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1. Introduction

· Western Opinion Research was asked to moderate six focus groups, (two groups per location), follows:

· Monday, November 17, 2003 at Coast Capri Hotel, Kelowna, British Columbia

· Tuesday, November 18, 2003 at Weyburn Inn, Weyburn, Saskatchewan

· Tuesday, November 18, 2003 at Hotel Republique, Edmundston, New Brunswick

· Koert Oosterhuis, of Western Opinion Research, moderated the English language focus groups in Kelowna and Weyburn.  Susan Rose moderated the French language focus groups in Edmundston for Western Opinion Research.

· Representatives from Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada observed all groups via closed circuit television.

· The entire proceedings for each focus group were videotaped for reporting purposes. The tapes remain with Western Opinion Research. 

Research Objectives

The qualitative research focus groups were held among farm producers to explore reactions to possible administrative changes to delivery options for the incoming CAIS program, which is being launched next year.  The groups were moderated in English and French, and were held in a hotel setting with closed-circuit video to allow for observation.

The rationale for this assessment as outlined in the terms of reference is:

“AAFC is assessing the pros and cons of delivery of the CAIS program through the Canada Customs and Revenue Agency.  An assessment of producer reaction is required to inform the decision-making process.”

“To assess producers’ reaction to the proposal of delivery of the CAIS program through CCRA, including: 

· Concerns about providing information to CCRA, and reasons behind these concerns

· Concerns about changes in service delivery, responsiveness of customer service, etc.

· Actions AAFC could take to alleviate concerns

· Ability to see the potential strengths and benefits”

Research Approach

· 48 agricultural producers participated in the six focus groups. Each of the two-hour groups was attended by between seven and nine producers from the area.

· For more detail about the agricultural producers who participated, please see the table in the Farming Background Section.

Sample

· A random sample of the general population was used to recruit focus group participants.

· The general population sample for each area was compiled of people from within a radius of one hour’s driving distance from the location of the focus group. Only rural areas were included in the compiled sample.

Recruiting

Western Opinion Research’s Winnipeg-based call centre randomly contacted, via telephone, potential focus group participants from the compiled sample in British Columbia and Saskatchewan. In Montréal, Omnitel recruited the New Brunswick focus group participants. For each group, 8 to 10 agricultural producers, representing a mix of income levels and enterprise types, were recruited. To qualify, producers had to be either jointly or fully responsible for making decisions regarding their farming business.

· Specifically, agricultural producers qualified if their gross farm receipts were more than $10,000.

· The mix of enterprise types among the recruited agricultural producers reflects the types of enterprises prevalent in the areas where the focus groups were held.

· Recruited agricultural producers who participated in the focus groups received $100 in Kelowna, $75 in Weyburn, and $65 in Edmundston as an honorarium.

Farming Background

Participant characteristics

· A total of 16 Kelowna-area producers took part in the two focus groups: 10 of the participants were characterized as beef ranchers, another 4 producers were characterized primarily as fruit or vegetable growers, and 2 managed mixed livestock (cattle) and crops farming operations. All except two producers indicated total gross farm receipts below $250,000.

· Of the 17 Weyburn area producers who attended the focus groups. 8 reported raising both crops and cattle, 1 reported raising mainly purebred Angus, and 8 reported farming straight grain and oilseeds or a combination of grains/oilseeds and cash crops.  Two producers in the group reported total gross farm receipts of more than $250,000.

· A total of 15 Edmundston producers participated in the research, including grain, livestock, dairy, and potato producers.  Most of the operations reported revenues in the range of $250,000 or more; 2 were in the less than $100,000 category, and 2 were between $100,000 and $250,000.

· Participants were recruited by telephone using an approved screening questionnaire to ensure eligibility for the research.  Group characteristics were as follows:

1.
Kelowna Group 1: All eight participants used accountants; all eight participated in NISA; none were incorporated.

2.
Kelowna Group 2: Five participants used accountants and three did not use accountants; five were in NISA and three did not participate in NISA; two out of eight operations were incorporated.

3.
Weyburn Group 1: Eight used accountants and one did not; eight were in NISA and one was not; two out of nine operations were incorporated.

4.
Weyburn Group 2: Five used an accountant and three did not; all eight were in NISA; three out of eight operations were incorporated.

5.
Edmundston Group 1: All eight participants used accountants; all but two participants were NISA program participants; five out of eight were incorporated.

6.
Edmundston Group 2: Six used an accountant, one did not; one dairy farmer had not participated in NISA, all other producers in the group had. Five of the six were incorporated.

A closer look at the farm type and income characteristics of all focus group participants, gathered at the time of recruiting, is shown below.

	
	
	Type of farming

	Group
	Total gross farm receipts
	Fruit/ vegetable
	Fruit and cattle
	Potatoes/

other cash crops
	Cash crops/ livestock
	Dairy/ poultry
	Cattle
	Grains/

oilseeds/

cattle
	Grains and oilseeds
	Grains/

oilseeds/

pulse
	Grains/

oilseeds/

peas
	Grand total

	Kelowna1
	$ 10,000-24,999
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1

	
	$ 50,000-99,999
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	3

	
	$100,000-249,999
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2

	
	$250,000 and over
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	2

	Kelowna2
	$ 50,000-99,999
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2

	
	$100,000-249,999
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	3

	
	$250,000 and over
	1
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	3

	Weyburn1
	$ 10,000-24,999
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	
	$ 25,000-49,999
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	2

	
	$ 50,000-99,999
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	
	$100,000-249,999
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4

	
	$250,000 and over
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1

	Weyburn2
	$ 25,000-49,999
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	
	$ 50,000-99,999
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	
	$100,000-249,999
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	1
	
	
	5

	
	$250,000 and over
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Edmundston1
	$50,000-99,999
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	
	$250,000 and over
	
	
	3
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	6

	Edmundston2
	$100,000-249,999
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	
	$250,000 and over
	
	
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5

	K1 Total
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	5
	1
	
	
	
	8

	K2 Total
	
	2
	
	
	1
	
	5
	
	
	
	
	8

	W1 Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	3
	3
	1
	9

	W2 Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	6
	1
	
	
	8

	E1 Total
	
	
	
	3
	2
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	8

	E2 Total
	
	
	
	5
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	7

	Grand Total
	
	3
	1
	8
	3
	5
	11
	9
	4
	3
	1
	48


The research environment

Overall, the group participants who had been with NISA since the beginning were the most emotional. 

The Kelowna area 

· The two Kelowna groups were less preoccupied with NISA winding down than were participants in both Weyburn and Edmundston. Nonetheless, a negative atmosphere prevailed, which producers attributed to BSE and a strengthening Canadian dollar creating an uncertain future, coupled with uncertainty about CAIS.

· There were quite a few ranchers in both groups (many from the Lumby area). While producers expressed concern about the uncertainty of the CAIS program’s delayed introduction, the cattle producers in particular seemed unsure about whether they would be eligible for government programs this year.

· Moreover, several cattle producers felt their participation in CAIS would be especially burdensome because of the need to report cattle inventories. Previous experience with reporting cattle inventories had left a bad impression of government programs that require reporting this information.

· In both groups, an Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada representative provided a brief summary regarding CAIS and the Interim CAIS program for British Columbia. This answered many questions that the participants had regarding the status of government programs and alleviated some of the uncertainty.

· However, a few producers continued to make comments regarding CAIS and its inability to take into account the difficulties of reporting cattle inventories.

· Fruit and vegetable growers in both groups were not overly concerned about either NISA or CAIS programs. 

The Weyburn Area 
· Concern over the winding down of NISA defined the atmosphere in the Weyburn groups. In part, this is attributable to a low level of knowledge regarding CAIS relative to the other two locations.

·  Producer information sessions, organized by AAFC to provide producers with details on the CAIS program, were postponed until after the Saskatchewan provincial election.

· There was, at the time of the group meetings in Weyburn, no definitive go-ahead on CAIS, and participants were aware of this because it was highlighted during the election.

· Some cattle producers were concerned about government compensation and the BSE crisis.

· NISA, for some, had become an extremely important program in providing a way to reduce uncertainty. Particularly, it seems a means to implement an exit strategy from farming (motivated by retirement or financial difficulties).

· Older producers were much more concerned about ending NISA, and expressed this concern with strong emotion.

The Edmundston Area 
· The group atmosphere in both instances was difficult.  A few personalities in both groups were very negative, due to their feeling they had received very little information about the CAIS program, which represented a major change to their fiscal lives.  Both groups clearly expressed a view that the changes being made to the program were frustrating to producers.  

· The recent producer information sessions, organized by AAFC to provide producers with details on the CAIS program, appear to have contributed to the negative reaction and uncertainty regarding the exact nature of the changes, particularly among a minority of participants who were more familiar with the program.  The majority appeared to agree in principle with the negative point of view, but generally were less knowledgeable.

· Once the emotional climate subsided somewhat, it became clear that most participants had had little direct contact with the previous program.

· The reaction to the proposed change to have the new program administered by CCRA was generally negative.  The overall perception is that AAFC acts on behalf of farmers, while CCRA acts against the best interests of farmers.  That CCRA would directly administer the new program was perceived as threatening by a very vocal minority, who expressed the concern that they were being cut adrift from AAFC.

2. Detailed Findings

The NISA & CFIP Programs and Transition to CAIS Program

Reporting Farming Activities

· Who reports your farming activities? Do you report yourself? Or do you use an accountant?

· Most participants said they used an accountant. Among those who reported farming activities themselves (tax, NISA, CFIP, whole farm), there were complaints about the process of reporting inventories/receivables/payables. For example, inadequate knowledge about farm production was said to have caused some problems for CFIP/whole farm administrators.

· At which stage does the accountant get involved? What do you use the accountant for?

· Most participants keep their own books (using a computer) and provide the information to their accountants for reporting.

· What are the advantages/disadvantages of having an accountant involved in the process?

· Most participants said that the main disadvantage was cost. On the other hand, most said they appreciated the time by using an accountant.

· When are farming activities reported (probe: individual vs. business year-end)?

· Specifically for participants who have incorporated and who are reporting inventories/receivables/payables, a streamlined reporting procedure (tax and CAIS) was positively received. However, none of these participants mentioned concerns with timing (delayed turn-around due to year-end) without further probing from the moderator.

· Do you file on paper or do you Net-File?

· Many participants like the speed and turnaround of Net-File. They appreciate the efficiency and suspect that their accountant (who actually handles this process in most cases) might have to charge them more if this option was not available.

· How are farming activities reported?

· A majority of participants seemed aware that the reporting for NISA was handled through CCRA.

· Because most participants used accountants and because the accountants actually handled the income tax and the NISA applications, there was considerable misinformation about who administered the program.  Most participants seemed largely not to have considered that any department other than ‘NISA’ or ‘Winnipeg’ administered the NISA program.  For this reason, reactions to the dedicated CAIS processing area and CCRA delivery of the new CAIS program were confusing.

· Where do you get answers when you have questions/issues regarding NISA or CFIP, who do you contact and talk to?

· Participants were generally positive about the service they had received when talking to NISA administrators on the toll-free line (except in cases, mentioned above, where there was some misunderstanding due to a perceived lack of knowledge about agriculture production).

· ‘The accountant’ or ‘Winnipeg’ were the fast answers to where they called for information.  They ‘pay the accountant’ to have the answers to questions, but are always concerned about how much the accounting aspect costs them, and do not like to pay unnecessarily for information they can get from the NISA program itself.  The comments about the responses they receive on the phones from Winnipeg are varied.  The feedback was generally favourable, although some participants thought that the level of knowledge was less than desirable.  

· Participants who had taken the initiative to consult their local agriculture representative regarding government programs were very pleased with the help they received.

· When asked, they say they are calling, ‘NISA’ or ‘CSRN’.  The impression seems to be that NISA is a separate department, although tied to AAFC.  Participants were clearly attached to the benefits of the NISA program.  

· Rumours and partial or confusing information about how the program was being changed have created a climate of insecurity and fear.  Participants felt very strongly that without prior warning, and with no consultation, the NISA program has suddenly been taken away from them.  This is the perception that clearly accounted for the unusual behaviour we encountered in the groups.  

· In Edmundston, much of the information about the program changes had come through the local producer associations.

· In Weyburn, farm organizations were not mentioned as sources of information.

· A Weyburn participant mentioned that Farm Business Consultants (FBC) processed his NISA reporting requirements for an additional $200 over and above their other professional fees. He felt this cost was unreasonable considering that the information was essentially ‘copied over’. On the other hand, he conceded that they did seem to be up-to-date regarding NISA and/or CAIS and that this alleviated his concerns about cost to some extent.

· In Kelowna, there were comments that the level of knowledge among accountants was inadequate. One participant (a rancher) mentioned having his questions answered by an expert based out of Lacombe, Alberta.

· Communication opportunity: Will the accountant cost more money? 

· Concerns were voiced on the timing of the transition and the extra costs for the accountant:

· Participants stated that if the transition is going to be more work for the accountant and is going to cost the producer more money, then the change is even more of a negative one.  

· If, on the other hand, the new forms are going to simplify things for the accountants and they are truly going to take less time and cost the producer less, then the change is positive.

·  In terms of the deadlines, participants stated as long as the producers are able to carry on with the system they have in place now of getting their information to the accountants, and have enough time to consider the financial year-end decisions, they were not concerned about the deadlines.  Electronic bookkeeping makes life easier, in that the information goes to the accountant either monthly or quarterly, and therefore the accountant would have what he needs well within the deadlines.  The participants stated that their main concern is over the initial sign-up, but not the ongoing timing.  

CAIS Program

Overall, producers repeatedly expressed concerns about the CAIS program. From a research perspective, the CAIS delivery concept being explored provided an outlet for producers to express a variety of concerns, including the following:

· Insufficient knowledge/familiarity directly related to CAIS program introduction:

· Concern about the implications for financial sustainability of farm/ranch operation due to winding down NISA and replacing it with CAIS.

· Concern about the loss of ‘retirement fund’ aspects of NISA.

· Concern about being able to afford to participate in the CAIS program.

· Concern that the deposit is like an insurance premium.

· The interest cost of having money on deposit.

· Concern about the burdensome additional reporting requirements for the CAIS program when compared to NISA (and the additional expenses for professional accounting advice).

· Concern about additional government meddling.

· Concern about the CAIS program not yet officially launched, and the possibility that deadlines have passed (i.e., election of coverage for 2003).

· Producers in NISA/CFIP expressed concern that the gross margin penalized them for actions taken on their own accord to improve financial performance, subsequently reducing NISA/CFIP payments. Production margin is not readily understood as favourable to producers.

· Other problems that producers stated were not adequately addressed by CAIS include:

· The Mad Cow crisis.

· The long-term decline of commodity prices.

· The unfavourable exchange rate for exports.

· The lack of a retirement savings plan for agriculture.

· Other issues include the marginalization of the agriculture industry, and the participants’ view that the federal/provincial negotiations had been politicized, rather than based on concern for producers’ welfare.

A couple of positive reactions regarding CAIS were also noted:

· Some participants appreciated the more stable funding now in place with CAIS (five years).

· Participants who contacted ‘Winnipeg’ in the past all had positive comments about the ‘personal and friendly’ service they had received.

CCRA Concept Description and Individual Feedback

Reactions to specific aspects (referred to below) of the proposed changes were generally negative, except for AAFC’s continued involvement, possibly due to the emotional climate generated in the groups by the general topic as a whole.

Concerns with the CCRA Delivery Concept

The following comments represent the concerns expressed: 

· Single form: Since the accountant ultimately handles all submission of forms, this point was of little interest, although conceptually it was perceived as a positive step.  The view was expressed that, unless the form was simplified drastically, the producer could not fill it out on his own.  It was stated that a harmonized form, if much longer and more complex, is of no advantage.  This item right at the start provoked questions.  Participants were quick to say that one very long form is no better than two shorter ones.  Without the form detail, one form may not be any better or different than two. 

· Delivery: CCRA 1-800 line: Participants agreed that it doesn’t matter who answers the line, as long as they are knowledgeable about the program and the individual file or application.  What does matter is whether the agents handling the phones are knowledgeable and have the producer’s interests at heart – “whether or not they are able to act in the producer’s best interest.”  The perception was voiced that relationships with CCRA have been less harmonious than with AAFC.  

· How to apply: The idea that CCRA could receive the application information was considered appropriate.

· Having a resource person within a resource centre, available to answer specific questions was the most positive aspect of the information regarding CCRA delivery.  While this was the most liked and interesting of the points, it was also the focus of concern – participants stated that it should be ensured that the experience and knowledge of the people who currently provide answers (plus their presumed interest in the welfare of the producer) not be lost in the transition.  

· Methods of e-access and e-filing applications and Internet site: This is a relative non-concern, first since all these producers used accountants (almost everyone has electronic bookkeeping), and second since many did not think to use the Internet for information purposes.  

· Harmonized reporting of CAIS and corporate forms:  This issue brought out two concerns: one regarding whether information requirements would change, and the other involving a concern that producers might be forced to adjust their year-ends to comply with harmonized reporting..  

· Deadlines:  Producers were not overly concerned about the general deadline dates, although they were evidently very concerned about the deadlines for the transition.  It is most convenient and advisable for them to have a fiscal year-end according to production schedules.  But the fact that they keep their bookkeeping up-to-date at least quarterly means they are less preoccupied with annual deadlines, since the information is already in the hands of the accountant.

The following outlines a variety of concerns spontaneously offered by participants with regard to some assumptions underlying the rationale for a CCRA delivery concept:

· Any cost savings will not go to benefit producers:

· AAFC-gained efficiencies will be going back to general revenue.

· Accountants will have to deal with more complexity, and will therefore charge more.

· Civil servants will find a way to not have to return the money to producers.

· Cost savings, although promised, will not be realized:

· People will be moved from AAFC to CCRA. Therefore, there will be no net reduction in CAIS administrators and no cost savings.

· Switch over and start-up is going to be more costly than anticipated (the ‘gun registry’ was mentioned in this context).

· AAFC accountability will be diminished as a result of CCRA delivery:

· Producers will not be listened to because AAFC is no longer involved.

· Producers will not be understood by poorly prepared CAIS administrators in CCRA.

· AAFC will not be able to set policy to the benefit of producers (i.e., commodity prices).

· Mistrust of CCRA as the administrator of the CAIS program:

· The option to report farm income and expenses on a cash basis will be lost.

· A capital tax will be imposed on agriculture.

· CAIS program disagreements could trigger problems with other CCRA programs (tax/CCTB/etc.).

· Too much information will be in the hands of CCRA.

· Other problems that may result from CCRA delivery:

· CCRA may not understand AAFC intent of CAIS policies, and may administer the program in an overly bureaucratic manner.

· CCRA will not understand agricultural production.

· CAIS administrators at CCRA may have additional responsibilities that would hurt their ability to be CAIS experts.

· CCRA will not be flexible enough to deal with the variety of types of agriculture production.

· Producers may be put on hold or may have to wait for phone calls to be returned (especially during ‘tax time’).

· There may be increased turn-around time.

· Other problems:

· Locally available knowledge among agriculture representatives will be lost.

· AAFC will no longer be able to effectively serve agriculture in general.

Benefits of CCRA Delivery Concept

According to participants, the most important benefit is that AAFC is proposing its continued involvement.

· Continued AAFC involvement: The involvement of AAFC reassures producers that the Department can still act on their behalf – but because these points were mentioned later in the groups, much concern was expressed on the involvement of CCRA and fear expressed about the extent of CAIS program design changes, before acknowledging the perceived benefit of continued AAFC involvement.

· This was the most important feature among all the points of the new program.  Continuity in terms of the actual people involved and the Department are a major concern.  (Although participants do not feel it is perfect, they felt that at least the AAFC involvement was familiar.)

· The appeal process remains with AAFC.

· AAFC people will be hired by CCRA to administer the program.

· AAFC will still oversee the program (economics/communications/policy implementation/etc.).

· These last points squarely address the producers’ concerns that AAFC is abandoning them to the unknowns of CCRA.

· Participants did not express concern about, or interest in, the point that program promotion such as brochures, newsletters, and advertising would remain with AAFC.

Participants, again unaided, mentioned in their own words some of the underlying reasons for considering a CCRA delivery concept:

· Streamlined operations as a result of CCRA:

· The transfer will reduce program administration costs, and delete some duplication.

· The transfer will reduce reporting overlap for producers, and possibly reduce accounting fees for producers.

· E-file/Tele-select options will be available.

· Turn-around time for corporations will be available.

· Additional accounting expertise at CCRA makes it easier for them to understand how to go about collecting the information.

The Communications Challenge

· The producers evidently need more concrete information on the benefits and mechanics of the new program; they also need reassurance that they will still have similar benefits to what they had in the past and that they will have protection from 2003 losses.

· Producers should, if possible, have access to a local representative who can reassure and inform them either directly or through producer associations.

· AAFC should realize that there is a fear of CCRA amongst some participants.

· Finally, in terms of communication, producers would benefit from receiving the following information in short easy-to-read format: 

· NISA is being phased out

· CAIS is coming

· Deadlines that are now in place

· The relevant information will be available in time for consideration. 

3. Conclusion and Recommendation

CONCLUSIONS

1.    Whether or not the CAIS program is eventually delivered through CCRA is very much a secondary issue with participants at the present time because of the amount of uncertainty around the new program's design and current status.  Producers seem to be grieving the loss of NISA, a program which they have experienced and received benefits from and they are anxious about moving to CAIS, a program which they have no experience with and that they feel they do not understand well. It is important to continue to communicate concrete information about the CAIS Program to producers and to reassure them that the program will offer very tangible benefits.  As well, it will be important to continue to reassure producers that there will be funding in place to address their 2003 losses.

2.    The six focus groups do not provide a conclusive indication as to the degree of acceptance that could be expected with an implementation of the CCRA delivery concept.  They did, nevertheless, identify a number of concerns about the concept and its perceived benefits.

3.    The research supports emphasizing the continued presence of AAFC, to allow producers to understand the program's mechanics and on-going benefits and to soften the impact of the changeover to CCRA by reassuring that the formerly attributed personnel will still be in charge of the process.  

4.    For all groups, without a thorough understanding of the program's mechanics or benefits, it was impossible for them to make an informed decision about the CCRA delivery option.  They found it difficult to see the benefits of CCRA delivery without a more formal and persuasive presentation of the program itself.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

· Reassure the producers:

· There is a communications challenge to reassure the producers that the upcoming changes have advantages for them.  Providing more information to underline the continued presence of AAFC would likely help allay some concerns about the new program delivery features.

· Proceed with CCRA delivery after there has been a reduction in producer uncertainty.  According to the reactions from these few focus groups, this uncertainty seems to be due to the CAIS program design changes and delayed launch across Canada.

· Emphasize the following perceived benefits:

· AAFC is doing what it does best (concern for agriculture)

· CCRA is doing what it does best (streamlined and efficient processing and administration)

· Underscore the following points:

· Agriculture knowledge will be transferred along with program administration to CCRA/CAIS administrators.

· Service will be delivered with respect and understanding.

· Cost savings will benefit AAFC programs and ultimately benefit producers.
· Canada Customs and Revenue Agency will not use the CAIS program for such purposes as eliminating the right to file taxes on a cash basis.
4. Appendices

Appendix A: Participant Recruiting Screener - English

Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada

Farm research Groups (SK/BC)

04-308

Hello, my name is _____________ and I work for a national research company called Western Opinion Research. Today/tonight we are calling on behalf of Agriculture and Agri Food Canada to invite people to participate in a small discussion group that will be held in Kelowna/Weyburn. The groups will discuss issues relating to the new Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization Program that will replace NISA

(If asked: Net Income Stabilization Account).

We are looking for people who are active farmers or ranchers. Do you currently farm or ranch?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No [THANK AND TERMINATE]

Would you be interested in attending a discussion like this on Monday November 17th (Kelowna) / Tuesday November 18th (Weyburn)?

IF YES, CONTINUE.

The participants—about 10 in total—will be asked to give their feedback to ideas and materials presented in the group. All participants will receive a (WEYBURN $75.00 incentive) (KELOWNA $100) for their time at the conclusion of the group. 

[IF NECESSARY] These discussion groups are an important way of conducting PUBLIC OPINION RESEARCH.  The intent of the group is to get your feelings and impressions on a particular topic. They are NOT SALES MEETINGS.   At no time during or after the group will anyone try to sell you anything. We are inviting you to get your input. 

Participation is voluntary and all your answers will be kept confidential and will be used for research purposes only. The format is a ‘round table’ discussion led by a research professional and will last approximately 2 hours. An audio/video tape of the group session will be produced for research purposes.  The tapes will be used only by the research professional to assist in preparing a report on the research finding.  I have a few questions for qualifying purposes.

1.
Are you one of the primary financial decision-makers for your farm or ranch? [ASK TO SPEAK TO DECISION-MAKER]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No [THANK AND TERMINATE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Joint

2.
Please tell me if you currently or have worked in:

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Market Research [THANK AND TERMINATE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Advertising [THANK AND TERMINATE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Federal, provincial or local government [THANK AND TERMINATE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

A financial institution, such as bank or credit union [THANK AND TERMINATE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Agriculture company, such as a feed or herbicide company [THANK AND TERMINATE]

3.
Record gender from voice 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Male

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Female

4.
Which of the following categories best describes total gross farm receipts for your operation in 2002? [RECRUIT A MIX, AIM FOR 2 OF EACH IF POSSIBLE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Less than $10,000 [THANK AND TERMINATE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

$10,000 to $24,999

 FORMCHECKBOX 

$25,000 to $49,999

 FORMCHECKBOX 

$50,000 to $99,999

 FORMCHECKBOX 

100,000 to 249,999

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Greater than $250,000

 FORMCHECKBOX 

DK/No Answer [THANK AND TERMINATE]

5.
Into which of the following ranges does your age fall? [RECRUIT MIX]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Under 25



 FORMCHECKBOX 

25 to 34



 FORMCHECKBOX 

35 to 61

 FORMCHECKBOX 

61+ [THANK AND TERMINATE]

6.
What type of farming are you currently involved in? I’ll read through the list. [Try for good mix]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Grains and oilseeds

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other field crops (specify) ______________________

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Livestock (specify) _______________



 FORMCHECKBOX 

Dairy

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Poultry and eggs

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other ____________



 FORMCHECKBOX 

DK/No Answer [THANK AND TERMINATE]

7.
Are you currently or have you in the past been enrolled in the NISA income stabilization program [IF NECESSARY] The Net Income Stabilization Account?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
Don’t Know [THANK AND TERMINATE]

[ONLY RECRUIT 2 PER GROUP WHO ARE  NOT ENROLLED]                 

8.
Do you typically prepare the Income Tax returns for your farm or ranch operation yourself?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
Don’t Know [THANK AND TERMINATE]

[RECRUIT A 50/50 SPLIT PER GROUP]


9.
Is your farm or ranch operation incorporated?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
No

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
Don’t Know [THANK AND TERMINATE]

[DO NOT RECRUIT MORE THEN 5 WHO ARE INCORPORATED]


10.
How active are you in your farm operation?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Very active

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Somewhat active

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Not very active

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Not at all active [THANK AND TERMINATE]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

DK/No Answer [THANK AND TERMINATE]

11.
Please tell me which of the following best describes your education.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Some high school

 FORMCHECKBOX 

High school

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Some college/university

 FORMCHECKBOX 

College or university graduate

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Post graduate degree

 FORMCHECKBOX 

DK/No Answer

12.
Have you ever attended a discussion or focus group?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No [TO Q11]

If yes, how long ago? ____________ [TERMINATE IF LESS THAN SIX MONTHS]

If yes, how many have you attended in the past five years? _____  

[TERMINATE IF MORE THAN FIVE]

13.
Are you familiar with the concept of discussion groups?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes [SKIP EXPLANATION OF FOCUS GROUP]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No

The purpose is to gather the opinions of the participants on a particular subject.  Participation is on a completely voluntary basis and comments made during the discussion will remain confidential. During the session, participants are asked to discuss issues related to the topic being examined and will follow a line of questioning and probing of key issues.

Before continuing, I would just like to mention that the groups we will not be focusing on the embargo placed on Canadian beef because of Mad Cow Disease (BSE). Will you be willing to participate in a group that does not deal directly with this issue?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes  [TO Q14]

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No

Read to Stand-by Respondents 

Thank you for answering my questions. Unfortunately, at this time, the group you qualify for is full. We would like to place you on our stand-by list. This means that if there is an opening in the group, we would then call you back and see if you are available to attend the group.  If I can please have a daytime contact number, an evening contact number and an email address, if you have one, so that we may can contact you as soon as possible if an opening becomes available. [RECORD CONTACT INFO]

[Interviewers: Please do not give the respondent the address of the group if you are placing them on stand-by. The address should not be given to any stand-bys regardless of it the respondent requests the address]

14.
Based on your answers I would like to invite you to participate in this session. The group will be held:

British Columbia The Coast Capri Hotel 1171 Harvey Ave Kelowna
250-860-6060 Monday, November 17th, 2003
Group 1 @ 10 a.m.






Group 2 @ 12pm

Saskatchewan Weyburn Inn #5 Government Road Weyburn 306-842-6543

Tuesday, November 18th, 2003
Group 3 @ 10 a.m.






Group 4 @ 12pm

Are you able and still interested to participate?

 FORMCHECKBOX 

[IF YES] That’s great. Do you have a pen and paper handy so I can give the locations and directions if you need them to the group? [CONTINUE]

Directions for Kelowna:

· Downtown The Coast Capri Hotel is conveniently situated on the corner of Gordon Drive and Harvey Avenue (Highway 97), a main thoroughfare of the city. The airport is 10 kilometres north of the city with transportation options of an airport shuttle, taxis or car rentals. 

· From the North Follow Highway 97. As you reach the city limits it will become Harvey Avenue. The hotel will be on your left hand side just before the corner of Gordon Drive. 

· From the South Follow Highway 97. As you reach the city limits it will become Harvey Avenue. The hotel will be on your right hand side just passed the corner of Gordon Drive. 

· From the Airport Follow Highway 97 southbound. As you reach city limits it will become Harvey Ave. The hotel will be on your left hand side just before the corner of Gordon Drive. 

Directions for Weyburn:

· Downtown Weyburn Across from the Weyburn Square Shopping Mall.

PLEASE READ TO ALL 

We ask that you arrive at the group 15 minutes ahead of time.  In addition, should you require reading glasses please do not forget to bring them with you.

If you have any questions or are unable to attend, please call our office as soon as possible so we will have time to recruit a replacement.  Please call our toll free number 1-888-265-2422. 

Someone from our office will give you a reminder call the day before the group. What time of day would be good to call you at? ________ 

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. We look forward to seeing you on:

 Monday, November 17th/Tuesday November 18th.

Appendix B: Participant Recruiting Screener – Francais

Appendix C: Moderator Guide – English

CAIS Program Delivery Options Moderator’s Guide

Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada CAIS Delivery F/Gs (04-308)

A.
Interview guidelines

B.
Introduction (5 minutes)

C.
Warm-up (10 minutes)

D.
The NISA & CFIP Programs and Transition to CAIS Programs (15 min)

E.
CCRA concept description (10 minutes)

F.
Individual feedback form (10 min)

G.
Discussion and feedback (30 minutes)

H.
Communication options for AAFC (10 minutes)

I.
Conclusion (3 minutes)

J.
ADDENDUM: Handout to participants

Interview Guidelines

· Use the questionnaire as a guide, it is meant to be a semi-structured discussion with farm operators

· Ask additional questions for clarification

· It is not necessary to answer the questions in order

· Keep discussion informal and conversational

· Summarize notes, comments and conclusions at the end of the discussion

Introduction (5 min)

· Introduce the moderator.

· Introduce assignment and role of the focus group:

· Talking with several farm/ranch operators regarding a potential delivery option concept for agriculture programs.

· This is part of a multi-faceted research project. Only talking with a handful of groups of agricultural producers and a couple of other groups of stakeholders, such as accountants, Provinces, and farm organizations, thus your observations and opinions are important.

· No right or wrong answers.

· Want to get individual thoughts and opinions—we’re not looking for a consensus

· Assure participants we are not selling anything; this meeting is strictly for research purposes.

· Video/audio recording and presence of observers.

· Encourage individual group members to participate.

· The moderator not an expert.

· Confirm that individual responses will be kept confidential. The purpose is not to report on individuals, but instead to get a better understanding of the needs across different types of agricultural producers.

· Again, not trying to reach a consensus; individual opinions are very important

· [IF REQUIRED] We are not here to discuss the current specific program design of CFIP or CAIS.

Discussion should take 90 to 120 minutes

Warm-up (10 min)

Before we go far, I would like to get an over view of your farm operation.

· Introduction of participants

· Name, location, crops grown and livestock operations

The NISA & CFIP Programs and Transition to CAIS Programs (15 min)

As you are mostly aware, the CAIS program is currently being introduced and the NISA/CFIP programs are winding down.

	English
	Francais

	NISA Net Income Stabilization Program
	CSRN Compte de stabilisation du revenu net

	CFIP Canadian Farm Income Program
	PCRA Programme Canadien du revenu agricole

	CAIS Canadian Agricultural Income Stabilization program
	CSRA Programme Canadien de stabilisation du revenu agricole


Now, I would like to turn the discussion to the NISA and CFIP program and the CAIS program being introduced. We asked you to provide information, when you were invited to participate in today’s discussion, about whether or not you participate in NISA. I would like you to tell me and explain to the group, how you currently work with these programs from an administrative perspective.

That is, I would like your feedback on who/how/when/where are your Farming Activities (Farm Income and Expenses) being reported for the purpose of participation in NISA/CFIP.

First, including those not participating in NISA/CFIP:

[THIS SECTION WRITE ANSWERS FROM PARTICPANTS ON FLIPCHART]

Who reports your Farming Activities? Do you report yourself? Or do you use an accountant?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
REPORT YOURSELF  FORMCHECKBOX 
ACCOUNTANT

 At which stage does the accountant get involved?

What do you use the accountant for?

What are the advantages/disadvantages of having an accountant involved in the process?

[Corporations Only] How are you affected by timing because Year End issues?

Do you file on paper or do you Net file?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
REPORT ON PAPER  FORMCHECKBOX 
NET-FILE

How are Farming Activities reported?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
Farming Income-Tax Joint form T-1163 found in the tax package  FORMCHECKBOX 
SOME OTHER WAY

When are Farming Activities reported (Probe: individual vs. business year-end)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
CALENDAR YEAR-END  FORMCHECKBOX 
BUSINESS YEAR-END

Where do you get answers when you have questions/issues regarding NISA or CFIP, who do you contact and talk to?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
AAFC  FORMCHECKBOX 
CCRA  FORMCHECKBOX 
SASK-AG/BC-AG

CCRA Concept Description (10 minutes) 

Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada is continuing to examine ways of improving the delivery of its programs, and one of the options they are considering is having CCRA deliver the CAIS program.  This would allow AAFC to take advantage of CCRA technology to make the process simpler and improve access to services.  Other departments are taking advantage of CCRA delivery as a cost effective way to deliver their programs and AAFC is looking at this as one option. Money saved in delivery would end up in the hands of producers.

At the moment this is only a concept they are exploring, no decisions have been made, and they want to get producers’ feedback as part of their assessment of this concept. They are also talking to producers’ accountants, Provinces and farm leaders. 

The features of such an approach are as follows:

You may remember that in 1998 the NISA form became part of the tax package.  Prior to 1998, NISA participants filled out a NISA application separately from their tax form and sent it in to the administration.  In 1998, individual producers were able to apply for NISA on the same form they used to complete their taxes.

For the first year of the proposed CAIS program (2003), individual producers* will continue to file their income and expense information with their tax form as they did for NISA.  They will also have to provide additional information (inventories, payables, receivables and production) on a separate application and send it to the administration much like they did for CFIP.  

For the 2004 program year, the intent would be collect all necessary information for the program - including inventories, receivables, payables and production with the tax form so that producers only have to complete one form – similar to what happens with the NISA program now.  So farmers would submit their tax information and fully apply for CAIS at the same time.

* Corporate participants would continue to have to complete a separate application providing all information to the administration until a similar arrangement for integrating required program information with the corporate tax form can be implemented.  AAFC currently expects this to happen for the 2005 or 2006 year.

What would be different is that CCRA would take on more aspects of program delivery, such as toll free service and application processing. We’ll discuss the details of this option now and then I’ll ask for your feedback. 

The CCRA would start to handle program delivery, as mentioned above, in fall 2005. We’ll discuss it in three parts:

[Distribute Hand Out (the last page attached to this guide) and have participants follow along the discussion in three parts]

Concept Description Continued

(Hand Out - Collect back from participant at end of session!)

Part 1:
Application Process – Delivered by CCRA.

· Producers, including corporations, would send in a single form to CCRA.  Inventory and expense information will be included in this form.

Part 2:
Account Management Process – delivered by CCRA 

· The toll-free service would be run by CCRA.

· Farmers and ranchers, or their designated representative, would contact CCRA for all program information: how to apply; to talk with program administrators on your particular file; and to receive program payments. 

· There would likely be a “general” contact for CAIS details (e.g. which crops are covered?) 

· In case the farmer/rancher requires an answer to a specific question about his/her CAIS participation (e.g. when can I expect my cheque?) the query would be immediately forwarded to a “dedicated” CAIS administrator at CCRA.

· There would be enhanced accessibility (e.g. E-file/Net-file/Tele-elect coverage level) for submitting your application, along with traditional methods.

· Harmonized reporting for individuals and corporations, and

· [Corporations Only] improved timing with Year End issues.

Part 3:
Program promotion, monitoring, and program-related economic calculations would remain in the hands of AAFC.

· Policy changes would be designed by the Federal/Provincial governments and implemented by CCRA as the administrators.

· Benchmark margins used in establishing protection levels for beginning farmers or producers who have gone through a structural change, as well as commodity prices used for inventory valuation purposes, would continue to be set by AAFC.

· The producer appeal process would continue to be in the hands of AAFC in the immediate future.

· Program promotion such as brochures, newsletters and advertising will remain with AAFC.

[Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada is and continues to be accountable for CAIS!]

Feedback Form (10 min; Hand out at beginning of previous section)

Name:______________________________________

Please take a few minutes to write your initial reactions to the CAIS program delivery concept just described on this page. Please write your name on the top of the page and return it to the Discussion Group leader at the end of this meeting. After everyone has had a chance to put their initial reactions on paper, we will discuss your feedback together as a group.

What are the key strengths/benefits of this concept?

What are the key weaknesses/concerns of this concept?

Other options: Which ones would you like to see? Any concerns?

Detailed Section by Section Discussion (30 min)

Now that you have had the opportunity to write down a couple of your thoughts about the proposed delivery concept for the CAIS program, I would like to discuss and get your feedback together as a group. Again, this is a proposed concept only, which is why I am looking for your input.

What is your overall reaction to this proposed concept?

[PROBE: Why do you say that? Why is it a positive/negative issue?)

For each of the following components of the proposed concept, what is your reaction?

[PROBE FOR EACH: Do you have any suggestions that would alleviate your concerns?]

CAIS application process

[WATCH FOR: Concerns that involve the application deadlines. CCRA delivery concept is not the driver of application deadlines, per se. Do participants make a connection between CCRA involvement and application deadlines?]

- Strengths/benefits

- Weaknesses/concerns

- Suggestions for what AAFC could do to alleviate these concerns?

CAIS administration and delivery

- Strengths/benefits

- Weaknesses/concerns

- Suggestions for what AAFC could do to alleviate these concerns?

Communications with program?

[WATCH FOR: Do participants express concern about CCRA toll free numbers being overloaded at tax time? What about hours of operation across the country?]

- Strengths/benefits

- Weaknesses/concerns

- Suggestions for what AAFC could do to alleviate these concerns?

 The way appeals are handled?

[WATCH FOR: Do participants wonder how they will reach AAFC in the future? Will AAFC listen to/remedy concerns about CCRA?]

- Strengths/benefits

- Weaknesses/concerns

- Suggestions for what AAFC could do to alleviate these concerns?

More in general, I would like to get your reaction to the following statements:

[PROBE FOR EACH: Why do you say that? What would alleviate your concerns?]

One benefit of having CCRA deliver the program is that there would be cost savings and the money saved in delivery would end up in the hands of the producers.

What about the issue that, as a result of the proposed concept, you could be communicating with CCRA rather than AAFC in terms of the CAIS program?

AAFC already has some joint delivery of aspects of some programs with CCRA - i.e. the NISA form is already part of your tax package.  Do you see this new concept as a logical extension of our current approach, or is it a big change?

Communication Options for CAIS (10 minutes)

I would like to know what you think are effective ways that AAFC can communicate with farmers/ranchers about this proposed concept.

· What is the best way for AAFC to get information to you about this kind of change?

Conclusion (3 minutes)

Are there any questions for myself?

Any thoughts on this type of meeting?

Thank you very much for taking the time to attend our meeting. I hope you found it to be a useful and informative session.

The feedback is useful and valuable to AAFC in order to communicate in the best way possible the programs that exist on behalf of farmers/ranchers.

As we promised, we have an honorarium of $75 in appreciation of your time, effort and out-of-pocket expenses today.

Thank you.

Appendix D: Feedback Form – English

Canadian Agriculture Income Stabilization (CAIS) Program Delivery Concept Description

(Please return at the end of this meeting)

Part 1:  Application Process – Delivered by CCRA.

Producers, including corporations, would send in a single form to Canada Customs and Revenue Agency (CCRA).

Inventory and expense information will be included in this form.

Part 2:  Account Management Process – delivered by CCRA 

The toll-free service would be run by CCRA.

Farmers and ranchers, or their designated representative, would contact CCRA for all program information: how to apply; to talk with program administrators on your particular file; and to receive program payments. 

There would likely be a “general” contact for CAIS details (e.g. which crops are covered?) 

In case the farmer/rancher requires an answer to a specific question about his/her CAIS participation (e.g. when can I expect my cheque?) the query would be immediately forwarded to a “dedicated” CAIS administrator at CCRA.

There would be enhanced accessibility (e.g. E-file/Net-file/Tele-elect coverage level) for submitting your application, along with traditional methods.

Harmonized reporting for individuals and corporations, and

[Corporations Only] improved timing with Year End issues.

Part 3: Program promotion, monitoring, and program-related economic calculations would remain in the hands of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC).

Policy changes would be designed by the Federal/Provincial governments and implemented by CCRA as the administrators.

Benchmark margins used in establishing protection levels for beginning farmers or producers who have gone through a structural change, as well as commodity prices used for inventory valuation purposes, would continue to be set by AAFC.

The producer appeal process would continue to be in the hands of AAFC in the immediate future.

Program promotion such as brochures, newsletters and advertising will remain with AAFC.

Feedback Section: Please take a few minutes to write your initial reactions to the CAIS program delivery concept just described on this page.

· What are the key Strengths/Benefits of this concept?

· What are the key Weaknesses/Concerns of this concept?

· Other options: Which ones would you like to see? Any concerns?

Appendix E: Moderator Guide – Francais
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