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1. Introduction

Safe Food Matters works in the public interest to hold Health Canada to account for pesticide
decisions affecting the health of Canadians, the environment and future generations. We work
within the statutory framework of the Pest Control Products Act (the PCPA) and participate in
pesticide decision making by contributing to consultations on registrations, proposed
amendments, re-evaluations and special reviews.

We are very concerned about the provisions in Bill C-30 that relate to pesticides. We consider
them to be illegal and undemocratic, unscientific, and a mistake.

We understand that Canada wants to and needs to diversify trade, and we believe and understand
this will help Canada’s national economic and food security. Itis a must do. But these changes
may hurt instead of help our trade because buyers are not on board. World markets are trending
to wanting high quality foods, and less pesticide contamination.

We also understand that pests are an increasing problem, both because of climate change and
because greater trade brings pests with it. But a whack a mole solution is not the answer, simply
because agricultural systems are just that: systems. When you whack one problem another
larger problem can and usually does occur. Scientists, not politicians, are best positioned to
assess the associated risks with proposed solutions.

Finally, we understand that regulatory approvals take time. The reasons for the delay must be
understood before they can be addressed. The evidence is that delays are largely caused by
applicants and incomplete industry submissions, so adding new considerations to the mandate of
the regulator will not solve this problem, and may even make it worse.



2. lllegal and undemocratic

Outside Fiscal Powers/ Ultra Vires

The bill is being introduced by Finance and National Revenue to implement the Spring Economic
Update, and relates to the appropriation of public revenue for the measures set out. It is a law
grounded in the federal taxation and spending powers, and its constitutional foundation is fiscal.

Division 8 of Part 3 “amends the Pest Control Products Act” to authorize the Minister of Health to
consider “national economic security, regional economic security or national food security for the
purposes of the Act”. It also authorizes Cabinet to override a decision of the Minister of Health
that the environmental risks are unacceptable if Cabinet considers it necessary to protect any of
these three described “securities”. Cabinet can also override the decision of the Minister of Health
on environmental risks in the event of a “a seriously detrimental infestation” to protect any of
these three described “securities”.

These changes affect the mandate and exercise of powers under the PCPA and have no fiscal
components whatsoever. They are policy changes and as such are outside the jurisdictional
authority for the Bill.

Breach of PCPA

The primary objective of the PCPA is to “prevent unacceptable risks to individuals and the
environment from the use of pest control products”, and it considers a risk to be acceptable by
applying a standard of “no harm to human health, future generations of the environment” from the
use of the pesticide.

Here the Bill proposes to allow the use of a pesticide even when environmental harm has been
found. In other words it is authorizing a breach of the primary mandate and purpose of the
PCPA. This blatantly runs afoul of the common law principles on reasonable administrative
decisions as set out in the SCC decisions of Vavilov and Auer.

Undemocratic Omnibudget Bill

The academic literature on omnibudget bills points out the democratic problems with omnibus,
omni budget bills. Professor Adam Dodek of the University of Ottawa tackles the problem in
“Omnibus Bills: Constitutional Constraints and Legislative Liberations”. He makes the point that
omnibus legislation prevents democratic debate, challenges our understanding of parliamentary
democracy, and also puts the Senate- the chamber of “sober second thought” - into the spotlight
to do something about it.

Omnibus legislation prevents democratic debate: “However, when omnibus bills stretch the
understanding of the “same subject matter” criterion or tack on unrelated subjects...., they may
become democratically problematic. In such circumstances, omnibus bills make it difficult for
parliamentarians to properly scrutinize a bill’'s content and exercise their function in holding the
government to account.”

Omnibus legislation challenges our understanding of parliamentary democracy: “The abuse of
omnibus bills challenges our understanding of parliamentary democracy, where citizens elect
representatives who consider different viewpoints in proposing, debating, and enacting laws.
When parliamentarians relinquish this role and simply defer to the executive, which prepares



https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/18078/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/20730/index.do
https://rdo-olr.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/olr_48-1_01_dodek_omnibus_final.pdf

government bills, they fail in their representative function and risk making a mockery out of the
constitutional right to vote by emptying it of any substance.”

The Senate could do something about it: “Short of the wholesale change that vetoing Commons
bills would entail, the Senate could certainly become more vigorous in asserting its role as a
chamber of sober second thought. It could take the necessary time to study legislation, draw
attention to problematic omnibus legislation that tacks on unrelated subjects, ..... , propose
amendments, and delay passage of the bill”.

Autocracy, not Democracy

The entire process of making these changes through omnibus legislation is not only illegal, it is
undemocratic. The Bill hands over to cabinet decision making on pesticides with no constraints.
The only constraint is undefined words such as “national economic security, regional economic
security or national food security” which are so wide you could drive a truck through them.

There is no real ability to hold the decision maker to account through the legal system, because
they can hide behind political immunity for decision making on policy.

This is dangerous. It allows for decision making unconstrained by the rule of law, shifting
members of cabinet from elected, accountable public representatives to decision-makers free to
make arbitrary decisions. This is particularly concerning in the context of pesticides, because the
pesticide industry has a strong, highly motivated, well-funded and influential lobbying and political
presence. Members of Parliament may be tempted to protect corporate interests over their
allegiance to the public interest.

The Democratic process is not in play here. Parliament may even be unaware of these
provisions, because the description to Parliament in the Spring Economic Update was only a
mandate amendment for PMRA “to include consideration of food security and cost of food”. As
seen, the Bill goes much further than that.

Canadians for sure are not aware of the changes because they are not being discussed as part
of the Parliamentary process, even though the changes allow for the use of pesticides in ways
that clearly affect the public interest.

3. Unscientific

Just as our democracy rests upon institutions that support public debate, transparency, the rule
of law and accountability, our pest control products regime relies upon institutions that support
public input, transparency, the scientific method and accountability.

The PCPA requires application of a “scientifically based approach” by the Minister of Health when
assessing pest control products. The approach is explained in Health Canada’s Framework for
Risk Assessment and Risk Management of Pest Control Products.

We hold the view that a scientifically based approach is crucial for proper pesticide decision
making. The scientific approach is the model for understanding how pesticides work in the real
world. The scientific process supports the evolution of our understanding because it, in theory,
allows for and adapts to new evidence, hypothesis and findings. (We say “in theory” because we
have major concerns with how Health Canada is backward-looking instead of forward looking in
its scientific process, but that is a different topic).


https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/consumer-product-safety/reports-publications/pesticides-pest-management/policies-guidelines/risk-management-pest-control-products.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/consumer-product-safety/reports-publications/pesticides-pest-management/policies-guidelines/risk-management-pest-control-products.html

The Bill presents real problems on the scientific front in two ways. First, it allows politicians, who
are not scientifically trained and do not understand the file, to override scientific decisions
concerning the risks of pesticides. Such is the case in both emergency and non-emergency
use, based upon the wording in the Bill. The Committee needs to understand this, as this has
not been made clear.

Risk is a function of both hazard and exposure, and decision making by untrained people will
result in hazards and/or exposure to pesticides that the entire scientific architecture of the PCPA
was designed to prevent. The fallout to Canadians and the environment are unknown.

Second, the Bill allows for discrete decisions to be taken in an ad hoc manner, as Cabinet
members see fit for “emergency” reasons, or because of “security” reasons. This ignores the
reality of the environmental and agricultural systems in which pesticides are used. Because the
real world in which pesticides are used are made up of systems, a change to one component of
the system may have unintended and unknown effects in another part of that system. In
implementation, politicians are not bound to study this, and will not be accountable for this. This
“‘whack-a-mole” approach will leave Canadians holding the bag.

4. Mistake

Already in the Law

It would be a mistake to bring Bill -30 as it relates to pest control products into the law, because
the PCPA and Regulations already codify emergency use of pesticides (s.18 of the PCP
Regulations) and economic and social considerations (in the PCPA definition of “value”),
provided they stay within the statutory framework. The addition would be confusing and
duplicative.

No connection to expected outcomes

Supporters of the Bill “hope” and “expect” that the provisions will (a) provide more tools in a
toolbox” and put Canadian Farmers on an equal playing field with competitors who already have
access to these tools and thereby lower production costs; and (b) reduce regulatory burden for
pesticide registrants.

No evidence or reasoning to support the contention that the wording of the provisions will allow
for faster or more approvals of pesticides has been provided. Poor rankings of Canada’s
regulatory burden from the OECD Product Market Reqgulation (PMR) Indicators, published in July
2024, do not account for or consider regulations concerning health protection and pesticide and
so do not account for pesticide approval timelines, registration standards or re-evaluation. The
poor findings were driven by foreign investment restrictions, Crown corporation governance,
professional licensing barriers, and infrastructure permitting.

In fact, Europe has found that slow regulatory approvals are attributable to registrants. The
European Food Safety Authority considers _ applicant delays and incomplete industry
submissions, as the main cause of delay, and the EFSA says the backlog could be cleared in 3
years just by enforcing stricter rules.

Evidence has not been provided to support the contention that providing more pesticides to
growers will lower production costs. Pesticides cost money. The National Farmers Union in its


https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/topics/policy-sub-issues/product-market-regulation/Canada_PMR%20country%20note.pdf
https://www.pan-europe.info/press-releases/2026/05/omnibus-efsa-proposes-safer-and-faster-alternative-unlimited-pesticide
https://www.pan-europe.info/press-releases/2026/05/omnibus-efsa-proposes-safer-and-faster-alternative-unlimited-pesticide
https://www.pan-europe.info/press-releases/2026/05/omnibus-efsa-proposes-safer-and-faster-alternative-unlimited-pesticide
https://www.google.com/search?q=did+the+efsa+issue+a+report+recently+saying+delays+in+pesticide+approvals+can+be+attributed+to+registrants+not+responding+to+requests&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8&aep=48&cud=1&qsubts=1780359884471&source=chrome.crn.obic&mstk=AUtExfCOPysbeMph6qbRqDeJg8RcjgYsEPCt_Qqo7JD18EWnVnOTrC19geUF3HjHE-sdNrywCZLDJ70X55YNJtpVlkzThoICj9sOLcwg_nhsKp2lQnio1BV5h8MNPnrjazyEpYpZHIvPpsu8WAgYh2I2A5GoLcNLEQ-O4KVpwyivSBok2tntSgH_GIZ5LVrJWUZGSCMO8tg5e4SlJ1bm-5h6l8f_0n7-PsdoE9s8vQi_-t2F_sj-yjTP3U2ZWhTNmGmpeCmB6T9DMJUrofsoMtllb7wUISCfiWqtwYcdghCLzJp8-aS4w2lSewVgOCZi45DXfBMCtHHoeYnSJw&csuir=1&mtid=6CIeasDqD-vtptQPr8_amAE&udm=50

2019 publication “Tackling the Farm Crises and the Climate Crises” reports that input suppliers
capture the vast majority of farm revenue:

“In the 33-year period from 1985 to 2018, input costs consumed more than 95% of farm
revenue and left farmers with just 5%. Farmers were urged to adopt a high-input, high-
output productivist model, and this empowered extractivist corporations to pocket nearly
$1.5 trillion dollars of the value created by Canadian farms since 1985".

More pesticides could mean fewer markets

Canada needs to look at the security of the markets for our food. Have we done this? Buying
markets, both domestic consumers and international trading partners, are looking beyond quantity
and “increased production”. They want quality. They want authentic, uncontaminated foods.

And this trend is increasing. The global market for organic food is on a hockey stick trajectory,
with research firms projecting a 9-14% Compound Annual Growth Rate for organic through early
2030, which is higher than the conventional 2-3% CAGR for conventional. This trend is happening
in India and Asia-Pacific broadly, with countries like China, Japan, India, and Australia leading
demand.

Contaminated food is at risk of rejection. Earlier this year France issued an emergency decree
banning imports of any food (fresh or processed) containing detectable residues of five specific
pesticides, four of which are used in Canada. The EU rules had allowed tiny trace residues on
imports, but France considers even those trace levels as unacceptable.

Canada is the world’s largest product and exporter of lentils, selling to 80 to 100 countries
annually. From 2019-2023, Canadian lentil exports averaged 2.1 million tonnes, with India as
the largest market, followed by Turkey and the United Arab Emirates. A proposal to raise the MRL
for glyphosate on lentils from 4 ppm to 10 ppm in Canada was paused in 2021, and this allowed
Canada to remain on side of non-tariff barriers to trade with our biggest importers. France, on the
other hand, has rejected Canadian red lentils because of high levels of diquat residues. We would
do well to take notice that low levels of pesticides facilitate trade.

Considerations of competition require analysis of competition in the area of the quality of food
being produced in Canada. This is particularly required in the new world order where we are
reaching out to new trading partners and competing for market access.

It is also required because Canada continually markets ourselves as the suppliers of safe, high-
quality products. The AAFC 2026-2027 Departmental Plan commits to positioning Canada as a
reliable supplier of high-quality and safe agriculture, agri-food, fish and seafood products. We had
better be sure we are actually producing high quality food the world wants.

5. Conclusion

We ask that the provisions of Bill C-30 that relate to pesticides be removed and be subjected to
full democratic Parliamentary debate. The PCPA requires periodic review of the provisions of the
PCPA, which is well overdue. This would be a good forum for such a debate, rather than the
present legislation.


https://www.nfu.ca/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Tackling-the-Farm-Crisis-and-the-Climate-Crisis-NFU-2019.pdf

