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| ntroduction

The intendfication of agriculture often leads to conflict within the rurd community.
Recent developments in the livestock sector have been a particular catalyst for debate and
action within many rurd communities. As livestock facilities have gotten larger, become
more geographicaly concentrated, and more reiant upon technology (for example liquid
manure sydems) many people living in proximity to these fadiliies have expressed
concerns related to odour and water qudity. In response to this conflict provincid and
municipa governments are thrugt into the midst of the issue and are often pressured to
develop criteria to assg with the establishment of new fadilities and to regulate exiging
dtuations.  The resulting approaches include a mix of legidation, policy, locd by-laws
and recommendations concerning management.  This paper documents the key initiatives

from each of Canadd s provinces including both a provincid and municipa perspective.

This paper is organized into five main sections  Frd, an oveview of the issue is
presented; two, the basis for a provincid/ municipd response is presented; three, an
overview of agpproaches in each of the 10 provinces is reviewed; four, specific details are

provided for Manitoba, Ontario, and New Brunswick and findly there are a number of



obsarvations and conclusons. This paper reflects the involvement of the authors in this
issue and has been developed through discussons with municipd planners, famers and

provincid staff from across the country.

Thelssue: An Overview

Figure 1 identifies a number of key trends that have had a profound impact on agriculture
and the way it is percaved within society. Since the end of the Second World War
agriculturd production has become increesngly specidized and intensve. In an atempt
to find efficiencies in production and in response to the cost-price squeeze, farmers find
that net returns per unit of production are decreesng - dictating larger and larger
operations. Between 1951 and 1996, for example, the number of farms with hogs
dropped from 93564 to 8,940. Likewise, the total number of dairy farmers in Ontario
dropped from 40,000 to 8,320. Specidization has adso afected the way the farm unit is
perceved within the community. Larger “sngle indusry” production units has meant
that it is eeder to focus on those sectors and practices in agriculture that are potentialy

damaging to the environment.

Trying to compete in the internationd market place is as chdlenging for agriculture as it
is for any busness. To remain competitive farmers continue to evolve, change and adapt
their gpproach to production, including the adoption f new technology. Some within
society believe tha those systems which rely on technologica control are more at risk
than traditiond sysems which redy soldy on human involvement. For example, the

traditiond stack of manure gtting behind the barn is often viewed as less environmentdly



offensve than a large liquid sysem contained within a concrete facility and applied usng
modern technology. The approach to the ownership and management of land has dso
changed within the rurd community. Today much less of the land base is cortrolled by
individua resdent famers. There is a much higher proportion of non-farm ownership,
absentee owners and a tendency for corporaions to own large land holdings. Some
believe that this tenure sysem is much less concerned with an  environmentaly

responsible approach to land stewardship.

Coincident with this move to larger, more intensve operations is a trend towards a
verticaly integrated agpproach to agriculturd production, where production, marketing,
financing, and processing are increasingly linked together. In the livestock industry for
example, there are strong linkages between each of these components. The result, a the
community levd, is that there is less willingness to accept the individud management
decisons that are made for these corporate farms. The perception is that decisons at this
level will not reflect the same stewardship or community based ethic of individud family
famers.  Whether this perspective is correct or not is a point for debate- but the
perception is held by many fam and nonfam individuds The resulting perception is
that there is a disconnectedness between agriculture, the farm, and the rurd community

(Toombs, 1996).

The move to larger, more intensive livestock operations have contributed to a number of
community and public concerns.  In response, there is a range of potentid provincid and

municipa actions (Figure 2 - Cddwell, 1999). The following section sets the context for



these approaches. While certain issues are more perceptua in nature and more difficult
to edtablish (such as impact on property vaues), others are more firmly based in science
and incdude concerns over water qudity. Figure 2 identifies three generd community

concerns asociated with large livestock operations - environmental, economic and socio

—political.

Environmental concerns. The impact of agriculture on water qudity is a concern in many
rurd communities.  While the magnitude of the problem is a point of debate issues
related to manure spills and the occurrence of non-point source contamination is clear
evidence of the negdive impact agriculture can have. While the cause of an e-cdli
outbreak a Walkerton, Ontario in 2000 and the associated loss of human life has not been
firmly established many are placing the blame on livestock farming. In the U.S. earthen
manure lagoons and a number of recorded “catastrophic spills’ has placed the livestock
industry under intense public scrutiny (Henderson, 1998). While odour is an expected
by-product of livestock - the concentrations of livestock and the ability to single out
individud fams or livetock types (example hogs) in combinaion with community

trends such as non-farm growth contribute to the prominence of thisissue.

Economic issues. Concern over large livestock facilities and related environmenta
concerns can have an impact on red estate values. While the issue can be exacerbated by
ggnificant non-farm development it is not excdudvey a fam vs. nonfam issue In
south-western Ontario, for example, sgnificant debate has occurred in recent years and

has involved farmers, nonfarmers, cottagers and urbanites. Property vaue issues, while



notorioudy difficult to prove can be exceedingly emotiond and chdlenging to respond
to. As a reault, in many instances municipdities have been lobbied to redrict the

establishment and operation of livestock operations.

Socio-political  issues. Oppogtion to large livestock bans often sounds like
“NIMBYSIM” (not in my back yard) and can lead to intense emotional debate and
conflict. ~ The debate can pit one sector of the community against another, raises
fundamenta questions about how we want our communities to evolve and can lead to
guestions concerning the role of agriculture. This emotion can complicate the best
intentions of involving the community in policy deveopment, implementation and on

going monitoring.

Provincial / Municipal Approaches

The devdopment of a response to “Intensve Livestock Operaions’ reflects the
respective powers and responsibilities held by the province and municipdities. Both, to a
certain degree, are condrained in the types of actions that may be taken. Not only are
there legd impediments, but there are dso philosophicad differences on how the issue
should be approached. There are, for example differing views on the merits of a
regulatory vs. voluntary gpproach. From a regulatory perspective both municipdities and
provincid daff are condtrained by the legidative authority that they have to respond to

thisissue.



Within individua provinces and dates different gpproaches have been pursued reflecting
different attitudes towards agriculture and the livestock industry. These differences
reflect the economic role of agriculture, the extent of nonfarm development, the
community’s recent experience with agriculture, the hedth of the loca environment and
the nature and extent of the livestock industry. There are, however, condrants on the
actions of provincid aff and municipdities (Cadwel, 1998). Some of these are as
follows
)} Jurigdictiond  Condrants: Municipdities and the actions of provincid
depatments and minidries ae subject to legidation. At the municipa levd the
passage of by-laws can only occur in those aeas where provincid legidation
edablishes municipd authority.  Across Canada, Planning Acts, Municipd Acts and
Building Codes are key municipd tools and even under this legidation there are
congraints in terms of the types of issues that can be addressed and the types of by-
laws that can be passed. By-laws which are passed without appropriate legidative
backing are subject to review and may be quashed by the courts. Likewise, daff
within various provincia departments must operate within the condraints of the laws
and regulaions that have been duly enacted by provincid legidatures.
i) Public Rigts Reated to the jurisdictiona condraints which inhibit certan
actions are the legd rights enjoyed by individuds. Included in these are the rights of
farmers to chdlenge the legd bass for provincd or municipd action and to farm
with minima inteference subject to compliance with appropriate requirements of

locd, provincid and federd authorities.



i)  Enforcement Issues  Governments - locd, provincda and federd have been
known to pass by-laws and regulations for which they do not have the financid or
human resources to implement. Any atempt to enhance the provincid or municipd
role asit pertainsto livestock agriculture needs to recognize this congraint.

iv) Public Support: The successful implementation of regulations and by-laws is
largely predicated on support from the public in teems of the need for, the
appropriateness of and the fairness of the regulatory action. Not only is the support of
the genera public essentid, but so0 too is the support of the fam community. This
reiterates the need to not take action prematurely, but to work to develop an approach
which is understood and acceptable to al parties.

v) Protecting the Agricultud Industry and Maintaining Competitiveness  The
preservaion of an active agricultural industry dictaies the need to recognize the
importance of agriculture -maintaining its ability to compete in the locd and globd
market. By-laws and regulations that unduly redrict the ability of agriculture to
evolve, or edablish unredidic financid impediments are likdy to contribute to a
stagnant agricultura sector, with the potential for broader economic impacts.

vi) A Broader Legd and Policy Framework: Both municipdities and the province
are bound to a broader legd and policy framework. In the case of municipdities they
must often contend with policy and programs which reflect provincid policy and
priorittes.  These policies often st the fundamental direction that municpaities
should (or shdl) follow. In Ontario, for example, provincid policy directs the use of
separation distances between livestock and non-fam uses.  Similaly, in the U.S

“confinement operations — no matter how factory like — are generdly consdered



fams and are usudly protected by right—to-farm laws, zoning exemptions, and other
gpecia treatment” (Henderson, 1998). Likewise, provinces are subject to a plethora

of federd laws, nationd standards and internationd trading agreements.

Ten Provinces: An Overview

Table 1 provides an overview of the key approaches to dting and regulaing livestock
faclities in each of Canadas 10 provinces  This information was gathered through
persond interviews, review of published materids, and the experience of the authors in

dedling with thisissue’.

The information provided in Table 1 atempts to summarize the generd approach
followed in each of the provinces. It is acknowledged, however, that to a certain degree
the data included within Table 1 masks the differences that can occur within provinces.
In Alberta, for example, one municipdity might have a policy framework that is quite
supportive of the livestock industry, while in a neighbouring jurisdiction, a decison has
been made to double the recommended minimum separation digancess with a
corresponding  effect of discouraging  livestock production.  The  differences  within
provinces often reflects the redities of many municipd governments executing their

respongibilities in differing ways.

! The authors have attempted to maintain consistency in the comparisons between provinces. Itis
recognized, however, that various people in different provinces may have interpreted the questions that
were posed in different ways. Likewise respondents had different backgrounds and levels of expertise
relative to municipal vs. provincial experience.



Despite the limitations associated with the data presented in Table 1, there are some

important observations that can be made as follows:

i) Legidaion: While dl provinces have adopted assorted legidation that potentidly hes
an impact on gdting and management of livesock production (example Planning Adt,
Building Codes, Environmentad Protection, etc.) only a few have adopted specific
legidaion in response to the intendfication of the livestock industry (New Brunswick,
Quebec, Saskatchewan). This legidation  (or lack thereof) dso edablishes the
framework for a provincid (example Quebec) or municipa (example Manitoba) lead

approach.

ii) Farm Practices Farm Practices can sometimes cregte conditions which negatively
impact on neighbours. Farmers can usudly control excesses of nuisance through good
management practices, common sense and condderation for neighbours. However, even
if everything is done respongbly, nuisance problems may occur. Fam practices
protection legidation has generally been designed to protect farmers who use accepted
agricultural practices from lawsuits or court injunctions which adlege nuisance.  Currently
dl Canadian provinces except Newfoundland have some form of farm practices
protection legidation. This recognizes the importance of agriculture and food
production, while cresting a badance with land use planning, environmenta
responsibility, conflict resolution procedures and new technology. In recent years both
Ontario and British Columbia have extended farm practices protection legidation to

indlude municipa by-laws that restrict normal and acceptable farm practices.
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i) Strategied policies  All provinces have adopted guideines, drategies or policies to
assst producers and to a cetain extent provincid depatments or municipdities with the
gting of livestock facilities In some indances these guiddines sarve as educationd
material (example Best Management Practices in Ontario) while in other areas they have
been adopted by municipdities as pat of a regulatory framework (example Lethbridge

County in Alberta).

iv) Provincid Leadership: In most provinces the Depatment or Ministry of Agriculture
is the key provincid department involved with this issue.  There are however, interesting
anomdies in Quebec and to a lesser extent in Manitoba and British Columbia where the
Environment Department has a much greater role.  Discussons with some individuads
suggest that to a certain extent Environment Departments are perceived as being more

accountable to environmenta issues.

V) Regulatory Tools and the Role of the Municipdity: In some provinces, municipaities
ae the key inditution involved in regulating the gting of livestock faciliies — While
municipdities do not exist in dl parts of the country, where they do exidt, they have on
occason assumed a leadership role or dternatively are proceeding in partnership with
provincial agencies to ddiver the provincid drategy or guiddines. Key components of
this approach tend to include building permits, compliance with zoning provisons,
minimum disance separdions, and in some indances nutrient management plans,

mandatory public meetings, land base requirements and protected water quality zones.
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(In addition to a municipd focus on water there are increasing provincid initigtives

amed at protecting water quality resources).

vi) Environmentd Sudies and Nutrient Management Plans  The use of Nutrient
Management Plans (NMP) is a common occurrence in those parts of the country where
livestock intendfication has been most pronounced. There is variation, however, as to
whether this is a provincid lead initiative or municipaly driven. There is dso variation
in terms of the implementation of the NMP as a regulatory tool (Quebec) or as an
educationa tool (Ontario). Commonly, however, NMP's are required as a prerequisite to
a Catificate (example New Brunswick) or a building permit (many municipdities in
Ontario).  Within some provinces (or municipdities) there is also the potentid for more
detailed environmenta dudies that are likdy to go beyond the traditiona requirements of

aNMP (for example Manitoba).

vii) Role of the Public: In the mgority of provinces there is no public involvement in the
review of proposds to establish intensive livestock operations. In Ontario, for example,
the producer will need to obtain a building permit, comply with dal applicable zone
provisons, and complete a Nutrient Management Plan (where required locdly). Once
this has occurred, however, the producer is essentidly guaranteed a building permit.  In
contrast there is an interesting mix of public paticipaion a the locd leve within
Manitoba, and to a certain extent Alberta. In Alberta, in Lethbridge County, for example,

adjacent land owners are notified of a completed gpplication for an intensve livestock
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operation and in Manitoba public meetings are routindy held as pat of the “conditiond

use permit” process.

ThreeProvinces: A More Detailed Review

Across Canada, there has been a tendency for livestock production to concentrate and
expand in certain geographic areas.  This has been a particular issue in parts of Quebec,
Ontario and throughout the prarie provinces. This paper while providing a
comprehensive invertory of the various approaches that are being pursued (Table 1)
recognizes that a generd overview can often overlook the various nuances that exist in
aoplying policy and regulations in the context of unique provinca and municipa
relaions. Consequently, to provide more cdlarification, additiond information and
explanation is provided for Manitoba, Ontario and New Brunswick. The god is to
provide a more detaled underdanding of what provincid and municipd regulations

mean for the establishment of intensive livestock operations.

Manitoba

Within Manitoba there has been sgnificant development of new livestock operations and
ggnificant additional expangon is anticipated. Within southern Manitoba for example,
over 3,000,000 hogs are marketed annualy. Recent trends include the condruction of
larger operations into areas where hog production was not previoudy a sgnificant factor
(Plohman, 1999). The result has been the development of new policies both a the

provincid and municipa leve in trying to respond to this expansion.
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The dting of lage livetock fadlies in Manitoba is essentidly a municipd
regpongbility but with consderable support from the province. In individud
municipdities, where zoning by-laws are in place, the establishment of a new barn must
conform with the zoning by-law and in certain circumstances, a conditiond use permit is
required. For example, in the rurd municipdity of La Broquerie, a conditiond use
permit is required for those barns which are larger than 200 anima units. Prior to the
issuance of a conditiond use permit, the municipaity may require the completion of
certain background materids and studies and the decison of the municipdity is find with
no agpped opportunities. In La Broquerie, there are examples of gpplications which have
been approved and examples of applications that have been denied. Clearly however, the
public meetings associsted with a conditiond use permit have the potentid to be
contentious, but do provide the opportunity for consderable input and review prior to the

establishment of anew barn.

There is a connection between the conditiond use permit and the province. For example,
a “regiond based review board” condding of provincid saff exigs that will review the
proposed establishment of a new barn on behdf of a municipdity a the municipdity’s
request. This review board includes input from the Depatment of Environment,
Department of Agriculture, Department of Naturd Resources and the Department of
Rurd Devdopment. These agencies review the proposa from their various department
perspectives and issue a joint report to the municipdity recommending changes or

conditions to the conditiona use permit.
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The Depatment of Environment is dso involved in the review of dorage facilities and
issues gpprova for lagoons and concrete storage facilities.  In addition, the spreading of
manure in the winter is banned for those operaions which exceed 400 animd units.
Provincid Guiddines have adso been developed and these guiddines can be included in
locd conditiond use permits and zoning by-lawvs.  Findly, a nutrient management plan
must be completed by those operations which exceed 400 animd units.  This
management plan is required and reviewed by the Province and will be registered and

periodically audited by the Department of Environment (5% are audited per year).

In summary, the approach across Manitoba varies by municipdity (some municipdities
have zoning and building permit requirements in place while others do not).  Although
provinciad support exigs for municipdities current experience indicates that some
municipdities ae wel prepared for new condruction while others are in the midst of

trying to come to grips with thisissue.

Ontario

In Ontario, as in Manitoba, the municipaity deds directly with the proponent of a large
livestock facility. Unlike Manitoba however, the right to establish a livestock barn tends
to be entrenched in zoning and there is no requirement for conditional use permits, or
mandatory public medting.  Zoning traditiondly esablishes minimum lot szes and

dlowsfor agriculturd activity condgstent with the zoning by-law provisons.
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Many municipdities with the support of the province, have implemented the requirement
for the completion of nutrient management plans prior to the issuance of a permit for a
new “large’ livestock operation. These nutrient management plans address issues
induding the on-ste characterigtics of the farm, the proposed livestock operation and ae

generdly required for those new operations which are larger than 150 livestock units.

The province provides support to the nutrient management plan requirement through the
provison of third paty review (the province, through the Minidry of Agriculture, Food
and Rurd Affars will review the nutrient management plan and provide an opinion that it
is appropriate, however the eventud issuance of a building permit is the responshility of

the municipdity aone).

The provincd nutrient management planning strategy (developed by the Ontario Farm
Environmental Codition) and supported by the province provides a recommendation that
manure storage facilities have a capacity for at least 240 days storage and this standard

has been adopted by many municipdities.

The province and farm organizations have dso patnered in the development of best
management practices to asss with the management of large livestock operations. The
province has dso deveoped minimum disance separation criteria as pat of the
Provincd Policy Statement that municipdities must have regard to when deveoping
officid plans. These criteria have been adopted by many municipdities within loca

zoning by-laws.
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In contrast to Manitoba however, there are no mandatory provincial guiddines requiring
the completion of a nutrient management plan. The province has instead adopted eght
provincid podtion statements concerning nutrient management.  The position datements
are designed to provide clear direction based on the best available technica expertise
The podstion datements incdlude nutrient management plans dze of agriculturd
operations, land ownership, digance for hauling manure, manure sde or ownership
trander, manure dorage capacity, manure dorage type, and minimum disance

separation.

Also as in Manitoba, there continues to be consderable variation across the province.
Some municipdities have adopted the requirement for nutrient management plans —
others have not. Some municipdities have attempted to put a moraorium in place in
response to the condruction of new livestock barns (for up to 1 year) under an interim
control by-law and the specific content of nutrient management plan by-laws tends to

vary condderably from one municipdity to the next.

The dgtuation in Ontario may evolve further following the deaths of severd individuds
following the contamination of the waer supply for the Town of Wakerton with e-cdli
bacteria  While the source of this bacteria remains a point of investigation, consgderable
attention has been focused on the livestock industry. The result is the probable

development of |legidation with the potentia for adoption by the Provincia Legidature.
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New Brunswick

Contrasting both Manitoba and Ontario the Province of New Brunswick has taken a
different gpproach to deding with large livestock facilites. The Province in 1998
adopted the Livestock Operations Act which requires proponents of new or expanding
livestock operations to obtain a provincia license. The Department of Agriculture issues
a Cetificate of Compliance (license) to applicants that meet provincid regulations which
include separation digances, manure dorage requirements and nutrient  management

plans.

In some areas of New Brunswick a building permit is equired. In these areas the permit
is issued when dl gpplicable law including the Livestock Operations Act has been met.

Thissysem isin the early stages of implementation and has not yet been tested.

In the three provinces we have examined in more detal - Manitoba, Ontario and New
Brunswick there were three different gpproaches to the chalenge of deding with
communities and large livestock fadilities ~ Manitoba while provincidly encouraging
livestock producers to come to Manitoba has adopted a public involved municipa
process to promote community acceptance of individud proposds. Ontario has adopted
a provincid policy gpproach with municipd implementation. New Brunswick has

adopted aprovincia license gpproach with little or no municipa involvement
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Conclusons

This paper has reviewed some of the key agricultura trends which impact a the
community level. These trends trandae into certan environmental, economic and socio-
political concerns that have lead to action provincidly and within municpdities The
result is a diversity of approaches across the country and even within a province. While
this paper has focused on regulatory congderations there is dso a range of voluntary,

educationa and community based approaches that are sometimes used.

Today’'s modern and often intensive livestock industry can raise concerns and antagonism
within the community. Some of these concans ae judified while others are more
perceptua in nature. Whether red or perceived, however, these concerns are being taken
serioudy by provinces and municipdities.  Politicians are often lobbied by ratepayers to
take action in response to a changing and sometimes growing livestock industry. People
see an evolving livestock industry affecting their persond qudity of life- induding the ar

that they bresthe and the water that they drink.

In redity the magnitude of the issue varies within and between provinces. Within many
provinces there are areas of agriculturd production, where, the livestock industry is
overshadowed by an extensive cash crop sector, while in other areas livestock production
can be the backbone of the loca economy. In some instances this will have contributed
to a rdaivdy muted provincid response while a few municipdities are embroiled in
acrimonious debate.  The result, while continuing to evolve, is a diversty of gpproaches

and responses within and between provinces that reflects individua provincia needs.
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Figure 1: Key Agricultural and

Land Use Related Trends

An Evolving Agricultural Sector:
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Table1: Approach to Addressing Intensive Livestock Operations By Province

Legal & Jurisdictional Context Newfoundland Nova Scotia Prince Edward New Brunswick
Idand
Isthere specific legislation? No No No New Livestock Operations
Act

Arethere provincial strategies/policies? Draft Commodity Manure mgmt guidelines | Yes (“Cultivating Island Y es (Manure Management
Sector Guidelines Solutions, 1999) Guidelines)

Do programs focus on livestock only ? No No No Yes

Wheat isthe key Provincial Department? Agriculture Agriculture Agriculture Agriculture

Are provincial approvals required? No No No Y es (license under New

Livestock Operations Act)

Standardsfor siting intensive livestock operations (general applicabi

lity)

Building permits/zoning

Prov Legn, inconsistent
mun. implementation

Prov. Legn., inconsistent
mun. implementation

Prov. Legn., inconsistent
mun. implementation

Prov. Legn., inconsi stent
mun. implementation

Separation distances

Y es (draft guidelines)

Y es (implementation by
some municipalities)

Yes

Yes

Manure storage (structure/ capacity) draft guidelines 210 days 210 days 210— 250 days (legislation)
Environmental studies No No Yes Option
Mandatory public meetings/notification No No Notification only No
Nutrient Management Plans (NMP) No No No Y es (Manure Management
Guidelines)
3rd party review of submissions - - - Province reviews
Who can complete NMP - - - Staff agrologist
Approach to enforcement - - - Complaint driven (Ag
Review Comm.)
Register land for nutrient application No No No No
Prohibit winter manure application No No No No
Limitations on livestock densities/total No No (yes) No Indirectly - NMP
sze
L and base requirements for spreading No No Yes Yes
Thresholds defining large No No Range 30-60 LU Yes

Continued




Table1l: Approach to Addressing Intensive Livestock Operations By Province (continued)

Legal & Jurisdictional Context Quebec Ontario Manitoba
Isthere specific legislation? Environmental Quality Act No No

Arethere provincial strategies/policies? Yes Yes Yes

Do programs focus on livestock only? Livestock /crops Livestock Focus Livestock Focus

What isthe key Provincial Department? Environment Agriculture Environment/Agriculture
Are provincial approvals reguired? Yes No Y es (NMP and Lagoons)

Standar dsfor siting intensive livestock oper ati

ons(general applicability)

Building permits/zoning

Prov. Legn., Municipal
Implementation

Prov. Legn., Municipal
Implementation

Prov. Legn., Municipal
Implementation

Separation distances

Legislation

Prov. Policy, municipal
implementation

Provincial guideline (implemented
by some municipalities)

Manure storage (structure/ capacity)

250 days- legislation

240 days (Prov. Strategy) some
municipal implementation

Dept of Envt approvalsreq’ d
above 400 a.u.

Environmental studies Yes No Required by some municipalities
Mandatory public meetings/notification No No Required by many municipalities
Nutrient Management Plans (NMP) Yes Prov. Strategy, implemented by Yes
some municipalities
3rd party review of submissions Yes (government) Yes Y es (government)
Who can complete NMP Agrologist Farmers (some municipalities Farmers

reguire consultants)

Approach to enforcement

Fines- complaint driven

Local Ag review Comm. (some
municipalitiestry to enforce)

Random Audits

Register land for nutrient application

Yes

Some municipalities considering

Yes

Prohibit winter manure application

Yes

No

Y esfor Large operations

Limitations on livestock densities/total size

Indirectly through Agro-
environmental fertilization plan

Indirectly through NMP

Indirectly through NMP

Land base requirements for spreading Indirectly through Agro- NMP NMP
environmental fertilization plan
Thresholds defining large 75 LU 10LU 400 LU (200 LU some mun.)




Table 1. Approach to Addressing I ntensive Livestock Operations By Province (continued)

Legal & Jurisdictional Context

Saskatchewan

Alberta

British Columbia

Is there specific |egislation? Agricultural Operations Act No No

Arethere provincial strategies/policies? Yes Yes Yes

Do programs focus on livestock only? Livestock Livestock Both (mushroom, greenhouse)
Wheat isthe key Provincial Department? Agriculture Agriculture Environment, Agriculture

Are provincial approvals required? Yes No No

Standardsfor siting intensive livestock oper ations (generd applicability)

Building permits/ zoning Prov. Legn, municipal requirement | Yes Prov. Legn, municipal regquirement

Separation distances

Y es-where applied by

Y es (municipal implementation)

Manure storage- water courses

municipality
Manure storage (structure/ capacity) 180 days 180 days (varies by livestock) 150 days
Environmental studies Yes Yes No
Mandatory public meetings/ notification Y es (recommended under In some municipalities No
guidelines)
Nutrient Management Plans (NMP) Yes Y es (varies by municipality) No
3rd party review of submissions By government Varies -
Who can complete NMP Anyone Varies -
Approach to enforcement Complaint driven Peer Review, Stop Order (Mun. -
Gov't Act)
Register land for nutrient application No varies No
Prohibit winter manure application No Y es according to Code of Practice | Indirectly (waste mgmt)
(some municipal implementation)
Limitations on livestock densities/ total size Indirectly NMP Indirectly NMP No
L and base requirements for spreading NMP NMP No (spreading guidelines)
Thresholds defining large 300LU Varies by livestock (some Mun.) No




