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Executive Summary 
 
Program Profile 
 
The Minor Use Pesticides Program (MUPP or “The Program”) is a joint initiative between 
Agriculture and Agri-food Canada (AAFC) and Health Canada's Pest Management 
Regulatory Agency (PMRA) that has been in place since 2003. It has been funded every five 
years through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), whereby $4 million is transferred 
annually to PMRA.  
 
A "minor use" pesticide refers to the use of crop-protection treatments (like herbicides, 
insecticides, fungicides, and nematicides) on minor crops that are of low acreage, high-value, 
or, where pest control is only needed on a small portion of the overall crop acreage. Such 
crops can include fruits, vegetables, herbs and spices, landscape ornamentals and specialty 
crops. They tend to be grown on smaller areas of land compared to large crops like wheat, 
soybean, and corn.1 The projected sales of some pest control products may be so low that 
manufacturers may conclude that the sales potential is not sufficient to justify the investment 
required to register a particular use in Canada. 
 
The Program provides benefits to Canadian producers by making minor use pesticide 
products more readily available, as well as improving Canadian producers’ competitiveness 
domestically and internationally. 
 
PMRA reviews pre-submission requests from AAFC and the provinces to ensure applications 
meet the necessary data requirements. With support from manufacturers, AAFC and 
provinces develop application packages containing any required data for submission to 
PMRA. PMRA conducts scientific regulatory reviews and delivers a proposed regulatory 
decision. If the use has acceptable risk and value, the registrant can make an application to 
add the minor use(s) to the pesticide product label.2 
 
What we found 
 
Overall, the evaluation found that PMRA has successfully met its MOU objectives and has 
exceeded performance targets, contributing to an increase in the availability of minor use 
pesticides to growers. However, the number of submissions received per year far exceeds 
the performance target, creating an increasing number of applications in queue to be 
completed.  Considering that funding has been static for the past 17 years, any increase in 
program activities may have implications for program resources.  
 
As a whole, stakeholders perceived the MUPP to be of great value, with a good reputation as 
a world leader in the minor use pesticides field. PMRA’s submission reviews and regulatory 
decisions on approving minor uses of pesticides are considered to be evidence-based and a 
credible source of scientific expertise and knowledge.  
 
While the findings showed that PMRA is meeting its MOU commitments, some challenges 
were identified:  
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• The need to re-examine performance targets to better reflect the time and level of 
effort required to assess incoming submissions, which have become increasingly 
complex due to global, environmental and agricultural changes (e.g., the emergence of 
unique crops and new technologies);  

• A perceived lack of transparency in the way PMRA communicates to stakeholders 
regarding the status of the review and approval processes; and 

• An unpredictable workload, since applications are not received based on a set 
schedule, which affects the management of internal resources. 

 
The evaluation findings discussed in this report led to the following recommendations: 
 
Recommendation 1: To facilitate decision making as the level of complexity increases 
due to new technologies, new crops, multiple submissions, as well as joint reviews, 
PMRA should determine the length of time and level of effort required to complete and 
process submissions received.  
 
The MOU’s budget has not increased since the inception of the Program seventeen years 
ago, despite the evolution of the minor use pesticides landscape. Submissions to PMRA have 
become more complex, sometimes requiring additional data or resulting in a longer time to 
complete health risk assessments. This often occurs with submissions for crops newly 
authorized to be grown in Canada (e.g., wasabi, rice) and new methods or technologies to 
apply minor use pesticides (e.g., use of drones, bulb dips).  
 
In this context, current performance targets do not provide the Program with a clear 
understanding of how long it takes and the level of effort needed to review each submission 
to manage the distribution of workload each year. This is especially important as applications 
are not received based on a set schedule and the number of submissions received has been 
increasing, leading to a growing number of applications in queue to be completed each year. 
Having a clearer picture of the level of effort would help the Program to better understand the 
level of resources required to complete submissions, manage workload and inform possible 
revisions to the MOU in 2023. 
 
Recommendation 2: Increase communication and awareness both internally and 
externally to address a perceived lack of transparency with respect to PMRA’s 
processes for reviewing submissions, and to clarify and manage stakeholder 
expectations.  
 
Both internal and external key informants (AAFC, PTs, registrants, and growers) mentioned 
timelines and transparency as ongoing issues, which are increasing stakeholder frustration.  
Although legal restrictions limit PMRA’s ability to discuss certain details about upcoming 
regulatory decisions (e.g., re-evaluations), clearer communication with internal and external 
stakeholders may help to manage expectations and improve overall understanding of the 
internal processes and regulatory limitations. 
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Management Response and Action Plan  
Evaluation of PMRA’s activities in support of the Minor Use Pesticide Program 

 
Recommendations Response Action Plan Deliverables Expected Completion 

Date Accountability Resources 

Recommendation as 
stated in the evaluation 

report 

Identify whether 
program management 

agrees, agrees with 
conditions, or 

disagrees with the 
recommendation, and 

why 

Identify what 
action(s) program 
management will 

take to address the 
recommendation 

Identify key 
deliverables 

Identify timeline for 
implementation of each 

deliverable 

Identify Senior 
Management and 

Executive (DG and 
ADM level) 

accountable for the 
implementation of 
each deliverable 

Describe the human 
and/or financial 

resources required to 
complete 

recommendation, 
including the source of 

resources (additional vs. 
existing budget) 

To facilitate decision 
making as the level of 
complexity increases 
due to new 
technologies, new 
crops, multiple 
submissions, as well as 
joint reviews, PMRA 
should determine the 
length of time and level 
of effort required to 
complete and process 
submissions received. 

Agrees Analyze time 
tracking data to  
determine level of 
effort (time spent) to 
review submissions 
 
Consider future 
service standards 
based on level of 
effort review 
 

Analysis report/deck 
with assessment 
results 
 
 
 
AMC presentation 
(deck) with analysis 
results and proposed 
options for the 
implementation of 
service standards 

March 31, 2022 DG VRD 
 
ED PMRA 

Using existing internal 
resources 
 
POD-Planning and 
Operations Section  
expertise to gather and 
organize SAP data 
 
VRD-Minor Use 
Coordination Section to 
analyze trends in 
submission level of effort  

Increase 
communication and 
awareness both 
internally and 
externally to address a 
perceived lack of 
transparency with 
respect to PMRA’s 
processes for 
reviewing submissions, 
and to clarify and 
manage stakeholder 
expectations. 

Agrees 1.) Develop and 
share three quarterly 
submission status 
reports to be shared 
with F/P/T 
Committee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Formalize the sharing 
of three submission 
reports at quarterly 
F/P/T meetings 
 
1.) New Submissions 
Received (D.3.1, 
D.3.2 and C.6.3 
submission types) 
 
2.) Submissions In-
Progress 
(D.3.2 and C.6.3) 

June 30, 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DG VRD 
 
PMRA ED 

Using existing internal 
resources 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reports to be generated 
by Minor Use 
Coordination Section of 
VRD  
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Recommendations Response Action Plan Deliverables Expected Completion 
Date Accountability Resources 

Recommendation as 
stated in the evaluation 

report 

Identify whether 
program management 

agrees, agrees with 
conditions, or 

disagrees with the 
recommendation, and 

why 

Identify what 
action(s) program 
management will 

take to address the 
recommendation 

Identify key 
deliverables 

Identify timeline for 
implementation of each 

deliverable 

Identify Senior 
Management and 

Executive (DG and 
ADM level) 

accountable for the 
implementation of 
each deliverable 

Describe the human 
and/or financial 

resources required to 
complete 

recommendation, 
including the source of 

resources (additional vs. 
existing budget) 

 
 

 
3.) Submissions 
Completed (D3.2 & 
C.6.3) 

 
 

 

 

  2.) Publish an 
update to URMULE 
Regulatory Directive 
DIR-2001-01 
 
Review and finalize 
the Minor Use 
Program process 
flow chart for 
inclusion in DIR-
2001-01 

Updated Regulatory 
URMULE Directive 
DIR-2001-01(including 
Minor Use Program 
process flow chart as 
an Appendix) 

March 31, 2022  Update to be completed 
by Minor Use 
Coordination Section of 
VRD  
 
POD-Planning and 
Operations Section  
expertise to assist with 
formatting of program 
process flow chart for 
publication purposes 
 
POD – Desktop 
Publishing for document 
translation and 
preparation prior to 
publication. 
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1. Evaluation Purpose 
 
The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of PMRA’s 
activities in support of the Minor Use Pesticide Program (MUPP) for the period from April 
2013-14 to March 2019-2020.  
 
For details on the evaluation scope, approach, and design, including the MUPP logic model, 
evaluation questions, and a description of the data collection and analysis methods, 
limitations, and mitigation strategies, please consult Appendix 3.   
 
 
2. Program Profile 
 
A "minor use" pesticide refers to the use of crop-protection treatments (like herbicides, 
insecticides, fungicides, and nematicides) on minor crops that are of low acreage, high-
value, or, where pest control is only needed on a small portion of the overall crop acreage. 
Such crops can include fruits, vegetables, herbs and spices, landscape ornamentals and 
specialty crops. They tend to be grown on smaller areas of land compared to large crops 
like wheat, soybean, and corn.3 The projected sales of some pest control products may be 
so low that manufacturers may conclude that the sales potential is not sufficient to justify the 
investment required to register a particular use in Canada.4 
 
The Minor Use Pesticides Program (MUPP or “The Program”) was launched in 2003 as a 
joint initiative between Agriculture and Agri-food Canada (AAFC) and Health Canada's Pest 
Management Regulatory Agency (PMRA). This initiative aims to provide Canadian 
producers with access to new pest-management technologies and improving their 
competitiveness domestically and internationally. As part of a larger AAFC initiative, PMRA 
receives $4 million annually to support the MUPP in making minor use pesticide products 
more readily available to growers.  
 
The expected outcomes of the Program are the following:  

• New minor uses of pesticides are available to growers; 
• Stakeholders implement strategies and use tools to manage changes associated 

with regulatory modernization and crop protection; and 
• The agriculture, agri-food and agri-based products sector is able to adapt to a 

changing regulatory and crop protection environment with scientifically evaluated 
tools. 

 
The MUPP logic model is available in Appendix 1 for a visual representation of the links 
between activities, outputs, and results. 
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3. How the Minor Use Pesticides Program (MUPP) works 
 
The Program is comprised of several activities delivered by the Pest Management Centre 
(AAFC) and the PMRA (Health Canada). AAFC, in collaboration with stakeholders, including 
grower representatives, minor use registrants, Provincial Minor Use Coordinators, and 
international bodies, such as the U.S. Interregional Research Project No. 4 (IR-4) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), identifies pest control needs (international or 
domestic), for minor uses of pesticides, and facilitates an annual prioritization process.  
If AAFC identifies similar priorities as those in the United States (U.S.), the Pest 
Management Centre and IR-4 will collaborate by conducting joint projects or workshares. In 
the case of joint projects, PMRA works with its U.S. counterpart, the EPA, to review these 
projects when they are jointly submitted to both Agencies.    
 
 
Depending on circumstances, there are three steps in PMRA’s review process that were 
included in this evaluation: 

• PMRA reviews pre-submission requests from AAFC (including joint projects between 
AAFC and US IR-4) and the provinces noting the required data requirements. With 
support from manufacturers, AAFC and the provinces develop application packages 
containing any required data for submission to PMRA (classified as a D.3.1 
submission); 

• Once AAFC or the provinces provide all the information required, PMRA then 
conducts a scientific assessment of the health and environmental risks, as well as a 
value assessment of the pesticide products included in the submission, resulting in a 
proposed regulatory decision (classified as a D.3.2 submission); and  

• If the risk and value assessments are deemed to be acceptable, the registrant can 
then submit a formal application to legally add the minor uses to the pesticide 
product label (classified as a C.6.3 submission). 

 
Only the formal application to add the minor use to the label (C.6.3) is subject to PMRA’s 
Management of Submission Policy (MOSP), with specific service standards, whereas the 
pre-submission check (D.3.1) and submission review (for risk and value) (D.3.2) use annual 
targets, as specified in the MOU, for number of submissions completed and new uses 
registered.  Appendix 2 provides a table of the complete set of performance timelines and 
service standards for MUPP submissions. 
 
It should be noted that Health Canada’s new cost-recovery regime includes a mechanism to 
ensure that the industry’s share of the cost of registering pesticides remains consistent each 
year. Fees are therefore adjusted annually by 2% to account for inflation and other cost 
increases. Under the Service Fees Act, Health Canada also plans to review the cost 
recovery regulations every three to five years.5 

In the context of the MOSP, once the fee remission policy comes into effect in 2021, 
registrants will be reimbursed part of their registration fees if the processing of these 
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submissions does not meet the set performance timelines. This would then impact PMRA’s 
cost-recovery revenues.i 
 
4. Findings 
 
4.1. Evidence-based decisions in review and approval processes 
 
PMRA is meeting the objectives and commitments stated in the MOU. Over the period 
covered by the evaluation, PMRA generally met or exceeded the performance targets 
set in the MOU, thus increasing the availability of minor use pesticide products to 
growers.  
 
PMRA is successfully contributing to an increase in the availability of minor use products to 
growers. These findings are in line with a recent evaluation conducted by AAFC in 2017 that 
also found that the MUPP filled an ongoing need for grower access to pesticides by 
increasing the availability of new pesticides for minor uses.6 
 
Figure 1 provides data on the number of applications for which a scientific and value 
assessment is carried out (D.3.2) that PMRA received and completed between 2013 and 
2019. The figure shows that PMRA received an average of 110 applications for review per 
year from both AAFC and the provinces. On average PMRA completed 93 applications, 
exceeding the yearly targets of 75 and 50 set out in the 2013 and 2018 MOUs, respectively. 
Similarly, the Program completed an average of 12 joint reviews per year, almost twice the 
set target of seven.  
 
Overall, over the period covered by the evaluation, PMRA reviewed and made 649 
regulatory decisions. PMRA also processed 427 formal applications to legally add the minor 
uses to the pesticide product label (C.6.3), initiated by registrants, an average of 61 
applications per year, adding 3,835 new minor uses to labels. On average, these numbers 
represented 548 registrations of new minor uses per year, which is well over the MOU target 
of 200 for new minor uses registered each year.  Furthermore, based on MOSP service 
standards, 90% of applications submitted by registrants to receive a signed certificate to 
legally add the minor uses to a pesticide product label (C.6.3), are completed on time. 
 
Key informants noted that the higher number of applications provided to PMRA for review, 
relative to the target identified in the MOU, has created workload management challenges 
and was one factor contributing to the growing number of applications in queue to be 
completed.ii 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
i Current fees for a conventional chemical are $1204 and $309 for a microbial. 
ii Appendix 5 outlines a more fulsome analysis of the performance data of PMRA’s activities.  
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Analysis of MUPP D.3.2 Process Performance Data 

 
 

4.2. MUPP is a Valued Partner in the Agricultural Sector 
 
The Program is well received and highly valued in the Minor Use Pesticides 
community. Stakeholders expressed confidence in PMRA’s evidence-based scientific 
expertise, both domestically and internationally; not only for its ability to introduce 
many new products to the sector, but also for increasing growers’ competitiveness in 
the international field.  
 
4.2.1. Scientific Expertise  
 
A significant portion of the MUPP’s activities involve the use of scientific expertise to assess 
submissions to expand pesticide labels. In this respect, the Program is highly valued for its 
scientific expertise both domestically and internationally. All stakeholders engaged in the 
evaluation noted that the Program is operating well, and is well recognized for its ability to 
increase access to minor use pesticides in the agri-food and agricultural sectors. It should 
be noted that, while most stakeholders expressed the desire to have more transparency 
from PMRA around the review process, some also recognized that, when contacted directly 
with specific inquiries, PMRA’s responsiveness efforts were commendable (See Section 5.2 
on transparency, communication, and other external challenges). 
 
Interested parties such as AAFC, provincial coordinators, the U.S. EPA, growers, and 
registrants also regard the Program as a world leader because of its evidence-based 
regulatory decisions that include a high level of collaboration and engagement. Participants 
stated that PMRA staff are well respected and are seen, domestically and internationally, as 
a credible source of scientific expertise and knowledge.  
 
One key informant noted that the MUPP is a testing ground for new technologies and new 
crops (e.g., use of drones to apply pesticides, novel crops in Canada like wasabi or rice). In 
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some instances, minor use submissions give PMRA an early signal about where to build 
capacity for new technological areas or where new or specialty crops are emerging.    
 
4.2.2. Program Governance and Delivery through Collaboration 
 
The MUPP has established good program governance through its internal and 
external collaborative committees and has been able to better adapt to the evolving 
landscape of the minor use pesticides industry. In this context, PMRA has also 
supported various measures to improve program delivery, such as with the bundling 
of submissions, conducting joint reviews between Canada and the U.S., harmonizing 
data requirements, aligning residue trials, and revising guidelines and directives (i.e., 
the Value Guidance Directive) to further reduce data requirements. 
 
The MUPP fosters successful collaborations between the Government of Canada, provincial 
representatives, registrants, and growers who support work in the pest management cycle 
to provide Canadian producers access to new pest-management technologies and improve 
their competitiveness domestically and internationally. Over the years, the Program has 
adapted to the changing environment with nimbleness, responsiveness, and continuous 
course corrections (e.g., revising guidelines to reduce data requirements, working on 
multiple submissions and joint reviews as discussed later in more detail). 
 
According to both internal and external stakeholders, the strength of the Program is that it is 
driven from the ground up, with registrants and growers coming together to identify their 
needs during an annual prioritization meeting which is facilitated by AAFC. The prioritization 
meeting has been touted as an important aspect of the Program whereby different groups 
and interests are brought to the table to discuss the most pressing needs, issues, and 
challenges. PMRA’s participation is also viewed as an effective way for the Agency to gain 
early intelligence on some of the most pressing problems with pests, invasive species, and 
diseases, and potential solutions. It is also an opportunity for PMRA to flag to registrants the 
uses where emergency registrations require long-term solutions, or chemicals that may be 
under re-evaluation, the outcome of which can impact regulatory conditions.  
 
The partnership between PMRA and AAFC ensures good program governance through 
various internal committees, such as a Joint Management Committee made up of Assistant 
Deputy Ministers and Directors General who meet yearly, and a program level working 
group that has bi-weekly meetings. These internal committees provide a regular forum for 
exchanges on progress and work activities that assist with the monitoring and management 
of the MUPP. 
 
Other collaborative mechanisms that are part of the MUPP, such as the Federal/ 
Provincial/Territorial (FPT) Minor Use Sub-committee, are beneficial as they allow all parties 
to stay informed on national issues related to minor uses for pesticides. For instance, some 
provincial and territorial partners mentioned that regular telephone calls every three months 
provided additional information on a range of questions related to such issues as 
emergency registrations, processes, and new regulatory needs. Along the same lines, 
PMRA fosters external stakeholder relationships by attending a variety of stakeholder 
meetings throughout the year, such as the Prairie Pesticide Minor Use Consortium and the 
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Canadian Horticulture Council. Upon request, during such meetings, the Agency may 
provide updates on the work completed, discuss any upcoming issues, and provide details 
on specific submissions. Finally, PMRA and PMC staff also do site visits to farms and 
greenhouses to understand better the needs of the agricultural sector. 
 
Based on these collaborative frameworks, PMRA has also been able to adjust some of its 
processes to address stakeholders’ feedback and make some course corrections. For 
instance, with the publication of the “Value Guidelines”, PMRA refined and reduced the 
value data requirements for projects selected at the AAFC Priority Setting Workshop. In 
other words, the purpose of the guideline was to potentially shorten the time required for 
data generation by AAFC, Provincial Minor Use Coordinators, and registrants, reducing 
overall submission costs. Also with this guideline, in cases where a submission is based on 
the highest priority level, as selected by the Canadian Minor Use Priority Setting Workshop, 
PMRA recognizes value based on the prioritization process and does not require trial data 
to be submitted for regulatory review.  In most cases, as mentioned by PMRA’s staff, this 
can reduce the effort during the review. Similarly, also to save some time during the review 
process, PMRA has bundled multiple minor use requests into one submission following a 
request from provinces to add multiple crops to the same pesticide label. 
 
Internationallythe MUPP works collaboratively with the U.S. IR-4 and EPA. For instance, as 
mentioned earlier, once national priorities are identified, the PMC and PMRA collaborate 
with IR-4 and EPA to choose projects that meet minor use pesticide needs both in Canada 
and the U.S. PMRA and EPA conduct joint reviews with the aim of both harmonizing and 
aligning residue trial requirements and Maximum Residue Limits (MRLs) for MUPs in 
Canada and the U.S., as well as exchanging best practices. Overall, joint reviews have 
been able to save time and effort on generating data, which has reduced up to 63%7 the 
total number of field trials required to support registration in both countries.8 Moreover, this 
collaboration also aims to address challenges related to complex submissions. 
 
Finally, internal and external key informants noted that the relationship between AAFC and 
PMRA seems, for the most part, to be working well. Some concerns were voiced by internal 
key informants on whether the MOU performance targets are still meeting the needs of all 
parties. Specific concerns focused on the increase in the numbers of submissions PMRA 
receives for review, which exceed the current performance targets identified in the MOU, 
resulting in an increased workload at PMRA, accompanied by longer review timelines and 
transparency issues. These concerns will be further discussed in the following section. 
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5. Challenges and Areas of Improvement  
 
5.1. Re-examining performance targets commensurate with 

complexities and level of effort, and workload 
management 

 
While PMRA has been successful in meeting its targets, the majority of internal and 
external stakeholders seemed to suggest that the targets are not commensurate with 
current realities, both in terms of the number of submissions that are received by 
PMRA, and in the amount of time it can take for the review and approval processes.  
 
As some internal and external key informants explained, submissions may vary in their level 
of complexity, thus affecting the length of time for review and the level of effort required, but 
there is no system currently in place that assesses and categorizes submissions based on 
these factors. For instance, while bio-pesticides can take less time to review, as they do not 
often require the same type or extent of scientific data, new crops or technologies can be 
more complex and require increased efforts in the health risk assessments to fulfill 
regulatory requirements. In the case of new crops or with new technologies (e.g., drones), 
PMRA has had to consult more often with stakeholders and may require additional data in 
order to better understand the type of analysis required, increasing the time it may take to 
process and review submissions. Introducing new submission categories to reflect the level 
of review effort may help to more accurately determine the amount of time needed for the 
actual review and approval process.  
 
Some key informants suggested that the current targets are not an accurate representation 
of level of effort and of the work required to review and process submissions. In this regard, 
some also suggested that, in order to have more meaningful measures, a combination of 
targets and timelines, similar to those used for the MOSP (PMRA’s performance service 
standards), would be more appropriate. This would also help PMRA be more transparent 
with its stakeholders in managing expectations on the length of time it takes submissions to 
be reviewed and approved. 
 
Similarly, while PMRA is successfully meeting its targets, most internal stakeholders 
seemed to suggest that the targets are not commensurate with current realities, both in 
terms of the number of submissions received by PMRA, and the amount of time required for 
the review and approval processes.  
 
In fact, not only does PMRA receive more submissions to review than the target established 
in the MOU, data collected showed increasingly longer timeframes to process submissions.  
For instance, as mentioned earlier, PMRA uses internal service standards to track its 
submissions using guidelines similar to those used in the MOSP. The data showed that 
there is an increasing trend in the length of time it takes to review these submissions when 
compared to previous years. For example, in 2013-14, it took an average of 264 days to 
conduct a scientific review of a submission, which is below the performance target of 285 
days. However, in 2019-20, the average time to conduct a scientific review of a submission 
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took 384 days to complete, or about 33% above the target number of days (please see 
Appendix 5, Table 6).  
 
Along the same lines, internal key informants also stated that workloads are difficult to 
predict each year, due to large fluctuations in the timing of submissions sent to PMRA. 
Similarly, the higher number of applications received for review was also flagged by internal 
key informants as one of the factors that has created challenges in terms of workload 
planning and management, and as one of the factors contributing to the growing number of 
applications in queue to be completed.iii  
 
To this extent, the unpredictability of the workload, coupled with the fact that the number of 
submissions received often exceeds the established target in the MOU, are two notable 
factors that may have contributed to the increasing number of submissions in queue to be 
completed, as well as the increasing timelines in the review of submissions. Of note, recent 
records of decisions from Joint Management Committee meetings held in 2020 suggest that 
PMRA and AAFC had already flagged similar issues around the increasing complexities of 
incoming submissions, as well as the need to re-examine the costing analysis of the MUPP 
to inform the next round of funding and possible revisions to the MOU for 2023.  
 
As the Program budget has remained at $4 million per year since its inception, PMRA 
should consider revisiting the current performance targets to reflect the different categories 
of submissions received. Factors such as the various complexities, and the level of effort 
and time required to complete specific reviews might be considered during work planning 
stages to reflect more accurately the Program’s resource needs. 
 
5.2. Transparency, communication and other external 
challenges  
 
The perceived lack of transparency of the review process, along with the length of 
time for submissions to be reviewed and approved was a frequent source of 
frustration, as voiced by both internal and external key informants. Additional 
emerging challenges mentioned were related to the evolving globalization of the 
industry, such as re-evaluations, emergency registrations, new technologies, and the 
use of new agriculture tools (e.g., drones) or finding new minor uses for pesticides to 
combat invasive species.  
 
5.2.1. Communication and Transparency of the Review Process 
 
It was also noted by most external participants, as well as some internal key informants, that 
there were gaps in communication provided by PMRA regarding the status of the review and 
approval processes. Some key informants referred to internal processes as a “black box” 
and expressed a desire to receive more information on their application status, as they were 
not clear as to why review timelines were so lengthy. For example, applicants receive auto-
generated emails twice during the application cycle providing them with a submission 
number as well as an email to let them know their submission is in review. At the same time, 
                                                           
iii Appendix 5 outlines the performance data of PMRA’s activities  
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they receive little information on where the application is in queue and the length of time 
expected for the review to be completed. However, PMRA is also limited in its ability to 
share specific information with stakeholders in order to safeguard regulatory privacy issues 
and program integrity. 
 
Despite the noted limitations, however, clearer communication with internal and external 
stakeholders may benefit PMRA in managing stakeholder expectations on timelines and 
increase awareness as to why certain submissions are not reviewed (i.e., due to re-
evaluations) or why the process takes longer than anticipated. 
 
5.2.2. Re-evaluations and Other External Challenges  
 
Re-evaluations of pesticides are conducted every 15 years to ensure that regulated 
pesticides still meet scientific and health safety standards. The removal of pesticides or 
specific uses from the market due to these re-evaluations was noted as a growing concern 
by all key informants, with direct impacts to the availability of minor use pesticides. As well, 
re-evaluations were mentioned as affecting review timelines and increasing issues around 
transparency, as registrants were not made aware, due to regulatory privacy issues, of why 
certain submissions were not reviewed.  
 
A few stakeholders went even as far as to say that re-evaluations undermined the intended 
objectives of the Program, as this process can result in certain minor uses being removed 
from the market, which then impacts growers’ competiveness (by potentially making less 
pesticides available to growers). They believed the efforts spent on generating data for the 
re-evaluation process, reviewing it, and approving minor uses were therefore wasted when 
the pesticides were removed from the market. In addition, stakeholders expressed a lack of 
understanding of how decisions were made and stated they felt “left out” of the process due 
the lack of information or communication from PMRA.   
 
Other external challenges were linked to rising complexity in market globalization. For 
instance, PMRA has facilitated the alignment of MRLs with those in the U.S. Some 
stakeholders emphasized the need to continue to improve harmonizing MRLs to avoid non-
tariff trade barriers and to continue to ensure Canada’s competitiveness in global markets. 
Industry stakeholders felt this was a more pressing issue, as buyers could tap into foreign 
markets that have higher MRL limits thus, in the medium term, decreasing the demand for 
Canadian products. 
 
Further challenges were noted in cases related to invasive species and fast-tracking 
submissions in cases of emergency, novel crops, the intensification of greenhouse use in 
Canada, and new technologies in agriculture, such as the use of drones. To examine these 
submissions, new data is often needed, notably longitudinal data, to assess the longer-term 
health risks related to these new uses and to learn about the production of these crops. 
Therefore, it can take AAFC or the provinces up to two years to develop the data required to 
submit a pre-submission application package for a minor use pesticide to PMRA for new 
invasive species. The need for this new data requires additional resources during the pre-
consultation stages, which can cause further delays in processing submissions within the 
performance timelines. 
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6. Program Resources 
 
Over the evaluation period, the Program spent approximately 89% of its budget. 
Underspending in the last two years was primarily due to staffing vacancies.    
 
Table 1 presents planned and actual program expenditures for the period between 2013-14 
and 2019-20. During the evaluation period, the Program lapsed approximately $2.8 million, 
largely attributable to difficulties in staffing positions that required scientific expertise. The 
budget also showed some underspending in O&M between 2015-16 and 2019-20, as some 
of the planned translation costs were not incurred. 
 
It should be noted that PMRA’s funding has not changed since 2003, remaining static at 
$4M per year. To this point, static funding has not impacted the Program’s ability to 
successfully meet its MOU objectives. However, program resources may not be sufficient to 
address some of the challenges already noted in previous sections, such as managing the 
increasing number of submissions received each year, including the complexity of these 
submissions due to global, environmental and agricultural changes.  
  
Planned and Actual PMRA Expenditures (2013-14to 2019-20) 

*Financial data provided by the Chief Financial Officer Branch. 
 
 
7. Conclusions  
 
Overall, the evaluation found that PMRA has successfully met its MOU objectives and, in 
the context of static funding for the past 17 years, exceeded performance targets. These 
results have contributed to an increase in the availability of minor use pesticides to growers. 
Some key informants, however, noted that the number of submissions received per year 
exceeds the performance targets identified in the MOU, and that this could be one of the 
reasons for the increasing backlog in the number of submissions for review. 
 
As a whole, stakeholders perceived the MUPP to be of great value, with a good reputation 
as a world leader in the minor use pesticides field. PMRA’s submission reviews and 

Year 
Budget ($) Expenditures ($) 

Variance ($) % Budget 
Spent O&M Salary TOTAL O&M Salary TOTAL 

2013-14  $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $0 100% 

2014-15  $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $0    100% 

2015-16  $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $241,843  $2,844,960   $3,086,803   $578,941  84.2% 

2016-17  $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $204,022  $3,003,316   $3,207,338   $458,406  87.5% 

2017-18  $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $285,849  $3,257,597   $3,543,446   $122,298  96.7% 

2018-19  $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $229,528  $2,563,019   $2,792,547   $873,197  76.2% 

2019-20  $580,300  $3,085,444   $3,665,744   $231,594  $2,639,753   $2,871,347   $794,397  78.3% 

Total  $4,062,100  $21,598,105   $25,660,205   $2,353,436  $20,479,531   $22,832,967  $2,827,238  89.0% 
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regulatory decisions on approving minor uses of pesticides are considered to be evidence-
based and a credible source of scientific expertise and knowledge.  
 
While the findings showed that PMRA is meeting its MOU commitments, some challenges 
were identified:  

• The need to re-examine performance targets to better reflect the time and level of 
effort required to assess incoming submissions, which have become increasingly 
complex due to global, environmental and agricultural changes (e.g., the emergence 
of unique crops and new technologies);  

• A perceived lack of transparency in the way PMRA communicates to stakeholders 
regarding the status of the review and approval processes; and 

• An unpredictable workload, since applications are not received based on a set 
schedule, which affects the management of internal resources. 

 
8. Recommendations 
 
The evaluation findings discussed in this report led to the following recommendations: 
 
Recommendation 1: To facilitate decision making as the level of complexity increases 
due to new technologies, new crops, multiple submissions, as well as joint reviews, 
PMRA should determine the length of time and level of effort required to complete 
and process submissions received. 
 
The MOU’s budget has not increased since the inception of the Program seventeen years 
ago, despite the evolution of the minor use pesticides landscape. Submissions to PMRA 
have become more complex, sometimes requiring additional data or resulting in a longer 
time to complete health risk assessments. This often occurs with submissions for crops 
newly authorized to be grown in Canada (e.g., wasabi, rice) and new methods or 
technologies to apply minor use pesticides (e.g., use of drones, bulb dips).  
 
In this context, current performance targets do not provide the Program with a clear 
understanding of how long it takes and the level of effort needed to review each submission 
to manage the distribution of workload each year. This is especially important as 
applications are not received based on a set schedule and the number of submissions 
received has been increasing, leading to a growing number of applications in queue to be 
completed each year. Having a clearer picture of the level of effort would help the Program 
to better understand the level of resources required to complete submissions, manage 
workload and inform possible revisions to the MOU in 2023. 
 
Recommendation 2: Increase communication and awareness both internally and 
externally to address a perceived lack of transparency with respect to PMRA’s 
processes for reviewing submissions, and to clarify and manage stakeholder 
expectations.  
 
Both internal and external key informants (AAFC, PTs, registrants, and growers) mentioned 
timelines and transparency as ongoing issues, which are increasing stakeholder frustration.  
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Although legal restrictions limit PMRA’s ability to discuss certain details about upcoming 
regulatory decisions (e.g., re-evaluations), clearer communication with internal and external 
stakeholders may help to manage expectations and improve overall understanding of the 
internal processes and regulatory limitations.
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Appendix 1 – MUPP Logic Model 
 

Objective(s) The Program will address the needs of Canadians growers for new minor uses of pesticides and will assist stakeholders to be sustainable and remain competitive in the 
market place. The Program will provide tools that will enable stakeholders to modernize crop protection within Canada.

Activities

MoU established between
AAFC and HC’s PMRA. 

AAFC Program management and 
oversight:

identification of  stakeholder priorities
for minor use pesticides

AAFC prepares and sends regulatory
submissions for new minor use pesticides  

to HC.

PMRA issues regulatory decisions to 
address the prevention of an increased

technology gap.
Outputs

Immediate
Outcomes

Intermediate
Outcomes

End Outcomes

AAFC  documents stakeholder priorities
for minor use pesticides. 

AAFC develops regulatory research
products.

PMRA reviews and evaluates AAFC and 
provincial regulatory submissions of 

new minor uses of pesticides.

New minor uses of pesticides are available to growers.

Stakeholders implement strategies and use tools to manage changes associated with regulatory modernization and crop protection.

Agriculture, agri-food, and agri-based products sector is able to adapt to a changing regulatory and crop protection environment using scientifically evaluated tools.

Scoped outScoped in

Legend

AAFC generates scienfic data needed by 
HC .
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Appendix 2 – Performance Timelines and Services 
Standards for MUPP Submissions 
 
The table below represents performance timelines for minor use pesticides submissions that 
fall into categories D and C, as referenced in the report in section 3. While performance 
timelines with specific service standards only apply to the formal applications to add the 
minor pesticide uses to the label (C.6.3) as they are subject to PMRA’s Management of 
Submission Policy (MOSP), these numbers are also used as internal measures to assess the 
time it takes to review and approve D.3.1 and D.3.2 submissions.  
 
MOSP Timelines and Service Standards Pertaining to Submissions Handled by the MUPP 
Submission 
Sub-Type 

D.3.1 Performance Timelines D.3.2 Performance 
Timelines 

C.6.3 MOSPs Service 
Standards 

Steps Tasks  Days  Tasks Days  Tasks  Days 

 Level A Completeness check, 
submission creation, 
load applicant docs to 
database 

7 Completeness 
check, 
submission 
creation, load 
applicant docs 
to database 

7 Fees paid, 
submission creation, 
load applicant docs 
into database  

7 

Level B Screening 
clarifications, team 
call 

21 Screening 
clarifications, 
team call 

21 Completeness check 
for French label, 
screening  

30 

Level C/D Science team pre-sub 
consultation  

60 Science team 
review  

247 Create new 
registration 
certificate, draft 
letters and screen 
label amendments 
and update, draft 
public evaluation 
reports and send to 
translation, update 
database  

240 

Level E Coordination of 
science 
consultations/reviews, 
draft deficiency 
letters, update 
database  

9 Coordination 
of science 
reviews, draft 
letters, draft 
English label 
amendments, 
update 
database  

9 

Level I Sign off letter to 
applicant/send file to 
SCU RD for 
conversion to D3.2 

1 Sign off, letter 
and label sent 

1 Sign off letter and 
label and update 
regulation certificate 
sent, send public 
labels (EN&FR) for 
publication, update 
databases  

N/A 

Total 
 

98 
 

285 
 

277 
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Appendix 3 – Scope, Evaluation Questions and Data 
Collection Methods 
 
The evaluation assessed HC’s PMRA activities in support of the Minor Use Pesticides 
Program, which is managed by AAFC, based on two Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs): 
one signed in 2013, and a renewal in 2018.  
 
The evaluation aimed to answer the following questions:  
 
Core Evaluation Issues and Questions 
Core Issues Evaluation Questions 
Performance (effectiveness, efficiency, and economy) 
Achievement  
of expected outputs and 
outcomes 
(effectiveness) 

• How effective is PMRA in issuing evidence-based 
regulatory decisions to ensure that new minor uses of 
pesticides are available to growers in a timely manner?  
 

• What has been the impact of PMRA’s activities in support 
of AAFC’s Minor Use Pesticides Program?  

Demonstration of 
economy and efficiency 

• To what extent is PMRA’s delivery of its activities in 
support of the Minor Use Program efficient? 

 
• What is working well? What are the challenges and 

barriers? 
 

• Is the current performance measurement strategy 
providing senior management with the right information?  

 
Evaluators collected and analyzed data from multiple sources. Data collection began in 
February 2020 and ended in October 2020. Data was analyzed by triangulating information 
gathered from the different methods listed below. The use of multiple lines of evidence and 
triangulation were intended to increase the reliability and credibility of the evaluation findings 
and conclusions.   
 
Program document and file review – Approximately 140 documents were reviewed to 
obtain information on all aspects of the MUPP and inform findings related to relevance, 
effectiveness, and efficiency. 

Financial data review – A review of financial data from 2013-14 to 2019-20 was conducted, 
including a comparison of the planned budget and actual expenditures. 

Key informant interviews – Interviews were conducted with 27 internal and external key 
informants: Program Senior Management and Staff n=10; Federal Partners n=3; 
Provincial/Territorial Partners n=4; International n=1; and Industry Stakeholders n=9. 
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As with many evaluations, there were some limitations encountered during the 
implementation of the selected methods that may have had some implications for the validity 
and reliability of the evaluation findings and conclusions. The following table provides a 
summary of the limitations, impacts, and mitigation strategies used to ensure the findings 
could be used with confidence to guide program planning and decision-making. 
 
Limitations and Mitigation Strategies 

Limitation  Impact  Mitigation Strategy 
Limitations in administrative 
and performance data due to 
gaps between MUP 
submission processes, data 
collection and, performance 
management systems. In 
addition, as was noted by 
some key informants, there 
were differences in the way 
PMRA counted their 
submissions compared to 
AAFC. 

The completeness of 
administrative and 
performance data was 
slightly affected. 

Performance reports were 
used to their fullest extent. 
Where information may be 
lacking, triangulation of 
evidence from literature 
review, document review, 
and key informants was 
used to help validate 
findings and provided 
additional evidence of 
outcome achievement. 

The sample size of some 
groups of key informants 
was relatively small, as key 
informant interviews were 
divided across a number of 
different groups of 
interviewees. 

Key informant views may not 
be equally representative 
across stakeholder groups, 
due to the different 
distribution in the numbers of 
key informants in each of the 
groups. 

Information from key 
informant interviews was 
triangulated with key 
documents containing 
performance data. 

Key informant interviews are 
retrospective in nature and 
are sometimes limited to 
specific points in time. 

Interviews tend to provide 
recent perspectives on past 
events. In some cases, key 
informants had been 
involved with the Program 
for a limited amount of time.  

Triangulation with other lines 
of evidence substantiated or 
provided further information 
on data captured in 
interviews. 
 
Document review also 
provided corporate 
knowledge. 

The document review could 
be biased or as reliable only 
to the extent there are 
documents available related 
specifically to specific 
subject matters, such as 
minor use pesticides. For 
instance, PMRA’s corporate 
reports mentioned minor use 
in general terms as part of a 
larger context.  

The document review was 
limited to the documents that 
were specifically related to 
minor use pesticides.  

Triangulation with other lines 
of evidence substantiated or 
provided further information 
on data captured in 
documents. 
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Appendix 4 – MUPP Process Submission Flowchart  
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Appendix 5 – Performance Data of PMRA’s Activities in 
Support of the Minor Use Pesticides Program 
 
Data collected through PMRA’s electronic Pesticide Regulatory System database (ePRS) 
allowed the assessment of the extent to which the MUPP had met the performance targets 
included in the 2013 and 2018 MOU between AAFC and PMRA, as well as other program 
performance metrics. 
 
Performance analyses focused on three performance targets: the number of minor use 
regulatory submissions provided to HC’s PMRA, the number of AAFC and provincial minor 
use submissions reviewed by HC’s PMRA, and the number of regulatory decisions that 
resulted in an increase of sponsor-submitted new pest management tools and minor use 
registrations available to growers.  
 
Other metrics used by the MUPP to monitor program performance include the C.6.3 
submissions. In this step, once PMRA approves an application, registrants can then move 
forward to activate the process of legally expanding the pesticide label for new crops or 
pests. As already mentioned, these applications are subject to service standards, based on 
the number of days it takes to process these applications.



Page 19 of 28 

MUPP Performance Results for Indicators by Calendar Year 

Indicators 

Indicator 
Sub-

Units (if 
applicab

le) 

Target 
2013 
MOU 

201
3 

201
4 

201
5 

201
6 

201
7 

Target 
2018 MOU 

201
8 

201
9 

202
0 

Tot
al 

Avera
ge 

2013-
2019 

Number 
of minor 
use 
regulator
y 
submissi
ons 
provided 
to HC4  

N/A 
40 

submissio
ns5 

93 121 130 104 97 
40 

5submissio
ns5 

134 92 - 771 110 

Number 
of AAFC 
and 
provincial 
minor use 
submissi
ons 
reviewed 
by HC   

N/A 
75 

submissio
ns 

90 106 114 100 60 
50 

submission
s 

76 103 - 649 93 

% of C.6.3 
reviews 
conducte
d within 
MOSP 
service 
standards 
set for 
new 
product 
registrati
ons 

N/A N/A 89
% 

85
% 

100
% 

93
% 

78
% 

90% of 
submission

s 
completed 

within 
MOSPs 
services 

standards 

92
% 

92
% - - 90% 

Joint EPA 
and 
PMRA 
regulator
y reviews 
  

Joint 
Reviews 

(2) 
N/A 10 11 11 17 5 N/A 19 8 - 81 12 

Worksha
res (2) N/A 3 0 3 6 0 N/A 4 3 - 19 3 

Total 7 projects 13 11 14 23 5 7 projects 23 11 - 107 13 
# of 
submissi
ons in 
queue to 
be 
complete
d  
  

D.3.1 N/A - - 12   N/A 2 11 28 53 13 
D.3.2 N/A - - 9 4 7 N/A 20 30 35 105 18 

C.6.3 N/A - - - 1 1 N/A - 1 10 13 3 

4 Number of regulatory submissions provided to Health Canada from both AAFC and the provinces 
5 This target  is an AAFC deliverable identified in the MOU and represents the target number of minor use regulatory submissions provided to Health 
Canada or pesticide manufacturers. 
 
N/A = not applicable 
- = no data available 
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MUPP Performance Results for Indicators by Fiscal Year 

Indicator
s 

Indicat
or Sub-
Units 

Targe
t 

2013 
MOU 

2013
-

2014 

2014
-

2015 

2015
-

2016 

2016
-

2017 

2017
-

2018 

Targe
t 

2018 
MOU 

2018
-

2019 

2019
-

2020 

2020
-

2021 

Tota
l 

Averag
e 2013-

2019 

# of new 
minor 
uses of 
pesticide
s 
registere
d through 
a 
dedicated 
minor 
use 
review 
process 
by PMRA 
(200/year) 
by new 
uses 
AAFC; 
news 
uses 
provinces 

N/A 
200 
new 
uses 

458 621 745 490 782 
200 
new  
uses 

435 304 - 534
2 486 

Average 
time 
annually 
for D.3.1, 
D.3.2 and 
C.6.3 
MUPP 
processe
s. 

D.3.1 N/A 149 150 152 210 290 98 
days 286 334 - 157

1 224 

D.3.2 N/A 264 255 279 248 462 285 
days 397 384 - 228

9 327 

C.6.3 277 
days 99 142 109 150 233 277 

days 146 125 - 100
4 143 

 
N/A = not applicable 
- = no data available 
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