other—
I'm not talking about farmers here—groups, other individuals and
corporations, who were using that capital gains benefit...because re‐
ally, it's a benefit because you're only getting taxed on half your in‐
come. They wanted to try to capture more of that and make that less
of an easy win for wealthy individuals or corporations.

By making that increase, you have farmers caught in the cross‐
fire. They're innocent bystanders who are seemingly caught up in
this, even though they're not part of that group that are trying to get
around paying their fair share of taxes. The government increases
the complexity of all this to try to do this. I know your solution is to
make it less complex, to kind of go back to where we were, but
then we would lose the benefits as a Canadian society in trying to
make the wealthy pay their fair share.

I'm just wondering if there's a solution that would increase the
complexity even more by excluding farmers from this, especially
family farmers. I don't know how that would work or how it would
be structured, but is that a possible solution here? If so, how might
that work?

Mr. Kyle Larkin: That's a great question. In my remarks, I not‐
ed that the tax code is becoming more complicated for all farmers.
No matter if you're a 10-acre farm or a 10,000-acre farm, I can
guarantee you that, when you call your farm tax accountant at the
time of succession planning, you're going to be paying more fees
now because the tax code has become more complicated because of
all these changes.

Let me dig into that a little more. Prior to these changes, we had
a 50% capital gains inclusion rate. It was pretty simple. Now we
have a 50% capital gains inclusion rate up to $250,000. Then it
goes up to 66% after $250,000. You also have this new program or
policy called the Canadian entrepreneurs' incentive that somehow
digs into there. You have the lifetime capital gains exemption. It's
complicated, very complicated. It's complicated for us, and it's
complicated for farmers and tax accountants as well.

That's why our ask to the government is to have a very targeted
exemption specifically for farmers and specifically for intergenera‐
tional transfers. That's why we've been asking the government to
bring the capital gains inclusion rate back to 50%, just a simple
50% for intergenerational transfers. If the father or mother is trans‐
ferring the farm to their son or daughter, they'd be captured in that,
but if the father or mother are selling to a developer, for example,
they wouldn't be captured in that.

Our ask is really to support family farms and the continuation of
family farms, which are quite simply dying by a thousand cuts al‐
most every single day.

● (0855)

Mr. Richard Cannings: I'm sorry. I must have misunderstood
that simplicity. I thought you just wanted to move things back to
where they were. You want to have that exclusion for the transfer of
family farms and that would be under the old regime or whatever,
so that all that family transitional planning that's been going on
would stay the same.

Mr. Kyle Larkin: Yes, we want the government to be an equal
partner with family farms. Family farms, as I mentioned in my
opening remarks, are already facing death by a thousand cuts, be it
from the rising cost of inputs, our international markets, labour
strife across the country, increased taxation, changing weather pat‐
terns—you name it. The life of a farmer is more difficult nowadays
than it ever was. That's why we're seeing 500 to 1,000 family farms
lost in Canada every single year. If we keep going down this path
due to increased government taxation and regulation, at some point
in time, family farms aren't going to be the backbone of our agricul‐
tural sector and that will be a real shame.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Ms. Bissonnette or Mr. Ross, do you
want to comment on that as well?

Mr. Scott Ross: We would suggest very similar treatment. It's
what we would prefer to see as an outcome as well. There are mea‐
sures that were employed, as Mr. Larkin noted in his opening re‐
marks, through Bill C-208 that can characterize whether something
is a real, genuine intergenerational transfer, and we would look to
see that test applied to ensure that there is a targeted exemption for
intergenerational farm transfers as well.

Mr. Richard Cannings: In 30 seconds, could you just remind us
what Bill C-208 did to help that transfer?
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Mr. Scott Ross: It essentially levelled the playing field for those
who were looking to do real transfers to those who were deemed
not at arm's-length—or family members—versus those who were
selling to a third party at the time, specifically for incorporated
businesses.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Cannings.

We'll now go to our second round of questioning with Ms. Rood
for five minutes, please.

Ms. Lianne Rood (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC):
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, witnesses, for being here.

Thank you to the Dochertys for being here. It's great to see a sev‐
enth-generation potato farm, nonetheless. We have that in common,
as I'm a third-generation potato farmer.

I'm just curious, Mr. Docherty—either one of you—how you feel
today knowing that you've come all the way from P.E.I. You men‐
tioned earlier that your own member of Parliament hasn't consulted
you and didn't consult you on any of these changes to the capital
gains. I'm wondering how you feel here today when we have a
member from P.E.I who's actually sitting on the committee subbing
in for somebody today, and you didn't even get a question from a
member of Parliament from P.E.I.

How are you feeling right now?
Mr. Alex Docherty: I guess it really doesn't surprise me. I don't

know whether they were under a gag order not to talk to potato
growers. I assume so.

I'll go back to March or April of 2022. The same MP who is
subbed in here this morning took offence, he said, to a question
about the seed potato industry being in chaos in P.E.I. He made a
very vocal point that it wasn't, yet here we are. I think Monday
makes three years, and we're still not allowed to sell seed, so I take
offence to the fact that—or I'm offended, I guess, by the fact that he
was offended by our saying it was chaos.

It doesn't surprise me. I live six miles from my local MP. We in‐
vited him many times to come to our farm, and he never showed.
The Malpeque riding produces 80% of the seed potatoes in P.E.I.,
but not a peep, so the gag order, I guess, is working. That is all I
can say.

Ms. Lianne Rood: Thank you.

I can say I've been to P.E.I. a couple of times in the last couple of
years and visited with many potato farmers out there. I know when
our operation was going at size in Ontario, we were buying seed
potatoes out of P.E.I. I just want to commend you all for the work
that you do.

You did mention earlier that you saw a once-in-700-years type
flood. I'm wondering if you can comment a little bit further, be‐
cause as sixth- and seventh-generation farmers, I'm sure you've
seen a lot of different weather patterns over the years.

Have you seen it changing a lot in the most recent years? How
have you been affected by the weather changes lately in the opera‐

tion? Is this something that is cyclical, in your opinion, after all
these years?

Mr. Alex Docherty: I guess what happened on our farm that day
was very rare. It hasn't happened again, and I don't expect it to or
don't plan for it to. The problem is within our court systems. There
was another farm that, again, two years before our situation, had it
happen, and the judge said, “You know, they could have done more
to prevent the problem.”

Had we known in advance, six months ahead of time, what was
going to happen and built a 40-foot cement wall to keep the water
from going in the streams and it still went over the top, they would
have said, “They should have built it higher.”

There's no common sense; that's the problem.

● (0900)

Ms. Lianne Rood: Do you have any idea what the land values
are in P.E.I.?

We heard earlier what they would be in Alberta and Ontario.

Mr. Alex Docherty: Yes. They're anywhere from $6,000 an acre,
depending on where it's located and how big the field is, up to
probably $10,000 or $12,000.

Ms. Lianne Rood: All right.

Mr. Ross, I might turn to you here. We do see with intergenera‐
tional transfers.... My family is no different in trying to do succes‐
sion planning. Are there obstacles specifically in each province to
those intergenerational transfers?

We also hear a lot of people talking about farmers selling their
land and having it paved over and turned into subdivisions. Mr.
Docherty spoke earlier about succession and how farmers have all
of their money tied up in assets. Assets are not always paid off,
contrary to what we heard from the Liberal members earlier today.
Assets don't mean that you are rich; assets mean that you probably
still owe a lot of money. As a farmer, I know that.

Being a young farmer trying to get into the business is very diffi‐
cult. We heard earlier that six million dollars' worth of equipment is
needed for these potato farmers, and that's for a seed potato opera‐
tion. That's not for a fresh market operation like I've been involved
in over my lifetime, where it's far greater than that.

What do you see as the biggest impediment to farmers who are
trying to transfer their farms intergenerationally?

Mr. Scott Ross: You rightly pointed out that we are at record
levels of farm debt in Canada. We are at roughly $140 billion of
farm debt being held across the country right now.
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The land prices vary dramatically from province to province, but
I think the common burden is twofold. One part is the access to
capital and the cost of taxation associated with the transfer. The
other is the fact that, increasingly, these large farms are sophisticat‐
ed operations and there needs to be a long-term planning process.
Sudden changes, like those made this year with the capital gains,
destabilize that fundamentally for those intergenerational farm
transfers.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Ross.

Thank you, Ms. Rood.

Now I understand we're going to split some time. I'll go to Mr.
Drouin for the Liberals.

You have five minutes. I'll let you control your time.
Mr. Francis Drouin (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, Lib.):

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

On the capital gains issue, I'll go to the Grain Growers of
Canada.

I just want to know if the tax analysis that you guys have was
prepared by BDO or MNP, because I know you guys came out pret‐
ty quickly after the budget. You came out before the law was even
written.

Normally, I wouldn't come to you. I would go to BDO or MNP
to get their tax analysis to find out the change. If you have that, can
you provide the research you've cited to the committee?

Mr. Kyle Larkin: Yes. I'm happy to provide that research, and I
can answer your question.

It was done in conjunction with farm tax accountants, but we
didn't have time to wait. I can tell you that there was a report from
MNP that came out about a month ago. That was three or four
months after this capital gains inclusion rate decision. We didn't
have time to wait. That's why we came out with research as soon as
possible that showed that this is going to be a 30% tax increase at
the time of succession planning for family farms.

Mr. Francis Drouin: Yes. I know that, in Alberta, they don't use
family income trusts as much as we do out east, so there are differ‐
ences in the way people do succession. There are obviously some
variations across the country in the tools that farmers use for suc‐
cession planning. I understand that.

I will move over to the CFA.
[Translation]

I'll ask you a question in French, Ms. Bissonnette.

We talked about the Act to amend the Income Tax Act (transfer
of small business or family farm or fishing corporation), or the for‐
mer Bill C‑208. I know that the Ordre des comptables profession‐
nels agréés du Québec didn't want to use this tax measure. I want to
know whether any changes have been made since then, given that
there have been more announcements concerning this new measure.

Ms. Julie Bissonnette: The challenge lay in aligning Quebec
with Canada. That's why we were waiting. However, all the
changes have been made and everything is under way.

Mr. Francis Drouin: So this has been done and accountants are
now comfortable using this tax measure.

Ms. Julie Bissonnette: We often heard in the past that the issue
was resolved. However, so far I haven't heard anyone say that this
measure has really worked on the ground. I prefer to wait before
making a comment.

● (0905)

[English]

Mr. Francis Drouin: Okay.

I have a question for the two folks we have from P.E.I. You made
some comments that you haven't met with the member for
Malpeque, or that the minister was not there, but I actually have a
picture of you guys at an April 24, 2024, meeting in Cornwall at a
round table.

You were there. Is that correct?

Okay, so they are talking.

Mr. Alex Docherty: We were listening.

Mr. Francis Drouin: Okay, but you had interactions with the
member for Malpeque and the minister.

I know that during the potato wart issue, the minister was in di‐
rect conversations with the P.E.I. Potato Board. The natural associa‐
tions he goes to have these certain discussions.

The way you've presented it today is that they weren't engaging
at all. I have some evidence that they obviously were engaging. I've
had some personal conversations with the P.E.I. Potato Board, so I
just want to make sure that we're up front and honest here when we
say nobody is engaging.

Mr. Alex Docherty: I didn't say they weren't engaging with the
industry. I'm talking about us, as seed growers. We're still affected
three years later. It all started with incompetence and it's still going
on.

Mr. Francis Drouin: Yes. Well, it's the U.S. that's putting on
pressure. It's not necessarily Canada. There is no rationale for
Canada to put on unnecessary pressure. I'm sure my folks from
P.E.I. would have preferred that this hadn't happened. Obviously,
we wouldn't want to create a situation where we have phone calls
for no reason. I recall this issue, and it is still something that we're
working on.

However, I know the minister and members from P.E.I. were en‐
gaging with your sector on a weekly basis when that happened, be‐
cause I was sure getting calls from them.

Mr. Chair, I will cede my time to Mr. Louis now.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): You have one minute.

Mr. Tim Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga, Lib.): Thank you. I
have more than one minute's worth of questions.
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Thank you all for being here.

I'll ask a simple question of Skye View Farms in the last minute.
I really appreciate your being here.

Where I live, we have rural farms next to cities, and farmland
protection isn't.... We can't do intergenerational transfers if there is
no farmland and no soil.

How important is it, as our country and our economy are grow‐
ing, to make sure that this fertile soil you have in your farms and I
have here in southwest Ontario, where I live, is preserved from de‐
velopment? How important is it to save the land?

Mr. Alex Docherty: It's incredibly important.

The problem we see with our neighbours who are quitting farm‐
ing.... I honestly don't blame them, but let's say land is
worth $6,000 an acre to sell to me, and they're going to get taxed.
They're going to lose half of it, right off the bat, to tax. Now they
have $3,000. If somebody, a builder or a contractor, decides they
want to buy that 100-acre field and give them $25,000 an acre, then
it's out of production, and it's gone for good. However, they still
end up, if they lose half of it, with $12,000 an acre.

I don't blame them. It's their retirement package too, but we real‐
ly have to do something as a country to control what becomes of
farmland because they're not making any more of it. Every day,
there's getting to be less. It's probably the same for young farmers.
There's 1% of the people in the country farming. I guess if it was
easy, there would be more doing it.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Docherty.

Thanks, Mr. Louis.

Now we will go to Monsieur Perron for two and a half minutes,
please.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Bissonnette, the key issue is land value. We've already
passed the tipping point. It's now impossible for the next generation
to acquire land and hope to make it profitable one day, given the
high purchase price. Is there a way to make transactions based on
the agronomic value of the land?

I have an idea. I don't know whether it's realistic, since it may re‐
quire a great deal of public funding. A farmer could agree to sell
their land to a person in the next generation based on the land's
agronomic value. This would take the land out of the vicious circle
of land speculation. Could this be a viable option? The person who
agrees to sell their land would need some form of compensation.
Maybe there could be a pension fund for farmers, or something of
that nature. What are your thoughts on this?

Ms. Julie Bissonnette: There are a number of possible solutions.
It's a complex issue. There isn't any perfect solution either. We've
been talking about this for such a long time, but not much is hap‐
pening.

For Quebec's next generation of farmers, the creation of a pen‐
sion fund was just one of our requests. This would take the pressure
off the transferor in terms of the need to have money set aside. This

is certainly one of our requests. Tax measures should also then be
introduced to facilitate the sale of land to the next generation of
farmers. These measures are the best way to encourage people
when they help put money in their pockets. Something must be
done in this area.

In Quebec, less than 2% of land is farmland. The pressure on this
land is enormous. It must be made available to the next generation.
Yes, access to funding matters, but the first step is to obtain access
to the land. Sometimes, young people don't even know that the land
is for sale. Given its scarcity, it sells quickly. That's one possible so‐
lution. Everything must be studied. After all these years, something
must be put in place, because the problem keeps getting worse.

● (0910)

Mr. Yves Perron: If you have any specific recommendations for
federal initiatives, we would be grateful to receive them afterwards.

[English]

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you very much, Mr.
Perron.

Now we will go to Mr. Cannings for two and a half minutes,
please.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you.

I'm going to start again with Mr. Larkin.

I think we were talking the other day about the fact that there are
grain farms on many scales. Most of them.... At least from my per‐
spective in the Okanagan Valley, where I grew up in an orchard,
even the small ones are big, and some of them are really vast. I
imagine that the bigger ones are more and more owned by corpora‐
tions rather than by families.

I'm just wondering if you could give me an idea of where that
shift happens, in terms of size and value, from predominantly fami‐
ly grain farms to more corporate-owned farms.

Mr. Kyle Larkin: It's a good question. The good news here in
Canada is that still 97% of farms are family farms. They're owned
by mothers, fathers, sons and daughters. They could have multiple
shareholders that include cousins, nieces, nephews, etc., but the
challenge we're facing is that we're losing, again, 500 to 1,000 fam‐
ily farms each year.

The other challenge we're facing, which I think the CFA could
speak to a little more, is that there are around 190,000 farms across
the country, but about 25% of those produce 90% of the food that
we export globally and use here in Canada. There are a lot of farms
out there that I would consider hobby farms. I have a friend who
lives in Kemptville, for example. He has a nine-acre farm. I
wouldn't necessarily consider that a major operation.
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When we're talking about farms that are actually producing the
food that Canadians and the world rely on, we're talking about
farms that are 3,000 acres, 4,000 acres or 5,000 acres in the
Prairies. In Ontario, you're probably looking at 400 acres to 800
acres. If you just do quick math on farmland value, that's where the
challenge with the capital gains happens.

I'll give you some statistics. For the data, we could go as far back
as 1996. In Alberta, the cost per acre was $554 in 1996. Today, it's
worth $6,900. In Ontario, the cost per acre in 1996 was $1,620. To‐
day, it's worth over $19,000. It's really just a question of the in‐
creasing farmland value. That's why farmers are getting hit in gen‐
eral by capital gains, but now they're being hit again by a capital
gains tax increase.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Mr. Ross—
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): You have about five sec‐

onds left.
Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Cannings.

Thanks to our witnesses.

If you don't mind, colleagues, I have a couple of quick questions
to ask.

Mr. Larkin, to go back to my colleague Mr. Drouin's question, he
was mentioning that there are different tax codes and stuff within
each province. I believe that, in the data you submitted last spring,
you did have a breakdown of the difference in each province, but
the average was 30%. Am I accurate in that assessment?

Mr. Kyle Larkin: Exactly. We considered all the different tax
schemes in different provinces. You know, everything kind of
changes, but on average we saw 30%. Some provinces were 29%
and some were 32%. Taken across the country, we saw a 30% tax
increase.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you.

Mr. Ross or Mr. Larkin, it seems that we have this ongoing every
spring. We had the underused housing tax and the bare trust tax
change, and now we have the capital gains inclusion rate change.
You were talking about the impact on accountants and the farmers
who are going to their accountants. What kind of frustration is this?

It just seems to be this stop-and-go where they're putting these
new taxes on producers every spring. Is this happening? Is it not
happening? They had to back off on the bare trust at the very last
minute.

What kind of frustration is this putting on your members and
your discussions with financial advisers and accountants?
● (0915)

Mr. Scott Ross: I would say it's adding considerable frustration,
but also uncertainty. To Mr. Larkin's point earlier, we could not get
definitive assessments of the impacts of these changes, which were
implemented very quickly, until months after the initial announce‐
ment took place, because we were waiting on draft legislation.
Then, as you suggested, there's this back-and-forth of potential
changes and tweaks that follow.

The net result is that advisers weren't even in a position to pro‐
vide financial advice for some time after the announcements were
made. That creates immense frustration, especially when you're in
the midst of a very long, drawn-out succession plan that you could
be nine-tenths of the way through when suddenly this throws a
complete curveball into what you've been working on for upwards
of a decade.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Do you want to add to
that, Mr. Larkin?

Mr. Kyle Larkin: I can tell you a small story that I think really
highlights the issue. I know a farmer in Saskatchewan who used to
owned an 8,000-acre family farm. When this was announced
through budget 2024, that individual still had five years in their
succession planning. They didn't have a son or daughter or nephew
or niece who could take over. Their succession plan was always to
sell it to another farm. They still had five or seven years to go in
their farm, but because of this quick announcement that was then
implemented on June 25, they decided to quickstep their succession
plan. They actually sold out their 8,000-acre family farm to a large
corporate farm of 100,000 acres plus.

That's a small example of how this is accelerating the loss of
family farms across the country.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): I have just two last quick
ones.

I know that the government has talked about the Canadian en‐
trepreneurs' incentive. You did talk about changing the rules to al‐
low farmers to qualify for that. It's my understanding that, if you
are an incorporated farm, which the vast majority would be, even
though it's in the family, they do not qualify for that program. Is
that correct?

Mr. Larkin or maybe the CFA, if you guys could submit how
many farms of those 190 farms would actually qualify for that in‐
centive and how many would not, I think that would help us out
with this analysis as well.

My last question is for the Dochertys. It's good to see Logan here
as well. We need the voice of that younger farmer.

In my conversations with my constituents all summer on this is‐
sue, the number one thing that came up with succession planning
was the mental health toll this has taken. When you've done years
of transition planning and this has completely scrapped it, you have
to start over.

As a young farmer looking at getting into this industry, what is
your frame of mind here with this capital gains inclusion rate
change? Your father talked about the carbon tax and other input
costs. Do you still see farming as a viable option? What is your out‐
look?

Mr. Logan Docherty: My personal outlook is, if I knew nine
years ago, or whenever the Liberal government took government,
that they were basically going to try to do everything they could to
destroy my family farm....

Mr. Alex Docherty: I'll take over for that.



October 31, 2024 AGRI-116 13

It's hard to describe everything we've been through. We've been
at this for probably four years now. I talked to our accountant the
other day, and he said maybe it's going to take another five years to
finish, which is insane.

The way I look at it, and I've said it for quite a number of
years—if I give the farm to the boys, forget about the money, but I
would hope they could keep going and not go broke. I always said,
“Just don't lose the place.” It's so sad, the state of the country now,
and I don't believe farmers perhaps even understand, but on the ad‐
vice of my accountant, I had to buy a $2-million life insurance poli‐
cy for the fact that, if I get hit by a bus this afternoon when I walk
out of here, the Government of Canada is going to destroy our farm
just for taxes. It's insane.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you very much, Mr.
Docherty.

Mr. Docherty, I can certainly sense your passion and the pressure
you feel you're under. Thank you very much for sharing your story
with us.

Mr. Larkin, Ms. Bissonnette and Mr. Ross, thank you very much
for coming.

We will suspend for a couple of quick minutes and welcome the
next panel.

The meeting is suspended.
● (0915)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (0930)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Colleagues, let's get start‐
ed.

I believe that most of you understand what occurred. Unfortu‐
nately, Mr. Mount, who is the vice-president of operations for the
National Farmers Union, does not have the right headset. What we
will do, colleagues, is allow Mr. Mount to read his statement. His
copy was given to the interpreters so they can read it. We can ask
Mr. Mount questions throughout the last hour of our meeting here,
and Mr. Mount will submit his answers to those questions in writ‐
ing to the committee. He won't be able to physically answer, but he
will just take the questions and respond in writing, and they will be
submitted.

I need agreement from this committee to allow us to proceed in
that manner and to append his answers to the minutes.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Chair: Thank you.

I welcome Mr. Nelson, who is with Oakhurst Farm. We appreci‐
ate your being here.

Mr. Mount, thank you for being accommodating to the situation
here. We have to protect our interpreters, and we have some strict
guidelines around that.

Mr. Nelson and Mr. Mount, you will each have about five min‐
utes for your opening statements. If you go a bit longer, don't wor‐

ry. There are only two witnesses today. We won't be too strict on
that.

Mr. Nelson, from Oakhurst Farm, I begin with you for five min‐
utes, please.

Mr. Mark Nelson (Farm Owner, Oakhurst Farm): Firstly, Mr.
Chair, thank you for inviting me here.

This is tremendous. I'm so excited to live in a country where we
have this opportunity, where people like me, regular citizens who
have an issue, can come talk to people and be listened to. I'm very
proud to be Canadian.

I'm an owner of Oakhurst Farm, with my wife, and we've been
working on the farm for about 32 years. We are second generation.
It is considered a small to medium-sized farm based on Mr.
Larkin's description of a farm....

I'm sorry. I'm mildly nervous.

I am here today to discuss how capital gains changed my plans,
my life. When I was 22 years old, my wife and I started investing in
our future, putting a little money away and doing all the things we
were told to do. We succession-planned our farm from her parents,
which took about 10 years, in large part because there were things
that just had to be decided—her father died along the way, so we
had to deal with that.

We paid down our mortgage and invested in our business. We
raised our two children on the farm. It was a wonderful place for
them to live, but at this point we're empty nesters and our children
do not want to succession-plan the farm. They grew up in the life
and saw how difficult it was, so we're in a situation where we
would like to scale things back, think about our retirement and slow
down.

We put our farm up for sale. It was looking quite promising that
we were going to sell it, and then this capital gains tax change came
into effect. Our plan, with our financial experts, which we had in
place for quite a few years, was no longer a valid plan. They in‐
formed me, “This is not something that you are financially able to
do right now.”

I'm just here to let you know that this is a real problem and
something we are genuinely experiencing. I just want to thank you
for the opportunity to tell you.

Thank you very much.
● (0935)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Nelson.
There's no need to be nervous. We're all regular folks here, for sure.
We really appreciate your being here to tell your story. That's im‐
portant.

Now, Mr. Mount, you have up to five minutes, please.
Dr. Phil Mount (Vice-President, Operations, National Farm‐

ers Union): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, all, for the opportunity to speak to you on this very
important question.
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My name is Phil Mount. As you know, I'm the NFU vice-presi‐
dent of operations.

I think you've heard from your first panel today many of the im‐
portant questions on the transfer of intergenerational farms to fami‐
ly members. I want to broaden this out because, right at the end of
that session, you started to address some important questions on in‐
tergenerational land transfers to other farmers, non-family intergen‐
erational transfers.

All across Canada, members of the NFU, the National Farmers
Union, have prioritized research and action on policy enabling
young and new farmers to succeed in business. Many of us own our
own farms, so why is this top of mind? Well, it's because many of
our members are also the determined, dynamic, young, new immi‐
grant farmers who are our future. They are struggling to make it,
particularly in years three to 10 of farming. They're often unable to
access capital, equipment to scale, knowledge and, especially, farm‐
land. Prices driven up by speculation and the use of farmland as an
investment vehicle have put the cost of land well beyond the pro‐
ductive value of that land. Mr. Perron touched on this near the end
of the last session.

Those eager farmers are stopped before they begin because they
often do not inherit land. If they rent, they pour years of work and
sweat equity into the land, often only to find it sold just as the soils
are improved.

We need those keen farmers to succeed. The National Farmers
Union is pleased to be offering a program to increase the possibility
of new and young equity-deserving farmers succeeding in agricul‐
ture. Our program “The Exchange”, which is supported by the
AAFC AgriDiversity program, is oversubscribed with eager young
farmers who want to learn all they can. In Ontario, we're pleased to
be working with other organizations to provide training to new en‐
trants and to farm employers.

There's much more to be done—and quickly—because Canada's
loss of farmers is alarming. We're all getting older. I'm a case in
point. In fact, if our younger farmer members were not working so
hard today, they would have been speaking to this panel. However,
they are working—on rented land, in co-operative structures, how‐
ever they can make it work—because they believe in wresting con‐
trol of their lives through farming.

Canada's total outstanding debt, as has been mentioned earlier to‐
day, is close to $146 billion. This means that retiring farmers gener‐
ally need to sell their farms to pay off debt and have an income to
live on in retirement.

Strategic policy action is needed to ensure that this next genera‐
tion of farmers succeeds, with better access to land, equipment, ed‐
ucation and training that doesn't result in crippling debt and unman‐
ageable risk. New entrants must have access to affordable land
through non-family farm succession supports and financial support
for the critical first decade of their establishment.

I'd like to sort of echo and follow up on Mr. Perron's suggestion
toward the end of that last session. We have many options for how
we might accomplish this. I want to focus on two.

The first we're calling a foodshed lands program. In collabora‐
tion with community-owned land trusts and land banks, we develop
a non-market farmland acquisition program in peri-urban areas of
every province to ensure that class one and two farmland is avail‐
able for food production at rental and lease rates aligned with the
land's food production value. Therefore, farmers who produce food
for sale in a nearby city with low-emissions production methods
that protect water quality and biodiversity would be provided se‐
cure tenure on these lands.

This fund would buy three billion dollars' worth of farmland an‐
nually. This would promote long-term food security and rural liveli‐
hoods, and it would prevent our best farmland from becoming ur‐
ban sprawl or highways. Look at it like this: Prudent and forward-
thinking municipalities protect their drinking water sources through
watershed protection. This program would protect the long-term
agricultural value of our municipality's foodshed lands.

The second suggestion here is an income stability supplement.
Income stability is the single biggest challenge to new farmers as
they start their new business or take over an existing farm opera‐
tion. An income stability supplement would allow younger people
to commit to farming in a manner that bridges the seasonal income
gap or reverses the trend of aging farmers, and perhaps reduces the
need for off-farm employment as a survival strategy.

● (0940)

With a guarantee of stable income year-round, farmers would be
more able to invest in their own infrastructure, improve their pro‐
duction equipment and practices, and potentially hire staff and cre‐
ate jobs. This supplement could also allow for farmers to make
more ecological improvements to their farm production methods to
improve biodiversity and adapt to a changing climate.

While an income supplement for new farms would not directly
address high farmland prices, it would make it easier for young and
new farmers to take on the risk of farmland ownership and possibly
slow the rate at which farmland is being bought by foreign in‐
vestors. It would also help new farmers develop viable businesses.
The guarantee of a consistent cash flow would encourage them to
spend in their communities, circulating cash through the local rural
economy.
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In the future, an expanded income supplement for all farmers
could also reduce the pressure on older farmers to sell their land—
since their biggest retirement asset is often their land—and open up
new avenues [Technical difficulty—Editor] for both new and retir‐
ing farmers. Along with the young farmers, we strongly recom‐
mend that the project be designed to encourage participation from
women, visible minorities, indigenous peoples and persons with
disabilities.

Programs like the two I've discussed here would directly address
the biggest challenges we face in addressing the intergenerational
transfer of farms and ensuring sustainable farming communities in
this country.

Thank you.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Mr. Mount.

I appreciate your understanding of our situation here. As col‐
leagues ask you questions, do not respond; just jot those down.
We'll get the questions to you and you can respond in writing.

Now we will go to our rounds of questioning.

For Mr. Nelson, who's new with us, each party will have an op‐
portunity to ask a question in each round. The first round will be six
minutes for each member of Parliament for each party.

We'll start with Mr. Epp for six minutes, please.
● (0945)

Mr. Dave Epp (Chatham-Kent—Leamington, CPC): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to both witnesses for being here this morning.

Mr. Nelson, your story is remarkably familiar, as I'm third gener‐
ation. I'll maybe come to that in a moment.

With this sudden change.... I'm going to assume that you and
your wife were doing some planning for a while. I was in the same
situation, watching my children grow and then realizing that neither
my own life path nor theirs was going to lead to a next generation,
in my case.

Where do you go from here? Can you expand?

I know it's been a relatively short period of time. Even though it's
been several months, I know how long succession planning takes.

Can you comment perhaps a bit on what your options are, ideal‐
ly? If this change had not come into place, would you have carried
on with what you and your wife had planned?

Mr. Mark Nelson: At this point, we're in a holding pattern. Like
I said previously, we were looking to the next step, but that's been
completely put on hold currently. We have downsized what we can,
but we're also cognizant of the fact that the business is still a ma‐
chine that requires a certain amount of revenue just to run and stay
open. We're cutting back as much as we can.

My wife has actually been doing a lot more off-farm work. It's
curious that this seems to be coming up more and more. That has
alleviated a lot of pressure for us. We're doing things like this—
coming out to tell people my story and hoping that there are some
solutions to come in the future that are going to work for us.

Thank you.

Mr. Dave Epp: Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I'm going to depart from the normal process for a bit.

Certainly, Mr. Nelson, if you have anything else to add and, Mr.
Mount, if you want to supply any other comments in response to
this as well, please do so.

I want to start with some questions that came out of the first pan‐
el.

My personal experience is that my wife and I got married in
1985 and purchased a farm. We were lucky. It was backstopped by
my father and mother for the guarantee, but we purchased a large
farm at the time. It was $360,000 of debt. Therefore, we
had $360,000 of assets.

I think, when the Canadian public watches this, they all of a sud‐
den think we're rich. Well, no, I had $360,000 of assets offset
by $360,000 of debt. That's how I began as a third-generation
farmer.

When we hear about the numbers today, imagine $360,000 from
1985. In today's dollars, that's maybe $1.6 million to $1.8 million. I
wasn't automatically rich. I just had that much in assets and that
much debt to begin a business career. I think that, at times, Canadi‐
ans don't fully appreciate the business of agriculture, which is capi‐
tal intensive, and how to begin that process.

I've been through succession now twice—once on the way in and
once on the way out. I see from the Library of Parliament, which
always does such a good job of providing background information,
that only 12% of farmers have succession plans in place. Any poli‐
cy that this committee would recommend, I think, would be great in
spurring more farmers to have a succession plan.

This actually triggers a question, Mr. Nelson.

Did you have anything written down that you developed, togeth‐
er with your wife or your family, as far as where you wanted to go?

Mr. Mark Nelson: Yes, with our financial adviser and accoun‐
tant, we've been developing this plan for several years now. It's
based on the life expectancy of an average Canadian and having a
reasonable retirement from the age of 65 on.

Mr. Dave Epp: You were also a part of the 12% who were
proactive in working ahead, recognizing the kind of business that
you were in, only to have the government throw a curveball into
years of planning.

● (0950)

Mr. Mark Nelson: That's correct.
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Mr. Dave Epp: I will also put on the record that we went
through a similar process. My brother and I used the incorporation
as a process to buy our parents' assets out over time. It took us
about six years. We then became an incorporated model from a pri‐
vate partnership prior to that. We also tried to do everything right.
We worked with professionals and developed our own—between
my brother's family and mine—succession plan. We dealt with the
three Ds, and we forgot something. I've had numerous conversa‐
tions with other farm families, and that's why I feel somewhat obli‐
gated to put this on the record here.

If you're in a business relationship, through insurance, it is possi‐
ble to deal with the death, divorce and disability processes. Also, in
the face of disagreements, it's also possible to set up mechanisms
inside a business plan that, over time, can develop transfers.

One thing our family forgot, and perhaps you might be close to
the situation, is dealing with something called voluntary withdrawal
of a partner. In discussions with many farm families where one
partner now wants out... Quite frankly, I'm blessed with four daugh‐
ters. They're going in four different directions, and none were on
the ag side. I hear that in your testimony as well.

We didn't have a formal mechanism short of the blunt instrument
of shotgun clauses, which, for those of you who don't understand, is
where one partner offers to buy the other out and then makes him
or herself vulnerable for the reverse offer back. To deal with and
negotiate through a process of voluntary withdrawal that, first of all
provides an income to the departing partner, but, secondly, doesn't
strangle the operation in its cash flow going forward.... I think you
would be in a similar situation with your operation.

I see, Mr. Chair, that my time is coming to an end, so I will per‐
haps pick this up in another round.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Epp. I do
have to admit that, when you said you were going to go off script, I
was a little worried about what you were going to do, but it was a
good life experience, for sure.

Now we'll go to the Liberals and Ms. Murray for six minutes,
please.

Hon. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Thank you
very much for the opening remarks.

I am very interested, Mr. Mount, in the union's concept of creat‐
ing some solutions so that the price of farmland is not a constraint
to succession or to young farmers buying into this as a business.

What are the barriers? What is the range of barriers that you're
addressing with your program? How, if at all, do you see the capital
gains changes that apply to the farming sector being addressed in
the structure that you set up?

I also wanted to reinforce my admiration for taking this tack, so
that other pro-social values, like tackling climate change, reducing
greenhouse gas emissions and having sustainability and ecological
initiatives, are not huge barriers to the effective transition of farms,
given the price of farmland. I know you'll be giving your answers
in writing, but I wanted to put those questions to you and to con‐
gratulate you on the initiatives that your organization, the union, is
putting in place.

I'm also interested in your comments and Mr. Nelson's comments
on a question I have about farming and intergenerational transition,
and how it differs, if it does, from other entrepreneur's family-
owned businesses that produce valuable goods and services for fel‐
low Canadians or internationally. They are businesses that were
built by families, by early family members, including the kinds of
capital that might not be land. It might be land, where the opera‐
tions are based, but other investments have been made in capital.

How is that different from, or is it different from, this situation?
If there was an exclusion of farmers from these capital gains
changes, what would be the rationale for that, while not including
other family-owned businesses that also have a succession plan for
the young generation to take over the family business?

I'm going to ask Mr. Mount to give me his response in writing, of
course, but I'm also interested in Mr. Nelson's view. What's special
about family farms compared with family businesses that also re‐
quire some thought with respect to transition?

● (0955)

Mr. Mark Nelson: The family farm.... When I first started on
the farm, I was working as an employee, so I had the advantage of
about 15 years of learning and growing with the farm and develop‐
ing it. When we were about to succession plan, I already had a real‐
ly good idea of how we were going to grow it and pay for the ex‐
pense of buying it.

We very much did it at the right time. It was far less expensive
when we did our succession plan than it would be today. That's one
of the biggest problems facing young people right now. It's just the
astronomical increase in the cost of everything—equipment, ma‐
chinery, land, all the things, all the inputs and the cost of labour.

I'm sorry, but I'm trying to stay on topic here. Everything has just
gotten to be more. Succession planning has become more difficult.
The rules have become more complicated. As I said, we did it at the
right time, and now we just kind of want to get out.

Hon. Joyce Murray: I'd like to go back to this question: Is suc‐
cession in a family farm business substantively different from suc‐
cession in any other similar-size business with assets that is not
about farming and that may be about a range of different things,
from forestry to manufacturing? How is it substantively different?
If there were to be exclusions for the farm sector, would that then
create an inequity with non-farm family business succession chal‐
lenges?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Ms. Murray.

Mr. Nelson, I'll give you a couple of seconds to answer that, if
you can.
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Mr. Mount, I see you frantically writing down the questions. I
appreciate that, but we will send you the questions in writing via
email. Don't get carpal tunnel syndrome on our behalf today.

Mr. Mark Nelson: Thank you.

How is it different? In large part, there are a lot more threats to
farming. You have unexpected weather changes. You have a lot of
things you just can't control. Planning becomes more difficult. The
expense is just huge, I think, in large part, compared with other
businesses. A lot of other businesses have gross annual sales that
are pretty consistent. We have years where we're in a loss.

I don't know what else to say.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Mr. Nelson.

Now we'll go to Mr. Perron for six minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I want to thank the witnesses for joining us today.

Mr. Mount, it's a real shame that we can't have a discussion. I
think that we have a great deal in common here. You heard the
questions that I asked Ms. Bissonnette earlier about land pricing
and transition solutions. For example, when a farmer agrees to sell
to a person in the next generation, it might be a good idea to add
exemptions and perhaps to compensate the farmer if they sell the
land for its agronomic value. Given the current land prices, this
could help the next generation to make a profit. This would be vir‐
tually impossible without a parent sacrificing half their retirement
to ensure that the next generation takes over the business. The same
applies to productions under quotas. This transition calls for inven‐
tiveness.

Naturally, I'm extremely interested in your proposals. I look for‐
ward to receiving a detailed submission and reading it carefully.
We'll try to make the most of the proposals in order to provide
sound recommendations to the federal government in its areas of
jurisdiction. I may contact you to discuss certain issues in greater
depth and to make sure that I understand the main thrust of your
proposals with a view to providing appropriate recommendations.
I'm grateful for your input, even though we can't speak directly to
each other. I look forward to receiving a fine document.

Mr. Nelson, you're in luck because you have plenty of opportuni‐
ty to respond today. Witnesses often don't have much time.

You talked about the challenges facing the next generation and
the fact that your children don't want to take over the business.
You're feeling a bit stuck with the latest changes announced. I want
to know your reaction to the fact that these announcements were
made in June, but no details have been received as of today, in early
November. What does this mean for the community and for a busi‐
ness such as yours? Please answer the question quickly.
● (1000)

[English]
Mr. Mark Nelson: In the short term, my business has always

been a fairly profitable business. It's afforded me a decent living.
It's not broken. In large part, my wife and I are planners. We're
long-term planners. As Mr. Epp said, we're one of the 12%. I didn't

get into this knowing that the farm was going to be my retirement
right away. I planned for an eventuality of it taking, maybe, five
years.

Here we are. We're several months from June 25, and my feeling
is that I hope there will be a solution from the government present‐
ed to people like me within the next four and a half years. It's not a
comfortable place to be, but that's where I'm at, at this stage. I don't
see any other options right now.

[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: It's hard to plan ahead under these types of
circumstances.

I would like to hear your thoughts on what I discussed earlier
with Ms. Bissonnette and what I suggested to Mr. Mount. We must
find a solution. You'll be selling your land to people who obviously
aren't related to you. The proceeds of the sale will become your re‐
tirement fund. You can't just decide to sell the land at half its mar‐
ket value, because you would end up living in poverty during your
retirement. The government must find a way to preserve the agri‐
cultural use of the land and make it accessible to the next genera‐
tion. This is a key issue.

Would you agree to have the value of your land assessed based
on its agronomic yield potential so that the next generation of farm‐
ers can hope to make a profit from it and not just pay off their debts
and interest, and to have a pension fund or something similar set up
to make up the difference?

Please feel free to answer. Is this something that you might con‐
sider? Would it make sense, or would it be too far‑fetched? I would
like to hear your thoughts on this.

[English]

Mr. Mark Nelson: Having a pension fund would be remarkable.
I think it would relieve a lot of pressure, a lot of concern and stress
that we all have.

Incidentally, the two very interested parties that did a lot of due
diligence on buying my farm were actually intending to carry it on.
In fact, most of the people who came to look at it were actually go‐
ing to carry on. I find that very encouraging. I like the idea of my
farm being a farm. I would be disappointed if it got bulldozed, and
a bunch of roads and asphalt were put on top of it. Some kind of
mechanism where it became a state-owned farm would be really a
neat concept. I hadn't even considered it until today, hearing other
people speak.

However, yes, both of those, having some kind of a retirement
fund and having state-run or state-owned land, would be quite in‐
teresting.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Mr. Perron.
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Now we go to Mr. Cannings for six minutes, please.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Thank you both for being here today.

I'm going to start with you, Mr. Mount, and try to phrase my
questions fairly succinctly so that you can understand what I'm
talking about, but I'm going to try to frame it more from my back‐
ground. I come from the Okanagan Valley in Penticton, British
Columbia. I grew up on a small orchard.

One thing that we are proud of in British Columbia is the agricul‐
ture land reserve, which solves for us the problem that Mr. Nelson
just mentioned of worrying that his farm will turn into asphalt and
houses. We can't do that in British Columbia because our farmland
is simply too valuable. We don't have a lot of it. Farmers have that
land. It keeps the prices relatively down, but like everywhere, the
price of farmland has increased. I just looked up the benchmark rate
for farmland in the Okanagan Valley, which is somewhere in the
mid $30,000 per acre, but there are a lot of sales that are well north
of $100,000 an acre. When you add the price of a house on that for
a new entrant into the market, it becomes pretty impossible.

I'm so glad you're here, Mr. Mount, to talk about the new entrants
part of this study. I'm just wondering, first of all, whether the Na‐
tional Farmers Union works with other groups. In my area there
are, and I don't know how widespread they are, the Young Agrari‐
ans. That is a group that really tries to help young, keen farmers
find opportunities to work on farms, to be mentored by farmers
who are maybe retiring and to maybe rent that land and kind of
work into it. As I understand, there are all sorts of mechanisms and
processes through which they can get that land, whether it's rented,
work to own or some co-operative structure.

I know you mentioned some of those things in passing, but I
wonder if you could provide details on some of the opportunities
for young, keen farmers to be able to get on the land and live that
lifestyle that they really are so keen on doing, growing food for us
all, and be able to afford it, because they can't just come in and buy
10 acres of land for a million dollars. It's just out of the question.
Anything on those co-operative structures, working with retiring
farmers, things like that, would be really valuable I think.

I'll go to my second question. You mentioned foreign investors,
and that's even when we have...and it's not just foreign investors to
me. It's just investors, people who are investing in land. They're not
interested so much in being farmers or whatever. They're investing
in the land, trying to make a living through those investments. In
part, certainly in the retail housing market, that is what has really
driven up the housing prices in Canada.

To some extent, for instance, in the Okanagan Valley, a lot of the
orcharding has turned into vineyards and wineries, so you have
people who come in with a lot of money—because you need a lot
of money to start a winery—and they buy the land and build a win‐
ery. That has been the mechanism that really drives up a lot of the
prices where I come from.

If you could maybe comment in more detail on the impact of in‐
vestors owning land, owning farms, what has that done for new en‐
trants?

● (1005)

Finally, this is my last question.

You mentioned that the National Farmers Union is interested in
encouraging equity-seeking groups, or whatever you would call
them, to get involved in farming. I'm just wondering if you might
comment specifically on indigenous farmers.

In British Columbia, there's a farm called Tea Creek up in Kit‐
wanga. It's a multi-purpose farm, I guess you could say. It helps
young indigenous people find their way if they need that, but it also
trains them on farming methods and gets them involved. In my rid‐
ing, there's a lot of indigenous farmland that is.... I know they're
trying to encourage their young people to get involved in that. Can
you talk specifically on issues around indigenous farming?

Do we have any time left, Mr. Chair?

● (1010)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): You are out of time. Well,
you had two seconds, but now you're out of time.

Thanks, Mr. Cannings.

Thanks, Mr. Mount. You have a lot of work on your table.

Now, colleagues, seeing the time, I think what we can do, rather
than take a second round, is give everybody a couple of minutes to
ask a question or two, just so that everybody gets a chance. We
won't go for a full five minutes, if that's okay with everyone.

I'm going to ask you to just ask a question and have an answer,
and then we'll go around the table.

We'll go to Mr. Epp, please.

Mr. Dave Epp: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'll direct my question to Mr. Nelson.

I understand that you two are also, despite it not being family,
working with Algonquin College on attracting or looking at other
opportunities that extend.... As a personal comment, my nephew
will be coming to the farm and forming the fourth generation.
Thanks to colleagues like ours, Bill C-208 also provides those op‐
portunities.

Can you talk a bit about your efforts there?



October 31, 2024 AGRI-116 19

Mr. Mark Nelson: One of my personal beliefs is that volun‐
teerism is very important. I tried to instill that in my own kids. A
friend of mine and I were having a beer one night and chatting
about the lack of education for farm kids—specifically, the business
part of it. A lot of farm kids know how to run the tractors, grow the
wheat and bale the hay. What they don't know are all the laws be‐
hind labour and all the business components.

We developed a course and went down this rabbit hole for three
years, and then we pitched it to Algonquin College. After another
three years, it became an actual program that exists at the Perth
campus now.

Yes, there needs to be a lot of work to allow farmers to do suc‐
cession planning and get out. I also think we need to better educate
some of the young people to come in.

Mr. Dave Epp: Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'll conclude my comments with a statement. It grows out of the
first panel, and it grows a bit from Joyce Murray's comments and
questions here.

Agriculture is certainly not the only family-oriented, capital-in‐
tensive business we have in Canada. What makes it unique is that
it's a high-capital, high-cost, low-margin business that is made up
largely of price-takers and largely deals with so many factors out‐
side of its control, like weather. In response to a recent survey,
farmers can deal with the weather risk and the market risk. Their
number one fear was actually government policy risk. Voila—here
we sit today.

I'll conclude with that.
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Mr. Epp.

I think the other thing that makes it unique is that it's perishable.
When you make a widget, it doesn't necessarily go rotten or pass
away.

Ms. Taylor Roy is next, I believe. Thanks.
Ms. Leah Taylor Roy (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond

Hill, Lib.): Thank you.

Thank you for being here, Mr. Nelson. I have a few questions
about your farm.

What type of farm is it?
Mr. Mark Nelson: It actually began as a horse farm. My in-laws

were very much into thoroughbreds.
Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: What is it now?
Mr. Mark Nelson: We've diversified a lot more since I took

over. We grow some crops and have hay and whatnot. I have some
chickens, eggs and maple syrup.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Where does the majority of your revenue
come from?

Mr. Mark Nelson: The majority is still probably from horses.
Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Is there dressage training? I have a

daughter in the field, so that's why I'm asking. She actually went to
Olds College for her training, so I understand.

What year did you buy the farm?

Mr. Mark Nelson: We bought it in 2008.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: In 2008. That was after the capital gains
tax had dropped from 75% back down to 50%.

Mr. Mark Nelson: I guess so.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Okay.

I have a question, because one of the reasons the inclusion tax on
capital gains was put in place—and I know you have children, as I
do—was intergenerational fairness. Right now, we're facing a time
when much of the wealth is held by people like us—the people who
own property, farms, homes, other things and businesses, like I
did—and our young people are really struggling to get into farms
and to get in to buy houses or other things. Our government has
been investing a lot of money in housing programs, child care pro‐
grams and things to help young families right now.

I know these are financial questions. When we're talking about
something like this, what price do you think your farm will sell for?
What's the agreement you had or whatever that you've had succes‐
sion planning around?

● (1015)

Mr. Mark Nelson: We were looking at about $5 million for the
business and....

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Your primary residence would, of course,
be exempted. It would be tax-free—

Mr. Mark Nelson: It would be exempt, yes.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: —whereas in the U.S., it's taxed at the
normal rate.

In terms of capital gains, how much do you think you'd make in
capital gains, after all the expenses and everything you've put into
the farm, and after all the investments?

Mr. Mark Nelson: I don't know.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: What did your succession plan have in
it?

Mr. Mark Nelson: The succession plan was...what did we have
it at? I think the primary residence was fairly minimal. It's an old
farmhouse. I guess to answer the question, the way that I under‐
stood it from our financial professionals was that we would be
starting to draw out at 65, and for a regular lifespan, we would be
drawing about $4,000 a month.

Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: What I'm trying to figure out, though, is
the effect of the capital gains, so the difference in capital gains be‐
tween what it was and what it is right now.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Ms. Taylor Roy, I said “a
question”.

You can answer if you want, Mr. Nelson. I'll give you a couple of
seconds.

Mr. Mark Nelson: The difference between before.... They told
me it was about $350,000. That is what the accountant told me.
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Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: You must have had a capital gain of
over $3.5 million then.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thanks, Ms. Taylor Roy. I
said “a question”.

Mr. Perron for—
Ms. Leah Taylor Roy: Excuse me, Mr. Chair. Between you and

Mr. Epp, the last question you asked was over two and a half min‐
utes. I am just at less than two and a half minutes right now.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): I asked everybody to keep
it to a question. Mr. Epp did that. I gave him some extra time, and I
gave you a lot of time as well, Ms. Taylor Roy.

Mr. Perron, you may ask a question, please.
[Translation]

Mr. Yves Perron: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Nelson, in conclusion, how could the government adapt the
measure announced in June to avoid mortgaging people like you
too much, to preserve farmland and also to maintain a certain level
of fairness?

The measure didn't necessarily seek to attack the farming com‐
munity. It aimed to take money from wealthier people, from people
who own corporations, who hold shares, who receive dividends and
who aren't taxed.

We're all sympathetic to your situation, but it's challenging. I
would like to hear your thoughts on this.
[English]

Mr. Mark Nelson: Yes, it is complicated.

From my perspective, I wish we had more notice that this change
was coming.

I always like rules that are “from this point forward, it begins”,
rather than, “okay, we just start now”. If either one of those
things.... If you said that from now forward this was going to be the
rule, then okay, I can live with that. We can make a plan with that.
It was when everything changed so quickly that it was a big prob‐
lem.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Mr. Perron.

Mr. Cannings, ask just one question, please.

Mr. Richard Cannings: Monsieur Perron just asked my ques‐
tion, so I'll pass and leave it there.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. John Barlow): Thank you, Mr. Cannings.

Thank you to our witnesses.

Thank you, Mr. Nelson, for being here.

Thank you, Mr. Mount. Again, I give you our apologies, but I ap‐
preciate your sticking with us and answering those questions.

Colleagues, this is just a reminder that the recommendations for
the border carbon adjustment study are due by the end of the day
today. If you haven't submitted those, please do so to the clerk.
We'll see you all later on today at question period.

Thanks very much. The meeting is adjourned.
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